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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 
 

Date: September 11, 2014 
Case No.: 2013.0831DV 
Project Address: 1784 SANCHEZ STREET 
Permit Application: 2014.03.14.0813 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6653/014 
Project Sponsor: James Monschke and Anastasia Michaels 
 1784 Sanchez Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94131 
Staff Contact: Michael Smith – (415) 558-6322 
 Michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Take DR and approve with modifications 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposes to remove the existing one-story utility room at the rear of the building and 
construct a two-story, flat roofed addition at the rear of the building.  The addition would extend the 
existing building depth by five feet, increase the height of the building by 14 inches, be set back 32 feet 
from the front of the building, and remove a small portion of the existing gabled roof at the rear.  The last 
10 feet of the addition would be set back 3’-6” from the north side property line.  The addition would add 
476 square-feet to the existing building.  The project requires a rear yard variance due to the shallow 
depth of the lot. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site is located on Sanchez Street on the west side of the street between 30th and Randall Streets 
within the Glen Park neighborhood.  The subject property is irregularly shaped measuring approximately 
1,690 square-feet with 25-feet of frontage on Sanchez Street.  The lot slopes up from the street such that 
the garage level is located below grade level at the rear.  The subject property is improved with a one-
story plus attic over garage, approximately 847 square-foot, single-family dwelling that was constructed 
in 1908.   The subject building is legal noncomplying because it encroaches into the required rear yard. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The surrounding neighborhood is residential in nature and characterized primarily by single-family 
dwellings with few two-family dwellings.  Most of the buildings are workman cottages with gabled roofs 
that date from the early 1900s.  Most of the gabled roof buildings have habitable space beneath the gable 
which provides two levels of occupancy and in some cases three levels of occupancy. 

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=Permit&PermitNumber=201403140813&Stepin=1
mailto:Michael.e.smith@sfgov.org
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PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
The project sponsors applied for and were granted a rear yard variance for a nearly identical project in 
2003 that was not opposed by the neighbors.  However, the sponsors never applied for a permit to 
construct the addition and a variance decision expires after three years.  The sponsors claim that personal 
circumstances affected their ability to construct the addition and that permits granted in 2003 for interior 
work constituted Phase 1 of the work related to the addition.   
 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
May 20, 2014 – 
July 19, 2014 

N/A (staff 
initiated) 

XXXX XX, 2010 60 days 

 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days August 29, 2014 August 29, 2014 20 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days August 29, 2014 August 29, 2014 20 days 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  X  
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

41 1  

Neighborhood groups    
 
The Project Sponsors have submitted letters of support from 41 neighbors.  None of the neighbors 
requested discretionary review for the project but the adjacent neighbor to the north opposes the project 
as proposed for reasons similar to the Department’s concerns and therefore relied upon the staff-initiated 
discretionary review instead of requesting his own.  Staff also received a letter of opposition from a 
neighbor two properties to the north of the subject property. 
 
DR REQUESTOR  
This is a staff-initiated request for Discretionary Review because the project’s encroachment into the mid-
block open space does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines.   
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines because it already extends much deeper 
than the adjacent buildings and the project would exacerbate this condition.  The added building depth 
combined with the proposed height would encroach into the mid-block open space, cut off the adjacent 
properties from the mid-block open space, and shade the rear of the adjacent building to the north.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 
The project sponsors argue that the existing building is very small and that to protect its historic integrity 
the addition should be placed at the rear of the building and that a similar project was supported by the 
Department in 2003.  The project sponsors are also arguing that the project is vested by a 2003 variance 
decision.   
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
The project sponsors contend that their project is vested by a 2003 variance decision which authorized a 
very similar addition to the rear of the building.  They claim that personal circumstances halted the 
construction of the addition after Phase 1 of the construction for interior work without plans was 
completed.  The Zoning Administrator conferred with the City Attorney about this claim and it was 
agreed that the addition was not vested by the 2003 variance decision and that the sponsor would need to 
go through the application process again.   
 
The subject and adjacent properties are unique because they are located at the southern end of a block 
that comes to a point where Randall and Sanchez Streets intersect.  As a result, the subject and adjacent 
lots are smaller than normal and irregularly shaped with small rear yards.  Of the buildings located on 
these smaller lots located at the south end of the subject block, the subject building at 847 square-feet has 
the least amount of habitable square-footage because the other buildings have habitable area beneath the 
gabled roofs where the subject building has only non-habitable attic space. 
 
The project sponsors are also upset as to why their 2003 project was supported by the Department and 
why their current project is not supported.  Both proposals sought to extend the building five-feet deeper 
extending it a total of 17 feet deeper than the primary rear wall of the adjacent building to the north and 
23 feet deeper than the primary rear wall of the adjacent building to the south, coming within five feet of 
the adjacent building to the west on Randall Street.  While an additional five feet in building depth would 
not be an issue on a residential lot of normal depth it has a bigger impact here where the lots are small 
and irregularly shaped.  The Department did not have a Residential Design Team in 2003; therefore, it 
was the assigned staff planner who exercised discretion in reviewing the 2003 project against the 
Residential Design Guidelines.  Since 2003, the Design Guidelines review process within the Department has 
evolved and the process now requires review by a specialized team of planners who are not beholden to 
earlier design decisions.   
 
The Department recognizes that at 847 square feet, the existing building is not large enough to meet the 
needs of modern family living.  To maintain the Project Sponsor’s desired program we suggest sliding the 
top floor of the addition five feet further forward onto the existing building.  When this idea was 
suggested earlier in the review process the Project Sponsor’s representative responded that it would 
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result in updating the original building that would prove to be too costly for the owners.  Costs 
notwithstanding, the Department continues to believe that this is the most viable alternative for a project 
that is consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review, 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301(1)(4) and 15303(a). 
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the 
Commission, because it does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
To protect the mid-block open space and maintain the adjacent buildings’ connection to it, the 
Department recommends that the depth of the addition be reduced by five-feet such that there is no 
increase in depth for the existing building footprint.  Therefore, the Commission should take DR and 
reduce the building depth by five feet. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and approve the project with modifications 

 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Design Review Checklist 
Section 311 Notice 
Environmental Determination 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photos  
Adjacent Neighbor’s Submittal 
Response to DR  

Reduced Plans (Exhibit B) 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined X 
Mixed  
 
Comments:  The character of the immediate neighborhood is defined by single family dwellings with 
gabled roofs that were constructed in the early 1900s.  The buildings are generally set back from the street 
with raised front entries. 
 
SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Topography (page 11)    
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area?   X 
Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 
the placement of surrounding buildings? 

  X 

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)     
Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street?   X 
In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape? 

  X 

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?   X 
Side Spacing (page 15)    
Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?   X 
Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)    
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties?  X  
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X   
Views (page 18)    
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?   X 
Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)    
Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?   X 
Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 
spaces? 

  X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?   X 
 
Comments: The proposed rear addition would not alter the building’s existing siting.  The existing 
building is set back three feet from the south side property line which the addition would maintain.  The 
addition is articulated with a three foot setback at the rear and a 3’-6” setback from the north side 
property line at the top floor.   There are no windows on the wall that is set back, thereby protecting 
privacy to the adjacent property.   
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BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Scale (pages 23  - 27)    

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the street? 

  X 

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

 X  

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)    
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?  X   
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

  X 

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

  X 

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   
 
Comments: The proposed rear addition would not alter the existing building’s appearance from the 
street. The proposed addition would extend the building five-feet deeper extending it a total of 17 feet 
deeper than the primary rear wall of the adjacent building to the north and 23 feet deeper than the 
primary rear wall of the adjacent building to the south, coming within five feet of the adjacent building to 
the west on Randall Street.  Because of the unusual lot configuration at the south end of the subject block 
the addition would pinch the mid-block open space thus impacting the adjacent properties’ connection to 
it.  Although the addition would have a flat roof most of the original gabled roof would be retained.  The 
flat roof of the addition would be located at the rear of the building where older buildings typically have 
an alternate roof form over a utility room. 
 
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)    
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

Bay Windows (page 34)    
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 
surrounding buildings? 

  X 

Garages (pages 34 - 37)    
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage?   X 
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Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the building and the surrounding area? 

  X 

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 
building elements?  

  X 

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 
buildings?  

  X 

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 
on light to adjacent buildings? 

  X 

 
Comments:   The proposed rear addition would not alter the existing building’s appearance from the 
street and would not add any rooftop features to the existing gabled roof. 
 
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 
and the surrounding area? 

  X 

Windows (pages 44 - 46)    
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood? 

  X 

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 
the neighborhood? 

  X 

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 

  X 

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

  X 

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)    
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

X   

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X   
 
Comments: The proposed rear addition would not alter the existing building’s appearance from the 
street.  The addition would be finished in quality materials consisting primarily of wood siding.   
 
 
 



  

 

1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On March 14, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.03.14.0813 with the City and 
County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 1784 Sanchez Street Applicant: Andy Rogers 
Cross Street(s): Randall and Harper Address: 156 South Park 
Block/Lot No.: 6653/014 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94107 
Zoning District(s): RH-2 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 309-9612 

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

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

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Occupancy   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential  Residential 
Front Setback None No Change 
Side Setbacks None No Change  
Building Depth +/- 50 feet +/- 55 feet 
Rear Yard +/- 28 - 33 feet +/- 23 - 28 feet 
Building Height +/- 23 feet No Change 
Number of Stories 2 No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces 1 No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal is for a rear extension to the existing one-story-over-garage single-family dwelling. The horizontal extension is 
proposed for the rear of both the existing first and second floors. The proposal will also enclose an existing stairwell at the rear. 
See attached plans. 
 
The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a 
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Casey Noel 
Telephone: (415) 575-9125       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  casey.noel@sfgov.org      Expiration Date:   

mailto:casey.noel@sfgov.org
vvallejo
Typewritten Text
5/20/14

vvallejo
Typewritten Text
6/19/14

vvallejo
Typewritten Text



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

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

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you. 
2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 

www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

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

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 
exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the 
project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally 
conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises 
its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants 
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 
Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 
Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the 
application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all 
required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, 
please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple 
building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be 
submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   
Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

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

BOARD OF APPEALS 

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

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

http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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    CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

  

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 
   

  Addition/ 
       Alteration 

Demolition  
     (requires HRER if over 45 years  old) 

New        
     Construction 

 Project Modification  
     (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 
 
 
 

 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 
 
 

Class 1 – Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft. 

 
 

Class 3 – New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family 
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; 
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft.  if principally permitted or with a CU.  

 Class__  
 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.  

 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? 
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel 
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 
Air Pollution Exposure Zone) 

 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards 
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of 
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the 
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects 
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer). 

 

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological 
sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area) 

 
Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area) 

 
Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 
Topography) 

 

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required  

 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 
grading –including excavation and fill on a landslide zone – as identified in the San Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the site, 
stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document required 

 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously 
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination 
Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required  

 

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine rock? 
Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > 
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)  

*If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3.  If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner. 

 
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the 
CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 
 
 

 
 
STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS – HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

 Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 
 Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 
 Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER  

Check all that apply to the project. 
 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 
 2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

 
3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 

storefront window alterations. 

 
4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 
 5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

 
6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-

way. 

 
7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

 

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.  
 Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 
 Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.  
 Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 
 Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS – ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with 
existing historic character. 

 4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining 
features. 

 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

 
 
 
 

 
9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 

Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

 

a. Per HRER dated: _________________ (attach HRER) 
b. Other (specify): 

 
 
 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

 
Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

 
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 
 

 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

 Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all that apply):  

 Step 2 – CEQA Impacts 

 
 Step 5 – Advanced Historical Review  

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

 No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.  

 Planner Name: Signature: 
 

 

Project Approval Action:  
 
*If Discretionary Review before the Planning 
Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 

 Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.  
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes 
a substantial modification of that project.  This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to 
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 
front page) 

  

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 
   
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action 
   
Modified Project Description: 
 
 
 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION  
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

 Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

 
Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or 312; 

 Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)? 

 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.   

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
 The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.  

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmental review is required.  This determination shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp: 
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September 10 2014

Cindy Wu President

San Francisco Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street Suite 400

San Francisco CA 94103

.ATTN Michael Smith

Re 1784 Sanchez Street

Dear President Wu and Commission Members

We live in the house at 1782 Sanchez Street with our two children directly downhill and

north of 1784 Sanchez Street Because the proposed two-story rear-yard addition would box us

in and deprive us of light privacy and open space we ask the Planning Commission to please

sustain the Planning Departments dcision to deny this proposal

No one wants to see Anastasia and James leave the neighborhood but no one is requiring

them to do that We are simply asking them to do what many others have done when remodeling

their homes consider the impact on their neighbors yards and homes and expand their own

home in way that is seismically safe does not block light or open space and respects our

privacy We do not understand why we should have to bear the substantial safety risks impacts

and costs of their proposal when many other available options would allow them to stay in their

house Please do not allow them to fill in their backyard with this proposed two-story addition at

their immediate neighbors expenses

Please uphold the Planning Departments sensible and fair application of rules that are

designed to protect neighboring families light open space and privacy

Anastasia and James have not spoken to us about their last two or three sets of revised plans

But from what we can see from the confusing series of plans that their attorney has sent us

The addition will still extend almost the entire length of the property line between our

two backyards erecting two-story wall that as shown in the attached photographs will

block our southern sunlight and eliminate one of the only views of neighboring open

space greenery and sky that we enjoy from our house and yard The loss of southern

sunshine will also harm the trees and plants in our yard

-1-
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The current proposal reinstates windows facing our property and balcony which they

had removed from earlier proposals We had hoped that they had understood how this

would leave us living in fishbowl boxed in on all sides with no privacy

Instead of proposing small one-story addition to the back of the house to build

bedroom for their pre-school daughter they insist on filling in their backyard and walling

us off so that they can add new rooms that are expansive compared to the rooms in the

homes of their neighbors whose light open space and privacy would be impaired

Anastasia and Jamess propose adding second living room of roughly 16 feet by 21 feet

second-story master bedroom and bathroom suite of another roughly 16 feet by 21 feet

plus deck so that they can enjoy the light and open space that they would deprive their

neighbors of

They are still adding things like stairway and bathroom next to the south-facing

uphill edge of our property line We have not understood why they need to build things

like stairway and new bathroom on this side of their lot where it will have the most

impact on our light and access to open space When weve asked theyve said they want

to maintain their walkway to their backyard on the other side of their lot and dont want

to go to the expense of offsetting their addition away from our property line These are

not good reasons to wall off their neighbors from sunlight sky and open space

They still have not explained why they cannot consider any one or combination of other

options that would have less of an impact on their neighbors These could include

building one-story bedroom for children in the back of the house remodeling their

homes interior to make more effective use of the space converting their garage to

habitable space since they do not park their cars in it or doing what many other

neighbors have done preserving the backyard setback and building second story

addition with slightly higher A-frame roof set back from street

We are very concerned by Anastasia and Jamess apparent refusal to consider any

alternatives that would require them to comply with modern seismic safety standards Their

house is on brick foundation and could easily fall downhill into our house during big

earthquake When we remodeled we had to pay for extra reinforcements on the side of our

house facing theirs because our seismic engineer concluded that their house would likely crash

into ours in maj or earthquake

-2-
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While lobbying homeowners on our block and friends who live nowhere near our house to

support their proposal Anastasia blocked us from those discussions and have not engaged

in meaningful dialogue with us

The Commission should not be swayed by the letters that Anastasia and James have

included with their proposal from other residents on our block and from friends of theirs who do

not live near our houses Anastasia and James did not invite the neighbors most affected by their

proposal to engage in genuine dialogue with either themselves or anyone else who might be

interested in their remodel Instead Anastasia and James asked residents on our block and farther

flung friends to write letters without inviting them to first talk to us and other families who live

nearest to the property about our concerns

We recently spoke to residents who wrote letters who had no idea that the three neighbors

to the rear and north of the property were very concerned about Anastasia and James filling in

their backyard with two story addition Anastasia and James merely told many of these

residents that the Planning Department was treating them unfairly

few letter writers mention visiting Anastasia and Jamess house to view the plans But

these letter writers have not talked to us sat by the windows in our house or stood in our

backyard to see how filling in Anastasia and Jamess backyard with two-story addition would

affect our family They have not considered how this same addition would affect the neighbor

living behind Anastasia and James Isabelle Escaladaa single-mom raising her three kids in the

home with bedroom window light well and small garden that would now be forced to border

two stories of shadows walls and glass doors if the Commission overrules the Planning

Department They have not stood in the kitchen of the Sholty family couple with toddler

who live in the below-ground-level flat downhill from usor looked out the double glass doors

that the Sholtys recently installed to improve their light and views of the open space that would

both be eliminated if the Commission overrules the Planning Department

We Isabelle and the Sholtys have done our best to share our concerns with Anastasia

and James All of us have asked them not to sacrifice our light open space and privacy to their

insistence on filling in their backyard with two-story addition We Kate and Anthony have

asked them to consider if it is fair for us to subsidize their desire to avoid the costs of complying

with the Citys seismic safety codes and residential guidelines by continuing to make us bear the

risk of their brick-foundation house collapsing into our house in an earthquake But they have

not engaged in meaningful dialogue with us opting instead to do an end run around us to lobby

others to write to the Planning Department

Anastasia and Jamess attorneys description of our interactions with them is confusing and inaccurate as

confirmed by Attachment examples us sharing our concerns with them

-3-
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We ask the Planning Commission to please sustain the Planning Departments sensible

and fair decision to prevent Anastasia and James from circumventing codes and guidelines that

are designed to protect their neighbors safety light open space and privacy

Sincerely

Anthony Grumbach and Elate Poole

1782 Sanchez Street

San Francisco CA 94131

Attachments Photograph and examples of interactions with Anastasia and James
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Attachment Panoramic photo showing southern light in January and height of buildings on

Randall Street
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Attachments Photos showing open-space to south from second-story and first
story

windows in our house
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Attachments Photos showing southern mid-day sunlight in July from our kitchen doors

and table
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Attachment Photo showing the height difference between their rear yard and ours
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Attachment pages Sample records of interactions with Anastasia and James June 20

2013 pre-Application meeting summary of discussion and February 18 2014 email exchange

with Anastasia and Jamess architects office
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Grumbach Anthony 22 x4436

From Grumbach Anthony 22 x4436

Sent Tuesday February 18 2014 502 PM

To jacqul sweet

Cc Andy Rodgers Anastasia Micheals

Subject RE 1784 Sanchez drawings

Jacqui

Thank you for the plans Are these the plans that you intend to submit again in April or are you planning to revise them

before then understand that the Planning Department has advised that the remodel should use the footprint to the

east of the shed while minimizing the remodel of the space where the shed is If you are going to revise the plans wed

appreciate seeing the new ones

Weve discussed our concerns again recently with Anastasia and James Wed welcome the opportunity to hear Andys

and your ideas about ways to address the concerns that Kate and have which include

Impacts on light privacy and open space

Protection of trees and plants in our backyard

Mitigation of potential seismic water and structural issues

All my best

Anthony

From jacqui sweet iacguilsweet@gmail.com

Sent Tuesday February 18 2014 1237 PM

To Grumbach Anthony 22 x4436

Cc Andy Rodgers Anastasia Micheals

Subject 1784 Sanchez drawings

Hello Anthony

just realized recently that had not sent you the drawing set after our neighborhood pre-application meeting as

you had requested thought had done so at the time but cannot find any email record of sending it This was

an inadvertent oversight on my part and sincerely apologize for the mistake

Attached are the plans for your reference hope all is well and please dont hesitate to contact us with any

questions

Best

Jacqui
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September 10 2014

Via Messenger

Scott Sanchez

Zoning Administrator

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission 4th Floor

San Francisco CA 94103

Re 1784 Sanchez 2013.083 lv

September 18 2014 Hearing Date

Dear Mr Sanchez

We represent Anthony Grumbach and Kate Poole the owners of 1782 Sanchez They

and their children live in the home to the north and downhill of the subject property Since the

June 20 2013 pre-application meeting my clients have repeatedly attempted to get the project

sponsors to modify their proposed expansion to limit the loss of light air an4 enjoyment of mid-

block open space to my clients home Although the plans have been revised twice since their

initial submission my clients remain concerned about the tremendous impacts the proposed

horizontal expansion will have on theft rear yard Loss of light will affect their enjoyment of

their interior eating area and the garden they have taken care in growing over the last 16 years of

living there Attached as Exhibit are pictures showing the existing conditions

We respectfully request that you follow the Residential Design Teams RDT
recommendation to not permit rear yard expansion and deny this variance for the reasons set

forth in the Staff Report and in this letter and the letter filed by my clients with the Planning

Commission

BECAUSE THE PROJECT DOES NOT MEET ANY OF THE REQUIRED FINDINGS
THE REQUESTED VARIANCE MUST BE DENIED.2

Planning Code 305 sets forth the five findings required to be made in order to grant

variance The requested variance cannot meet any of those findings It should be denied

Mr Grumbach and Ms Poole are sending separate letter to President Wu and the Commissioners to describe how the proposal will impact

their home and why DR should be taken to minimize those impacts to their home

This section is based on the findings provided in the variance application prepared for this project that was presumably filed some time after the

June 202013 pre-application meeting attached as Exhibit and Mr Gladstones June 192014 submittal to Zoning Administrator 5anchez

for his consideration at then-pending hearing on the variance referred to herein as Gladstone submittal at pp 4-12 This section

responds to both sets of proposed fmdings

Russ Building 235 Montgomery StreetS San Francisco CA 941O4 415.954.4400 415.954.4480

29871\4550640.1 SAN FRANCISCO ST HELENA www.fbm.com
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That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property

involved or to the intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other property or

uses in the same class of district

This finding cannot be met and project sponsors agree They state that there are no

extraordinary circumstances because shallow lot depth and irregular lot shape are common in the

neighborhood Shallow depths substandard size3 and irregular shapes including angled or

triangular rear lot lines characterize all the properties surrounding the project site and the

lower 1/3 of the block including 1782 Sanchez.4 Since the project site conditions are shared by

numerous other properties on the block and near the subject site those conditions cannot be

found to be either exceptional or extraordinary as to this property variance can be granted

only when site conditions are relatively uncommon or unique to the subject property not when

those conditions are common feature of nearby properties

Mr Gladstone states that because the subject property does not enjoy any mid-block open

space then the project would not result in the loss of mid-block open space However when the

Residential Design Guidelines RDG discuss modifications to project resulting in the loss of

mid-block open space it is addressing the projects impacts on adjacent properties which do not

have control over the development not the impact on the subject property

He also tries to characterize the additional habitable space as an offset for the loss of

buildable lot area due to the side setbacks and the 3-foot alley However that is misleading

analogy Side yards are not required in an RH-2 district The walkway does not provide

required means of egress Thus neither are extraordinary conditions And because they are not

Code-required these areas can be used to expand the home.5 Neither of these facts warrant

finding of exceptional and extraordinary circumstances

Lastly he states that the RDT proposal would require more construction work and

therefore more cost.6 That is not an extraordinary circumstance Expanding the home is the

project sponsors choice That construction costs for expanding building are expensive is not

basis for satisfying this fmding.7

That owing to such exceptional or extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of

specIed provisions of this Code would result in practical dfflculty or unnecessary hardship not

created by or attributable to the applicant or the owner of the property

The GrumbachJPoole lot is 1951 sf which is 261 sf larger the subject lot of 1690 sf Both lots are substandard e.g less than the standard

2500 sf lot

See Exhibit Block/Lot Map

My clients have suggested several times to the project sponsors that they fill in the walkway to obtain additional habitable space

Gladstone submittal

Note that Mr Gladstone confirms that his clients want to avoid vertical addition because it would lead to mandatory seismic upgfades which

would increase project costs Three months alter this letter was written his clients are proposing such work but still trying to avoid doing

the seismic upgrades

2987 1\4550640
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This finding cannot be met First as stated above there are no exceptional or

extraordinary circumstances Absent those circumstances there cannot be determination of

whether Code-compliant expansion would create hardship Assuming there is factual basis

for such circumstances the only hardship offered by project sponsors is that Code compliant

project would preclude living space adequate for their growing family That is not correct

Other larger families in the neighborhood on similarly substandard and irregularly shaped lots

have remodeled their homes to provide additional living space without requiring variances One

example that the rear yard variance is not essential to accommodate growing family is the

GrumbachlPoole residence They completed modest expansion of 223 sf to their home in 2007

to accommodate their 4-person child family without requiring rear yard variance

Moreover the master bedroomlbatbroom proposed by the project sponsors is

approximately 16 21.5 or 344 square feet That is large master bedroom suite by San

Francisco standards for modest e.g Glen Park Noe Valley single family homes as compared

to the much larger homes in Clarendon Heights or Pacific Heights

Similarly expansion of the existing footprint is not the only means of providing the

desired uses There are numerous alternatives to providing bedroom for the project sponsors

young daughter and additional family space For example they could reprogram the existing

space in the house to provide the uses they seek Or by reconfiguring the interior many of their

goals could be realized without excessive construction and associated costs Or if their needs

could not be met by this approach they could build one-story addition toward the back of the

house up to the existing footprint or build second story addition towards the back of the

existing house at slightly higher A-frame roof offset from the front of the house.8

Ms Michaels grew up in this house and inherited it from her parents She was well

aware of the limitations of the house and the site when she and Mr Monschke moved in after

living in his home in Silicon Valley and renting out 1784 Sanchez for few years Whatever

hardship they may claim to have now is solely due to the fact that they did not undertake the

expansion approved under the 2003 variance They should not be able to claim hardship now
when they failed to perfect variance granted for rear yard expansion 12 years ago

Mr Gladstone describes and rejects as hardships several alternatives that would avoid

rear yard encroachment His basis for rejection for these options is that any other design would

compromise the buildings historic character However for purposes of this fmding whether

alternatives can be approved or will retain buildings historic features is not hardship to the

project sponsor because these are discretionary approvals.9

The project sponsors concede that vertical expansion would have an impact on the Grumbach/Poole home

Thus the literal enforcement of the code might leave no option but vertical expansion that might

have an more adverse impact on adjacent neighbors privacy and natural light and not be

consistent with the neighborhood context See Exhibit

Gladstone submittal pp 6-7

2987 1\45 50640.1
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That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial

properly right of the subject properly possessed by other properly in the same class of district

This finding cannot be met Project sponsors assert that the substantial property right

they are currently deprived of is the ability to create reasonably sized living space on ones

property In San Francisco there is no such right Even Code-compliant expansion can be

denied or modified by the Planning Commission through Discretionary Review andlor the Board

of Appeals Their home is larger than many apartments in the City in RH-2 districts where

families/households of more than persons live

Mr Gladstones sole basis for meeting this finding is that nearby homes obtained

variances to expand into the rear yard.10 It is noteworthy that of those variances were issued

between 1997 and 2003 and the remaining were issued in 2007 and 2008 Given that there are

far more than lots in and around this site it is clear that most owners that do expand their

homes do as GrumbachlPoole did in 2007-they stayed within their existing footprint These

variances can also be distinguished from the current proposal in that they did not create any

impacts to light privacy or mid-block open space None of those listed were subject to DR

-197 Laidley is corner lot The variance was to increase the height at the front setback

Therefore there were no impacts to the required rear yard

-1768 Noe is through lot The proposal was for detached garage at the rear property

line thus leaving intact most of the rear yard on the property The variance was also

granted because there had been garage at this location

-268 Chenery-variance decision unavailable This 2820 sf lot is substantially larger

than the subject lot The proposal was for 2-story rear addition for unit building in

larger rear yard than the subject property

0th Streeta corner lot with unit building seeking to expand the existing

garage in the required rear yard

Based on the above the variance decisions cited by Mr Gladstone are not similarenough to the

subject lot to serve as precedent Almost all have frontages on lots fact which changes the

calculations for rear yards and allows for .some relaxation of the Code In contrast the subject

property has its only frontage on Sanchez Street

That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public

welfare or materially injurious to the properly or improvements in the vicinily

This finding cannot be met The proposed expansion will impact the light and privacy

inside and outside the Grumbach/Poole home as well as on other homes on the block Mid-

block open space on this block which is filled with mature and lush foliage visible from their

windows and rear yard will become less visible due to the expansion The enclosure of the

10
Gladstone submittal pp 8-11

2987 1\4550640.1
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existing stairway with 23 nearly blank wall on an uphill lot will create walled in effect

resulting in loss of light and privacy Individually or collectively these impacts to the

GrumbachlPoole family enjoyment of their home and outdoor space will be materially impacted

by the proposed project

That the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and

intent of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan

This finding cannot be met Planning Code Section 311 requires that there be

consideration of impacts to adjacent properties and satisfaction of applicable Residential Design

Guidelines The projects sponsors home is abeady non-conforming encroaching 14 feet into

substandard yard The proposed horizontal expansion would be entirely in the existing ion

conforming rear yard and leave only 23- 28-foot rear yard in an RH-2 district where the

Planning Code requires 45% rear yards This wall would extend far enough compromise the

light and privacy the GrumbachfPoole family currently enjoys at their southern exposure

Current views of the magnificent mid-block open space will be lost

The Residential Design Team RDT found that11

The project should not extend further than the existing building footprint. RDGs
25-26

Consider boxing-out the attic space at the rear of the existing building may to

capture additional habitable space RDGs 25-26

The cited provisions of the Residential Design Guidelines RDG provide

Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space

GUIDELINE Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with

the existing building scale at the mid-block open space

Rear yards provide open space for the residences to which they are attached and

they collectively contribute to the mid-block open space that is visible to most

residents of the block This visual open space can be significant community

amenity

The height and depth of 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 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

Sec Exhibit
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leave surrounding residents feeling boxed-in and cut-offfrom the mid-block

open space

RDG pp 25-26 emphasis added

In addition to the above RDG the proposed project violates the following RDG

Guideline Respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area

New buildings and additions to existing buildings cannot disregard or

sign jfIcantly alter the existing topography of site The surrounding context

guides the manner in which new structures fit into the streetscape particularly

along slopes and hills This can be achieved by designing the building so it

follows the topography in manner similarto surrounding buildings

RDG 11 emphasis added

GUIDELINE Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy

to adjacent properties

When expanding building into the rear yard the impact of that expansion on

light and privacy for abutting structures must be considered This can be

challenging given San Franciscos dense pattern of development however

modfIcations to the buildings design can help reduce these impacts and make

building compatible with the surrounding context

RDG 16 emphasis added

Based on the above the variance should be denied

PROJECT SPONSORS DO NOT HAVE VESTED RIGHT TO EXPAND INTO THE
REAR YARD UNDER THE 2003 VARIANCE IN ORDER FOR THE PROJECT TO
EXPAND INTO TIIEIR REAR YARD NEW VARIANCEMIIJST BE OBTAINED

Mr Gladstone wants to avoid determination by the you on the pending variance request

for 5-foot expansion into the required rear yard.12 He wants you to find that the issuance of

2003 variance for this property authorizing 5-foot expansion into the required rear yard13 is

vested14 under Avco Community Developers Inc South Coast Regl Comm 1976 17 C3

785 791 The 2003 variance is not vested under Avco or any subsequent cases You must

therefore treat the pending variance request as new request

In Avco the California Supreme Court held that if property owner has performed

substantial work and incurred substantial costs in good faith reliance on permit issued by the

government the owner acquires vested right to complete construction in accordance with the

12
5ee Gladstone submittal pp 1-3

13
5ee Exhibit

14
If the project sponsors rights were vested under the 2003 variance they have right to expandS feet into the required rear yard

2987 1\4550640
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terms of the permit Avco held that building permit was the specific permit that was generally

required to establish vested right See 17 C3d at 793 Mr Gladstone wants you to find that the

2003 variance is valid in 2014 on the basis of building permit issued to the project sponsors in

2003 The problem with his reasoning is that the 2003 building permit did not include or result

in any work involving horizontal expansion of the home

In 2003 the project sponsors contractor obtained two permits from DBI for the

following scope of work15

Kitchen repair-sheetrock framing-Add gas stove new sink cabinets painting

wood trim No structural work

bathroom remodel-remove plaster off walls-UPDATED Electrical to current

codes-New Toilet sink faucet tub New vinyl floor New tile at tub/shower

Windows are existing No movement of walls or structural work Door is

existing

Avco requires that building permit that vests rights to an entitlement such as the 2003

variance must actually do work related to or in furtherance of the rights that are vested Here

the scope of the building permits Mr Gladstone relies on describes work entirely in the interior

of the project sponsors home The scope of work under the permits is silent as to the existence

of the variance or the foot expansion it then-authorized Significantly the work that was done

did not result in any expansion of the building envelope Under these circumstances the project

sponsors have no vested to the 5-foot horizontal expansion under the 2003 Variance

Despite the fact that the building permits issued to the project sponsors made no mention

of the variance and the work done did not expand the home Mr Gladstone tries to get around the

requirement that the work done under building permit be the work that is consistent with the

vested entitlement by arguing that

the fact that the build out of two-story addition at the rear has not commenced merely

means that the second phase has not begun It is obvious that the completed work was

first phase as the rear one-story room had to have removal of kitchen and other

improvements with permit prior to the commencement of phase II Emphasis

added 16

There are no court cases to support Mr Gladstones statement that vesting occurs as long

as the work done under Permit No is necessary for work under Permit No even if neither

the permit or the work state any connection to the vested right Nor does Avco or any subsequent

15
see Exhibit Building Permit Application No 200312162410 kitchen work was issued on December 26 2003 Building Permit

Application No 200309154793bathroom work was issued over the counter on september 15 2003 The kitchen remodel permit had to be

renewed for final inspection on 5eptember 232004 under Building Permit Application No 200409234925 The renewal permit also made

no reference to the 2003 viance

16
5ee Gladstone submittal pp.2-3
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cases state that the public agency has to infer or guess from stated scope of work on

building permit that it is related to or is phase of work in ftirtherance of vested entitlement

The lesson of Avco and similar cases is that building permit pulled to obtain vested rights must

include and actually build the improvements for the right to vest In order for the 2003 building

permit to vest rights under the 2003 Variance the project sponsors had to actually expand the

building by feet Since they did not they do not have the right to expand the building under

the 2003 Variance

Based on the above the project sponsors do not have vested right to 5-foot expansion

of their home into the required rear yard To obtain that right they must obtain new variance

from you.

CONCLUSION

Based on the above you should deny the variance for lack of compliance with the

required findings There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances given how many of

the lots on the block and in the variances cited by Mr Gladstone are substandard in size

irregularlyshaped and have angular rear property lines Without exceptional circumstances you

cannot find hardship There are numerous options for the project sponsors to obtain the

habitable space they want ranging from reprogramming the interior to building into the

alleyway While others have expanded their home in RH-2 districts many such as my clients

do so without requiring rear yard variances Lastly the impacts caused by the project are

avoidable As proposed you cannot find that there will not be an impact from the project

We also request that you reject Mr Gladstones request that the 2003 Variance vested the

project sponsors with the right to expand into their rear yard The facts clearly do not support

his position under Avco In order for the project to expand into the required rear yard they must

obtain new variance from you

Thank you for your consideration of our arguments can be reached at 415 954-4958

or at idick@thm.com if you have any questions

Since ly

Ilene Dick

ID

cc Via email

Anthony Grumbach and Kate Poole

Brett Gladstone

Michael Smith Planner

2987 1\4550640.1
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Attachment Panoramic photo showing southern light in January and height of buildings on

Randall Street
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Attachments Photos showing open-space to south from second-story and first story

windows in our house
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Attachments Photos showing southern mid-day sunlight in July from our kitchen doors

and table
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Attachment Photo showing the height difference between their rear yard and ours
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3QR31
1784 SANCHEZ ST

VARIANCE FINDINGS -RESPONSES

The exceptional circumstance related to this property and others in the

neighborhood is the significantly shallow lot depth 75 feet max and the irregular

shape of the lot As such were the applicable rear yard setback adhered to the allowable

building envelope for this property would be quite small yielding living space barely

large enough to be practical or habitable by the owners As the house stands now the last

seven feet of the building is within the required rear yard

The literal enforcement of the code would mandate that the owners not be entitled to

build new or substantially remodel existingiiving space within the rear 33-9 of their

property or add any elements such as stain or decks if lling within that area This

would make it very difficult to create enough living space for growing family Thus the

literal enforcement of the code might leave no option but vertical expansion that might

have an more adverse impact on adjacent neighbors privacy and natural light and not be

consistent with the neighbothood contact

Accepting that substantial property right is the ability to create reasonably

sized living space on ones property this proposal acconplishes that objective

It should be noted that other properties in the immediate area have buildings that

extend into the mandated 45% rear yard setback

This project will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially

injurious to property in the vicinity as it will positively impact the neighborhood The

newly remodeled structure will be consistent with the neighbothood fabric In scale and

character and will allow long-time resident household to adapt without relocating

The granting of this addition will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent

of the Planning Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan
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DATE December 18 2013

PROJECT INFORMATION

Planner

Address

Cross Streets

Block/Lot

Zoning/Height Districts

BPA/ Case No

Project Status

Amount of Tithe Req

1650 MissIon St

Suite 400

San Francisco

CA 04103-2470

Reception

416.558.8378

Fax

415.658.8409

Planning

lofonflaiTon

415.559.8377

RDT Continents

The project
should not extend further than the existing building footprint RDT would support

the flattening of the roof at existing onestory portion and an infill at the existing southwest notch

while retaining the existing 3-foot side setback RDC5 25-26

Consider boxing-out the attic space at the rear of the existing building may to capture additional

habitable space RD Cs 25-26

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

RDT MEETING DATE December 182013

Casey Noel

1784 Sanchez Street

Randall and 30th Street

6653/014

RH-2 40-X________

N/A

Initial Review NOPDR DDR Filed

05 mm consent 015 minutes

minutes required for new const

Project Description

The proposal includes rear extension to the existing single-family dwelling The horizontal

extension is proposed for the rear of both the existing first and second floors The proposal will

also enclose an existing stairwell at the rear

The subject property is required to maintain rear yard of approximately
32 feet The proposed

rear addition would encroach approximately 14 feet into the required rear yard and result in

rear setback of approximately 18 feet therefore the project requires variance from the rear yard

requirement

Project Concerns If DR is filed list each concern

Development into rear yard mid-block area

www.sfplnfling.org



L
i

L
i



PLANNING DEPARTMENT
City and County of San Francisco 1660 Mission Street Suite 500 San Francisco California 94103-2414

DIRECTORS OFFICE ZONING ADMINISTRATORPLANNING INFORMATION COMMISSION CALENDAR

PHONE 558-6411 PHONE 558-6350 PHONE 558-o377 INFO 558-o422

4TH FLOOR 5TH FLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE

FAX 558-6426 FAX 558-6409 FAX 558-5991 www.sfgov.org

UNDER THE CITY PLANNING CODE
CASE NO 2002.1040V

APPLICANT Philip Matthews

398 Eureka Street

San Francisco CA 94114

ROPERTY IDENTIFICATION 1784 Sanchez Street west side between Randall and

301h Streets Lot 014 in Assessors Block 6653 in an RH-2

House Two Family District and 40-X Height/Bulk District

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANCE

SOUGHT REAR YARD VARIANCE SOUGHT request to expand
the existing non-complying single-family dwelling further

into the required rear yard of the lot The proposed

extension would increase the depth of the structure by

approximately feet

Section 134C2 of the Planning Code requires

minimum rear yard depth between 28 and 33 feet for the

subject property measured from the rear property line.The

existing building already encroaches into the rear yard and

is therefore noncomplying structure The subject lot is

triangular at the rear with varying depth which accounts for

the atypical rear yard requirement and encroachment

Section 188 of the Planning Code prohibits the expansion

of noncomplying structure Because the existing building

already encroaches into the required rear yard it is

considered legal noncomplying structure Therefore the

expansion as proposed would be contrary to Section 188

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND This proposal was determined to be categorically

exempt from Environmental Review

The Zoning Administrator held public hearing on

Variance Application No 2002.1 040V

Wednesday December 11 2002

Iitii NUMBER

415 558-6378

January 22 2003

VARIANCE DECISION

on



CASE NO 2002.1040V

1784 Sanchez Street

January 22 2003

Page

311-neighborhood notification was not conducted in

conjunction with the variance notification and will be

required in the future

DECISION GRANTED to construct 5-foot rear horizontal addition to the existing non

complying single-family dwelling

This variance is to allow building expansion into an area that would not

normally be permitted under the Planning Code Therefore any further

physical expansion even within the buildable area shall be reviewed by

the Zoning Administrator to determine if the expansion is compatible with

existing neighborhood character and scale and that there is no significant

impact upon the light or air or an extraordinary impact the Zoning

Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or affected

property owners or new variance application be sought and justified

The owners of the subject property shall record on the land records of the

City and County of San Francisco the conditions attached to this variance

decision as Notice of Special Restrictions in form approved by the

Zoning Administrator

The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable City

Codes In case of conflict the more restrictive controls shall apply

The proposal associated with this variance shall be constructed in

accordance with the plans identified as Exhibit in the case docket

Section 305c of the City Planning Code states that in order to grant

variance the Zoning Administrator must determine that the facts of the case

are sufficient to establish the following five findings

FINDINGS

FINDING That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the

property involved or to the intended use of the property that do not apply

generally to other property or uses in the same class of district

REQUIREMENT MET

The subject property is located near the apex of triangularly shaped

block As result the rear lot line of the subject property is triangular in

shape consisting of two sides from side property line to side property line

while adjoining rear lot lines irregular themselves are one continuous

line from side property line to side property line

FINDINGS That owing to such exceptional and extraordinary circumstances the literal

enforcement of specified provisions of this Code would result in practical
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difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or attributed to the applicant

or the owner of the property

REQUIREMENT MET

If the literal enforcement of the buildable area were enforced the building

would be required to be angled at the rear which would be inconsistent

with the neighborhood character and standard building practices

FINDING That such variance is necessary for preservation and enjoyment of

substantial property right of the subject property possessed by other property

in the same class of district

REQUIREMENT MET

Granting the rear yard variance is necessary for the subject property to

expand in manner consistent and permitted on other properties in the

neighborhood

FINDING That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the

public welfare or materially injurious to the property or improvements in the

vicinity

REQUIREMENT MET

The proposed building expansion will not impede development or the

enjoyment of surrounding properties

The height of the addition was reduced to accommodate concerns of the

neighbors located at 1782 Sanchez Street

FINDING The granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and

intent of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan

REQUIREMENT MET

The proposal is consistent with the generally stated intent and purpose of

the Planning Code to promote orderly and beneficial development The

proposal is in harmony with the Residence Element of the General Plan

to encourage residential development when it preserves or improves the

quality of life for residents of the City

Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority planning policies and

requires review of variance applications for consistency with said policies

Review of the relevant priority planning policies yielded the following

determinations



CASE NO 2002.1040V

1784 Sanchez Street

January 22 2003
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That the proposed project will be in keeping With the existing

housing and neighborhood character

That the proposed project will have no effect on the Citys supply

of affordable housing public transit or neighborhood parking

preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an

earthquake commercial activity business or employment
landmarks and historic buildings or public parks and open space

The effective date of this decision shall be either the date of this decision letter if not appealed

or the date of the Notice of Decision and Order if appealed to the Board of Appeals

Once any portion of the granted variance is utilized all specifications and conditions of the

variance authorization became immediately operative

The authorization and rights vested by virtue of this decision letter shall be deemed void and

cancelled if Building Permit has not been issued within three years from the effective date

of this decision or Tentative Map has not been approved within three years from the

effective date of this decision for Subdivision cases or neither Building Permit or Tentative

Map is involved but another reguired City action has not been approved within three years from

the effective date of this decision However this authorization may be extended by the Zoning

Administrator when the issuance of necessary Building Permit or approval of Tentative Map
or other City action is delayed by City agency or by appeal of the issuance of such permit or

map or other City action

APPEAL Any aggrieved person may appeal this variance decision to the Board of

Appeals within ten 10 days after the date of the issuance of this Variance Decision For

further information please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1660 Mission

Street Room 3036 or call 575-6880

Very truly yours

Lawrence Badiner

Zoning Administrator

THIS IS NOT PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OCCUPANCY
PERMITS FROM APPROPRIATE DEPARTMENTS MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS

STARTED OR OCCUPANCY IS CHANGED

C\WP5I \VARIANCES1 784 Sanchez\decision Ietter.doc
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E-MAIL BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com

September 10, 2014

Via Hand-Delivery

President Wu,
City Planning Commission
c/o Michael Smith
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco CA 94102

Dear President Wu and Commissioners:

represent Anastasia Michaels and James Monschke, owners of a single family home located
at 1784 Sanchez Street (the Property). Anastasia and James desire to expand their small home
built in or prior to 1893, from 847 SF to 1323 sf. (See Exhibit A, 1784 Sanchez Street). See also
Exhibit B which contains the plans and the sight line pedestrians' view for the Family's Proposal,
which is what James and Anastasia ask that you approve.

Anastasia's' parents bought the house in 1970 and she was raised there. Anastasia bought the
house from her mother in 2000 and now lives in the home with her husband and two-year old
daughter Elizabeth. The home holds many memories for her and is obviously the most
affordable option for them, and for other for reasons discussed below, it is important to
Anastasia and James for Elizabeth to grow up in San Francisco, and in her grandmother's
house where her mother also grew up; they hope that Elizabeth may someday raise her family
there as well.

My clients have the written support of over 40 neighbors who mostly live on their block and
adjacent neighbors, and many City-wide organizations concerned about the issue. (See
Exhibit W and Exhibit X.)

In 2003 James and Anastasia were granted a Variance fora 5' extension into their rear yard
with a new second story above the enlarged rear room. As described below, they began and
completed Phase 1 of their project, namely interior work and preparation for the enlargement.
Unexpected circumstances beyond their control, namely the disability of Anastasia and loss of
employment of James, prevented them from beginning Phase 2, demolition and construction of
the approved design. On reapplying for the previously approved rear yard variance in 2013, they
discovered that Planning now opposed their project. An historic preservationist consultant has
advised that the suggestions for an alternate plan made by the Residential Design Team (by
adding a second story at the middle) is unlikely to meet the Secretary of Interior's Guidelines. It
is also not in keeping with the neighborhood character and is significantly more expensive than
expansion at the rear.

Hanson Bridgett LLP
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com
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No neighbor opposed the Variance granted in 2003, and no neighbor has filed a Discretionary
Review request for the present project. Additionally, James and Anastasia have reduced the
expansion envelope of the present project from the 2003 design.

Based on this, and the additional information provided below, they hope for this project, even
smaller than the building envelope approved in 2003 due to concessions made in the last few
months, will be approved.

1. Previously Obtained Variance and Alteration Permits For Todav's Proposal.

The 2003 expansion granted by the Planning Department was for a horizontal addition to the
existing rear utility room of only 5', and a vertical addition over that rear room. The Family's
Proposal, while enclosing exterior stairs to the basement (which adds no livable square
footage), reflects recent concessions that result in an expansion envelope than is in fact smaller
than the building approved by the Zoning Administrator (without astaff-initiated DR) under a
Variance Decision dated January 22, 2003, Case No. 2002.1040V, Exhibit C. Not only was the
2003 expansion supported by the Planning Department, it had no neighborhood opposition, i_e.,
no objection by adjacent neighbor Mr. Anthony Grumbach and Ms. Katherine Poole ("Oblectinq
Neighbor"), who were then and are presently the owners of the adjacent property at 1782
Sanchez Street. The adjacent neighbors on the other side of the Monschke's home are in
support.

Although all work was not completed, the Variance was not abandoned in such a way that
would cause a reasonable person to think it would expire. Nor does the law allow Planning to
take the position that it expired (see Section 6 below). In 2004, the family took out building
permits and completed Phase 1 of their project, namely relocation of bathroom and laundry
facilities from the rear utility area in order to vacate that existing rear room for demolition; that
was to make that same rear area available for construction of the addition. They wanted to do
the next part by separate permit once they had all the money. The next permit was to be
Phase 2 and include removal of the outside shell of the rear room and creation of the addition.

Before the Phase 2 permit issued, several things occurred: (1) Anastasia's decline in health,
which left her unable to continue working full time as a researcher at NASA, and necessitated
numerous medical procedures on her neck and back including a neck surgery and two
abdominal surgeries; and (2) as a result of the recession, James' contract position at HP was
terminated and he was subsequently underemployed, with an early stage startup that was
frequently unable to make payroll. These extenuating circumstances prevented them from going
forward. However, as of a year ago, they recovered from their setbacks, and started filing a new
variance application, although they did file under protest since they do not feel that they need
one.

2. Being Turned Down on Revival of Barrie or Smaller Project.

Since they had already begun work on the project in 2003 and 2004, Anastasia and James were
surprised 9 years later to be told by Planning Staff that they would need to resubmit the
variance application and pay the associated fee again. They assumed that this was just
paperwork and that the previously approved Variance would be confirmed. They filed the
Variance application in June 2013. After hearing almost nothing for six months because the

Hanson Bridgett LLP
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com 8799731.1
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planner, Casey Noel, (who is no longer employed by the City) did not return calls and emails,
they heard the variance would likely be disapproved. Worse, Planning Staff told them that Staff
would initiate its own DR and ask the Commission to disapprove because the Residential
Design Team no longer liked the design it approved in 2003.

To try to get staff support, my clients made concessions. They were shocked when the RDT
declined to change its position and offered no compromise position once my clients made
concessions for its support. (The sightline pedestrian views and front view for the "RDT
Preferred Addition" proposal are shown in Exhibit D). The drawings in Exhibit D were prepared
in consultation with Planning Staff and were incorporated into the 311 Notice plans' with the
family's proposal (see Exhibit E, the 311 Notice plans).

3. The RDT's Grounds For Opposition Todav Are Not Justifiable.

According to planner Michael Smith the RDT is opposed to the rear addition for several reasons,
each of which is discussed below:

Because there is already too little open space in James and Anastasia's rear
yard they should be providing as much open space as possible, and no less than
the existing amount. They were not concerned as to privacy, light, or other
concerns of Objecting Neighbor.

2. The RDT is also concerned that there is an encroachment of the proposed new
rear area into the block's "consistent pattern" of mid-block open space,
something that we cannot find on this end of this block.

It appears the RDT is arguing that two adjacent rear yards are sufficient to constitute a "mid-
block open space." We establish below that the property is in fact isolated from, and not a
participant in, the true mid-block open space found elsewhere on the block.

The Property itself is not open to the mid-block open space. The Sanborn Map (Exhibit F)
shows that the rear property line abuts the side yard of Lot 15 (270-272 Randall Street) and,
therefore, Lot 14 is clearly not open to the mid-block open space. Also, the building on Lot 15,
2'/z stories tall at the rear, extends to its rear lot line at the top two stories at the side where it
meets Lot 14, so there is no open space adjacent to the rear of the subject lot.

The mid-block open space is not shared among the other residents of this corner of the block.

The Sanborn map shows a clear pattern of mid-block open space extending north from Lots 9
and 21, where the typical lot is rectangular, 125' deep and between 25 and 40' wide (see
Exhibit G, Block Map 6653). Sanchez Street and Randall Street meet at a less than 60 degree
angle, which creates an irregular shape to the south end of the block. This highly oblique angle
prevented mid-block open space from ever having been created. Within this corner there are

The large building shown on the Notice incorporates both the RDT Preferred Addition and the
plans submitted for the variance in 2013. This was done for the purpose of the 311 notice, to
represent the maximum envelope while the clients investigated whether the RDT Preferred
Addition was feasible. This avoided a new 311 notice were the plans to be changed later.

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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two triangular areas in which the mid-block open space does not exist. This encompasses an
area extending for 8 homes on Sanchez Street, and for all of the homes in the area along
Randall Street, from the corner where Sanchez meets Randall. Thus, the construction into the
rear yard does not disrupt an existing mid-block open space.

In fact, in support of a finding of exceptional circumstances, Finding 1 of the 2003 Variance
stated "The subject property is located near the apex of a triangularly shaped block. As a result,
the rear lot line of the subject property is triangular in shape consisting of two sides from side
property line to side property line while adjoining rear lot lines, irregular themselves, are one
continuous line from side property line to side property line."

Lot 13, immediately to the north, does have more open space in their rear yard than my clients'
Lot 14, due primarily to their larger lot size (by 261 SF), but the three neighbors to the south, Lot
14A, 148 and 14C have less open space, since the lots along Sanchez Street become
progressively smaller proceeding from Lot 10 south. And the open space on Lot 14C is located
in the side yard, not the rear yard. A portion of the rear yard of Lot 14B is also located in a side
yard. This is clearly seen from the Sanborn Map.

The primary contributor to the loss of open space around clients' Lot 14 is the apartment
building on Lot 15. The building at 270-272 Randall Street encroaches into its rear yard, and in
fact takes up close to its entire lot. The building at 1772-1774 Sanchez Street (Lot 12), is longer
than Lot 13, and extends to its rear lot line at the south.

The Variance Decision continues (in Findin 2 as follows: "If the literal enforcement of the
buildable area were enforced the building would be required to be angled at the rear, which
would be inconsistent with the neighborhood character and standard building practices."

4. Description of Project.

The one-story over garage home only contains one bedroom, one bathroom, a tiny front living
room which is used as a study since James works at home 8 to 30 hours a week, kitchen, and
one rear utility room too shallow to be used for living space. The hallway in the middle has to be
used sometimes as a living room although not designed for that.

The family currently does not have a separate dining space and eats from folding chairs and a
card table in the kitchen. The additional space resulting from the first floor expansion of 5' at the
rear is essential, as it will turn the shallow, 8' 1" deep utility area into usable living space to be
used as a dining room and an area for the family to spend time together, and for a staircase to a
new partial second floor. The new second floor (existing only at the rear for reasons explained
later) will create a second bedroom and bathroom for the first time, to be used by Anastasia and
James. Their daughter would then have her own bedroom and bathroom for the first time, and
would no longer have to share a room with her parents. The current home office area will be
retained at the front of the home for James.

In a block where City records indicate an average building size of approximately 1, 550 SF, the
proposal will add to the rear an additiona1476 SF to the existing 847 SF, which results in a total
building area of 1,323 sf. There are a number of constraints to the expansion of the existing
house, as elaborated in the following sections. Thus, James and Anastasia's expansion plans
have always been predicated on horizontally and vertically expanding cone-story rear utility

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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room (extending to the rear and only 150 SF), to allow it to extend an additional 5 ̀ (for a total of
13' feet) beyond the rest of the building, making it usable as living space while accommodating
stairs to a new upper room above. The Residential Design Team now believes that their project
should not extend past the current building footprint, contrary to their decision on the 2003
Variance.

The proposed addition seeks to extend a mere 5 additional feet into the rear yard, and to add
one story above. It adds a total of 151 SF to the current building footprint (expanding 5' to the
west, and approximately 3' to the south to enclose the existing stairway to the basement). The
final building footprint of the entire building will be 998 sf.

While the building has a tall peak that makes the front facade comparable in height to
neighboring two-story buildings, the main story has almost 11' ceilings. The unfinished attic
(which does not have stair access) does not have sufficient head room to be converted to
livable space without making it a full floor (not even an attic with dormers would work given the
narrowness of the building at the front and the inadequate interior height of the roof peak).

5. Reasons Why the RDT Suggestions Not Adopted.

Like most homes on the block, the subject Property retains its original, historic facade. This is
why the predominant mode of expansion on the block is to the rear as reflected in James and
Anastasia's Proposal.

On review of plans nearly identical to those approved in 2003, the current RDT suggested
revisions that specified an intensification of and height to the building over the middle. This
would avoid a Staff Initiated Discretionary Review. With guidance from staff, the owners then
drew up plans for how those changes would look (the RDT Preferred Addition at Exhibit D). The
changes would require construction primarily at the middle of the building rather than at the rear.
Anastasia and James unfortunately had to reject those changes, for a number of reasons stated
below.

Excessive Cost. (SEE SECTION 12 BELOW). A licensed contractor has
prepared a cost comparison between the cost of work to build the envelope
originally proposed, and the RDT Preferred Addition (see Exhibit H, Estimate).
The cost of a rear-only addition is significantly less since it avoids the excessive
loads and upgrades to the lower floor, including seismic work, which the RDT
Preferred Addition would require since the RDT proposes intensification in the
middle.

2. Historic Building. (SEE SECTION 10 BELOW). The historic pre-1900 facade,
narrower than adjacent ones, cannot have a second floor built anywhere close to
it if its integrity is to be preserved and a possible EIR avoided. The RDT
suggestion to make use of a new upper floor puts the new room 15' 6" from the
facade where it would be very visible to pedestrians. (See sight line pedestrian
drawings attached at Exhibits B and D). Mitigations to avoid an EIR would
essentially lead to a project too small to be worth doing.

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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3. Paving Livinq Expenses. It would not allow the family to live within the rest of the
building during construction at the rear. This is important as the family cannot
afford to pay rent somewhere else while paying a mortgage on this house.

6. The Earlier Variance Was Vested, And The Right To Expand Cannot Be Taken
Away Now.

In two letters to the Zoning Administrator (see Exhibit I , we outlined the reasons and legal
precedents. James and Anastasias have acted in good faith and in reliance on the Variance
granted in 2003 by the Planning Department. They remained in their home, investing time,
money and labor acting on expansion plans that they understood to be acceptable to the
Department. They did not do this with any expectation that they would be denied the right to
expand according to the design approved by Planning and granted in the 2003 Variance.

In 2003, the project had full staff support. This gave James and Anastasia the right to construct
a larger extension of the building than is requested now. For logistical reasons, the building of
the addition had two phases.

The first phase's scope was placed on a separate Phase 1 permit whose attached plan called
the work "Phase I". (See Exhibit J, Building Permit Numbers 200309154793, 200312162410,
and 200409234925, and the drawings attached). This earlier variance has been vested based
on the following: (1) James and Anastasia took out permits to do the first phase of the work;
(2) the work was completed; and (3) there was an inspection and the Job Card noted
completion of the work according to the plans. This "vested" the 2003 variance, and it cannot be
taken away now.

The total cost of the work, including contractor fees, building materials, fixtures and tools was
about $20,000. This amount is sufficient expense to establish a "Vested Right" to continue
construction. These expenditures, in light of the minimum construction costs of adding two
stories at the rear, could easily be deemed substantial using the precedent in the following well
known California Supreme Court land use case where an expenditure of $6,000 was sufficient
to establish a vested rights (See Exhibit K, Pardee Construction v. California Coastal
Commission.) In 2003 a larger project met the criteria for a variance. Exhibit L indicates the
very exceptional circumstances that made the 2003 Variance appropriate. The Planning
Department design specialists at the RDT now differ from those there years before as to what is
an acceptable addition under the Residential Guidelines. We have found no amendments to the
Residential Design Guidelines or the Code that would explain this change on the part of the
RDT. There has been no notice to the public about these kinds of internal changing
interpretation of the Residential Design Guidelines -had there been such notice, the client may
have not spent years continuing to stay in the home and do renovations with their own hands for
some many years, which were based on the Department's previous opinion. They would not
have spent the money they have spent so far on architects, preservation consultants, and other
consultants, merely to re-apply for a right they had already been given.

That is the kind of hardship, not attributable to James and Anastasia, which is making the
acceptability of home enlargements to the Planning Department more unpredictable, which
leads to confusion and a sense of the part of many that it is better to leave town and that
fighting for modest enlargements is not worth the effort compared to moving to cheaper and
larger homes outside the City.

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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7. Concessions Made For The RDT And Obiectinq Neighbor.

Due to concessions that have cut back the proposed building volume, the current proposed
addition of 476 SF differs from that granted for the 2003 Variance in the following ways (see
plans at Exhibit B). Although the clients offered these changes, the RDT and Objecting
Neighbor did not back down or offer counterproposals. Most applicants then withdraw
concessions made in order to settle the matter. My clients decided not to do so.

1. The building has a 3' lower roof height
2. The building has a flat instead of a gabled roof
3. The building has been reduced by a 3' 6" side setback at the second floor on the

north side for Objecting Neighbor's benefit.
4. The building has been reduced by 3' at the rear on the second floor for the RDT.
5. The building offsets only some the space lost to the above reductions with a

forward expansion of 6' into the existing attic space, but not to a place where the
attic expansion can be seen by pedestrians according to sight drawings. This
does not increase the building footprint, although it will results in a t increase in
project cost.

These concessions are in addition to the 3' reduction in height from the 2003 approved building
envelope. Concessions 3 and 4 conform to specific modifications cited in the Residential Design
Guidelines for reducing the impact of rear yard expansions, namely, 1) set back upper floors to
provide larger rear yard setbacks, and 2) notch the building at the rear or provide setbacks from
side property lines.

The improvement at the vacant southern corner of the building allows an existing exterior
staircase to the basement to be enclosed; the same extension is on the second floor above.
This does not trigger the need for a variance, and no party has objected.

In The Past This Building Occupied All But a Rear Corner of Its Lot, And For
Some Reason The Rear Structure Was Previously Removed.

The existing structure already extends into its required rear yard open space of 33'-9", because
it is so old. Many adjacent houses do as well. The house previously filled the length of the lot
on the north side, with an attached structure of approximately 98 SF and shown in a Sanborn
Map on the attached HRE Report Sometime after 1938 it was partially removed; however, its
northern and western exterior walls still exist and serve as property line fences. James and
Anastasia's proposal, with a footprint of 998 SF is only 48 SF over the previous footprint. See
Exhibit M, showing the Sanborn Map of the Property, a 1938 Aerial Photograph and the existing
property line fences.2

z The Assessor's Office in fact still includes this structure in the total area of the house (950 sf,
847 sf of which is the existing structure, 98 SF of which is the attached structure). Due to
possible inaccuracies in the Sanborn Map dimensions, the exact footprint of the previous
structures) is not certain; however the fact that they filled the depth of the lot is not in question.

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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9. The Objecting Neighbor And Manv Other Neighbors Have Been Granted The Right
To Expand Into The Rear Yard And These Precedents Are Not Being Observed For
This Home.

The 2003 Variance Decision also acknowledged in Finding 3 that other properties have enjoyed
an opportunity to expand: "Granting the rear yard variance is necessary for the subject property
to expand in a manner consistent and permitted on other properties in the neighborhood." In
addition to the Variance that was granted in 2003 for a rear addition at 1784 Sanchez Street, at
least 7 others have been granted similar or superior expansion rights in the required rear yard;
some have even been allowed to fill the lot from front to back. (See the listing, brief summaries
and first pages of the decisions in Exhibit N.) These establish a clear precedent for the
proposed addition.

In fact, the adjacent neighbor at 1782 Sanchez (Objecting Neighbor) who has expressed the
concerns about the proposed Project was allowed to replace cone-story rear room with a two-
story addition, to better accommodate their family. This neighbor demolished most of their
existing second story and raised their overall building height by 3' 5" (from 32' 6" to 35' 11 ").
They expanded back with a deck on the first floor and a bay window on the second, and built an
addition which is at the rear and gives this family a third bedroom. See plans at Exhibit O. Thus,
this neighbor was given a substantial enlargement right that should not be denied James and
Anastasia's family3.

Adjacent houses extend into the required rear yard4. 1772-1774 Sanchez fills the length of the
lot at the south side; 270-272 Randall fills the lot at the eastern boundary on the first and second
stories (see photograph in Exhibit Y below).

10. The Monschke Family's Proposal Conforms To The Secretary Of Interior's
Standards -- However The Design That Conforms To The RDT Suggestions Would
Not Conform.

As an alternative to the family's proposed rear addition, the Residential Design Team suggested
increasing the height of the attic by a large amount to capture additional habitable space.
However, a design that captures equivalent space to the rear extension would entail changes to
the building envelope that are not in keeping with its historic character or the character of the
building and the neighborhood. Attached as Exhibit P is an example of an adjacent building to
my clients' building that did the same thing and that detracts the eye from the historic facade
and seems incompatible (not least because it emulates the facade in style and confuses the
viewer as to what is o/d and what is new). We and Mr. Knapp (the preservation consultant)
doubt that these adjacent alterations would meet the Secretary of Interior's Guidelines, yet
something very similar would occur in the RDT suggestions. ,.

3 In 2002, when James and Anastasia first sought the variance, they met with the Objecting
Neighbor. At that time, the Neighbor stated that they would at some point seek expansion as
well, and would like James and Anastasia's support. There was at that time an agreement of
mutual support for each other's projects between James and Anastasia and the Neighbor.

4 Some, including the subject property, 1772-1774 Sanchez, 1786 Sanchez, 1788 Sanchez,
250 Randall and 270-272 Randall, did so before the rear yard requirement was established.

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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If not allowed to make the shallow rear room into a size appropriate for living space, the family
will need to add a second story large enough to contain two rooms. To capture the same
amount of space their proposal will allow, they would need to build a second story forward to
within 15' 6" of the front of the house. That second story, described below, would be visible from
the street easily seen by pedestrians, (See Exhibit D, Page 1)

The RDT Preferred Addition would affect the historic character of the building to an extent not
allowed by the Secretary of Interior's Guidelines.

On April 9, 2014, James and Anastasia met with planner Mr. Noel and preservation planner Ms.
Eiliesh Tuffy, to present several possible designs that might be approved by the RDT. Ms. Tuffy
kindly provided guidance on a design compatible with the Secretary of Interior Guidelines, which
James and Anastasia had their architect prepare (the "RDT Preferred Addition" of Exhibit D).

(As mentioned above the large building shown in Exhibit E incorporates both the RDT Preferred
Addition and the plans submitted for the variance in 2012 for the purpose of the 311 notice. It
also allowed both proposals to be evaluated for conformance with the Historic Guidelines. It is
not being presented to the Commission for approval.)

Emails to and from Ms. Tuffy (last pages of Exhibit D indicate that she agrees that the RDT
suggestion would be quite visible to pedestrians; and Ms. Tuffy advised (as did the HRE
Consultant) that the RDT suggestion would be so visible that it would push that kind of project
into a much higher and longer staff hisforic review process (many months longer); and that the
design's potential incompatibility with Secretary of Interior Guidelines could lead to an EIR if it
continued to be so visible (which would be the case unless the RDT suggestion was so greatly
shrunk as to create a space not meeting the family's needs).

The Historic Resources Evaluation (HRE) for the Property prepared by Mr. Frederic Knapp, an
architect who is recognized as being on the Department's panel for potential consultants in this
field, notes that the building is an historic resource, and as such must be treated sensitively. A
vertical addition at the front, and even one in the middle of the building, would negatively impact
the historic integrity of the facade of the building (see Exhibit R, Section 8 of the HRE). The
family's expansion, set at the rear, is only minimally visible from the street, preserves the
historic facade of the house, and is compatible with the Secretary of Interior's Guidelines. See
Exhibit Q, Historical Resource Evaluation for 1784 Sanchez Street (HRE Report). If the RDT
Preferred Addition were adopted, a bulky addition would be highly visible to the public.

A comparison of the sightline drawings for each plan (see Exhibit S) indicate how, if the RDT
Preferred Addition would be built, it would clearly be visible to passing pedestrians from the
street, especially south of the building centerline and in front of the side setback. And the
vertical addition would look out of character with the historic front of the building. They also
demonstrate the low visibility of the family's proposal.

Accordingly, the HRE historic report concludes that the family's preferred option "would conform
to the Secretary of Interior's] Standards". He shows that the RDT Preferred Addition would be
highly visible from public vantage points. Our clients know tha# it would detract from its character
as a modest, late 19th century home. According to the HRE, the home's historic integrity is
based on its modest appearance at the front, including its siting, relation to neighboring houses,
orientation, simple form, use of simple materials, and modest size. In short, however

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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implemented, the RDT Preferred Addition should be presumed to trigger an EIR. (See HRE
Report which discusses its possibility). Any mitigations to reduce it to avoid an EIR- would take
so much space out that the already small project would not be worth doing.

11. The House Was Constructed In Or Prior To 1893 And Thus Has Several
Architectural Features That Are Uncommon Amoncl Most Of The Adjacent, Newer,
Properties Built Around 1907-1911. These Features Greatly Limit The Amount Of
Livable Area In The Building To A Lot Less Than The Adjacent Properties.

By not affecting the front facade or the main body of the house that is visible from the street, the
Project is designed to fit within a neighborhood which is characterized by a majority of
properties (~ 75%) that contain two-story buildings constructed in the early 1900s (mostly post-
earthquake) and a minority, including this property (~ 25%) constructed in the 1800's. The
Project will conserve and protect the historic integrity of the home. However, these other
Victorians have a much wider structure, and a taller attic more adaptable to a new story, given
that they were built early in the next century.

Because of the lack of current height in the attic, the narrow width of the house and steeply
pitched roof with no "knee walls" currently in the attic (i.e. the roofline meets the floor of the
attic), dormers will not be useful and the space that is captured over the existing first story will
have to be constructed either with a flat roof that will be about 1' higher than the existing peak,
or with a significant increase in height to maintain a peaked roof while gaining enough height at
the side walls for a habitable room.

A flat roof will be especially discordant with the rest of the house. A peaked roof would be that
much more massive and therefore even more visible from the front and also more difficult to
adequately differentiate from the existing facade to satisfy the Secretary of the Interior's
Guidelines.

Moreover, a significant portion of the total space would still not be usable as living space. As
discussed above, if not expanded the rear room could serve only as a hallway to the stairway to
the second floor, to the basement stair and to the yard. Storage space could be incorporated but
the room could not be livable space. It would continue to cut the family off from easy access to
and enjoyment of the rear yard, and would isolate the upstairs room from the rest of the house

12. The Cost Of Building In A Manner Compatible With The Residential Design
Guidelines Is Prohibitively Expensive.

The cost of building two rooms over the existing structure would place it well out of reach for this
family because it would require significantly more construction work than building the small, two-
story addition at the rear and would more than double the cost. The framing in the middle and
west end would have to be taken apart, including roof and floor joists at the new second level
and one or more existing interior walls might have to be removed in order to reconfigure the
existing space to accommodate rooms above. (See contractor report at Exhibit H). A vertical
addition over a majority of the existing structure (any further than what has already been added
to offset space lost to other concessions) will trigger a mandatory full seismic upgrade that
would necessitate the removal and replacement of the existing foundation, and installation of
shear walls throughout the new and existing building. These are costs that this family cannot
afford. The many concessions that James and Anastasia have already made increase the
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complexity of the construction and add cost due to the inclusion of more upper story setbacks,
discussed elsewhere.

13. The Requested Expansion Is Modest And Appropriate To The Small Size Of The
Existing Home.

The building area would remain the smallest of the adjacent properties. The subject home is
only 847 SFS, and is the fifth smallest property on the block (see Exhibit T, Block 6653 Building
Sizes). It is also the smallest of the nearby houses (see Exhibit U, Table of Floor Area Ratios of
Nearby Houses). The proposed expansion is small, and with the many concessions, the
proposed envelope change is now smaller than what was approved previously by Planning as
well as by the neighbors who are now opposing.

After this modest expansion, the floor area ratio (FAR) for the home will increase from 50 to
77%, but will still be the lowest of the. adjacent single family homes, which range from 84% to
97.5% (Exhibit U).

While the average size of homes on the block is 1,550 SF, the average square footage of the
nearby properties, including the Property as existing, is 1,347 SF (500 SF more than the 847 SF
of the subject Property). After expansion, the subject property will be 24 SF below the average
of the nearby properties. 1788 Sanchez is approximately 1,492 sf. 1786 Sanchez is
approximately 1,462 sf. And 1782 Sanchez is approximately 1,689 sf.

Accordingly, the adjacent buildings also have more bedrooms than the Property's present one
bedroom. 1788 Sanchez has three bedrooms. 1786 Sanchez has two bedrooms. 1782 Sanchez
has three bedrooms. The proposal will add one bedroom to 1784 Sanchez, for a total of two
bedrooms.

Rear Yard Areas. If one takes into account those lots that have an irregular rear yard near the
corner of the triangles, the rear yards are comparable to the Project. The property located at
250 Randall provides a very small rear yard since the open space is located on the side. The
building located on this property is 1,246 SF, sljghtly less than total square footage proposed for
James and Anastasia's home of 1,323 sf.

14. Many Concessions Have Been Made For The Benefit Of The RDT And Objecting
Neighbor And Further Concessions Would Render The Protect Not Worth Doing.

James and Anastasia's contacts with the Objecting Neighbor are listed in Exhibit V.

In September 2010, to address the concerns of the Objecting Neighbor, James and Anastasia
made specific concessions, which they understood made the addition satisfactory (see email
attached at Exhibit V):

1. A 3' side setback at the second story on the north side
2. A change of the roof line from gable to flat

5 (The Assessor's Office number is greater by 98 SF because it included the attached structure
of that size that was partially dismantled leaving exterior walls on the property line that are
currently used as the property-line fences.)

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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3. A reduction of in total height of 3', from 25' 9-7/16" to 22' 9".

In January 2014, James and Anastasia became aware that the Objecting Neighbor (attorneys
Mr. Grumbach and Ms. Poole) at 1782 Sanchez, opposed the expansion that they did not
oppose (even though it was a larger building) when the first Variance was obtained. And even
though they obtained a significant expansion including at the rear. They also learned that
attorneys Grumbach and Poole had hired land use attorney Ilene Dick, who is a lawyer today at
the same law firm as Mr. Grumbach6. With the guidance of planner Michael Smith, James and
Anastasia made the following additional concessions to address the concerns of RDT and the
growing list of concerns of the Objecting Neighbor:

• Michael Smith suggested a 2' reduction at the rear at the second story (my
clients have offered an additional 1' creating a 3' reduction)

• An increase from a 3' to a 3' 6" side setback at the second story on the north side
• Removal of access to the side setback from the second floor, for more privacy for

adjacent neighbor.
• Removal of second story eye level windows on that side, to preserve the privacy

of the neighbors.

15. The Neighborhood Strongly Supports The Family's Proposal And Is Opposed To
The RDT Preferred Addition.

Supporters of this renovation include all three neighbors to the south of the Property, and the
three nearest neighbors to the east, and 44 neighbors in total (as of September 6, 2014). See
Exhibit W for a map of the nearby lots, represented in green, from which letters of support and
petitions have come. Behind that, we have included selected letters of support. Too much paper
would be used by reprinted ail the letters, but the petition with all of its signatures is attached.
We have delivered all of the letters to planner Michael Smith for the record.

In addition to overwhelming support from neighbors, letters of support have also come from
many City-wide organizations who see the Staff position as poor precedent and of City-wide
interest as a result: Small Property Owners of San Francisco, the President of the Board of
Plan C, the Executive Director of the San Francisco Apartment Association, the San Francisco
Association of Realtors, Margaret Brodkin the former Director of the City's Department of
Children, Youth and their Families, Hene Kelly, a retired public school teacher and member of
the San Francisco County Democratic Central Committee (and whose husband is President of
the teachers union United Educators of San Francisco), Karen Shaneyfelt (a neighbor and
owner of a local business), Mr. Michael Rice (a neighbor, who is also the president of the Glen
Park Association), and several students and fellow teachers who are colleagues of Anastasia.
(Those letters are attached at Exhibit X).

The Neighbor's Grounds For Objecting To The Addition Are Unfounded. The neighbors have
raised concerns that they did not raise in the previous variance. This discussion is lengthy and
as a result it is attached as Exhibit Y.

~ They both practiced together at the Office of the City Attorney.
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16, There Are No Negative Effects On Randall Street Residents.

HansonBridgett

The reductions to the second floor envelope diminish its impact on the neighboring properties.
The rear neighbors at 270-272 Randall have only one window facing onto the subject Property,
at the top floor. James has visited 270-272 Randall and verified with them that there is no
significant impact to their available light on the second floor.

In fact, there was previously a rear yard structure that abutted the property line with 270-272
Randall. My clients have not asked that we be allowed to rebuild it because we do not want to
negatively affect them.

17. Additional Family Sized Housing Is Needed And This One Bedroom 1890's
Cottage Cannot Be Family-Sized Without This Addition.

The City's General Plan states that it is the policy of the City to enable families with children to
remain in San Francisco, yet families with children face many challenges in doing so. As
discussed in the 2011 Community Needs Assessment by the San Francisco Department of
Children, Youth and Their Families, the biggest factor contributing to family flight from the City is
affordability. And the likelihood of leaving is greatest for those families with children under
6 years of age. See Exhibit Z.

The Community Needs Assessment found that it is difficult for families of many income levels to
afford San Francisco's high cost of living. James and Anastasia would be unable to afford to
purchase a home in the City today. Anastasia is a part-time teacher with the public California
State University system. James is a computer programmer. He has been frequently employed
with startups, and thus experiences periods of underemployment'.

2013 US Census Bureau data shows that, at 13.5%, San Francisco has the lowest percentage
of people under the age of 18 of any large city in the nation. This is down from 14.5% in 2005.

Of the reasons cited in a poll of San Franciscans, lack of family-sized homes, their high prices
and the difficulty of expanding them were given as primary reasons8. It found that many families
who are unable to find and afford homes to accommodate their growing families move to the
suburbs or moue out of California. The short supply of family sized housing is driving the cost
of ownership to a level that only the wealthy can afford and our own public schools are rapidly
closing.

Statistics reported in the NY Times and elsewhere show that only 18 % of the households in
San Francisco have children, which is the lowest percentage of any of the major 25 cities in the
United States. This home after renovation will remain affordable by design, due to the very
small rooms which will still be small after the enlargement.

' Both have high medical expenses, Anastasia for ongoing treatment of back and neck injuries
that have required surgeries, and James as a Type-1 insulin-dependent diabetic for 30 years.
Especially now that they support a child as well as themselves and given today's prices, they
cannot even afford a condominium in the City in a neighborhood that is safe for Elizabeth and
near her school.

8 Public Research Institute, San Francisco State University
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James and Anastasia make an amount of money together that would, under the Mayor's Office
of Housing Guidelines, put them in the category of persons making close to 120 percent of AMI.
This would not entitle them to city assistance in the form of mortgage down payment assistance
or City loans, but just barely, meaning that they fall into the commonplace gap that has led to
this City becoming one for the very well off and the poor.

While the addition at the rear is expensive for this family, it is modest and less costly than the
addition over the middle preferred by the Planning Department, which is, quite frankly,
unaffordable to them.

18. Conclusion.

The Project will improve a home that was constructed in or prior to 1893. The home originally
was not designed for a family because it only has one bedroom. This home, where Anastasia
grew up, is a beloved longtime family home of Anastasia's mother and of James and Anastasia,
who have already gone to some lengths to improve the poor condition of the house, with
previous work in 2003 and 2004 and a recent rebuild of the front porch, exterior and interior lead
remediation and exterior painting.

However home and rear is in poor condition, as evidenced by the attached photos (see
Exhibit 1). Older buildings become run down to the point where some speculators can justify a
tear down, leading to new construction that will be more expensive, will maximally develop the
available lot and will be incongruous with the historic neighborhood. The proposed enlargement
allows for an extension of the useable life of a single family home that is affordable by design
and that as a historic building that should be preserved for future generations if possible. This
cannot be-done without allowing the expansion now proposed. No other building upgrade, at
least not one that is worth doing without additional space, is affordable at this time, for the
reasons discussed above and shown in the contractor's report.

We request that the Zoning Administrator grant the Variance, and that the Commission decline
Discretionary Review and approve the project as proposed.

Very Truly Yours,

~~~ _---

,, tone

cc: Anastasia Michaels and James Monschke
Andrew Rogers, AIA
Ilene Dick, Esq.
Michael Smith, Planner
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
John Rahaim, Planning Director

Hanson Bridgett LLP
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EXHIBIT A.

Photograph of 1784 Sanchez Street
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
City and County of San Francisco • 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 ~ San Francisco, California ~ 94103-2414

JIAtV Nl,'~IBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE ZONING ADMINISTRATORPLANNING INFORMATION COMMISSION CALENDAR
(41.>) 5~8-6378 

PHONE: i58-641 l PHONE: i58-6350 PHONE: X58-6377 fNFO: 558-6422

4TH FLOOR 5TH FLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: >58-6426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 5~8-5991 wwwsfgov.org

January 22, 2003

VARIANCE DECISION

UNDER THE CITY PLANNING CODE
CASE NO. 2002.1040V

APPLICANT: Philip Matthews
398 Eureka Street
San Francisco CA 94114

ROPERTY IDENTIFICATION: 1784 Sanchez Street -west side between Randall and
30~h Streets; Lot 014 in Assessor's Block 6653 in an RH-2
(House, Two Family) District and 40-X Height/Bulk District.

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANCE
SOUGHT: REAR YARD VARIANCE SOUGHT: A request to expand

the existing, non-complying single-family dwelling further
into the required rear yard of the lot. The proposed
extension would increase the depth of the structure by
approximately 5 feet.

Section 134(C)(2) of the Planning Code requires a
minimum rear yard depth between 28 and 33 feet for the
subject property, measured from the rear property Iine.The
existing building already encroaches into the rear yard and
is therefore a noncomplying structure. The subject lot is
triangular at the rear with varying depth, which accounts for
the atypical rear yard requirement and encroachment.

Section 188 of the Planning Code prohibits the expansion
of a noncomplying structure. Because the existing building
already encroaches into the required rear yard, it is
considered a legal noncomplying structure. Therefore, the
expansion as proposed would be contrary to Section 188.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND: 1. This proposal was determined to be categorically
exempt from Environmental Review.

2. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on
Variance Application No. 2002.1040V on
Wednesday, December 11, 2002.
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3. 311-neighborhood notification was not conducted in
conjunction with the variance notification and will be
required in the future.

DECISION: GRANTED, to construct a 5-foot rear horizontal addition to the existing non-
complying single-family dwelling.

This variance is to allow building expansion into an area that would not
normally be permitted under the Planning Code. Therefore, any further
physical expansion, even within the buildable area, shall be reviewed by
the Zoning Administrator to determine if the expansion is compatible with
existing neighborhood character and scale, and that there is no significant
impact upon the light or air or an extraordinary impact, the Zoning
Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or affected
property owners or a new variance application be sought and justified.

2. The owners of the subject property shall record on the land records of the
City and County of San Francisco the conditions attached to this variance
decision as a Notice of Special Restrictions in a form approved by the
Zoning Administrator.

3. The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable City
Codes. In case of conflict, the more restrictive controls shall apply.

4. The proposal associated with this variance shall be constructed in
accordance with the plans identified as Exhibit A in the case docket.

Section 305(c) of the City Planning Code states that in order to grant a
variance, the Zoning Administrator must determine that the facts of the case
are sufficient to establish the following five findings:

FINDINGS:

FINDING 1. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the
property involved or to the intended use of the property that do not apply
generally to other property or uses in the same class of district.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. The subject property is located near the apex of a triangularly shaped
block. As a result, the rear lot line of the subject property is triangular in
shape consisting of two sides from side property line to side property line
while adjoining rear lot lines, irregular themselves, are one continuous
line from side property line to side property line.

FINDINGS 2. That owing to such exceptional and extraordinary circumstances the literal
enforcement of specified provisions of this Code would result in a practical
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difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or attributed to the applicant
or the owner of the property.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. If the literal enforcement of the buildable area were enforced the building
would be required to be angled at the rear, which would be inconsistent
with the neighborhood character and standard building practices.

FINDING 3. That such variance is necessary for preservation and enjoyment of a
substantial property right of the subject property, possessed by other property
in the same class of district.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. Granting the rear yard variance is necessary for the subject property to
expand in a manner consistent and permitted on other properties in the
neighborhood.

FINDING 4. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the
public welfare or materially injurious to the property or improvements in the
vicinity.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. The proposed building expansion will not impede development or the
enjoyment of surrounding properties.

B. The height of the addition was reduced to accommodate concerns of the
neighbors located at 1782 Sanchez Street.

FINDING 5. The granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and
intent of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. The proposal is consistent with the generally stated intent and purpose of
the Planning Code to promote orderly and beneficial development. The
proposal is in harmony with the Residence Element of the General Plan
to encourage residential development when it preserves or improves the
quality of life for residents of the City.

B. Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority planning policies and
requires review of variance applications for consistency with said policies.
Review of the relevant priority planning policies yielded the following
determinations:
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(1). That the proposed project will be in keeping with the existing
housing and neighborhood character.

(2). That the proposed project will have no effect on the City's supply
of affordable housing, public transit or neighborhood parking,
preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake, commercial activity, business or employment,
landmarks and historic buildings, or public parks and open space.

The effective date of this decision shall be either the date of this decision letter if not appealed

or the date of the Notice of Decision and Order if appealed to the Board of Appeals.

Once any portion of the granted variance is utilized, all specifications and conditions of the

variance authorization became immediately operative.

The authorization and rights vested by virtue of this decision letter shall be deemed void and

cancelled if (1) a Building Permit has not been issued within three years from the effective date

of this decision; or (2) a Tentative Map has not been approved within three years from the

effective date of this decision for Subdivision cases; or (3) neither a Building Permit or Tentative

Map is involved but another required City action has not been approved within three years from

the effective date of this decision. However, this authorization may be extended by the Zoning
Administrator when the issuance of a necessary Building Permit or approval of a Tentative Map

or other City action is delayed by a City agency or by appeal of the issuance of such a permit or

map or other City action,

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this variance decision to the Board of

Appeals within ten (10) days after the date of the issuance of this Variance Decision. For

further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1660 Mission

Street, (Room 3036) or call 575-6880.

Very truly yours,

Lawrence B. Badiner
Zoning Administrator

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OCCUPANCY.

PERMITS FROM APPROPRIATE DEPARTMENTS MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS

STARTED OR OCCUPANCY IS CHANGED.

C:\WP51\VARIANCES\1784 Sanchez\decision letter.doc
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Subject: Re: Summary of our meeting re 1784 Sanchez Street
Date: Fri, 29 Aug 2014 11:31:44 -0700
From: Anastasia Micheals <amicheal@sfsu.edu>
Reply-To:Anastasia Micheals <nasagirl@pacbell.net>.
To: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC) <eiliesh.tuffy@sfgov.org>

Hi Eiliesh,
I'm sure you are very busy, but I wanted to see if you had any feedback on the email below.
If I don't hear from you by Tuesday morning, we will assume that the email below is accurate
and will go forward accordingly.
Thank you,
-Anastasia

On 8/27/2014 2:41 PM, Anastasia Micheals wrote:
Eiliesh,

Thanks for your reply and for addressing the time issue.

I hope you can confirm a simplified summary of our conversation a few days ago at the Planning
counter. Our historic preservation consultant has stated that our building retains its original 1893
facade, and thus the Department is likely to call our home an "historic resource".

You mentioned that the plans that are attached to the Section 311 Notification show that at least
one half of a new floor is visible to pedestrians on the street based on sight line drawings from
the architect. And that the rule of thumb in the Department is that when this is proposed to an
historic building, the proposed changes will require your review of an Historical Resource
Evaluation that has been provided to you.

If after reviewing the HRE case before you, you agreed with the historical consultant Frederick
Knapp that the plans attached to the 311 Notification violate the Guidelines, and if we wanted to
move forward with those 31 l plans, then an EIR would be likely.

Regardless, we cannot afford further delay; therefore we have advised planner Michael Smith
that we are not proposing to the Commission the project shown on the 311 Notification. Instead,
we have confirmed to him that we are asking approval for a plan that is smaller than the building
envelope of the 311 Notification plans, which will not result in a new floor which is visible to
pedestrians in the amount of one half floor or more.

As a result, we are correct in expecting that before the hearing, a categorical exemption stamp
will occur. We would appreciate if you could would give feedback this week as the hearing is
very close.

Thank you,
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Narrowback Construction Co., Inc.
License ~7965~

Estimate
eased on Andy Rodger Plan

Client: Project Date:
Clo Andy Rodger 1784 Sanchez Street 511912014

San Francisco

Description -Option A

General Conditions $ 10,500

Demo /Debris Removal $ 8,500

Concrete $ 35,000

Framing $ 51,000

Drywall/Insulation $ 10,000

Plumbing $ 7,500

Electrical $ 12,000

HVAC $ 6,500

Windows I Doors $ 25,000

Finish Carpentry -Baseboards, Exterior Siding $ 15,250

Hardwood Floors $ 10,000

Paint -Interior 1 Exterior New Work Only $ 5,500

Roof $ 3,500

Tool and Equipment $ 6,500

Subtotal $ 206,750
Overhead and Profit-10% $ 20,675

Grand Total $ 227,425

Excludes -plans, permits, special inspections, asbestos, dry rot repairs, hidden conditions

?177 Jerrold Ave~~rire, L3uil~ling ? -San Frcuzcisco Ccaliforniu 94!24



Client:
C/o Andy Rodger

Narrowback Construction Co., Inc.
t.r~~~,~s~ s~~~ss

Estimate
Based on Andy Rodger Plan

Project
1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco

Date:
5/1912014

Description -Option B

General Conditions
$ 25,000

Demo /Debris Removal
$ 28,000

Concrete
$ 85,000

Framing
$ 125,000

Drywall /Insulation
$ 25,000

Plumbing
$ 18,000

Electrical
$ 35,000

HVAC
$ 15.000

Windows I Doors
$ 35,000

Finish Carpentry -Baseboards, Closet Work, Exterior Siding $ 35,000
Hardwood Floors

$ 16,000
Tile

$ 5,500
Paint - Interior I Exterior New Work Only

$ 12,500
Roof

$ 8,500
Tool and Equipment

$ 15,000

Subtotal $ 483,500
Overhead and Profit-10% $ 48,350

Grand Total $ 531,850

Excludes -plans, permits, special inspections, asbestos, dry rot repairs, hidden conditions

?177Je~~rold Avenue, Birilcli~~g 2 -San Fr-uncisco Califorfziu )4/?4





BRE7T GLADSTONE
PARTNER
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5065
DIRECT FAX (415) 995-3517
E-MAIL BGladstoneQhansonbridgett.com

June 19, 2014

VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL

Zoning Administrator Scott Sanchez
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

HansonBridgett
~.

Re. Variance Application for 1784 Sanchez Street; Planners Casey Delvin Washington and
Michael Smith
Our Fiie No. 32377.1

Dear Scott:

am representing James Manschke and Anastasia Michaels who live with their daughter in a
one bedroom home of 847 square feet, built in or prior to the year 1893 and it is the home that
Anas#asia grew up in. I urge you to refer this letter to the City Attorney's Office to review the
legal _matters referred to, in this letter.,.. _

They received a Variance for the same addition they are planning today (with one exception --
an outdoor staircase on the side of the building has been enclosed in the new plan, but that
does not trigger the need for a variance.). They started work pursuant to the earlier variance,
but Planning Staff has denied them the right to continue, on the basis that work did no# complete
during a certain number of years. My clients then submitted a variance application for the same
new addition, under protest. However, this time, of#er asking my clients to submit an entirely
new Variance application and fees, your Staff has decided to oppose the Variance and require a
Staff Initiated Discretionary Review. This has greatly disappointec! my clients, who have asked
me to challenge the need to have another Variance at all.

in short, it is our posifion that new Variance is not needed because a Variance has been vested
based on the following: (1) they took out permits to do the first phase of the work; (2) the work
was completed; and (3) there was an inspection and the Jab Card noted completion of the work
according to the plans. Thus, the earlier Variance "vested" and cannot be taken away now.

The Variance required Anastasia and James to obtain a permit for the project by January
2006. As shown on Building Permit Numbers 200309154793, 200312162410, and
200409234925 attached as Exhibit A, Anastasia and James did in fact start construction by
January 2006, and as a result, the Variance should be considered "vested" and not voidable
due to lack of continued construction of the second phase.

For many decades in California, courts have developed a dear definition of "vested rights" to
continue construction. We believe that all the criteria in the following definition have been
satisfied by James and Anastasia:

Hanson Bridgett LLP
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com

6361792,1
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Scott Sanchez ~ Hans~nBridgett
June 19, 2014
Page 2

The rule is if a property owner performed substantial work and incurred substantial
liabilities in reliance on a permit, the property owner acquires a vested right to complete
construction of fhe work under the permit. Once a vested right has been secured, a
government agency may not prohibit completion of fhe construction.

The fact that'rF~e build c ut of a iw~-story addiiicfi at the rear has not commenced rierely means
that the second phase has not begun. It is obvious that the completed work was a first phase,
as the rear one-story room had to have removal of a kitchen and other improvements (with
(`Jei't~lltS~ (~i iVi i~ i i~ comrzG~ ~~c~ ~ ~c~ ~t of phase ~ ~. ~~r logistica~ i 2a5~i1S, the ~✓I"vjc~i iiad tWC
phases and the first phase's scope was placed on a separate phase I permit.

That permit included a tear down of the rear room that was required before phase II could start,
as that rear room was not structurally sound enough to be added onto. It is obvious why they
destroyed only the inside of the rear room, and not its exterior structure --- otherwise, the
home's rear at the first story would have been exposed to the elements should there be any
delay in getting phase II approved. From reading the permits, it is clear that the permits
obtained removed all items within the first story at the rear that would have left nothing but a
shell to tear down during phase II. The remaining shell at least protected the interior until phase
II began.

To contain costs, Anastasia and James did much of the work themselves. The total cast of the
work was about $13,500 paid to contracfiors. When one adds in building materials, fixtures end
tools that were purchased after they listed $13,500 on their alteration permit, the total was
closer to $20,000. This amount was sufficient expense to establish a "Vested Right" to continue
construction. We would be happy to provide examples of Court cases stating thafi these levels
of expenditures are sufficient to meet the test of incurrence of "subsfiantial work". These
expenditures, in light of the minimum construction costs of adding two stories at the rear, could
easily be deemed substaniiai using percentage of iotai construction 'tests articulated qy ine
courks. And of course, since much of the internal work was done by their own hands, a value to
that in terms of the cost of their time would be included.

When Anastasia and James were in a position to proceed with the next phase of construction,
several things occurred: (1) Anastasia's health declined, which necessitated numerous medical
procedures on her neck and back, and eventually a neck surgery and two abdominal surgeries,
which left her unable to continue working full time as a researcher at NASA; and (2) as a result
of the recession, James' contract position at HP was terminated and he was subsequently
underemployed, with an early stage startup that was frequently unable to make payroll. These
financial and physical di~culties prevented them from going forward. However, as of a year
ago, they recovered from their setbacks, and started filing a new variance application, although
they did file under protest since fihey do not feel they need one. The filing was supplemented
by a Supplement to Variance Application that was submitted this week. Anastasia and James
sent you a copy as well.'

Even before this Supplement to Variance AppEication was submitted, the Department already
announced to Anastasia and James that the Department would be filing a Staff Initiated DR and
would likely not issue the variance. I then protested that the Department had reached these
(footnote continued)

Hanson Bridgett LLP
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com

6361792.1



Scott Sanchez
June 19, 2014
Page 3

HansonBridgett
:~.

The following work was done pursuant to Building Permit Numbers 2003Q9154793,
200312162410, and 200409234925:

• Moved the existing bathroom, the only ane in the house, from the rear north room to the
middle of the house, so that They would have a bathroom during the rear addition
construction.

• Reconfigured the kitchen space to accommodate the new addition: moved the west side
kitchen door, and remodeled the kitchen to accommodate moving the bathroom. This
involved closing off one door, closing off an (interior) window, and adding a doorway.

• Relacateci kitchen and bathroom storage from the rear room to the remodeled kitchen
and new bathroom.

• Moved the washing machine and its electrical outlet from the rear room to the basement;
removed the sink in the rear room; capped supply and waste lines.

• Removed the bathfiub in the rear space's old bathroom, and capped the supply and
waste lines, rendering the old bathroom unusable. Removed siding and added plywood
to the interior wall of the rear south room, in preparation for further work on the addition.

• A window facing onto the rear south room was removed; a window facing on#o the rear
north room was covered over; a door entering the rear south room was removed, and a
new door entering the rear south room was created approximately 10 feet away.

The Planning Commission has a policy to allow large downtown development projects to
continue beyond the permitted time to start when there are downturns in the market and then
complete construction. In fact, their permits are only taken back after a public hearing and a
chance to explain at a hearing whether there are extenuating circumstances which should
cause the permits to remain in force.

This family rightly believes it is unfair to allow the largest of downtown property owners to
extend their entitlemenfis and not do the same for a couple who also have suffered during the
recession, particularly, since this couple has obtained a vested righ# to continue due to work
performed pursuant to the Variance.

Ve~rtr~al ou ^4^

Brett stone

cc: Planner Delvin Washington
Planner Michael Smith

conclusions before submittal of this Supplemental Variance Application. The Department acted
without seeing the final application, and only reviewed a very barebones one.

Hanson Bridgett LLP
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com

6361792.1
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~ contarrYly with the provlsione of 3ecllon 3800 of die Labor Code of the State o1 Celllomte, the
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mlchever Is applicable. If RoweVe~3fern~~vr, ecksd tlem pv} moat he cheEked as well. Mark the
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County of San Frandsen, end to sesame the detenae of the City an CouNy of Ban Francisco epalnst ell
suoh Clalms, demands o~ actions.
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compen~loe laws e} Cs~flomla and who, pda to the oommencemeM of any wok, will Ole ar„m~+~andjnrivMM~InMrmwhhfhal:ronnalPa....xw~......~
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January 22, 2003

VARIANCE DECISION

UNDER THE CITY PLANNING CODE
CASE ND. 2002.7 040V

APPLICANT: Philip Matthews
398 Eureka Street
San Francisco CA 94114

ROPERTY IDENTIFICATION: 1784 Sanchez Street -west side between Randall and
30th Streets; L.ot 014 in Assessor's Block 6653 in an RH-2
(House, Two Family) District and 40-X Height/Bulk District.

[7ESCRIPTION OF VARIANCE
SOUGHT: REAR YARD VARIANCE SOUGH`f: A request to expand

the existing, non-complying single-family dwelling further
into the required rear yard of the lot.•~The proposed
extension would .increase the depth of the structure by
approximately 5 feet.

Section 134(C)(2) of the Planning Code requires a
minimum rear yard depth between 28 and 33 feet for the
subject property, measured from the rear property Iine.The
existing building already encroaches into the rear yard and
is therefore a noncomplying structure. The subject lot is
triangular at the rear with varying depth, which accounts for
the atypical rear yard requirement and encroachment.

Section 18$ Qf the Planning Code prohibits the expansion
of a noncomplying structure. Because the existing building
already encroaches into the required rear yard, it is
considered a legal noncomplying structure. Therefore, the
expansion as proposed would be contrary to Section 188.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND: 1. This praposa! was determined to be categorically
exempt from Environmental Review,

2. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on
Variance Application No. 2002.1040V on
Wednesday, December 11, 2002.
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3. 311-neighborhood notification was not conducted in
conjunction with the variance notification and will Ise
required in the future.

DECISIORI: GRANTED, to construct a 5-foot rear horizontal addition to the existing nan-
complying single-family dwelling.

1. This variance is to allow building expansion into an area that would not
normally be permitted under the Planning Cade. Therefore, any further
physical expansion, even within the buildable area, shall be reviewed by
the Zoning Administrator to determine if the expansion is compatible with
existing neighborhood character and scale, and that there is no significant
impact upon the light or air or an extraordinary impact, fhe Zoning
Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or affected
property owners or a new variance application be sought and justified,

2. The owners of the subject property shall record on the land records of the
City and County of San Francisco the conditions attached to this variance
decision as a Notice of Special Restrictions in a form approved by the
Zoning Administrator.

3. The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable Cit~r
Cedes. In case of conflict, the more restric#ive controls shall apply.

4. The proposal associated with this variance shall be constructed in
arrnrrianrA v~ith thF+ nlanr irlpntifiPti ac FYhihit ~ in the race ~ln~kgt.

Section 305(c) of the City Planning Code states that in order to grant a
variance, the Zoning Administrator mus# determine that tha facts of the case
are sufficient to establish the following dive findings:

FINDINGS:

FINDING 9. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the
property involved or to fhe intended use of the property that do not apply
generally to other property or uses in the same class of district.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. The subject property is located near the apex of a triangularly shaped
block. As a result, the rear lot line of the subject property is triangular in
shape consisting of two sides from side property line to side property line
white adjoining rear lot lines, irregular themselves, are one continuous
line from side property line to side properly line.

FINDINGS 2. Tha# owing fo such exceptional and extraordinary circumstances the literal
enforcement of specified provisions of this Cade would result in a practical
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difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or attributed to the appiicant
or the owner of the property.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. if the literal enforcement of the buildable area were enforced the building
would be required to be angled at the rear, which would be inconsistent
with the neighborhood character and standard building practices.

FINDING 3. That such variance is necessary for preservation and enjoyment of a
substantial property right of the subject property, possessed by other property
in the same class of district.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. Granting the rear yard variance is necessary for the subject property to
expand in a manner consistent and permitted on other properties in the
neighborhood.

FINDING 4. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the
public welfare or materially injurious to the property or improvements in the
vicinity.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. The proposed building expansion will not impede development or the
enjoyment of surrounding properties.

B. The height of the addition was reduced to accommodate concerns of the
neighbors located at 1782 Sanchez Street.

FINDING 5. The granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and
intent of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

REQUIREMENT MET.

A. The proposal is consistent with the generally stated intent and purpose of
the Planning Code to promote orderly -and beneficial development. The
proposal is in harmony with the Residence Element of the Genera( Plan
to encourage residential development when it preserves or improves the
quality of life for residents of the City.

B. Code Sec#ion 10.1 establishes eight priority planning policies and
requires review of variance applications for consistency with said policies.
Review of the relevant priority planning policies yielded the following
determinations:
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(1). That the proposed project will be in keeping with the existing
housing and neighborhood character.

(2). That the proposed project will have no effect on the City's supply
of affordable housing, public transit or neighborhood parking,
preparedness to Nrotect against injury and !~s~ of IifA 6n an
earthquake, commercial activity, business or employment,
landmarks and historic buildings, or public parks and open space.

The effective date of this decision shall be either- the date of this decision letter if not appealed
or the date of the Notice of Decision and Order if appealed to the Board of Appeals.

Once anv portion of the granted variance is utilized, all specifications and conditions of the
variance authorization became immediately operative.

The authorization and rights vested b~,virtue of this decision letter shall be deemed void and
cancelled if (1) a Building Permit has not been issued within three years from the effective date
of this decision; or (ZLa Tentative Map has not been approved within three years from the
effective date of this decision for Subdivision cases: or (3) neither a Building Permit or Tentative
Maa is involved but another required City action has not been approved within three years from
the effective date of this decision. However, this authorization may be extended by the Zoning
Administrator when the issuance of a necessary Building Permit or approval of a Tentative Map

or other City action is delayed by a Cite agency or ~ appeal of the issuance of such a permit or
map or other City action.

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal fihis variance decision to the Board of
Appeals within ten (10) days after the date of the issuance of this Variance Decision. For
further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1660 Mission

Street, (~toom 3036) ar call 575-6880.

Very truly yours,

Lawrence B. Sadiner
Zoning Administrator

-__-~_____________~_-~________~___~W_=~__~_~_~~__--_-__--_ ___ _ _ ___ ___ _ __ __ _ __

THIS IS NOT A PERMfT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OCCUPANCY.

PERMITS FROM APPROPRIATE DEPARTMENTS MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS
STARTED OR OCCUPANCY IS CHANGED.

C:\WP51\VARIANCE511784 Sanchez\decision letter.doc
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PARTNER
IaIRF:.CT DIAL (415) 995-5065
DIRECT FAQ (415) 995-3517
E-MAiL BGladstone~hansonbridgeit.corri

September 5, X014

VIA ~-MAIL AND NAND DELIVERY

Zoning Administrator Scott Sanchez
San Francisco Panning Department
165Q Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Variance Applicafiion - 1784 Sanchez Street
Our file No. 32377.1

Dear Scott:

«~, Hansan~r~idg~tt

am attaching a previous letter to you on this matter. I am respanding to your email of June 19,
2014 asking me:

1. "Can you please provide nee with (1) issued permit/plans for an extension into the rear
yard and (2) evidence (i.e. phptographs} that this work commenced?" We cannot
provide those.

2, °You indicate that the permit for work that was done was not approved by Planning."

Please review fhe attaci~ed permit which refers fio it being a "Phase I" permit on the plans
attached.

It is fhe remodel plan for the rear of the first Hoar, work that was completed. TP~e relevant
questions for ap{~lyirrg the law of "vested righfs"includes the fallowing; (1) was there
documentation that the work done was part of a two phase process (which the attached
shaves)? (2) was tl~e work pertormed the kind of work that would be necessary to do the work
that was approved by a variance? Yes. (3) was there a reason the property owners would have
done khe work regardless of whether they ever intended to ~aerfarm Eater work as dart of a
second phase. No.

In this instance, the work resulted in ~ rear area with removal of plumbing, electrical, b~fhroom;
and washer dryers and other iferns that make up a usable space. The uses relocated in the rest
of the building (such as laundry roam and bathroom} only made the already sma(I home more
cramped. (Since that time, the client may have put storage in that real space, but that is
temporary).

The designa#ion "Phase I" shows that intent clearly enough fin meet the test for vested rights.
And the City stamp an the permit indicates that the City sew that designation.

Hanson E3ridgett LLP
425 Ma~'kef Street, 26th 1=loot', San Francisco, C;A 94105 ~~ansaribridgµtt.cor~

70~i3r,53.3
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!t is true that this permit was not signed by Planning. However, I d0 ilC3t I?~IfE?V~ ~I1~~ $I1~ ~aG~ t}~~t
the Planning Department did nat sign has any meaning here. Internal renovations never get
signed by Planning. The key is that the City was an natic~ that this was Phase I of a twca Phase
project. Phase II would have needed a Planning Qepartment approval as it was far work
outside the building ~nvei~pa. Phase I did not. Phase Il et~uld not have kaeen dons withc~ui
completion cif Phase i.

Property owl~~rs and dev~lc~pers do not lase righfs to built! wher7 tftey bui(ci i~7 phases, an~J wt~~n
a second phase is delayed. for example, on a large develapm~nt, there may be a grading
pG!'t71it. T~ !??y kna+tirled~e ~radin~ permits ~~hieh ~rece~e site hermits ~c~ n~,t ~n to the Plannir~n
Departi~nent for approval. And yet when a grading per~r~it is obtained (as it often is for ~
downtown office project well before a site permit is abtained}, the P6ar~ning Department has
aluvays recognized it as enough of a construction ariented permit that it does in fact vest a right
to build according to a variance or C.U.P. approval that says that "construction must begin
within three years of the appravai date".

The City was aware of the full extent of the praject when it approved the building permit marked
Phase I. Work and expense resulted from reliance upon the i~suanc~ of this permit (which was
to be the first parfi of a construction project). This vested right did not expire based on our
client's fiailure to complete the development. What's more, a cf~ange in inferpretatian of the
Residential Design Guidelines over the past five years (withr~ut change in the Guidelines), udhich
we understand to be one of the main reasons the current RDT teas objected to what fih~
previous RDT approved, is not sufficient grounds with which to deny a constitution~liy protected
property right. The "happens#ands of municipal administrafinn" cannot be conclusive on the
constitutional taw issue involved in lass of a vested righf. Pardee Construction Go. v. California
Coastal Com., 95 Cal. App. 3d 471, 481 (1979) (citing Sierra Clut~ v. California CQ~stal.Zane
Caraserv~fion Com., 58 Cal.Ap;~.3d 949, 957-95$)

-rte.. t_... r i__..__~ ~__ n_a_____ ~ e__~ an n~~ n._... n.a nr~ n_n.~ ~.~nnA~
s ~ i~ ictvv ui C."~.IUf.J}JCI e1tJU S,tJVCI1IS. t1! IUCI;iVI l V. Lci i~5a, ICJ l~cll. Yi'J~1. JU U:J I , vu G ~ i ~o i J,

A government entity may b~ estopped where "tt~e injustice which would result firom a f~ilur~ to
uphold an estapp~l is of sufficien# dimension to justify any effect upon public interest or policy
which would result from the raising of an esta~pel." { Gi~y of Lang Beach v. Mansell X9970} 3
Cat.3d r***~] 4~2, 4J6-497 (J1 CaLRptr. 23, X76 P.2d X23].) Andersen built her house according
to the p~rmi#the Gity issued and did not violate the City's standard zoning ordinances, Thy
California Supreme Court ruled that denying the variance would substantially harm Anderson,
casting her more than $6,000. My clients have certainly spent a lot more than $6,000 in
reliance an the Phase t permit.

The fact is, there was na reason for the owners to undertake this Phase I except for it to be part
of a Phase I1. Thy renovation itself did not gain the clients any additional space. In fact, it
cat~s~d more plumbing, mare fixtures, mare appliances, etc. to be part of the same space that
was already deficient far a family of three. The result was #a push things that were in the rear
ream ic~to the mein {twc~ story} portion of tl~e small building.

As with our previous letter fa you, i-~y clients request that you send this to the City Attc~rn~y.

7043653.3



Za~7ing Administrator Scott Sanchez
September 5, 2014
E'age 3

Very truly yours,

i ~ yy.,~~ ""~~Y - it _~ ~

`~• ~ . ,~-
F~~T"~ladstane

Enclosures

cc: Clients

7043653.3
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~ ppG~~~~ ~° ~~ti o
Dept. of Building Insp. ~ -- o ~

f L~~ ~~~'
SEP 7 52003 ~- 5̀~ ~` ~ y i";'
~,~ C~ ~ ~-i ~ ~

____ DIRECTOR ! i

APPLICAT~ FOR BUILDING PERMIT CITIt AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISG~(~~ ; Z ̀-

ADDIU.ONS, AL7~RATIOIVS OR REPAIRS dEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPEC7iQN l ~ =

y I .~,~ I~ -~~ APPLICA710N IS HEREBY MADE TO FHE DEPARTMENT OF ' ~ ~

CORM 3 ❑ OYHL ENC~ R REQUIRED SUIlDtNO INSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR
PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WfCH TWE PLANS

FORM B~VER-THE COUN7EFi ISSUANCFr 
AtJD SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED HEREWITH AND 4
ACCORDING TO TiiE DESCRIPTION AND FOR'THE PURPOSE ' ~ y.

~_ NUMBER OF PLAN SETS 
HEREINAFTER SEf FORTH. ~ ~ 9

♦ oo kar wArre nsove mis uNe r g o_... - - --
DATEF9FD ._.. flLWG iFE NECOPI NO. (i~51REET PDOHES50FJ08. BLOCK BLOT C •y,

~-IS - ~3 7 ~~ sr~ Sf: G653 t~ i ~ p~" m~o
rEnMrzrroir issum~~~ f 5 2003 

~}~rw~~i~mc,o,s~ru~,w~a/G IzelsEva~ncosT: ~~~~f ~ 9`~. -~~ o❑

X/ ! "'— "' BY• DATE:

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OP EXtSTlNG BIJiLDING
(4A) tYPE (5A) N0.OF ~ (6A1 KKI. OF ~ (lA~ PNFSFHf USE: (81~~ OCCUP CLASS 9A) N0.OF

-~~- ~~~~~ Nome ~- 2~s~'o~c~ 23 l
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION

l+~ tme a~ ~sr xo. a~ =~ t~ —No. o—~ try mososm use t~~ ~ - - tai actor ci,~s
srort~s nF eas~xrs

(10)BAUTO RUMYAY (1t~W915iP[F~I SPACE y{g O 
11~E~~TO BE ~S (~~WOflFK BE ~TO BE CONSIRUCTEO ~"' ~7I ~llSED WRaKs

Ofl ALTEAE07 ryp ~ CONSIRIM.'f10Ni Hp PEii(ORME07 ryp PERi0PME07 ~ yp

(14~GFHEftAI. COHiMCTOFI Af1tl11E6SF~2 !".n_1/ C .~ %IONE CNJf.LiC.NO. —~EI~IIN 1 !BATE
~~y`!

O,er G ~va~Q Co,v s ~f ~, / 11eE/L c C7~ - 9~13a y99~77/3 3305+.x'8 2 ~2 1-~ G ~_
(t610K77FA • LE65EE (CROSS OIIT Otl~ t AODPf55 DP HIHCI ff1011E (~ CONlACi BY DEPT:)

~i61 YAtITE IH OESCflIP'f10N OFlW. WOA1(70 BE PflVORY~ Efl 1HS APPL1CA7gNlNCE TO IS NOT bU/ tlff)

R 8/Y7:z/_ 12e~a/~'7 /la-+s-+ o a ~. — ,F'• ~ a S/G. ~J~~ 2'~~~T ~F'- 
.....

L/f},Of~~ ~'/Gz~ CGe.!l.~Gt~~7~ eU4LS — /VC4v T~II~i _ '~-r

_ ~ G~~_7~~.~ ^~ l ~+ ~N ~ ~~04 /L • ~eGlJ T~! ~~ ~ T~~ f S~t 04J ~r'1~ .

~tl /N00 ~-us A'72-2 mil % ) ~ , 0 /t'l OVC.iYkrU~ D ~A-~-~S' Q'~ _

- 7 c -P 1~cJD.v~~C, ~0 6 2 1 S E7fiS~7~.0
AODITIdNAL INFORMATION

~t~00E5 T}IS ALTEflA716H IIBI IF(f7I5 YE5.5TAlE (18) 9iFES AlT91AT1(IN 1201ff (19115 YES. S1AlE
~~~~~ YES O ~y(~~f~r AT C SE OfCKON HIXIQ. ~ ~ HEW GRgpA
Oq 57g1Y TO 81Wl11NC7 ryp CFMER LHE OF RtONf FT. - tX~llILD1MG7 11~ HO4R AAEA ~~ SO. FT

(211 MALt SiOEWAlfCOYER . _ ~2t~Wk1 BUDINO (t3~1~?MO?1lfl ErbS11N68LUf3. 
YES O rz+~CONSRiU1E ~WWGE ~ YES O5U6-SNItWALK SPACE BE YES ❑ fXIfNU BEYONU ~ ~ ory LOfi,jIF YES. StIUW 

OF OCCUPANCYHEPAIli~Ofl ALTBImT Hp %iaPEAtt 11NET ~q WI PI.QI'PCAN) NO ...NO

~zzsjcroarnm~+o ca+s ria+~~ eoor~~s _. cwF.cmnru~reno.

CNI~AHSmuC7ION tEN0En1~~NAME aNO BMHCH OES~ONATIUl11F AtN. ~ ~UGHESS ~
~,r~ne~stw~c~owxco~s,rmc„«i~n.~~ 

UN~NoGv/J

IMPORTANT NQ710E5
No aienge e+W ~ be made to u,e cnnrac+w w u» ocwpemy «wa wiawu~ rrcst oaakYng e eunding
Pettnli euthorlanp wch d~iga. gee San FraMsco BudWnO Code atW San Randsco F~aWrg
Code.

No a~ d wud~m n ~nxme or a~anoiekg oast cwhip crosuucuon, w ce dma aen sa w
e~Mre cvnteimrg more Men 75~ vdts See Sec 305 CalilaNa Pa~i Cade.

PwwaM to San Fran~O BuBding Cafe. the MiYdi~ pennn ana9 be pogea on me pts. The
omier b respwoibio far ePiuvvetl dnr~s mv1 applk:eUa~ befnp kept el fwildxq site.

Gtade Nnea m ahOWn on tlmM~gs aaanpenY~nB tlds eppi~alion me a~mtl lobe earteet N
acttml 9~ade Ihres B`e nal Mee same ea sliovrt~ ravLSeC diaxMgs NwwinO tarred grade ~eS. Ana
end filk togetl~er wkh calq~lele detetls of rediNn9 waiLa en~f well tootlngs raryked must be
wWNttetl to 4Yn tlapattme~q for a~tvwL

ANY SfIPUtAT10N fiEQUIpEA HEREIN OFi BY CODE MAY BE APPEALxED.

BUILINNO N0T TO BE OCCU%ED UNT0. CEiiTfPICAIE ~F FlNAL COYPI,ETION IS POSCF.D
ON,TN6 Bt111.0~NG OR PFHMfi OF OCCUPANCY GHAMSD, Wt1EN RFOl11NED.

APPRpVA1.OF iH15 'ilON ~0E5 NOT CON5TITIRE AN APPp6VAL FOR THE ElECtAM..4L
WIRWO'DR PLUMBW INSTALLATIONS. ASEPARAiE PEPMIfFOfl TF~WIRING ANO PLUMBING
MUST 8E OBTNNED. S£PAMTE f'EfiMfTS AAE fiEQINA£D IF MlSWEP t3 ̂!E5 TO M7Y OF
aeovE alEb`[IONS (~N (111(~Z) (131 (221 OR R+).

THIS 19 NOT A•BUIL➢ING PEAMFT. NO WOPK SHALL 8E STARTED UNfiL A BUILDING PEHMR 19
ISSUED.

In dwet6npe ell hwletlng matailW rnut haee a daeva~+ce d nal lesv tl~en hw kid~es tran er
electrical whe9 at eyriptr~enL

CHECK APPPOPf1tATE BO%
q atiw~A ❑ uackrreci

.ESSEE ~ ❑AGENT
Ofl pENOWEEH

APPI.ICANI'S CERTIF{CATION
1 FtEAEBY CERi1F(ANO ABAEETW T IF A PERMIT IS ISSUm FOR THE CONSTRUCigN
oescnieeo iN nips nraucarwN. nu rate raawsaNs op n~ a~arr uw w. uws
AND OFIOINANCES iFtEHfiTO N7LL BE COMPt1ED WfTH.

NOTICE TO APPLICANT
HOL011ARMlESS CUUSE. The PemdCeel~) by eccBWµmxe of tha P~~4 ~B~RIsI ro N ~
IwtA t~arndass Ure City end County o18an Fnvkew hom and eBd~ eM' erM dl dam. demands and
uUiofss lot aartieges revltlng 6om o~amtlans trader ff~ PermN~ tap9rdlet~ ai r~igence a(k~e Ctty and
caumy o) sera FranWco, era w aswma me eelerne o~ n,e cay en coumy d seh Fren~Co egalmt all
6UG1 d811113~ dBrtlMf~t Ot BU~Of19.

In contamJly wdfl7he provhio~n a! ue~.tbn 30000 the Labor Code of ~ha Slate 41 CaNfaNn. the

.ear epp~lcahle~. H~h~arever fhm jVjtlb G~wck ~Na~n Mmim d mw~i Me~.thaM.
eppop~ete m~tlwd d oampAaf~ce txlow. i

he+eW efAmt under penally of par~ury one of Itw lo~owln8 tlederatlao:

(1 t. I have arw wip rtW~rteln n certificate d oomm~l W eeMamue for wotf~v/~ ~~ %~
Sedbn 3700 d the tabor Cale. br Me perMtmetrce wak Iw wNdi ttRf

h. I have en0 wdl makitdn xaMxs' compen~tlon truuerce. es by SecUan 3740 0l the
Lalwr code, ror uie penamenea a me woAc ror,Mdcn u~ta perms is ,sueU. My wakers~
wmn{teruaUotl ln~mance end Pdi nutnher ere'a u Uo~~ ~ ~ ~ 1

Cutler C s'~!—

PawyNun GYM O ' Z 2 O .S—
() 114 The wstdfhe wakto he donehSf06aleu.

() N. 1 certify that fn the porlam~ner d the Mxk Itt WIC ihl~ pertnll la Iss ed. I sM~l net employ

~^Y P~~ In am merw~er ao es a become wb~ea m ins rrtrrhere' c«Apercana~ Sawa of
CaWor~a (hrthet ec~novAedge NW i underst~+d tlmt in tl~e a+enl tlut 1 stioukt became
wbfect Io tlw workerY campensfltlan prwbb~u d the Leda Cafe of CeFbrtda bW fa3 to
wmpiy latlnvph with the proNsfons of Sectlm 3800 U the IaWr Coda Ihat'he peimN
nxehi eppuetl f« cnaX w daafrwo tvroked.

(~ V. I antsy u the amx (a Me eperM br the amm) tl~at In the peRortNnce d the wak for
vMictt tlYs pem~e h kwed. I vA9 employ s coritrsctor vMo conpllea wNh the vraikers'
a~mpermtlan Fevre of CalNanle erW vAw, ryla to tlw wnma~cenwM d airy wak, wW 1de e
comp«w copy a ma ~«m,Mm N,e canes rmmn nw.eu.

~,~.P 7" 9 ~~ d3
6fptmhae o(AppOcaM a Ape~M OeVooa~o7 fHEv 1Nz1



CONDiTlONS i~Nl~ ~Tti~EfLATtUNS

R~~ER APPROVEp: 'u~—~~c 7istricf t~UE~(1Etitf inspector at the start o! v:ork oil
T0: 558-6098. For p[umbinq: inspection schedu;inq cr•If ~ DATE:

~Q54 #or eie~„~c~1 inspection schedtrl~ng c~.ii S"8 &0 ~ REASDN•
S This =.p;.;•cu::~n is appfoved without s;to snspeciior, detaile~

'
plumbing or electrical plan revlP.'N and does nQ1 constitu.~ ar

DAV1D PANG, ~L~ approval Qf tt~e building. Work authorised must be done .~i

SEP 15 ~
sirirt accordance with al! applica514 codas. Any eiectrir,,~i

---- --- -- --
~(1 . qe~~r, ~;is~ptsaParafe parmits. !

--- -- — ~ _ _ ----
I~OTIFiED MR.------

APFRQV
~

DATE:

~~So,~:
n I
u

~.~----
NnTIFIED MR,DEPARTMENTQFCITYPLANNINC~

- ___ _ _
RPP OVEQ: ~ i?ATE:

~' REA50N:

~ f

APP QVED:

NpTIFiEd MR.BUREAU OF FIRE pREVEN110N & PUSUC SAFE7Y

I DA7~:

REASON:

______
MECHANICAL ENGINEER, DEPT OF t3LDG. INSPECTION ~ NOTiFfED

"' T ~ dATE:

REASON:

1

CIVIL ENGfNEER'OEPT. pF BLUC; ItJSPECT141N ~',

- - --~_ -i APP DVED:
G ~'

L~ i
i

- ---- __ _
_ BUREAt1 OF ENGIfVEEfllldCs

-- --- 
I APPR VED: 

- --- — -- -- - -

I■~

I~

DEPRRTT~4EfYT OF PUBLIC HEALTH ~~

RE~~/ELOPMENTAQENCY

DA7E: ~,.

REASOt~3;

N~TlFt~t} iNR.

DATE:

REASQN:

~s NOTIFIED

~ DATE:

REA50N:

i

'~ r~ar~Fi~o

DATE; _

~ REASON:
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~p a
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING 

INSPECTION 6 `o -~
DEC 16 ~~ y ~ /

~̀ a1~s ~ ~ r _>

FRANK Y run ~ ~,.._ _ ~ D

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

FORM 3 ❑OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED

FORM 8 lt,~'OVER-THE CO(.(N E fSSUANCE
~~ U

__~ NUMBER OF PLA S ♦ oo Nor wi
OhTE FlIEU fNNG EEE PECEIFT NO.

PERlfiT k0. ISSUEO

~oi319 ~z lr~ °

CITY ANR COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO !~ 9J
DEPARTMEl~IT OF BUILDING INSPEC710N I

A (CATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF ~ I~~
G INSPECTION OF SAN FflANCISCO FOR

P R N TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PLANS
AND SPHCI 7tONS SUBMITTED HEREWITH AND
~O,~RDlNG T E DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE PURPQSE
i~EREIRA~R 5Ef FORTH. iG
,a~ovE n~rs uNe i —

BLOCK 8 L0T

~ESTIAl4TED COSTOFJ08 ~ (?BI REYISEOCOST~~ Ie~ ~s~~

~ ~v yz
p D
< 99
r O
2 C
C
~ r
m 9

O

IN~ORMATlO Q BE FUR (SHED BY ALL APPLICANTS

LEGAL DESCRIPTION F EXISTING BUILDING
(4p) TYPE OF~ (5A) H0.OF —7 ~6A? HO.OF (/A) PHESE A IISE ~J

IOCWPRNCY' ̀  ANA CEt1AP5. O ~ ~O/A ~ ~ MEN!// /~IC~ ~

(BA) OGGUP CLA55 (9A) N0.OF

~3 Y_ .~

DESCRIPTION OF BUILD(G FTER PROPOSED ALTERATION ~ ~
I/i IYFE OF l6)~~is In rROPU5E0 E (lEau. -) (Bi OCGw,~, ctru5 - _.,.

3 OnlEs aF f 
~ '~ /OCCIIPAN4Y: ~` MA CQlMS: ~y, _ ~ s~-._/A L'

•t• ~

/ '~ UMIiS:

(10)15 AItfO RIHMAY (tl)WIII. SIHEEi SPIKE (121E .TREALf~
TO BE CON51f1UC/HJ YES D BE USE60UNN10 YES Q WONK i08E

{i3)RUM81N(t
~S WOHlf TO BE YES

~I ALTFPEOi Hp CORSTHULTIOH7 ~jp PERFOFlMEP7 ryp PFAf4HME0T ryp

(14)GENEflAI CONTRACTOR AWgFSS ~~//j?v PIIOM1E

C'o~►/ ~~~ i0~, ~Q~ ~'J
IC.NO, E701M710H OAlE

~YliG%✓AL- ~ , -r~~.33 a<isy z-zy-ay
(~5) 1~N055011i ENE) BiFiCI fl10fiE lFOfl COMAC[BY OEFt.)

r, o ycry _—~"~' —_
(16j NAftEiHOESCNiPftQN OF AtL WpiK BE PEF m SA%~IJCA (HEFFiL~ E70 BANS IS N6T 6lNI1CIENT)

e~ ~ ~7.J~ fir' .~d

h 1~ ?,r~ 'og
AL IN ORM1RATION

(t7j WES 71¢5 AtTFAATKIN '~ (18) tF 1715 YFS, STAiE 18IOOE9 iNt9 ALTERhTtt1N
CREATE AOURlOtUI. HkIGfR VES ❑ NEYJ flEl(3HT A7 ~4fAlf OL~K ON FIOflQ.

~

(tO11F X19) IS YES, STATE
~ ~ t&W ORdHID

pp 6TOpY TO BI&DtMG~ 1q CEHIEA LIIE Of AIONf h7. E7(lTM TO BIIIIDING7 Np FillORAPFA SO. FT.

IYnW&L SAEWAIJ(OVEN 
YES Q 

(t2)WILL BIAtAING _.— K O (231
13N tDR nFYES...SU6•SOflVN.K SPACE 8E ~

YES U 
(21)OOE

COfLi7RU5EACSWX3E YFS ❑

HEPA91m Ofl 11L7EAED7 Np Pft07FAtt t1HE7 ryp 6H PLOT RAND ~p OF t~,CUPANCY7 _ HO

(251 AflCWfEC[ EHG(MEEfl (OESI6N CONSIHt1CTKN701 .'. CAIIf.C617iRCATE HO.

O Rc ~ 2nT o1C ~".N~ .~ 
~ PDOIIESS

~~~IFTF&SiE

..
~

KN04lNC10HSIPUCRON LfNDElt. 
EMiEN'IfHNNO~WH'~ANV,

~~

IMPORTANT NOTICES
no a,mge shetl de meta In are ctw+nc~er M u,e oca,pe„cy or we vnuwut aru oetexdrp e euildnq
Pertnll euttarlan8 such d~nge.' 6~e Sri FrarKLao BuYNrp Cada and Sen Raric6co i~aWrq
Cotlo.

No Portlon of Mdklkg a eM,ihue w acaltaWlnp erred dwin0 conaN~on, to ba dww Mer~BV la
mry wire contmtdng mote tlen 750 vdLa See Sec 785. Celitotnia Penal Code.

rursuam ro son FrmKbco Hui~ng code, the Miiairg permN sMn to purled on rb f ob.
o mar k reaG~~e iot ePP~~ dam ant applkatlon isem9 kepi nt huikthig sNe.

Cade 9~ees ea shown on arm~ngs awan+P~~N^9 uws appNcstbn ae assumed m be wmet r~~

entl 
h9g~1atla Rtes are mt tl~a eartie es slwN6g caiacl Grade prna, ado
S opelher with co^MHeta Uela9s o! odhgs requ4etl muM he

wbrNlleU W tttls tlaporU~rcnt tat nppivvat.

ANY SfiPUtAitON HEOVIPF[~HEREtN pFi eY C.ODE MAY BE

BUILbING NOT TO BE OCCUAIFD UNTILCER[iFICATE OF FlNAL CO LERON 15 POSSED
ON THE BONDING OP PEAMIT,OF OCCUPM7CY GFtANTFlI, NMEN REOVRiFD.

APPROVAL QF THIS APPUCATIOH IX~S NOT CONSitTU16 AN APPROVAL FOR THE E2EG7F11G1
WIRING Oq PI.VA~iNG WSSALLAT10N9. A SEPARATE PETiMfT FOq THE WIRWG PNO PIUMBINO
MUSE BE 06THNE0. SEPARATE PEHMff'S ARE REQUIRED IF ANSWER IS'YE5 TO AN`! OF
move a~sRONS lid (i ~T t~~S lea! ~zzl oA lza~.

THIS IS NOT A 6UILD1Nfi PERMR. NO VJDAK SMALL BE BTAFSTEO UMII A BU0.01NG t'ERMii ~S
I55t1~.

In dwe~ngs atl Lf~Watlng melerlNs mat larva a Ceerenca W nd IeA Uwe Ntv Y~tltm kan M
elecbice~ Hires a eq:pnera.

CHECKMPFlOPFlYtTE 80X
❑OWNF.H ❑ARCHRECT
❑ LESSEE ❑ AOENT
~CONTRAGTOfi ❑ENGINEEq

APPLfCANTS CERTIFICATION
1 HE7iE8Y CERTIFY M!D AGREE THAT IF A PERMR IS ISSiIm FOR i}iE CCklSTHUCiKNI
OESCRIBEU NJ TH44 APPUCATIO7J, ALLTHE PREVISIONS QF THE PERMIT MiD ALL LAYS
M7D ORDINANCES 1HERETO WILL BE COMPLIED WtTt1.

NQTICE TO APPLICANT
IKXD HARMLESS CUUSE. The P~klee(sl by uccepfuwe M the Y~rmR• apree(s) fa k~Certudfy arM
hold hermiean the City errtl Carry of San Frenchco hom nrM apaiml eny end all delm, dertmnd~ en~1
ecuons ~a rtanugea resulunp ran apemuore urwe. ws pmmN. reperdless d r+egtipanca or are cNy end
County o15en Pra~chco. mW to af6um8 Me tleia~sa of Iho City an CauMy W San Ftanclsca egalrat a6
~uch'~kru~ tl~Kls a aabrm.

In contamMY wNh the prwMons of Se~Jbn 9100 0l the labor Code o1 Vie State d CstlbrNe, the
a~pl7caM shad have coveisee uMer (p~ a UI) de9p~ted oalow a ahep hM'icate Item VIII. a (n/t, a M~
ntdchave' h eppikaMe. N ha~ever Item M b chacieed ftam (M must be rlieckee as veM~. Marx me
epgo{~~nto rtatho4 d mmpl~nce beiar.

ha~aby aMnn uWw pergity W por~tny one d the lollow6q cFeclarnboro:

() L I have Md vNl rtNkrcefn a u1tlllmte d capwN to aNl~t~ue for w~dMere wrtpenaeibn, es
pr~o'~ided'~~ tlon X700 d tl~e I.oUot Cotle. (o' Ura A~ llie~w`orlCfor wi+~d~ Ihls

h. I Mrv~:nM u+! melNeM rnxMerf compe~sitlai Yssurance~ es requhad W Seclbn X700 of Itre
lelwr Coda. for the PeAamwxe d U» wont for which IMF On~t b issued. My wdkera'
wmpetmlion Irrsue ~Ser entl p mim6er are:

rdwy Nunber '~- 0 O / O ~~~ Ca!*a+

(~ ib. The wd W the want b be dons b 5100 or less.

t ) N, t cartitY diet to the f~p~r of the wok for xMlrh Gds PemMf b bsuecl. ~ shell nw empty

~Y 0~~ h mry manner sa as to batortie eut~ecl b the waken' comPematfon laws of
CaINonHe. I fur~er ecknv~ieA9e tlut I undetntaM tlmt In the event tlwt i slwWd became
aub~xt m u».wrNera' wrtRenwtlon pmrhlons o~ me 6enor code al cati+ade m,a ra;~ m
ca,~py iw,wrn wnh me a~+i~ of sxuan aeao a use senor case, u~ me pemw
hvoh appYecl br 4iWi ba damned ravoNed.

() v. ~ ceNM ~ me owner {« ux eg«tl br nx owna~ uiet m me r~rtm,wice a Nye v~ax fw
whkh Hda ~em~l fs bwed~ I v~ ertploy a w wM xtth tlia vArlcma'
wmP~~lion Taws o! Cetifomla end who, to the canrt~encmm~t d my work, Mi11 Na e

ab~au~,~wm,u»c~ ~~s„r- ,1-~r-
ttm M Appl~ce~rt a Apart Dale

eoas~ lflEv t~



REFER APi'ROV~O:
TO:

APPROVED'

APPROVED:

APf'RQVEO: —

i

-- -- APPRQVED: — -

APPROVED:

APF'RC}YED:

COi~DIT1O~1S AND STBPULAT'lC~NS

.~c.~_G~uvc.~ ~?~L~~°~ _ __.
BUILt?iNG INSPECTOfI, DEPT. QF BLDG INSP

/t-~~. ~

DEPARTMEM OF C('fY ANhtitVG
--

& PUBI

DATE:. ~

REASOE~t:
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Caution
As of.: July 13, 2014 1C?:46 1?M ~T)'I"

Pardee Coitstruc.tiair Co. v. Califa~rnia C:oast~l Com.

Court of Appeal of California, Fourth Appellate District, Division Qne
July 26, I979
Civ. No. 18209

Ite~~orier: 95 Lal. App. 3d 471; ! 57 Cal. Rptr. 184; 1979 Gal. App. L,T:XIS 1979

I'ARDEE C:(~NS'I`IZUCTTON COMPANY, Plaintiff and
Respondent, v, CAf.,TT~ORNTA COASTAL
COMMISSION, Dcfendarrt a~~d Appellant

Sr~bsequent History: j""~*I.J Appellant's Petition for a
Hearing by the Supreme Court was Denied September 20,
7 979.

Prior I~istory: Superzor Court of San Diego County, No.
4tT821 ~, Alfred Lord, Judge.

llSsposition: Judgment affirialecl.

Gore Terrns

vested right, Coastal, exemption, building permit,
regulation, permit requiremexit, substantial cfrange,
axpired, provisions, regional ca~x~rciission, abandonment,
condon~iniuin, Developers, approvals, municipal

Cnse SYt~ixx~xs~ry

Procedural Posture
Appellant California C~astaP Commission spagtit review
of an ozder of the Superior Coart of San Diego County
(California}, which granted a peremptory writ of mandate
commanding appellant to recognize respondent
construction company's claim of vested right to exemption
to the permit reyuirerrients of tt~e C~►ifornia Coastal Zone
Cc~nservatian Act of 1972.

Overview
Respaz~dent construction co~~~pany hod received
exerte~34ion to the per~ttit reyuuen~ezzts pursuaE~t to Cal.
1'r~t~, t2es. C~>cie ~274~4 ~ftcr it had begun canstructi~n on
a 23I-unit candominzum complex. It stowed down
construction, and the city's truilding permits expired.
Ftespandent wanted t~5 COIIIpIC1C construction an ttie
remainfz3g units aa~ci sought anc~thec exemption to the
per~~lits requirement because the city's ~ermrts hadr~
expired. The regional camin.issian granted. it, but it was
denied by appellant C1lifamia Coastal Commission.
Respo«dent sou~l~t ~ writ of rnanclate to corximand
appellac~t's recognition of its exera~ption, which the trial

caurt granted. Upan review, the court at'Pirsnecl, finding
thaC res~~ondent hud a vested right in its development, and
as t(ie~-e was no substantial change in its development
since construction began, it retained its exetnptia~~, which
could not be destroyed retroactively as a matter of law.
The court found that appellant's regulations, Cu.l. Code
R~.r. tit 14 5$ 1.3207 and 1.3210, conflicted ~vit17 C"at.
Pub. Ices. Code: ¢ 30608, were thus uneni`oreeable, a~ad
there was na evideiace respondent abandoned ar waived its
right to cainplete its de~elagment during its construction
slowdown.

Q~utcorme
The court afif'irmed the writ of mandate commanding
appellant California Cot~stal Commission to recognize
respondent consttuclitrn carn~any's exemption to the
permits requirement under tl~e statute because
respondent's right to complete its development was
vested, appellac~t's regulations coni7icted with the statute
and were ni~enforceabia, and respondent had not
abandoned its right during a constivction slowdown.

LexisNexisC~7 I Ieadnotes

Enviroamentsl I.aw > Natural Resources &c C'ublic Lands > Coastal
Zone Management a General Qvervicw

HNX See CaC. Puts. Res. Cvde v 30605'.

Governments ~ f.egis(atian 5 Interpretation

HN2 Where ttie Legislature has specifically mace an
excepkion to the general provisions of a statute, the coons
are without power to imply a brc~tuler or more genera]
exception. Tf a statute enumerates tha perso~~s car things to
be affected by its provisions, there is aiY rmp3ied exclusion
of others, and if a statute species one excepfiort to a
gezaeral rule, other exceptions or effects are excluded; in
other wards, 1s lias •been frequently I~eld, a general
provision of a statute is contralle~ by a specie a~~d
express exception. It is an elementary rule of construction
that the expression of +arse excludes the other, Anc1 it is
equally well seiCled that the court is wit}~aut power to
supply Dui omission.

Admi~yislrutivc Law a Agency Rulen~eking > General Overview

Melissa Vancrum



45 Cal. App. 3d 471, *47l ; 157 Cal. Rptr. 184, ** 1.84; 1979 C'.al. App. LBXIS 19`19, ~** I

Administrative I,aw > Agrncy Rulernstking a [nfornral Rulemaking

Administrative Iaw > Separation of Powers > Constitutinna)

COR(ZOIS 7 GCTlCLBI C}YCCY[CW

IIN,? Iai the absence of valid stat.utury authority, an
administrative agency may not, under the guise of a
regulation, substituke its JUCI~;311CI1r for that of the
l.egisiature, It ►nay not exercise its sublegislative powers
to modify, oiler or enkarge the prc7visians cif the legislative
act which is being administered. 'I'hesc ~~rinciples aPP~Y
even though its rule-making autharrty derives directly
from the ConstituCion. AdmicYistrative regulations in
conflict with. the ConsCitution or statutes are generally
declared to be null and void.

Gavernmcnts > i.egislation > ETfact & C)ptration > General Overview

Governments , C,egislation > EfPect & Operatioa ~ Retrospective

Operation

Gavensments > Lrgisfatian > Iniergretatian

H1VA The Legislature is without dower to impair ar
dastroy the obligations of contractual or vested rights, and
any statute which affects a vesCed right cannot. be given
retrospective operation. The statute here could not operate
to tex•minate a right which existed under the law prior to its
passage.

Heac3notes/Syllabus

Sumn~zrry
C;ALIL'ORNTA C~FPTCIAL, RL+'.I'QI~'1'5 SUMt~~A1tY

A eonkractor was issued a b~rildicig peru~it for the
construction of a cc~nclominium project and had performed
substantial work and incurred subsTan#ial liabilities in
reliance on the permit friar tc~ the enacunent of the
California Coastal Zone Consezvation Act of 1972,
acquired a vested ri~;hk to an exemption from the permit
rec~uiren~ents of the act under Puh. Res~ur~es Cvde. S
274 4. During the period o€ postponed construction, the
building permits lapsed, and the contractor sought x~aw
pec~cnits attfl another exerrrption from the newly enacted
1976 coastal act. The regional coastal commission ~ruz~ted
the request, but the Glairn was denier[ nn appeal by the state
coastal coixunisiori. In mandate proceeciin~;s, the trial court
directed the state comtnissian to recognize the contractor's
clazm of exemption. (Superior Court of San Diego County>
No, ~0$2i0, Alfred Lard, Judge.}

'T'tYe Court of Appeal afl"arnaecf. The court held theca was
anEy ogre statutory excepdan to the blanket examption of a
possessor of a vested right ar permit holder from the
approval requirements ~i'the l97G crustal act, namely, khat
na sulystantial change he roads in t1~e development without.
prior a~aproval. llcct~rdin~ly, thy; coixrk held regt~fatrons of
the onmmission (Ctrl. Admin, Carle, tit. 19, ~4._1.32tJ7 and

Ptige 2 of 7

1321.0) conditioning tine exernptiat~ c~z~ Ehe continued

viabiiicy cif the original perrt~it, were uriextforceable as to

the cantractc~r anti its vested right to an exem~~tion could
not be retroactively ciestro~~ed. T1~e court further t7eld there

was substantial evidence suppartin~ the trial cca~3i~t's

finding the contractor d'ad not abandon or relinquish its

vested right. (U~iniox7 by St«~nifc~rTh> J., with ~3rown
{Gerald}, I'. 1., and Cola~;ne, J., conc;un~ing.}

HeadE►otes
CALIFORNIA O~~ICTAL R~;PQKTS IiEADNt}TES
Classified to Calif~mia .Digest of C}fficial deports, 3d
Series

CA(.Xa,} (t a) CA(Ib~ {zb) CA(.tc} (lc)
BuitdinS Regulations ~ C > Environmental Regulations > C.vastal

Aot > 6xemptians,

--A contractor who was issued a building perxzxit fQr tt~e
construction of a condomi~iiu~n project, who gerfonned
substantial wack and incurred substantial liabilities in
reliance an it pr~ar to the enacUxt~nt of the Caiiforr~ia
Coastal lane Conservatioxl Act of 1972; and thus acquired
a vested right to ~zn exsrnptian from the permit
requirements of the uct (Pub. Resources Code, fi 274Q4),
did not lose t}iat vested right under the 1976 coastal act
when the building permits Lapsed dwring a period of
postponed cantruatian, where the contractor did not
abandon or relinquish its vested right. The only statutory
condition to the vested right exetcxption was that any
SU~SLA[ltlal CllAil,~~ Iri the deveIo~znent must be made in
accordance with the provisions of the coastal act.
Accordingly, regulations of tits coastal commission (Cal,
Admin. Code, tit. 14, ~~ 1320? and 13210} requiring
znaint~nance of local government approvals in c~rcier to
qualify for an exennptip►a fcam coastal ~armit
ret~uire~tients, were. trnenPorce~ble as £o the contractor.

CA(2} {2}
5tatukcs § 25 > Consu~iction > ExcCptions and Pravisov,

-,Where the I.,egisiature has specifically aiaade an
excr,~tion tc~ the general provisions of a statute, courts are
without power to imply a bra~dc~•r or more general
exception.

CA{3) (3?
Building Regulations § 6 > Euviraimzentai RegulatiaG~s > Cot~tal
Aot > F3xcmptiana.

--Unger the California Coastal Zone Canseivatian Act of
19"l6 (Prtt~. Rest~urres Carle. ~ 341 Q8, stolid. (a)), too
distinction is toads between a person who has obtained a
vested right in a deve(opinant end is therefore exempt
from. permit requirements, end a person vc+ha obtained a
pernlit under the 1972 act.

Cr1(4a) (4a) (4b}

Melissa V~incnrm
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Admi~ustracive t..aw § 30 > Administrative Actions > I..egistntion or frarn the permit reyuiren~ents of the California Coastal
Rule Making > Et3'ecf and Validity of Rules and Regulations > LUr~e E;oliseFvation Act of 1972 (1972 Coastut Act}.
Necessity for Cornptiance With rnabting Statute.

--A grant by the I,egisl~ture to a regulatory body to mike
such reasaz~able rules as rely be izecessary or pcaper does
not carry with it a grant of authority to exceed tl~e powers
expressly gr~rited by statute. In the absence of valid
scatutr~ry autharicy, an administrative agency cnay not,
under the guise of regulation, substitute iCs judgment fnr
that. of tfae Legislature. In inay not exercise its
stiblegzslative powers to modify, alter or enlarge the
provisions of the legislative act which is being
administered, even tlxoirgh its rule-making authority
derives directly from the Constitution. Administrative
regulations in conflict with the Constitution ar statutes arc
generally declared to be null and void.

C~1(S) (5}
C3uilding Regulations § 6 > Gi~vironmentat Regutatians a Coastal
Act > Exemptions > Vastcd Right.

--A contractor whn was issuad a buildizxg perinit fc~r the
cansErucCicm of a condanniniurn grojecc, had performed
5UbSCAriC1R) work and incurred substantial 1zabitikies in
reliance ora at prior to the enactmeart. of the California
Costal Zone Conservation Act o€ 1972, and dips aec~ulred
a vested right to an exemption from the permit
requirements of ttie act, possessed a right in the nature of
a grnperty right, which was rooted in the Constitution. Ttze
contractor's t'ailure to exercise that vested tight to its
fullest extent by completing the condom3zriurn pz~ajeci
before the enactment of the 1976 coastal act did not affect
its vesiecl character. Thus, the I976 oaastal act could not
operate to cermitiate the vested right which existed under•
the (aw prior to its passage.

Counsel: Evelle 3. Younger, AtCarney Cicneral, R. I-I,
Conn~tt, Assistant Attorney Geneit~l, and Anthony M,
Summers, Deputy Attorney General, Far Defendant and
Apr~ellant.

Sandler &Rosen, Charles l . Birke aad John D. ~3utler fir
Plaintiff attd Respondent.

Juci~es: Opinion by Seaniforth, J., with F3rown (Gerald), I~.
J., azad Cologne, 7., concurcizig.

OE~inio~~ by: 5'I'ANIPt)RTE3

U~inion

~~a~~~ (**]$S] The California Coastal Lomniission
(52ate Commission} appeals Pram a judgment grantrng a
peremptory writ of mandate [*174] cor~zzrzacidir~~ the
State Commission to recognize Pardee Cor~structiat~
Company's (Parciee's) claim of vesked right to exem~~tinn

CA(Irc) (la} Thy fundrunenlal question posed is whether
Pardee, having been gt~;3uteGi are exemption frozr~ tt~c~pern~iit
rec~uirenient of the 1972 Coastal Act based upUn vested
rights accruing under issued building ~~ermits, could retain
Lhat vested right after Plydee allowed [***2] its building
permits to lase. We cociclude I'~rdee's vested rights weze
not lost or impaired and affirm the jud~~nent.

~~acts

In October 1972, Pardee commenced constructio~~ of "Sea
Point,' a 23}-unit condominium, authorize. by builc9ing
permits issaed by tY►e City of San Dieg<~. By November 8,
1972, Ptirdee had campletec9 its rough grading, dcsilting
basin, drainage system and foundations for all 231 units.
Pardee had in facC made substantial investments,
improvements in reliance upon the permits issued. (3n that
elate -- November $, 1972 -- the 1972 Coastal Act took
effect (San Diego Cottst Regio».al Corn. v. See The Sera,
1 united, 9 Cal.3cd ~38ti-893. fn, S (I()J Cu1.Rptr. 377 SI3
P.2d 129J), at~d required a permit [**186] from a state
body tux construction in the area. in which Pardee's 231
condominiums were being built. Pardee in I973 apptied
for And received from the San Diego Coast lteginnal
Camniission an exemptiau from the prnnit rer~uiremen.t.
This exennptzon was granted pursuant to tI~e 1972 Coastal
Act, Public Resources Corte sectiv~t 274U4, which
provided: "If, prior to November &, 1972, any city or
county has issued a building p~rrcut, [***3] ►~u person
who has obtained u vested right there~~nder st~~ll be
required to secure a permit from the regional c~mmissian;
providing that no substantial changes may be made in any
such develo}~meni, except in accordance with the
provisions of this division. Any such person shall be
deemed to have such vested rights if, prior to November 8,
1972, he has in gaad faith and in reliance upon the
bailding permit diligently commenced construction and
performed substantial work on the development and
incurred substantial liabilities far work and mtt€erials
necessary tharefar. Expenses iacuned in abtainin~ the
enaet~nent of an OTCIII1c1T1C0 3I1 relation to the particular
deveIapment or the issuance of a permit shall not ba
deemed liabilities tar work or material." (Repealed Jan. 1,
1977; 1'~~1~. Rcsor~rces Godc~ § 2750.)

[*475] Pardee's exernptiaa was granted on the basis that
beC~re tkie date of Che 1972 Coastal Act, the company tied
performed substanti~i work anti incurred substantial
lsab~lities in re#lance upon the city permits authorizing
construction of its entire condomitkium project. 'Che
exemption was ~rantecl by the regional carnrnissaaz~ to the
entire Sea Paint project [***4] and not just to i~idividua!
buildings within that x~roject. The Drily condition expressed
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in Pardee's vested. right exemritiari approval was that any
substantial change in the development must be made in
acaord~nce with. tha prc>visicros of division 18 of the Public
Resources Gt~cfe, which comprised the .1972 Coastal Act.
`I"his randation simp9y ~~stateci tie stat~scory provisions of
1'ublte Resources Code section 27909, supra.

After obtaiaiing exemption Pram the 1 72 Coastal Act, and
before January 1, x477, Pardee cai~tinued and did
construct 1S2 of ttic units lout did not proceed with 79 af'
the units which remained in a state of having foundations;
lu~nbez• load been delivered for the 79 units and framing;
hid coinn~et~ced wham the decision to pastpnne
construction was made. During the period of postponed
consiruct9on, the building permits issuad by the city
expired. No ~zew permits were issued. In a letter Exam the
czty to Pardee, it was stated: "This letcex is to infar~n you
that the above-referenced. F:iuilding Permit has expired by
a~andonmecit far failure is actively pursue aY~d perform
authorized work. on the subject project during the 12d-day
pc:riad preceding the expiration j'~**5] date as prescribed.
by Section 302{d) of the Uniform Building Cade tts
adopted by the City of San Diego."

This delay sn construction of the Iast 79 units and ai]awing
of tha building permits to expire was a conscious decision
by ~'ardee based upon the marketing considerations. An
economic downturn had caused a severe slowing of sales,

Mr. Pardee staged: "'~ he project cvas designed as a whole to
consist of 231 units. Tt was the intention of the builder to
construct all 23 X units in a series as quickly as they could
be built. After construction was underway and the
baildings were completed, the recession hit and sales
stopped. At this time it was decided to postpone
oonstruction of the 79 units until sales warranted their
construction."

In January 1977, w}ien Pardee was rc;ady to complete
constructioai an the remaining 79 unzts, the city required a
tyew building pez•mit. Again Pardee i"iled fc~r an exemption
from ttxe Stata Gomrnissian permit [~~376~ requiremetxts
based upoc~ the newly enacted 1976 Costal Act. Aftcc a
cantesced hearing, the re~ianat commission granted
Pazdee's request but Gn appeal to the State Cotnmisszon,
the clazm of exernptSorf was denied (Nov. 2, 1977).

PartYee then [***6~ saugl~t ,judicial succor -- a wriE of
mandate. After hearing, Che superior [**187] court issued
its ~Serenl~7~ary writ commanding The State Commission to
recc~~,nizc Pardee"s clz~im of exen~rptiorz. The State
C<>mn~ission appeals, contending that Pardee'S "vested
right" could nak outtive Che goveri7mental approvals -- the
city buildzng permits -- upoa~ which it was based. The State
Cornniissiorx points to regulations proznufgated under the
l~376 coasta} act. rec3uiring rnainEenance of 9acal
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governit~er~t a~~pravals (permits} in order• to qualify far an
exemption from the State C'ammissiot~ permit
requirements.

lliscussaoa~

IINI Public Rc.sac~rres t,'ade .sectinn .30608. subclivisivr:
~, c>t' the California CoastaE Act c~P }976 states: "No
~~eisan wi7u lens obts~ii~ed a vest~c~ rigI~t iii a devel~~~za~ent
prior to the effective date of this division or wlio has
obtained a pennzt from tine CaEifaznia Coastal Zane
Conservakian Commission pursuant to the California
Cons€al Zone Conservation Act of I X72 (commencing
with section 2700b) shall he required to sec.urc apprUval
for tt~e develppment pursuant to this division; provided,
however, that no substatxtsal change may be ixiade in any
such developEnecit without [***7] ~3rio~• a~provat leaving
been nbtained G~nd~x this c~ivisian."

Thus, the blanket exemption caf a possessor of a vested
right or permit holder frazn the requirement of securing
approvat of a projeot under the 1976 costal act admits of
but one statutory exception, to-wit: "thak no substa~Ytial
chltige 7nay be made in any such devetopinexzt wzthout
prior approval having been obtained under this division."
It is uncontroverted that Pardee made no change in the Sea
Point candorninium project.

The State Com;r~~assian, however, cites its raguiazir~n 1321Q
(tit. t4, C:at, Admen. Code) which provides: "Ite~;ardless of
the other pr•ovisic~ns of this Subchapter, a claimant who has
a claim of vesked rights granted by the cammis5ian ar a
regional comnnissian ander the California Cc7astal .Zone
~oz~seevation Act of 3.972, zicc:d obtain no further ap~>~•vval
under the (*4?7] California Coast~t .Act of 197fr ax these
re~t~tatlons, xlrovrded that no ,rubstaratial c6cange. is made
in the ~Zevelv~rment plans previously exenr~ted and all
necessary g~verszn:entul approuals ure silt! in effect...: ̀
(Italics added.) A~~d the .state Commission calls our
attention to this further regulation adapted by it: "I~ffect of
Vested Right, A ~nul [**'~8] determanatinit of the regiv~ial
camrn4ssion ar ~:~ie commission on appe~sl reca~;nizs~zg a
ctxi~n of vested rights shall constitute acknowledgment
that the development does rzot rec~uirc a caastAl
develapn~etat p~ratazt utzdet• Public Resr~e<rces Cac~t~ Sectiart
~d60C1 or 30601, y~rnvided that no s~bstantia~ ct~an~e may
be made in the developinent,except in accordance with the
Qermit requirements of the California Coast~~l Act of 1976,
tf the approvt~ls capon which the acKi~owlerl~;rrzent is leased
lapse either by their own terms or• pursuant to aray
pmuisian of Caw, the acknowledgment ~rurde under this
suhclaapter stroll sao Ganger he in ef~`ect and the
develolJrnent shall I~~came subject to tl~e permit
requireruents of the ~'alifatfzia Coastal tict of .C97C." ('~`ii.
1!~, Cal. Admen. Code, ~ 13207; italics added.)
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7t is the State Comrnissioii's contention that Pardee's
vested right could nr~t outlive the govcm~nent's approval
on which it was based; therefore it is argued since the
building ~aermits, which were a necessary basis for the
origityaI exemption had expired, so also has Pu~de,e's "right
of exempticyn" expired. ̀I"he Sir~te CommissiUn also s~rgues
a vesCed right may be [***9] lost through waiver,
abandonment, etc.; that a vested right does not continue
inc~eFil~itcly { ;9vco Cn~ramic~xih} i~euelopers tac.._~c,._Sautli
L"~ust C7e~iattat Com.~ 17 Cat.3d 7~5, 791 X13?. C'crl.)2ntr.
38fi, SS31'.2d 54fit); and tht~t a vestet3 right nzay bG limited
in scope C~ the pr<~ject auChorixation (t~ec~artFc Cali ~~ntia
trzc. a North Ceiztra.t Cnust Rrui~~tgl Coin.., ~3 Cal,A~7.3r1
57. 67 013,3 Cn1.R qtr. 6<4 ), Without authority, the State
Corrunissian concludes "the vested right could not'be
greater than friar granted by the building ['~*188j permit"
a3~d offers this truism: "a vested i•i~ht once possessed may
be lost,"

The State Conu~~ission admits tl~e regu~atinn is not
"explicitly, required" by the statute (§ 30608, sub~l. (~zl) but
that "this is a requirement of the law of vested rights" and
••rz►erely restates existing law.,,

The difficulty with the State Commission, ar•gurnents and
ciCed authority is their teak of relevance here. We rare
corked upon to construe a statute containing one explicit
condition to •an otherwise blanket continuation of the
exen2ption from peranit requirement for the two specific
olasses of [*478] parsons, These regulations of the State
f***~0] Commission would amend the statute to add a
condition not enacted by the Legislature. This argument
tries in tt~e face of accepted rules a~ statutory construction.

CA(2) (2) fiN2 Where the Legislature has specificttlly
made an exception to the genert~l provisions oP a statute,
the caurCs are withoui power to imply a broadex or more
general exceptio~~. As .seated by tkie court in Fs to o
Fardree.. 22 CaI.A~~.2d 17ti. 18th-181 /70 P.2cX 6781; "If a
statute enumerates the persons or things to be affected by
its provlsaons, there is an iixipiied exclusion of others, and
if a statute specifies one exceptiazi to a ge~aeral rule, other
exceptions oc ei'fccts are excluded; in other tvc~rds, as has
been frequently held, ~ general provision of a statute is
controlled by a s~ec:ific and express exception. It. is an
elementary rule of coc~structiai7 filet the expression of one
excludes the other. And it is equally we1I settled that the
cauz~t is without power to supply an omission." (See also Iii
re ne Neef, 42 Ccrl.A~7.2d <>91, 694 (10~ Cad.Rptr. 7411.}

II

Cf4(,?) (3) ~arthermare, a close ex~minatian of the precise
words of ser.•tion 306Q8. suUclivisian a , compels the
conclusion [***11.j that maintenance ofi a municipal
builcii~i~ permit was not directed as a condition cat huldin~
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a vested right. Nv distznction is mare i~t the stczncte
between n f~ersora wh.~~ har obtained a vcstect right cxr7d is
therefore exe~ript artd a person whn ahtained u per7~art
under the. 1972 act. Thus, [ixa Legislature intended co treat
persons with vested righCs in the same manner ~s E7crsoias
who Ub[aic~ed a perrr~it frozTi the 1972 coastal coinrnissios~.
TP we would follow the logic of the State ~ommisszoxi, the
permit hairier would naC lose buC a vested right holder
would lose its exemption from the 1976 act because of
expiration of a b~~ildiE~g permit. Since the LegislAture
chose to mike no diskinction between these two clfisses of
persons, neither should the regulakions cif ttte State
Comcziission. Neither class should lose their exemption,
artless a st~bstart.~ial clrartge wus f~aade in the project.

As noted, the State C:on~mission concedes its r~gul~tion (§
13210} added the requirement ttrat tiie holder of
previously recagzvzed vested right a~tust n~aintaiai all
~~vern«~ental approvals in cffecE; that: such condition is
❑ok to be found in the uneierlying statute. CA(4a) (4a) A
grant by the Legislature to a regulatory (***12] body, to
snake "sach rcasonab(c: rules as may be necessary or
proper" does naC can~y with it a grant cif authac~ity t~
*479) exceed the powers expressly gr~citcd by statute.

Schentey Indr~strie,s. Inc, a Munro._,., 237 Ccrl.App,2c1 ]Ofi
111-114 f46 Cczl~R tr.~ 6 8~.)

GA{l b) (ll~) The State Comnussion may not, by enacting
administrative regulation section 13210, expand its powers
beyond the statutory grant. As was stated in Harris u
Atcaholic Be. v. ~c_:.,.A~~peals Bd.. 228 CuI,A~~p.2~1 1. Ci 39
Cat.Ryatr. 1.921: HN3 "fin tl~e absence of valid statutory
authority, an admznistrative agency may net, under the
guise of a regulation, subscatute its judgment far that of the
Legislature, It niay not exercise its srtble~islative powers
to zttoc~ify, alter or enlarge the provisions of the legislative
act which is being administered.... These. principles
apply even tlxnugh its rule-n~nking ~utharity derives
directly frvrn t~ze Cunstittetrnr:, ~'Citatior~.]" {Italics added.)
Administrative regulations in cani]iet with the
~:;anstitutian or statutes are gener111y declared to be mull
and void. (/IoLfge v. McCall IRS Cc~l. 33Q 334 **189 _
1197 k'. L~`**131 861; C'czlr v~•niu State 1Zestuu.~~c~riC A_ssi7, v.
Whitlow, 5#3 Cut.A1~~.jc! .~4Q~ 347 II29 Cul.R~tr. X524 ;
CtIY Of COl'OTZ(1CI0 V. Califni•r:iu CacrstaC Zorze. Corf,snrvatiura
~rr~.. 69 Cat.Agp.3d .570. 577 (138 Cut.R~tr. 24X I; Morris
v. Widlinms 67 Cal 2d 733, 737 jfi3 CaI.R~tr. GBH, 433
P.2d 6~7 ,)

III.

A further body of law militates agai~~st accepkance of the
State Commission's contention. rn effect, tf~e commission
urges fhttL a regulation ~~ro~nulgated pursuant to the 1976
coastal acs be applied to destx~y a conceded vested right
Pardee had to proceed with construction off' the 231
cond~zniniurzis,
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G'fl (.S) (S) "Che right possessed by Pardee was in kl~e nature
of a ,property right. Such a right is rooted an the
Constitution. (Miller v. Mc~'enrur,.._23..Cc~l,,_2.c1_ 774, 7K3
j1~7 J'.'?d 5.311.) Pardee's failure to exercise that vested
rfgk~t la aYs fullest extent before t}re enactment ofi thy; 1 76
coast! act dogs not: affect its ve.,rted character. {/fi
A~n.Jur.2tl. C'arxstitudiorzal Lcrtiv,_ ~ 422, p, 762.)

As wt~s said rn E.str~~c:~Tlrranzrn. 8(1 Cr~1.App.2r1756. ?liS
[183 F'.2~I )7T: II14'4 "['I'tre) Legis]aCur~ is without power ktr
impair [***1.4~ ar destroy the obli~atica~s of contractual ar
vested nights, end any statute which. affects a vested right
cannot b~ givetl retrospective operation." Tt~e statute- here
rould nc~t operate to terminate a right which existed under
the law prior to its C*aso3 passage. (McKiranev v.
Rrsdernaan, 2113 Ccil.A~.2d rt~9. 117 (21 Cal.~tr. 2631.)

If the Legislature is without authority to retroactively
deprive Pardee of a vested rigtzt, a fartrori the State
CozxirnissSan, by its regulation, ryas without authority to da
so.

C[~l

Azad this further point needs airing: Althaugl~ the State
Camraission, by law, was the administrative tribunal
charged with makitzg tPie initial determination of the vested
rights claim under the coastal act, such procedural
authority in rio way changes the constitutional character of
the vested right, (South Coast Regional Com. u. G~rrdon.
18 CaT..3d 832 836 f1.~5 CaC.Rptr. 781, 558 P.2d 8677,)
Neiil~er statutory nor constitutional authority exists
auCharixing the State Commission to limit ar deny a once
recognized vested right basis fc~r exemption.

Cases relied upon by State Commission da oat grapple
with thrs precise, issue nesting at the [*'~~75] heart of their
assertion. Far exa~upTe, Avro Co~rifrzunity Devetopersi Cnc.,,
v. 5"outlx (:oast Rcrginrra~ Corn., supra. 17 Cat.3d 785, end
Uceczixdc C;'c~l~i~r?rice. Inc.. v Narllx C.~rttrctl Coast liegianat
C"orrr.,, supra, 63 Cal.An~3d S7, held a building permit was
nceessacy to acquire a vested. rzght. F3ath cases dealt with
cievelo;~ers who never obtained a vested right to even start
constructzon on their projects because they never obtained
btritdin~ pecmits..Tn A+~c~o Cnmrraunr.ty T?evelopers. J'nc..
sae~a~•a, at~~rzge 791, the court said: "Evaluation of this
claim requires a determination of the point in the
development process at which a Eal7dov~~ner can be said to
have r~cqui.red a vested right tc~ construct building; on his
lanr3." (Ikalics added.) Thus, the entire disct~ssioa~ of the
Av~o case is directed toward the issue of acquisition of a
vested right, aiad not to events which may lead to toss of
a vested right.

CA(Xc) (1 c) Pr~rdec has an adjudicated, a~pravcd, found to
b~ valid, veseed r•igEit. The c~aesti~an is whether Chat rig)~t
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ran be lost by delay izx w~rkii~g on part of the project wikt~

resulta►7C Lapse of t:liu hui[ding permits, C::fearly, [***.l.G~
merely try floe promul~atir~n of an adrniz~istrative
regulation -- its blatant excess of statutory authority --
c~rznot ne~7te a ca~~ee~i~d vested rigk~t. As a xnatCer cif
statutory eonstrlxeYion, we would conelucie t)le State
Car~~riissinn rcguiation, insaf.~r as it is in conflict with tlYe
statutes, is null apd void anc! unenforceable.

[*481] V

As above noted, the Auco and nce~cnie cases bald ttae
obtaining of a valid buitdin~ permit is a precondition to the
acquisition by the bui2dcr of a vested right to continue
[**190] a prvject.'i'et neither case holds a munzcipality's
practice in issuing and maintaining build`zn~ permits
govcros the scope of the vested right Gncc obtained. These
are two distinct issues; one deals with iha point. ~t which
the vested x•ight is obtained and that point oY begiurtiztg is
the acquisition of the building permit. The. second
coc~cerns the extent of the vested rights exemption oaca it
is obtained. Tl~e latter is a state matter controkled by
consCitutional principles; iC is cjot governed by municipal
ordinance nr policies.

Thus there is a fatal lack of laglcal relationship k~etween
the constitutional doctrines related to vested rights end
municipal policies [***17] frosting with time far,
conditions of expiration of building garcnits.

Here the statute clearly, explicitly attaches arie condition
only to conlinuunce of that vested right status, to-wxt: "no
substantial change may ba rnade in such develop~ne~at.. .
." The happensiances of municipal administcat~c~n cut~not
be conclusive an die constitutional law issue involved in
toss of a vested right. (Sierra Club a Cali nrjlia Caartut
o e onservntian Com.. 58 Gal.App.3r! 19 I S_~.;~1 SF3

[I29 Cal.l~t~tr_74~.)

VI

Finally, the trial curt has fa~trad as a z7~at.te~~ of fact Pardee
relied fa its detriment on sectif7rc 27/04 cif t[ie 1972
Coastal Act which made no mention cif' a requirement to
maintain in eff'~at at all times the btrildzng pern'~its. Tk~ere
is a similaz• void in the 1976 act. C)~ily the re~;i~latio~~s in
1977 set forth such a requirement for loss cif vested right,
Thus, t[te prin~:rples of equitnbte estoppel, which lie at the
base of Ibis vested rights coraeept, offer further refutation
to il~e State Commission's argument a~ai~rst the continued
validity af' Pardee"s excE~na~tiUn.

T`he trial court found as a maCter c7f Pact no abandonrr~ezxt
ter relinr~uishment by Pardee of its vested right, Where,
(***"18j a de~~eloper allows a per~riil: tc~ lapse fc~r lack of
activity, sueli fact is but saint eviElc:rtce betuiiig can tine
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issue of abandonment or waiver of a vested ri~;hk. (See
(~cc.anic C;alifnrniu, Iric. x N~rtJa C~i~.tra~ Co~rst Regia~ial
C~nnr.,_s~r~a., 63 Cnl.~r7~;~«' S7. 75-7~.~ It .it best could
create a conflict resaived by the [~`482j trial cou:~t's
~ndinP, ~-Teri: ~ubstantia[ evidence supports the trial court
finding Un each ~f tti~;se factual issues. 'Therefore, we
eos~clude (1) the 5tata Commission regulat9ons (Cal.
Admiz~. Code, [it. 14, §~~ I.?207 and 13? 10) are
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uncitfarccable as to Pt~rdee; (2) the vested right possessed
by Pardee here could not b~ retroactively destroyed as ~t
mater o#' law, a~zd (3} there exists ~~o factual basis to hoi~
that Pardee as a cr~attec of fact at~aiidaned car waived tf~at
righC t~o complete tl~e i~m,~iriing 79 units.

Judbment affirmed.
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EXHIBIT L.

The Proposal Met The Criteria For A Rear Yard Variance When Such Variance Was
Granted In 2003, And Still Meets The Criteria Today

Each of the five required variance criteria were met in 2003, and this has not changed through
today. Planning has not advised that they no longer accept any of the Findings of their 2003
Variance Decision. Specifically, they found that:

1. The irregular shape of the property is sufficient to meet the requirement of an
exceptional or extraordinary circumstance.

2. The building would need to be angled at the rear if built according to the Planning Code,
which is sufficient to meet the requirement of an unnecessary hardship.

3. The proposal meets the requirement That the rear yard variance is necessary for the
subject property to expand in a manner consistent and permitted on other properties in
the neighborhood.

4. The proposal meets the requirement that it will not impede development or the
enjoyment of the surrounding properties.

5. The proposal meets the requirement of being consistent with the Planning Code and the
General Plan.

1. Exceptional Circumstance One. The lot is not part of and is separate from the mid-block
open space that the Residential Design Team seeks to protect. This circumstance is
discussed in detail above.

2. Exceptional Circumstance Two. The lot has a highly irregular shape and size. The
Sanborn Map (Exhibit F) show the Property was originally located at the north end of Lot 14,
a triangular lot tapering towards Randall (formerly Palmer) Street, which included all the land
from the Property to Randall Street. The lot's triangular shape was likely a result of
reconciling the angle at which the two streets Sanchez and Randall meet. Later subdivisions
of the large triangular lot 14 into five separate lots left odd-shaped rear yards that are
significantly shallower and smaller than the average lot on this block.

The Property's irregular shape at the rear is an exceptional and extraordinary circumstance.
The Property has an unusual diagonal termination at the rear. While 11 other properties on
the block also have a triangular shaped rear line, the Property is unusual because this
diagonal gives it five corners. The result is the Property has a shallower lot depth than
properties along Randall and along portions of Sanchez that are downhill from the subject
property.

3. Exceptional Circumstance Three. The lot is narrower than typical for this block.
The Property is narrower than the lot immediately north and most of the other lots on the
block, making the ability to create enough living space quite difficult. 1782 Sanchez has a
width of 29' 6", and the next three northern lots have a width of 30' each, allowing more
square footage inside their buildings; yet the subject Property is only 25' wide.

4. Exceptional Circumstance Four. The existing legal non-confirming structure already
encroaches into the rear yard. Even the changes the RDT prefers would require a variance
because it allows a vertical expansion above the existing legal non-conforming structure.



However without additional rear expansion there is just not enough room to make stairs to
the second floor and a useable ground floor room next to them feasible.

5. Exceptional Circumstance Five. A greater level of review, up to and including an EIR, would
likely be required if the RDT preferred addition were adopted. Designing two new rooms at
the middle of the building and not the rear would, according to Planning Staff, generate a
much higher level and longer environmental review process since, according to preservation
staff, the public could easily see the added height to the middle of the building at least one
half story or more at a level above the historic front facade. Staff has implied that this would
be expected to lead to an EIR. The HRE report by the client's preservation consultant (see
Exhibit Q, HRE) reasonably makes one believe an EIR would be triggered, since his review
of drawing of what the RDT Preferred Addition would look like (Exhibit D), indicates that it is
not compatible with the Secretary of Interior Guidelines (and thus likely to trigger an EIR).
Not meeting the Secretary of Interior Guidelines, the RDT Preferred Addition is likely to
ultimately be rejected as well, invalidating it as a viable alternative.

6. Exceptional Circumstance Six. The exisfing building footprint constrains expansion to
the sides. The house is atypical for the block in that it does not occupy the full width of its
already narrow lot, as it has side setbacks at the front and a long 3' alley along the entire
southern side of the home. The side yards in the first 12' 9" of the house, and the 3' alley
result in an open area of about 205 sf together; these areas cannot be altered through
adding square footage at those locations, as it would be inconsistent with the Secretary of
Interior's Guidelines.

7. Exceptional Circumstance Seven. The attic is too low and narrow to be converted to livable
space. The newer adjacent houses, built around 1907 to 1911, were originally constructed
with second stories. James and Anastasia's house has a low unfinished attic, with no stair
access, no floor, and a steeply sloped gable roof. To occupy the attic space, floor joists of a
size adequate to meet current code would need to be installed, along with flooring. The
interior height would be 8' 3", measured at the center from floor to peak. This is less than the
second stories of the adjacent, originally two story, properties The attic does not have either
the necessary floor-to-ceiling height or the width to convert to livable space, for example by
adding dormers. Instead a new story at the front would need to be added, completely ruining
the historic facade of the building, something that would not be in compliance with the
Secretary of Interior's Guidelines.

8. Exceptional Circumstance Eight. The Secretary of Interior's Guidelines would not allow
adding a full second story at this time. This house was built as a single story house,
whereas the "typical" houses on the block constructed later were all originally constructed as
2 stories. A second story anywhere near the front would not conform to the Guidelines.

9. Exceptional Circumstance Nine. The high ceilings necessitate a long staircase run to a
second floor, which is difficult to place and takes up precious floor space. The building
currently has no interior stair, and a new one must be built to reach any second floor area.
Unlike the adjacent houses built later, with lower ceilings and when building codes allowed
more narrow and steeper stairs, this building's high ceiling height of 10' 10" will requires a
16' staircase run to reach the second floor. This long stair also requires two 3' x 3' landings
to effectively conform to the available dimensions and building code requirements, causing a
large floor area loss on both floors to this already small house. The high ceiling height, small



rooms, main floor configuration and small building footprint, make it difficult to place a
stairway that makes sense for the flow of traffic. A stairway located in the existing 8' 1"deep,
150 sf rear room the RDT Preferred Addition requires means that space would be primarily
occupied by the staircase, and the rest of the room could only be a hallway to reach the end
of the staircase.

10. Exceptional Circumstance Ten. The 8' 7"deep rear utility area is too shallow to use as living
space. At only 8' 1"deep, the existing rear utility room does not have sufficient depth for
either the second bedroom or the dining area. The basement laundry area and the back
yard are accessed through this room. When additionally occupied by a staircase, if the room
is constrained to its current depth then it must remain as a utility or storage area, rather than
contributing to much-needed living space.
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Exhibit M.

A Previous Structure Extended To The Rear Lot Line of 1784 Sanchez

~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~

~~ ~~~ ~'
;~.f

~~
~~~~

Figure M1. Subject property, 1913-1915 Sanborn map, detail. Except at side setback on
east end, the entire north side of the lot is occupied by the house and additions from street to
rear corner of lot.

Figure M2. 1938 Aerial photograph by Harrison Ryker, San Francisco Public Library shows that
the lot is still occupied by the house and additions from street to rear corner of lot.



North and west exterior walls of previous addition

North exterior wall. Note the level floor line at the
bottom of the original framing studs.

Retaining walls and north and west exterior wall

Retaining walls and old water supply pipe

Figure M3. The remains of the previously addition, including its northern and western exterior
walls, which still exist and serve as property line fences.





Exhibit N.

Listing, Summaries, And First Page Of Variance Decisions Of Neighboring Expansions
Where A Variance From The Required Rear Yard Setback Was Granted.

Table 1. Granted Variances in the Neighborhood of 1784 Sanchez Street
Block Lot Address Case No. Distance from

1784 Sanchez feet
6653 14 1784 Sanchez 2002.1040V 0
6654 53B 1715 Sanchez 1997.294V 360
6654 64 397 30 2000.163V 483
6654 67 200 Randall 2007.0390V 451
6651 8 1768 Noe 2002.0959V 553
6654 12 197 Laidle 2008.1342V 678
7538 24 30 Harr 2001.0978V 721
6685 12 268 Chenery 2001.1073V 1163

1715 Sanchez Street
The variance allowing a two story addition within the required rear setback was granted
based on findings including:
• The property is shorter than the other adjacent properties.

• The addition was a minimal intrusion into the mid-block open space.

• Other development options would cause a more intrusive addition that would
destroy the character of the front building facades and break the pattern of
adjacent dwellings.

• Other options would be less cost-effective.
• Many properties in the neighborhood have similar additions.

• The project will be in keeping with the existing neighborhood character.

Like 1784 Sanchez, lot 53B, 26.5 feet wide by 75 feet deep, was created from a
subdivision of a previously existing larger lot into four separate properties.

397 30th Street
The variance allowing creation of a garage within the required rear setback was granted
based on findings including:
• The property already exists within the required rear setback.

• The area occupied by the addition does not contribute to the mid-block open
space.

• The addition would not change the existing character of the neighborhood.

• The neighborhood contains buildings that extend within the rear setback, so this
addition is not out of character with the neighborhood.

This addition was allowed even though it resulted in the filling of the entire open space of
the lot.

200 Randall Street
The variance allowing asecond-story deck within the required rear setback was granted
based on findings including:



The property is an unusually small and irregularly shaped corner lot.

Other properties on the block have larger lots.

1768 Noe Street
The variance allowing a garage at the rear property line of a through lot was granted
based on findings including:
• The lot is irre~ulariy shaped due to the acute angle of convergence of Noe and

Laidley Streets.

• The lot has a rear property line that is not parallel to the rear building wall.

• The property previously had an existing structure at that same location.

• Other options would affect the existing housing and neighborhood character.

The garage was allowed even though it filled all the existing open space along the length
of the lot.

197 Laidlev Street
The variance allowing both a horizontal and vertical expansion within both the front and
rear setback was granted based on findings including:
• The lot has a substandard size and atypical lot depth.

• The existing building is anon-complying structure partially located within the front
setback and required rear yard.

• The substandard lot size results in a required rear yard that is much less than

other legal lots in the same zoning district.

The expansion was allowed even though it filled all the open space on the lot.

30 Harry Street
The variance allowing both a horizontal and a vertical and expansion of an existing non-
complying structure within the rear setback was granted based on findings including:
• The lot has a substandard size.

• The building is already within the rear setback and expansion will not significantly
impact the existing lot coverage.

The expansion will not significantly change the existing character of the

neighborhood.

267 Chenery Street
The variance allowed construction of a two-story horizontal rear addition. Following a
request for records, the Planning Department was unable to provide the variance
decision.
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May 26, i 997

UNDER THE CITY Pl~ANNINt3 CODE
CASE NO.97.Z94V

APPLJCANT: L~ Amold
534 Jooat Av~tttM
San Fnnds~co, CA X4127

PRQPERTY IDENTIFiCATfON: 1715 SANCHEZ STREET; east side between
30th Street and Reride~fl Sdraet; Lot 0538 in
Assesaars 81odc 8854 to are RH-2 (Residentlel,
House. Two-Family) C}tstrict,

QESGRIPTtON OF VAR~~N,~~QUf3HT: REAR YARD VARIANCE SOUGHT: 7r~e
propose{ is ba allow the oanatrudion of a two-story
addi~or~ at the rear of the twa-story-over~larage
sGngle-family dweping.

SecUot~ f34 of the Planrting Cods requkree s
minNwm rear yard of epprobmatety 33 feet
Nne . meas~a+ed from the rear pnape~ty~ttne.
The pnopos~ed additbn would extend to within
approxknatety 25 feet of die rear property Iine.

pROCEDUFiAL BACKQROUND: 1. This praposai was determined ~ be categorically
exempt from Environmental Review.

2. The Zonh~rog A,drn atop held a ptabic hearing on
VM~nce Appl~n Na ~7.29~tV on May 28~
1917.

DECISIAN: G RANTEt~, to canstruct a twa-story add~ton at u,e rear. of tre ex~tng two-
s~ry-over-yara~e skple-famYY dwe~in9 in general c~Mormity with plans cm flee
with this appiicatlon~ shown as E~3bit A and dated May 7, 1997; se►bject to the
#oaowing c~ndtdar~s:
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3s . o~ l41S) SSS-b378 Fpx: sse-6ao9 FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 55&-6109 FAX: 558-o3<b

Mai 5, 2000

VARIANCE dECiSlBN

UN~~R T'H~ CITE° P'LANi~1iVG CODE
CASE NC1. 200 .7 63V

APPLICANT: MICHAEL CC>NNELL
466 JOOST AVENUE
5AN FRANCESCU, CA 94127

PRQi'~RTY IDENTIFICATION: 397 30TH STREET, southwest corner of 30th and Sanchez
Streets; Lot 054 in Assessor's 81ock 6654 in an RH-2
(Residential, House, Two-Family) District and a 40-X Height
and Bulk District.

D~SCRlPT10N OF VARIANCE
SOUGHT: REAE3 BARD VARlA►NGE SOUGHT: The proposal i~ to

expand an existing garage, fronting on Sanchez Street, to
accommodate one additional off-street parking space, at the
rear of the existingtwo-story over garage, three-family dwelling,
The roof of the subject garage with the proposed expansion
would also be developed as a deck, providing common ,sable
open space for use by the current occupants of the subject
bui{ding.

Section 134(c) of the Planning Code requires a minimum rear
yard of 22 feet 6 inches, measured from tie rear property fine,
for the subject lot. The proposed project would occur entirely
within the required rear yard, representing an encroachment
into the required rear yard.

Section 188 of the Planning Code prohibits the enlargements
or ~afterations to a noncomplying structure. Since the en#ire
subject garage is in the required rear yard, i# fs considered a
legal noncomplying structure. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in the enlargement of a noncomplying structure.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND: 1. This proposal was de#ermined to be categorically exempt
from Environmental Review.

2. The Zoning Adminis#rotor held a public hearing on
Variance Application Na. 200Q.163V on March 22, 2000.
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ale Q , p9'~ MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR PLANNfNG fNFORMA'IZON COMMISSION CALENDAR

~~XS~ rJrJB-6378 
PHONE: 558-6411 PHONE: 558-6350 PHONE: 558-6377 1NF0; 558-b422

4TH FLOOR 5TH FLOOR MAIpR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX; 556-6426 FAX: 558-6404 FAX: 558-5991 WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING

January 24, 2003

VARIANCE DECISION

UNDER THE CITY PLANNING CODE
CASE NO.2Q02.0859V

APPLICANT: BRUCE TOMB
1240 VALENCIA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94'E 10

PROPERTY IDENTlFICATiON: 1768 NOE STREET, west side of the street between 30tH

and l.aidley Streets; Lot 008 in Assessor's Black 6851 in a
RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family} District and a 40-X
Height and Bulk District.

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANCE REAR YARD VARIANCE SOUGHT: The proposal is to
construct a detached one-car garage with a basement at
the rear property line an Laidley Street of a through lot with
frontages on both Noe and Laidiey Streets. The garage
would have a centerline depth of 20-feet, a width of 12'-10"
and measure 10-feet in height above curb level.

Section 134 of the Planning Code requires a minimum rear
yard depth of (25%) approximately 24'-2" for the subject
prope►ty, measured #ram the rear property line, The
proposed garage addition would extend to the rear
property line encroaching 24'-2" into the required rear yard.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND: 1. This proposal was determined to be categorically exempt
from Environmental Review.

2. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing an
Variance Application Na. 2002.0959V on December 11,
2002.

3. Any building permit filed for the scope of work described
above is subject to Section 317 notification.
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November 30, 2001

VARIANCE DECISfON ~ ~ `' ~ r=~~ ~ ~;~ i ~~~

UNDER THE CITY PLANNING CODE
CASE NO. 2001.097810

APPLfCANT: DANIEL OpPENHEIM
30 H,~PPY y~PE~T
SAN ~RANCI5CO3 CA, 94131

PRC7PERTY IDENTiFiCATlUN: 30 HARRY STREET, north side of Harry Street between
~~ Laidley and Beacon Streets; Lot 024 in Assessor's Block

7538 in a RH-1 {Residential, House, Singte-Family)
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk.

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANCE REAR YARD VARIANCE SOUGHT: The proposal is for the
expansion of an axis#ing legal non-complying structure at
the rear of the subject property. The proposal will raise the
roof 2 feet 8 inches as wail as harizontalty expand it a
maximum of 5 feet 6 inches.

Section 134 of the Planning Cade requires a minimum rear
yard of 15 feet for the subject property, measured from the
rear property line. A portion of the expanded attic floor
would encroach 8 feet 6 inches into tt~e required rear yard.

Section 188 of the Planning Code does nflt permit the
reconstrucfian ar expansion of anon-complying structure.
The subject attic level is considered a legal non-
compiying stricture because the existing structure
already encroaches into the required rear yard.
7herefo~e, the proposed expansion of the subject Harr
complying attic level wauid be contrary to Section 188
and would require a variance.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND: 1. This proposal was determined to be categorically exemp#
from Environrrzental Review.

2. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on
Variance Application No. 2001.0978V an November 14,
2aa~.

3. The Sectign 311 for Building Permit Application
2001/09/1 A/8353, was sent out separately from the
Variance Notification. The Building Permit Notification
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Executive Summary

1784 Sanchez Street

This report presents historical data about the subject property, 1784 Sanchez Street, along with
an evaluation of its eligibility to the California Register of Historical Resources. It includes a
description of the existing property, and the proposed project to remodel and expand the
building, along with alternate design options. The design schemes are evaluated to examine
whether they would conform to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. A
discussion of potential effects the proposed design and alternate designs would have on
historical resources is also included.

On the basis of the available information about 1784 Sanchez Street, it appears the property is
part of a historical district eligible to the California Register. This district, consisting of the subject
property and four adjoining lots which were subdivided in the second decade of the 20tH

Century, is significant under California Register Criterion 1 for its association with the infill
development of the Fairmount Tract during the period of rebuilding after the 1906 earthquake
and fire.

The small house which occupies the subject property is a simple, vernacular dwelling typical of
the "workman's cottage" building type found in many neighborhoods on the south side of San
Francisco in the early 20th century. It has one floor of living space and one bedroom. The
Owners propose to expand the house by adding a second floor. This could be done by building
a second floor covering much of the footprint of the house, but by so doing, the appearance of
the house from the street would change markedly. An alternative would be to push the addition
to the rear, but this would require a variance from the rear yard requirement of the San
Francisco Planning Code. The Secretary's Standards recommend adding to existing buildings in
the way that causes the least impact on the most historically important characteristics of the
building. From the point of view of the Secretary's Standards, the alternate design which places
the addition at the rear of the house would be "recommended," while the rooftop addition which
would cover most of the existing building footprint would be "not recommended."

2. Introduction

The wood-frame dwelling at 1784 Sanchez Street was apparently built in 1893 and has been
little modified since. Sited on a narrow and relatively shallow lot, it is located in an area densely
developed in the early decades of the 20th century. The one-bedroom house occupies much of
the depth of the lot, which slopes up from the street to the rear property line. The Owners, a
growing family, want to enlarge the house to have two bedrooms and other living spaces. They
are proposing a second floor vertical addition, and this report evaluates two options for it:
building the addition above much of the existing footprint in order to follow rear yard
requirements in the Planning Code, or expanding the house to the rear with the second floor
addition pushed back in order to minimize its visibility from the street.

3. Methodology

This report includes information from the following sources:
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■ San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (permit records)
■ San Francisco Assessor-Recorder (Sales Ledgers, Block Books, Building Card)
■ San Francisco History Center, Main Public Library (Sanborn Maps, Block Books, card

catalog)
■ Ancestry.com (U.S. Census records 1920-1940, city directories)
■ San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (Spring Valley Water Co. records)
■ San Francisco Heritage (building files)

Ancestry.com (U.S. Census records 1920-19~Q, city directories, )California Historical
Society (BlockBooks, card catalog)

The information located at these sources way evaluated using the California Register Criteria to
determine whether the subject property appears eligible for listing. The National Register
Criteria were also consulted, as they provide more detail and are the template on which the
California Register Criteria are bases. The proposed project was evaivaied under the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and the Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings (current, online and previous printed versions). Also referred to were
documents prepared by the National Park Service for case studies of applying the Secretary's
Standards in projects applying for federal preservation tax credits. In keeping with CEQA review
for houses, this report does not describe the interior in detail or assess the proposed changes to
it for conformance with the Secretary's Standards and potential historical impacts.

4. Current Historic Status

Federal, state, and local records and references were searched to determine if 1784 Sanchez
Street has been identified in any official register of historical resources. The specific registers
included are listed below.

A. Here Today
Here Today: San Francisco's Architectural Heritage is one of San Francisco's first architectural
surveys. Undertaken by the Junior League of San Francisco and published in 1968, the survey
did not assign ratings to buildings. However, the survey does provide brief historical and
biographical information for what the authors believed to be significant buildings. The San
Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the survey in 1970. The survey files, on file at the San
Francisco Public Library's San Francisco History Room, contain information on approximately
2,500 properties.

The building at 1784 Sanchez Street is not included in either the published book or the survey
files.

B. Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey
The Department of City Planning's Architectural Quality Survey, or 1976 Survey, was a
reconnaissance survey that examined the entire City and County of San Francisco to identify
and rate — on a scale of "0" (contextual) to "5" (extraordinary) —architecturally significant
buildings and structures. No historic research was performed and the potential historical
significance of a resource was not considered when assigning ratings. According to the authors,
the 10,000 rated buildings comprise only around 10 percent of the city's building stock. Due to
itc ana anri its lank of hictnriral rinriimantatinn the 1978 SurvPv hay nit hPPn nffirialiv

recognized by the San Francisco Planning Department as a valid local register of historic
resources for CEQA purposes, although it is still used on a consultative basis. The building at
1784 Sanchez Street is not listed in the 1976 Survey. (There are no properties in Assessor's
Block 6653 in the 1976 Survey.)
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C. San Francisco Architectural Heritage Surveys
San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) is the city's oldest not-for-profit organization
dedicated to increasing awareness of and advocating for the preservation of San Francisco's
unique architectural heritage. Heritage has completed several major architectural surveys in
San Francisco, including Downtown, the South of Market Area, the Richmond District,
Chinatown, the Van Ness Corridor, the Northeast Waterfront, and Dogpatch. Heritage ratings
range from "A" (highest importance) to "D" (minor or no importance) and are based on both
architectural and historical significance.

The building at 1784 Sanchez Street does not have a survey file and has therefore apparently
not been surveyed by Heritage. Heritage does not have a building file on 1784 Sanchez Street.

D. California Historical Resource Status Code
Properties listed in the California Historic Resources Information System's (CHRIS) Historic
Resource Inventory (HRI) or under review by the California Office of Historic Preservation
(OHP) are assigned status codes of "1" to "7," establishing a baseline record of historical
significance. Properties with a status code of "1"are listed in the California or National Register.
Properties with a status code of "2" have been formally determined eligible for listing in the
California or National Register. Properties with a status code of "3" or "4" appear to be eligible
for listing in either register through survey evaluation. Properties with a status code of "5" are
typically locally significant or of contextual importance. Status codes of "6" indicate that the
property has been found ineligible for listing in any register and a status code of "7" indicates
that the property has not yet been evaluated.

There is no listing for 1784 Sanchez Street in the CHRIS historic data file for San Francisco
County.

E. San Francisco Planning Code, Articles 70 and 17
The subject property is not listed in the Planning Code as a city landmark, nor is it in the Article
11 commercial district. It is not located in a district previously documented or recognized by the
Planning Department.

5. Description

A. Vicinity
The property is located relatively near to the geographical center of San Francisco, on the north
slope of the hill which separates Noe Valley and Glen Park. The south end of Diamond Heights
rises to the west; Glen Park lies on the other side of the hill to the south, San Jose Avenue
circumscribes the neighborhood to the southeast and the east, and Noe Valley lies across 30th

Street to the north.

The subject property, Assessor's Block 6653, lot 014, is located on the west side of Sanchez
Street between 30th Street and Randall Street, in a block that slopes moderately steeply up from
north to south. The subject block of Sanchez Street is not collinear with the main portion of
Sanchez Street, but is slightly further west. Sanchez Street is one of the primary north-south
streets on the grid of the Noe Valley and Mission-Castro neighborhoods; it runs from 30th Street
to Duboce Street. The subject block does run north-south like the parallel streets (Harper and
Noe to the west and Whitney, Church, and Chenery to the east), but they terminate to the south
into a network of irregularly laid out streets that follow the topography of the hill.

The subject block is composed entirely of individual houses. The neighborhood consists almost
exclusively of single-family houses and small apartment buildings. Almost all the buildings are
one to three stories high and are wood-framed. Most have gable roofs and wood siding, though
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there are some with stucco and more contemporary building materials. Despite the irregular
street layout, lot sizes are fairly uniform.

8. Site-Landscape
The subject parcel is a roughly trapezoidal shape,
street frontage at its east end is 25 feet
wide; the north length of the lot is 58'-3-3/8";
there is a notch of about one foot at the
northwest corner of the lot where the
neighborina parcel (Block 6653, Lot 015)
protrudes into the subj~ei lot; from the
northwest corner the lot line runs to the
southwest 24 feet, where it turns at a right
angle running 8'-4" to the southeast; and
from the southwest corner the southern lot
line (parallel to the north lot line and
perpendicular to Sanchez Street) runs 69
feet back to Sanchez Street. The lot slopes
up about 11 feet from the lowest point on its
street frontage on the east to the highest
point at the rear of the lot on the west.

with its long axis running east-west. The

~"

Subject property at center, with 1786 Sanchez
Street at left and 1782 Sanchez Street at right.
Photograph by property owner, 2014.

There is a continuous concrete sidewalk
and curb in front of the house, with no street trees. The concrete extends onto the subject
property to the front facade of the house and around it on both sides. The front facade is
narrower than the lot, leaving a narrow walkway on each side of the house, paved in concrete
with risers at the front property line. The rear yard has only a gentle slope. It has a mixture of
planting areas, paved walkways, and turf.

C. Exterior
The house is cone-story-over-basement, front-gable, wood-frame building. It has horizontal
wood drop siding and wood and vinyl windows, mostly double-hung. About one-third of the way
from the front property line to the rear wall of the house, the building widens on each side, with
the roof planes extended to cover the additional building width. The roof is covered with
composition shingles. The building extends to the north property line, but there is a narrow
walkway the full length of the south property line. At the rear, there is a one-story addition with a
shed roof that slopes down to the west.

The street facade consists of a wood entry stair on the north side leading from grade to a porch
on the right side at the front property line; below the porch there is a garage door at the
basement level. The door consists of twin wood leaves hinged at the sides; each leaf has a six-
light window at the top and three vertical panels below. The area below the stair is enclosed in
horizontal wood siding; wood posts and balusters line the perimeter of the stair. The front wall of
the first floor is slightly recessed under the projecting soffit and gable of the roof. A large window
panel, divided into a center fixed window flanked by double-hung units and topped by a four-
light transom occupies most of the facade at the first floor; the recessed main entry door is on
rho nnrl~h cirJo Tho ~einnrl rinnr loaf hoc ~n nr~~ni~o nonol ~eihoro 4hor~ ~ei~c ~nnnrnn4l~i n I~rnn.~ .v ~ .v..~ ~ .,~..... ~ ~ ~ .. ........ ......~ ~..u~ ~ ~u., u. ~ ..p.uy.n.. ~....~~ .v. .. ~ .v. v .~ ~v~ v .vu.> up.~..u~ v. guy a ~u~ y~.

glass light.

The primary architectural feature of the front facade is the pedimented gable front. The base of
the gable is a projecting cornice over the porch, which consists of a series of moldings below a
horizontal panel that stretches the width of the front facade, topped by a denticulated molding
below the gable pediment. The gable pediment is made up of a wide base molding, on top of
which the gable rises with two wide moldings. Recessed inside the gable, the pediment has
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profiled and beaded moldings on its sloped
side, with the recessed pediment panel filled
with three shapes of decorative horizontal
wood siding boards: five short courses with a
saw-tooth profile at the top, then three
courses of boards with chamfered edges,
then three courses of fish-scale boards, and
finally two more courses of chamfered
boards.

The side elevations, which are partially
visible from the street at an oblique angle,
have limited fenestration, laid out according
to interior spaces and not an exterior facade
composition. The front faces of the two
extensions have double-hung windows with
arch-top upper sash. The rear shed has an
exterior door on its south side, from which the
first floor is accessible.

The front porch was rebuilt in December
2013 because of extensive wood decay. The
new work, in redwood and cedar, includes
turned balusters and siding that matches the
house. The house was stripped and
repainted in 2014, using a color palette
intended to recall colors typical of the era in
which it was built.

1784 Sanchez Street

Oblique view of south elevation from Sanchez
Street; the house is set back from the side
property lines on the north and south, but
neighboring houses limit views of its side
elevations. Photograph by property owner,

D. Interior 2014.
The first floor consists of a hallway, living
room, study, kitchen, bedroom, bathroom,
and rear storage room. Walls and ceilings are plaster and the flooring is wood except in the
kitchen and bathroom, which have gypsum board walls and ceilings and laminate flooring. The
living area, all on the main floor, is 847 square feet. There is no interior stair. The attic, which is
not occupiable, is unfinished. The unfinished basement consists of storage space and a parking
area at the garage door; part of the basement is a crawl space.

6. Historical Context

A. City and Neighborhood
Before Spanish explorers, evangelists, soldiers, and colonists arrived in what is now called
California, the descendants of much earlier immigrants from Asia had established stable
societies over a period occupying nearly all the land in the state, including present-day San
Francisco. From its base in Latin America, Spain sent explorers, then armies and priests, and a
number of colonists who mostly affected native populations living near the 21 missions the
Spanish government and Roman Catholic Church established. In 1776, Fr. Francisco Palou
founded Mission Dolores under the direction of Fr. Junipero Serra; the same year, Spain
established a military outpost that became the Presidio of San Francisco. With the founding of
the village of Yerba Buena nearby in 1835, secular colonization complemented the military and
mission initiatives, and after the discovery of gold at Sutter's Mill in 1848 these beginnings
quickly evolved into San Francisco, which grew explosively, drawing newcomers from the
Americas, Europe, and Asia.
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On 23 December 1845, Jose Jesus de
Noe received from Mexican governor "° -~
Pio Pico a grant of 4,443 acres, one of ,o ,zs ~Zl2> SPANISH LONCE56101

several land holdings he accumulated. P, osaN ANTONIO.~ ns
S A N ~~~ 0snu is~ono

/1 //Z3 l6 C O N T R ~PILAR

Noe, the last Mexican alcalde of Yerba ~ A A " ̀ ' ; ̀ ° ~ 0 5 7
Buena, was a native of Puebla, Mexico, ~ ,°~„a
and held several administrative posts in 'S ” ," X22

.9 
3 

~i31 /l9/

Yerba Buena before becoming alcalde 69'° "~ /33 A L A,M E D A

and owned land in the main Yerba 5 A N ~~

MATE

Buena settlement itself before receiving ,69 ~~ ,,,, ~~~„s _ 5 A N 7 A rthe grant from Gov. Pico which s ~~%” C L A R A~
amounts to about one-sixth the land ~`~°,,, s ~ ,>
area of the City.2 Noe reportedly o 9 ~~ '/B3 /BZ

amassed a ranch operation with 2,~~0 - _ re~~~ 's ~"'9S 90 )9

cattle and 200 horses and asked the 5 5 A N T A ~;,~,~
CRUZ sv ~

governor to grant him land bordered by ~z~ ~
the ranches already granted to de zO~ 2'°

m~~., ~ es >z,
Haro, Ridley, and Bernal so that he s ,o ,, ,~,w, _~~ _, \P3Ji6 ZP9 
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would have space for this operation.3
After the Mexican-American War, Noe
experienced the pressures that drove Mexican land grants in the Bay Area. Beck, Warren
many Mexican owners from their large A. and Haase, Ynez D. Historical atlas of California.
land holdings: squatters who disputed University of Oklahoma Press. Norman, OK, 1974.
their ownership and the American legal
system which required them to prove
they met the standard specified in the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. Though Noe ultimately received a federal patent for his land in
1857, ownership was already slipping through his fingers by then.4 The land ownership
controversies survived Noe; well after his death, his children unsuccessfully tried to regain
ownership on the theory that under Spanish law that would have applied during Mexican rule,
Noe's wife actually owned half of the Rancho San Miguel grant and was the only person legally
authorized to sell it.5

Noe's largest land holding, straddling the peaks between the east and west sides of the city,
known as Rancho San Miguel, gradually was developed in many different stages. The subject
property was part of one of them. In 1854, Noe sold 600 acres near the Mission to John Horner
who platted it as Horner's Addition; this tract which forms the south part of Noe Valley is
immediately north of the subject parcel. Noe also contracted to sell the rest of Rancho San
Miguel to Horner that year, but Horner defaulted and in 1858 Noe sold it to Richard Roman,
Isaac Thorne, and Tully Wise, who in turn transferred it in 1860-61 to Pioche, Bayerque & Co.

~ Wheeler, Alfred. Land Titles in San Francisco, and the Laws Affecting the Same, With a Synopsis of all
Grants and Sales of Land within the Limits Claimed by the City. Alta California Steam Printing
Establishment. San Francisco, 1852.

2 Silver, Mae. Rancho San Miguel: A San Francisco Neighborhood History. Ord Street Press. San
Francisco, 2001. P 26.

3 Ibid. P 31.

4 Ibid. P 40.

5 San Miguel Defense Association. Decision in the Noe Suit, as Rendered by A. A. Sanderson, Judge.
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and Levi Parsons.s The surviving records do not
provide definitive descriptions of the extent each
sale entailed; Noe's will at the time of his death in
1862 bequeathed one holding of 200 varas
square and one double that size to his daughter
and two sons.'

B. Fairmount Tract
As Horner's Addition developed to its north, the
Fairmount Tract began filling in during the last
third of the 19th century. In the 1870s, the first
schools, "small wooden shacks" were built at
Randall and Chenery Streets and at 30th and
Noe Streets.$ In the 1880s, the Fairmount Tract
remained part of "a dairy and vegetable-farming
area...where many dairies went when the Board
of Health made them get out of Cow Hollow.
There were a few scattered houses, a few
tanneries, a lot of grazing land...the dairy ranches
ranged in area from about 10 to 25 acres."9
Businesses and churches were established in the
south end of Horner's Addition (upper Noe
Valley) and in 1892, Joost's electric railway
provided easy access from the center of San
Francisco to Glen Park,10 bracketing the
Fairmount Tract with increasing development on
its south side. This development stimulus was
increased with the 1917 completion of the J-
Church streetcar line which provided access to
the Market Street lines at 30th Street.~~

1784 Sanchez Street

Rancho San Miguel, boundaries mapped
onto San Francisco street map. From
Rancho San Miguel: A San Francisco
Neighborhood History.

Block books indicate that the area around the
subject parcel was subdivided gradually and in overlapping stages. While the 1894 block book
for San Francisco, and the 1901 and 1906 block books that include Horner's Addition, do not
show the area south of 30th Street, other block books illustrate the subdivision of the
neighborhood as the Fairmount Tract under several homestead associations: The Fairmount
Homestead Association, the Fairmount Land Association, and the Mission and 30th Street
Homestead Union. Two maps filed in 1871 show the creation of two different groups of lots in
block 25 of the Fairmount Tract. The first map was filed by the Mission and 30'h Streets

6 Kortum, Jean. San Francisco's San Miguel Rancho: From Mexican Land Grant to Residential Parks,
1845-7917. Unpublished manuscript, 1993. San Francisco History Center, Main Public Library.

~ Silver, P 42.

e Silver, P 61.

9 O'Brien, Robert. "Riptides: A Glen Park Boy Looks Back---Part 1."17 November 1947. San Francisco
Chronicle.

10 Ibid. P 101.

~~ Yenne, Bill. Images ofAmerica: San Francisco's Noe Valley. Arcadia Publishing. Charleston, SC, 2004.
P 48.
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Homestead Union, surveyed by Julius Smith, and recorded by
County Recorder William Higgins on 26 July 1871. It lays out lots
96-103, corresponding respectively to the present lots 11-8, 17, 18,
21, and 22 in the same order. (This map appears not to include the
current lots 20, 41, and 40, although it plats the lots that surround
them.) The second map, also surveyed by Julius Smith, was filed
with the county recorder by the Fairmount Land Association 5
August 1871. It shows eight lots, numbered 5-12, which occupy the
land currently encompassed by lots 2-7, 23-27, and 39, but only lot
9 on that map corresponds to a lot as currently platted, lot 39. A
1907 pu~ilication shows Assessor's Block 6653 (still called Block 25
and labeled Fairmount Tract with the three homestead associations
named) divided into the same lots as today, except that Lot 14,
owned by C. J. Love, encompassed the current lots 14 and 14~-
D.1z The oldest block book available at the Assessor's Office for the
subject block, dated 1913, includes a map showing further
subdivision of Block 6653 (Fairmount Tract Block 25). One shows
the layout and ownership of the portion of the block covered by
current lots 29-38 on 30th Street, lots 20, 41, and 40 at the
intersection of Randall and Harper Streets, and lots 12-16 with lot
14 a single parcel (corresponding to the current 14, 14A, 14B, 14C,
and 14D) belonging to Edward Love. Although this sheet is not
dated, others in this book for blocks in the Fairmount Tract say it
was filed with the City and County Assessor 12 March 1864.13

C. Subject Parcel: Sanborn Maps
Sanborn maps show development of buildings in the subject block
followed a progression similar to the subdivision of parcels, though
subsequent to it. The 1886 Sanborn map shows buildings on seven
lots on 30th Street in the subject block, with only one lot unbuilt.
(The large parcel at the southwest corner of Sanchez and 30th
Streets that comprises what is now Lots 1 and 1A-D.) The rest of
the block is shown as a single parcel, with no buildings.

The 1899-1900 Sanborn Map shows the block subdivided into
individual lots, including the current Lot 14 at almost its final
dimensions, except that Lots 20, 41, and 40 were still a single lot
and Lot 1 had not been subdivided. Though this map shows no lots
built out on 30th Street since the 1886 map, buildings appear for
the first time on two lots on Harper Street, one on Randall (then
Palmer) Street, and three on Sanchez Street including the subject
property. The footprint of the subject dwelling matches the existing;
there is also an outbuilding at the northwest corner of the lot.

~c°.~~ JQI IVI IGL vii cci

Block 25, Fairmount
Tract. From 1907 San
Francisco Block Book,
Vol, 11 Homesteads.

Portion of 1913 Block
Book, showing current
Lots 14 and 14A-D as one.

The 1913-1915 Sanborn map shows some additional lots splits San Francisco Assessor's

and extensive build-out of the lots on Harper, Randall, and office.
Cor.nhov C4roo4c• nr~hi Mein In4c nn I-lornor Ctrcc~ rcm~in iinhiiilfv......... ~ ._. .. .~. ..~ ~~y ... w ..... ~ ...,. p.... ................,.... .,......... y

two on Randall Street, and one (which was later split into two lots) on Sanchez Street.
Interestingly, Lot 14D which is now vacant, is occupied by small structure, noted as a one-story

12 The San Francisco Block Book Vol. 11 Homesteads. The Hicks-Judd Company. San Francisco, 1907.

13 San Francisco Assessor Recorder, microfilm tape for 1913 Homestead block books, Vol. 48.

June 2014 page 8



Historic Resource Evaluation 1784 Sanchez Street

dwelling. That building does not appear on the updated 1915 Sanborn maps in the San
Francisco History Center in the Main Public Library.

The 1913-1915 Sanborn map shows what appears to be the existing rear shed of 1784
Sanchez Street, which extends in the map to be continuous with, and contiguous to, the
outbuilding in the northwest corner of the lot shown on the 1899-1900 map. These maps
indicate that the subdivision of the original lot in five, creating Lots 14 and 14A-D, resulted in
tight lots which were densely built out; in the case of Lot 14 this meant the entire north side of

the lot from the street to the rear corner was covered
by the building footprint, so that there was no rear
yard in the sense of an open space the full width of
the lot.

r g,~: "'"''y~ ~ Still extant at the rear of the property are concrete
` walls and slabs and a fence on the north property line

that appear to be remnants of the construction at the
rear of the lot shown on the Sanborn maps.
These include low walls which follow the lines of

Subject property, 1899-1900 Sanborn the footprint of the rear rooms or additions that
map, detail. Note two sheds on rear wall no longer exist. The voids in the concrete are of

the earlier, smaller board and batten shed that
this structure replaced, overlapping or adjoining

+ !
1

~, ~ concrete slabs, and the fence on the north
+ ~ ~ .~ ~

:ti
property line has studs beginning at a consistent

--~~ height well above grade at the level of an elevated
`"~.. '~ ~'' floor and showing regularly spaced nail holes on the

inner face, "sistered" to the main studs. From these

Subject property, 1913-1915 Sanborn Physical elements, the Sanborn maps, the

map, detail. Except at side setback on Assessor's Building card which indicates a floor area

east end, the entire north side of the lot of 950 square feet (about 103 square feet larger

is occupied by the house and additions than what actually exists), and census records

from street to rear corner of lot. showing as many as seven people lived at 1784
Sanchez Street, it is clear there were rooms or
sheds at the back of the house which no longer exist

and that the occupants would have had an obvious need for the space.

D. Subject Parcel and Its Divisions: Sales Ledgers
Sales ledgers at the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder's office indicate the following
transactions for the subject parcel (starting from the earliest records on file):

~ - \

~~ 3̀ ~~ "~,
~~~~c.

"~ ot#
i.

~ ~` ~Fro~ ~ ~ Toy
...

Note,
~ R' ~

, ,~
z.Y ~~ 'J: - 3

10/6/1914 14 Edward & C.J. Love Patrick J. &Nellie
Noonan

11/12/1914 14A Edward H. &Cecilia Patrick &Ellen Byrom
& Love
14B

6/25/1915 14 Cecilia J. or C.J. Love Edward or Edward H.
(faint Love
print:
14A)
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11/23/1916 14A Ed. H. &Cecilia Love Wm. &Catherine L.
Hemmings

5/3/1917 Ptn. Wm. &Catherine L. Patrick &Nellie Moran Marked "Cut"
14 Hemmings May be Lot

14A
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14 Love May be Lot
14B

5/3/1 X17 Ptn. Patrick &Ellen Byrom Wm. &Catherine L. Marked "Gut"
14 Hemmings May be Lot

14C

12/23/1919 14C Edward H. Love Cecilia J. Love

12/23/1919 14D Edward H. Love Cecilia J. Love

6/18/1924 14 P. J. &Nellie Moran Alonzo &Mary Taylor

3/19/1925 14A Wm. & C. L. John E. Ahearn
Hemmings

10/15/1926 see Cecilia J. Love Peter & Erina Braccini "Cut 14B/14C"
note part illegible

5/28/1927 14D Cecilia Love J. H. Harris

3/20/1929 14C P. and Erma Braccini Philip F. &Georgia M. grant deed
Ducharme

10/19/1932 14C P. & Erina Braccini J. and Anna Pettiford grant deed

10/19/1932 14C J. and Anna Pettiford Bruno &Elise "same"
Pennington

10/19/1932 14C Philip F. &Georgia M. P. & Erina Braccini
Ducharme

4/8/1937 14 Alonzo &Mary J. grant deed
Taylor

9/29/1937 14B Est. & Gdn. Eilen John Heinzer
Byrom Incompt.

10/4/1937 14B Est. P. Byrom Ellen Byrom "order setting
aside estate to
widow 1 /2"

10/7/1937 146 J. Boyle Gdn. Est. John Heinzer
Ellen Byrom, Incompt.
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10/7/1937 14B John Heinzer John &Line Heinzer,
John L. &Madeline R.
Heinzer, Ernest A.
Heinzer

E. Subjecf Parcel and Its Divisions: Building Permits
The permit records at the Department of Building Inspection do not include the original
construction permit for the subject building. The Assessor's Building Card indicates a
construction date of 1908, which conflicts with Sanborn map information and likely reflects the
loss of records in 1906. (See Appendices B and C for permits.) The 1893 Water Tap record of
the Spring Valley Water Company and the indication on the 1899-1900 Sanborn Map of the
existing dwelling indicate it was likely built in 1893. No records were located indicating the
architect or builder; while the earliest block books indicate the undivided Lot 14 was owned by
Andrew and Cecilia Love, there is no record that definitively identifies the original owner. Other
permits on file for the subject property are:

3/15/1928 to A. Taylor (owner): "excavate basement and install garage/ extend brick
foundations to garage floor level"
9/12/1985 to Martha Mihalopoulos Dubois (owner): "repair front stairs leading into entrance
of residence (one landing) approx. 14 stairs no structural changes." Contractor: Frank
Owens, Inc.
7/9/1996 to Martha Mihalopoulos Dubois (owner): reroofing

Building department records do include original construction permits for houses on the lots into
which the original Lot 14 was subdivided:
• 1/5/1907 to C. J. Love (owner): "One story frame" building, described on second page of

permit as "frame cottage," apparently 1786 Sanchez Street. Concrete foundation, 24 by 29
feet, "channel redwood rustic No 2" siding, steep shingle roof, patent chimney. Architect and
builder: O. E. Dalby (permit is marginally legible).

• 3/4/1907 to "J. C. Love" (owner): diagram on cover sheet of permit appears to show subject
dwelling, marked "old house No. 1784" and marks out three parcels that appear to
correspond to current parcels: "new 1" (14A), "new 2' (14B), and "new 3" (14D). The second
page of the permit provides similar information to the 1/5/1907 permit. Because 1786 and
1788 Sanchez Street are similar, it appears this permit may be for 1788 Sanchez Street,
while also indicating Mrs. Love's intent -- or actual project -- to build the no longer extant
cottage at 260 Randall Street (Lot 14D) shown on the 1913-1915 Sanborn map.

• 2/6/1908 to E. C. Love (owner): 1-1/2 story frame cottage, 22 feet by 32 feet. Lot is
described as 50 wide in the front, 30 feet wide at the rear, and 66 feet deep. The dwelling is
to have concrete foundations, a steep shingle roof, and redwood rustic siding. There is no
listing for a chimney. O. E. Dalby is listed as the builder. The owner's address is listed as
"1887 Sanchez."

• 10/3/1911 to A. Maillard (owner, listed as living at 1782 Sanchez Street): "1 story and half
frame building" located "westerly line of Sanchez Street 127 feet north Randall" Street on
what could be Lot 14 but may be the adjoining lot to the north (they share a corner that is
roughly 127 feet north of Randall Street). The cover page includes a simple diagram with a
rectangle, apparently the lot. The second page describes the lot as 30 feet wide at the front
and rear and 100 feet deep; this suggests the address on the application is misleading.
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F. Residents of Subject Property and Its Divisions, Census -City Directories

The information on Ancestry.com from the U.S. Census and city directories provides the
following account of residents at 1784 Sanchez Street (see Appendix E for information from the
1900-1940 U.S. Census; note that Ancestry.com digitized records sometimes appear to reflect
anomalies of optical character recognition and these variations have been corrected in the text
in the body of this report):

1900 Census: This survey uses the old street numbers, with the subject property being
designated 1746 Sanchez Street. Thomas J. (491 and Anna D. (48) Curry are listed as residents
in the subjeci propeRy, along with Their children Blanch E (22), Eugene C., (19} ,Forrest R. (17),
Chester C. (14) and Clifford C. (13). The parents were born in Kentucky and Iowa, respectively,
to American-born parents; the children were all born in California.

1910 Census
The survey form notes the occupants of 1786 and 1788 Sanchez Street and 27 Palmer Street
(now listed as 250 Randall Street). At 1786 Sanchez Street it lists William (40) and Katharine
(37) Hemmings and the sister (Ella M., 29) and brother (James J., 21) of Mrs. Hemmings.
William Hemmings was born in England to parents who were natives of that country, while
Katharine Hemmings and her siblings were born in Ireland to natives of that country. Patrick (27)
and Ellen (31) Byrom are listed at 1788 Sanchez Street with their son John (3). The parents
were born in Ireland to parents who were natives of that country, while their son was born in
California. At 27 Palmer Street, the form lists Edward (69) and Cecilia (50) Byrom living with
their children Anna (22), Bessie (19) and Harry (11). Edward Love was born in Maryland to
parents from England and Ireland, while Celia was born in Pennsylvania to natives of that state
and their children were born in Montana.

1920 Census: Patrick (49) and Ellen (38) Byrom are listed at 1788 Sanchez Street with their son
John (13). The parents immigrated from their native Ireland in 1904 and their son was born in
California. Celia Love (60) is head of household at 250 Randall Street; living with her are son
Harry (21) and daughter Bessie (28). Celia Love was born in Pennsylvania to natives of that
state and her children were born in Montana. There are no listings for 1784 and 1786 Sanchez
Street.

1930 Census: Alonzo (58) and Mary (51) Taylor are listed at 1784 Sanchez Street with a
roomer, Henry Tyrrell (57). All three are California natives. John E. (58) and Margaret (48)
Ahearn are listed at 1786 Sanchez Street with their four children, John H. (25), Robert L. (21),
Alice E. (18), and Fred G. (16) Ahearn. The parents were born in England and Ireland,
respectively, to natives of those countries; all four children were born in California. At 1788
Sanchez Street Patrick (60) and Ellen (48) Byrom are listed along with their son John (24). The
parents are natives of Ireland, like their parents; the son was born in California.

1940 Census: The Taylor household at 1784 Sanchez Street has not changed since 1930;
Henry Tyrell is listed as a widowed brother-in-law. At 1786 Sanchez Street, Isabelle Salet (45), a
widower, is listed living with his mother, Estella Diedrich (76), his daughter Stella (23), and his
sons George (24), Frank (22), Valentine (19), and Thomas (16). The grandmother, an old age

..+7. .'. ..F ~A., ........6,~.....~+,+. +4..~. ...,.+ ..f ~4... h..~~,+`. l...l.-1 . ~+ h.. r., i., /''..IiF.. r.. i., Th..
t.1GlIJIVIIGI~ IJ Q IIQ IIVG VI IVIQJJQI+IIUJGLLJ~ IIIG IGJL VI IIIG IIV UJGIIVIU VVGJ VVIII I11 VGIII VIIIIG. I IIG

father has no listed job; the daughter is a sales lady and two of her brothers are laborers while
one is a clerk. The house is rented, apparently for $22.50 per month. Two households are listed
at 250 Randall Street: Harry (41), a maintenance worker, and Verona (38) Hill and their
daughter, Diane (8). The father is a Pennsylvania native while the mother and daughter were
born in California. The second unit is occupied by Lawrence (28), an operator, and Anne (27)
Ventura, both California natives. Each unit rents for $25 per month.
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Among the commonalities of the residents noted in the census forms are:
• Race: every listed resident is white
• Household composition: all households are married couples or families with children

(including a substantial portion of adult children living at home)
• Age: the heads of household are 20-60 years old
• Education (1940 census) typically is grade school or high school; all have some education

but no college.
• Occupation: few wives work outside the home; men typically have blue-collar jobs.

City directory listings at Ancestry.com for the subject property and Lots 14A-D indicate that the
heads of households were generally blue collar workers, holding jobs requiring some skill or
experience in many cases but not highly paid jobs typical of the upper levels of middle class
Americans of the time. Over a period of years, the men often moved from lesser-paid positions
to ones requiring more skill or holding more authority. City directory listings also indicate that
some residents were fairly mobile, moving from one address to another in a limited number of
years. Examples include the following:

'i~ ~...a ~ ~ ̀  ~1"r~E~
a. i'.. ""`~'- t. "^,~i

~- ~ ~. r R't fY~rpiFSY~ 
4a :~,~ x

:k'~.. {~ i'~31~Stx Nk

.+. v}. 
~' {iCiu~.~al ~= ~

r̂~~~Y:~~is~

jk`. `~.ifr 
,'

;

Peter Braccini 2085 Ellis Street Framemaker 1918

Peter Braccini 1764 9th Avenue Framemaker 1922

Peter Braccini 633 Funston Avenue Framemaker 1925

Peter Braccini 250 Randall Wood carver 1929

Patrick J. Byrom 1788 Sanchez Laborer 1915

Patrick J. Byrom 1788 Sanchez Foreman 1919

Patrick J. Byrom 1788 Sanchez ~ 928

Edward H. Love 912 Michigan Laborer 1904

Edward H. Love 27 Randall Carpenter 1910

Edward H. Love 250 Randall 1919

Alonzo Taylor 433 Utah Teamster 1896

Alonzo Taylor 1784 Sanchez Driver 1929

Evaluation of Historical Significance

A. California Register of Historical Resources
The subject property was evaluated to determine if it was individually eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources. The California Register is an authoritative guide to
significant architectural, archaeological, and historical resources in the State of California.
Resources can be listed in the California Register through a number of methods. State
Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible properties (both listed and formal
determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed. Properties can also be nominated to the
California Register by local governments, private organizations, or citizens. This includes
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properties identified in historical resource surveys with Status Codes of 1 to 5 and resources
designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county ordinance. The evaluative criteria used
by the California Register for determining eligibility are closely based on those developed by the
National Park Service for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). In order to
be eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be demonstrated to be significant
under one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion 1 (Event}: Resources that are 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.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to local,
California, or national history.

Criterion 3 (Design/Construction): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess
high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential to
yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the nation.

B. Evaluation: Subject Property Only
The house at 1784 Sanchez Street does not appear to be individually eligible to the California
Register.

i. Criterion 1
Although as explained below, the subject property and the other houses on Lots 14A-C illustrate
an important historic trend in San Francisco, 1784 Sanchez Street alone does not have
significance as an individual property. While it is typical for a small dwelling of the 1890s, this in
itself is not important enough to local, state, or national history to meet Criterion 1.

ii. Criterion 2
None of the owners or residents of the house appear to be important figures in local, state, or
national history. They are broadly representative of the contemporary residents of the Fairmount
Tract and Horner's Addition, but this would not make 1784 Sanchez Street individually
significant for its association with them.

iii. Criterion 3
The small wood-frame dwelling at 1784 Sanchez Street embodies some characteristics of
vernacular architecture and others of classical revival design. But it is not an unusual example
of either type. While it employs construction materials and techniques typical for its building type
and era, it is not a notable example or archetype. Because the original builder (and architect, if
any) has not been identified, the building cannot be understood in detail for any role it might
have in design and construction.

iv. Criterion 4
Thic rennrF rinec nn4 ~rdrlroee arrhnonlnn~i Tha nrniart cito hoe olra~rl~i hoen rlic4i irherJ onrl.,,,., ,.,N.,.......... ,,..~......,.,.....~..,,,...,..,.,yy. , ~~„ N~„~,,.,...~.., ~~ti., u~~,,..,.y .,,,.,~, ,.~~.u~.,.,.. ~.~~..

massive excavation is not proposed.

C. Evaluation: Lots 74 and 14A-D
Because they were originally one parcel, and were owned and developed by the same people
(Edward and Catherine J. Love), the five parcels 14 and !4A-D may be evaluated together to
assess whether they are eligible to the California Register as a potential historic district.
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i. Criterion 1
As shown in the block books, Sanborn maps, and sales ledgers, Lot 14 remained on of only two
large lots in Assessor's Block 6653 (Fairmount Tract Block 25) not yet subdivided as of the 1906
earthquake. The subject building had been constructed, tight to the north lot line of the large Lot
14, but the rest of the parcel was unbuilt. In the 15 years following the 1906 earthquake, four
additional houses were built, the lot was split into five parcels, and separate owners acquired
the individual properties while Catherine Love remained a resident of one house on the parcel
she and her deceased husband had developed. While most of Block 6653 had already been
divided into individual lots and sold to separate owners by the 1906 earthquake, and the south
end of Block 6653 had begun to fill in with buildings by 1900 as seen on the Sanborn map, Lot
14 lagged in development--but in a very short period after the earthquake, it was subdivided and
built out.

By 1900, San Francisco was the largest US city west of St. Louis, with an established base of
wealth and a major port.14 The April 18, 1906 earthquake itself did much damage but did not
devastate the city; the quake-induced fire that burned for the next three days accomplished that
historic event. The fire stopped at about 20th Street in the Mission,15 sparing the Fairmount
Tract and neighboring Horner's Addition. The fire destroyed 80 percent of the buildings in San
Francisco and left more than half its resident homeless.~s In the short term, the Army mass-
produced "refugee shacks" and arrayed them in parks, and the next phase saw development
radiate from the fire area at the same time that reconstruction began within the devastated
zone. The new wave of development caused historic growth in areas like Oakland and Berkeley,
and it was also intense in areas like the Fairmount Tract close to the fire area:

"The outlying residential neighborhoods that survived the disaster developed intensely,
as many uprooted refugees abandoned their destroyed properties, either by choice or by
circumstance. Most former South of Market residents were forced to relocate as stricter
building codes for South of Market were debated at length (and eventually rejected) and
that area was rebuilt as primarily commercial/industrial. Many of the displaced South of
Market folks, typically
working class immigrants, moved to the nearest intact area that suited their means and
characters, the Mission. "In the undestroyed area of the Mission district a fever pitch of
activity prevailed" (Scott 1959). New communities also sprang up on the urban fringe.
Still, many chose to rebuild on their original properties.'

The rebuilding took many forms, matching different economic and physical conditions where
post-1906 development flourished. Though some residential areas rebuilt with larger and more
expensive buildings than what had been lost, the nearby southern Mission saw a different
development:

"In the southern part of the Mission, which was solidly detached single-family dwellings
before Reconstruction, the character also changed. Lots that were empty before the
1906 disaster were developed with multi=family flats, and previously developed lots
added back-lot cottages. Whereas earlier residential buildings employed setbacks,

14 San Francisco Planning Department. City within A City: Historic Context Statement for San Francisco's
Mission District. San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco, November 2007. P 55.

15 Ibid. P 58.

1s Ibid. P 60.

~~ Ibid. P 63.
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newer construction was usually built to the lot lines. Wider lots such as old mansion
estates were subdivided for further
development, as the last of the Howard Street elite fled the rebuilding to their newer
enclaves on the Peninsula and elsewhere. Existing buildings were moved on lots,
demolished, partitioned for multi-family, or expanded to create more developable area.
Rural outbuildings such as barns, coops, wells, and windmills, still evident at the turn of
the century, were gone. The Reconstruction put an end to the quasi-rural conditions that
still existed in parts of the Mission at the turn of the century.$

The groupinq comprised of Assessor's Block 6653, Lots 14 and 14A-D are a good example of
~~iis irr~por~~rit ~evei~~rnent. The i~t was divi~~d aricl ac~c~itic~nal ii~ius~s irv~re built and sold to
invidicual owners in quick succession after 1906. The lots thus created are smaller than the
norm for Block 6653, and the houses are simple in detail and materials and modest in size. The
residents were typical of the blue collar fami{ies who populated the area. Although 260 Randall
Street (Lot 14D) originally contributed to this significance, it no longer does because the cottage
shown on the 1915 Sanborn map has been lost.

For these reasons, 1784, 1786, and 1788 Sanchez Street and 250 Randall Street (Block 6653,
Lots 14 and 14A-C) are significant under California Register Criterion 1 for their association with
the rebuilding of San Francisco after the 1906 earthquake and fire. In particular, 1784 Sanchez
Street shows how apre-earthquake house was sited in anticipation of future development, while
the other three buildings tell the story of the quick subdivision and build-out that followed the
quake. The four properties are significant at the local level. The period of significance is 1906
(the earthquake and fire) to 1920 (build-out and individual sale of the five properties).

ii. Criterion 2
None of the owners, builders, or occupants of the four properties in the potential district appears
to be important to local, state, or national
history. While they are good representatives
of the people who owned, built, and ~
occupied houses constructed in the period ~,
after the quake, they do not have individual
importance, nor were they organized as a
cohesive group, as would be required under
Criterion 2.

iii, Criterion 3
While the four houses in the potential district
are representative of the design and
contemporary construction techniques of
modest houses, they do not have unusual
design, materials, or associations with
specific builders as would be necessary to
qualify under Criterion 3.

iv. Criterion 4
Thin rnnnrF rinnc r~n4 nn~inr ~rnhonnlnn~i Thr_n
i i iw ~ vNvi a uv~..~ i ova vv v v. u. v. iu~.vwyy. ~ i ~~.

association with post-1906 rebuilding
described under Criterion 1 is not
particularly likely to entail significant
information potential under Criterion 4.

18 Ibid. P 70.

Four buildings (from left for right) at 250 Randall
Street (Lot 14C), 1788 Sanchez Street (Lot 14B),
~ nor_ o.,.,,.~..,-, c+..,,..+ i~ ,.+ ~ n n ~ ....,r +H,...~ ~~.;,.,.+
i ~ vv .jai ii,i icy vu cc~ ~w~ i ~-r~~, ai iu ~i is auu~ci,~

property, 1784 Sanchez Street, looking west-
southwest. Photo by property owner 2014.
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D. Integrity
In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of the four California Register criteria,
a property must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The concept of integrity is essential to
identifying the important physical characteristics of historical resources and hence, evaluating
adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register, integrity is defined as "the
authenticity of an historical resource's physical identity evidenced by the survival of
characteristics that existed during the resource's period of significance" (California Code of
Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5). A property is examined for seven variables or aspects that
together comprise integrity. These aspects, which are based closely on the National Register,
are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. National Register
Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation defines these seven
characteristics:

• Location is the place where the historic property was constructed.
• Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space, structure and style

of the property.
• Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of the

landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.
• Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular

period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the historic property.
• Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during

any given period in history.
• Feeling is the property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of

time.
• Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic

property.

The potential historic district comprising Lots 14 and 14A-C appear to have the following
aspects of integrity:

Location
The four properties are in their original location.

Setting
The setting has not changed greatly since the period of significance.

Association and Feeling
The four buildings and their physical context are largely intact, and the use of the area has not
changed at all. While it is no longer ablue-collar district, the modest houses continue to recall
the social group who built and originally occupied it.

Materials, Design, and Workmanship
The four buildings in the potential district retain most of their original design. While some
materials have changed, the buildings are readily identifiable as middle class housing from the
early 20th century.

Overall, the potential district retains a high degree of historical integrity. It therefore appears
eligible for listing in the California Register, which would require more research and evaluation
than is customarily included in an HRE.
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Evaluation under the Secretary of the Interior's Standards

A. Additions
The Secretary's Standards allow additions, but they require that they be built so that they do not
change the character of a building. For a contributory building in a historic district, the exterior is
usually far more important than the interior, and it is the exterior features that contribute to the
significance of the district and are readily visible from public vantage points in the district that
are of paramount concern.

Tha IlliictratPri C;iiiriPlinPs ctatP that•..
"New additions should be designed and constructed so that the character-defining
features of the historic building are not radically changed, obscured, damaged, or
destroyed in the process of rehabilitation."19

The Guidelines recommend:
"Constructing a new addition so that there is the least possible loss of historic materials
and so that character-defining features are not obscured, damaged or
destroyed...Locating the attached exterior addition at the rear or on an inconspicuous
side of a historic building; and limiting its size and scale in relationship to the historic
building."20

They also recommend:
"Designing additional stories, when required for the new use, that are set back from the
wall plan and are as inconspicuous as possible when viewed from the street."21

In the case studies the National Park Service has published as guidance for applying the
Standards, a publication on Rooftop Additions states, "Rooftop additions are almost never
appropriate for buildings that are less than four stories high." A case study shows aone-story
addition to a four-story building of which the side walls are blank like those of the historic
building, and the front wall is almost entirely obscured by the original building even when viewed
obliquely.2z

~3. C:haracter-Defining Features
To evaluate a project under the Secretary's Standards, one must first identify the character-
defining features of the property. These are the physical characteristics essential to the ability of
the property to convey its historical significance. Evaluation under the Secretary's Standards
focuses on whether character-defining features would be lost, altered, or visually disrupted by
inappropriate adjacent construction.

in the case of 1784 Sanchez Street, these characteristics are:
• Siting in relation to the street
• Siting in relation to neighboring houses (buildings are detached at side lot lines)

19 Morton, W. Brown I11, Hume, Gary L., Weeks, Kay D. and Jandl H. Ward. The Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Washington,
DC, U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Heritage Preservation Services. 1997. P. 90

20 Ibid. P 91.

21 Ibid. P 93.

22 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services. Interpreting the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. ITS Number 36. Rooftop Additions. Washington,
DC, U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services. 2006. P 1.
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• Orientation (main facade faces street)
• Size and simple form
• Use of simple classical details to articulate the main feature of the building form, the gable
• Above-grade basement and raised first floor
• Modest size and restrained character of house

C. Project Description: Options A and 8
The proposed project would not alter the main (east) facade or the eastern part of the house. It
would add ahorizontal/vertical addition at the rear of the house to provide additional living
space and internal vertical circulation.

Option A would replace the existing one-story, shed-roofed rear storage room with a new, two-
story addition that would extend five feet beyond the existing rear wall, 21'-9" in width. The width
at the rear of the house would be increased from the existing 17'-3" to enclose the notch in the
southwestern corner of the building footprint, and thus allow the existing exterior staircase to the
basement to be enclosed. The new addition would have a shed roof, gently sloped down from
east to west. Extending the depth of the house by five feet would create a new space of
sufficient depth to be usable on the first floor as a family room, while also accommodating a long
staircase (by necessity of the existing 10'-10" first floor ceiling height) to the new second floor.

Option B would add a second story over most of the existing footprint, set back 15'-6" from the
front. The first floor would accommodate the stairway to second floor, with the new living spaces
located on the second floor. The roof of the addition would be a gable aligned with the existing
gable but sloped more gently to create areadily-visible contrast when viewed from the street.

D. Evaluation of Options
The Secretary's Standards recommend siting and designing any addition so that the character-
defining features change as little as possible. The interior of the house, the rear portions of its
side walls and roof, and the rear elevation could change without greatly diminishing the way the
house conveys the resurgent development after 1906 as middle-class housing for stable, blue-
collar residents. On the other hand, the front of the house, particularly the main (east) facade,
would be very sensitive to change. Also important to the integrity of the property is its
appearance as a modest dwelling characteristic of blue-collar San Franciscans' houses in the
years just before 1906 and the period of rapid rebuilding immediately after the earthquake and
fire.

The Standards and Guidelines do not provide for additions that overwhelm the original building;
the addition is to be deferential to the historic building in character and size, so that it appears to
be a lesser element dominated by the larger original one. The Standards recommend placing
horizontal additions on secondary or tertiary elevations, in order to avoid changing the
appearance of the building at all on the primary elevation if possible and to minimize the change
on secondary elevations.

The Standards do allow vertical additions, but these must be located to minimize the apparent
change in form, size, and massing of a building. All additions must be compatible with historic
buildings, while also differentiated from them. But an addition that sharply changes a building's
apparent height, scale or massing is "not recommended" under the Secretary's Standards, even
if it is perfectly compatible and unquestionably differentiated from the original building.

In other respects, both options would conform to the Standards. The siding and windows of the
addition would be similar to or compatible with those of the original part of the house, but the
addition would be differentiated enough to make it clearly distinct. In both cases, the massing
itself would be an unmistakable visual cue that the original portion of the house and the addition
were quite different.
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Option A
Option A would conform to the Standards. It would be a rear addition, not a rooftop addition. It
would be taller than the original building, but would not overwhelm it because its overall massing
would be smaller than that of the historic house and it would be at the back of the house. While
it would be visible from some public vantage points, it would be mostly concealed from sight by
those walking on the sidewalk on the east side of Sanchez Street because it would be set so far
back building that the existing main (east) facade would block it from view. The subject property
would continue to convey its original characteristics as a modest, one-story house. It is likely
many passersby would not notice the addition at the rear of the house.

Specifically, Option A would conform to Standards 1 (appropriate use), 2 (preserving historic
character, avoiding removal of distinctive materials), 3 (avoiding changes that create a false
sense of historical development), 4 (retaining changes that have acquired significance, in that
the rear shed-roofed storage room which would be demolished is not visible from the street and
therefore is not acharacter-defining feature for the house as a contributory property in a
district), 5 (preserving distinctive materials, features, and finishes), 6 (repairing deteriorated
features instead of replacing them wholesale), 7 (avoiding harsh treatments), 8 (archaeology is
excluded from the scope of this report, but this option does not involve excavating the basement
to create greater interior volume at that level), 9 (new additions not destroying historic features,
materials, and spatial relationships and being compatible with the historic materials, features,
size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment), and 10 (additions being reversible, in that only the existing rear shed-roofed
storage room would be missing if the proposed project were executed but the addition were
later removed.)

Option B
Option B would be "not recommended" under the Secretary's Standards. It would be a one-
story rooftop addition on a 1-1/2 story building. Although a person standing directly in front of the
house would not be able to see the addition, someone walking on the opposite side of Sanchez
Street would be too likely to see it--and would not experience the house as a modest, turn-of-
the-century home to a middle-class family. The house would instead convey the transformation
of the neighborhood that is visible in recently constructed houses on the hillside above Randall
and Laidley Streets. While the different slope of the roof of the addition would make clear that it
is not historic, its greater height and length would make the new roof visually dominant from
important pubic vantage points. This would make the existing roof appear to be secondary
visually to the new roof. Overall, the addition would dominate the original part of the house,
making it appear to be a smaller appendage on a larger main mass.

Specifically, Option B would conform to Standards 1 (appropriate use), 3 (avoiding changes that
create a false sense of historical development), 4 (retaining changes that have acquired
significance, in that the rear shed-roofed storage room which would be demolished is not visible
from the street and therefore is not acharacter-defining feature for the house as a contributory
property in a district), 6 (repairing deteriorated features instead of replacing them wholesale), 7
(avoiding harsh treatments), and 8 (archaeology is excluded from the scope of this report, but
this option does not involve excavating the basement to create greater interior volume at that

I1 ~l +' Q ~.~n~~IrJ nnnfnrm fnr+ho mn~+ n~r±+n Ct~r~rJMrMlc 7 /nrocor~iinn hietnrir rharar4rVr
i ~.vii~. vNuvii v vrvuiu v Na.. ~~.. ~y ,

avoiding removal of distinctive materials) and 5 (preserving distinctive materials, features, and
finishes), but demolition of most of the original roof would be problematic under these
Standards. Option B would not conform to Standard 9 (new additions not destroying historic
features, materials, and spatial relationships and being compatible with the historic materials,
features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment--as explained above) or Standard 10 (additions being reversible, in that if the
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proposed project were executed but the addition were later removed, most of the roof of the
original house would be missing.)

E. Nearby Additions
The Fairmount Tract and surrounding neighborhoods, like
many residential areas in San Francisco, have seen many
additions to houses in recent years, including vertical
additions. The following examples may be of interest in
evaluating the potential for expanding 1784 Sanchez Street
while maintaining its historical character:

1768 and 1793 Sanchez Street
Although these houses differ somewhat from the subject
property, the additions that have been executed are similar in
important respects to Option B. The additions are readily
visible from an oblique angle--and part of the addition to
1768 Sanchez Street is visible from directly across the
street.

1782 Sanchez Street
This addition consists of dormers set back from the front of
the original house. It does not alter the original ridgeline of
the roof. (This approach is not feasible for 1784 Sanchez
Street because the existing ridgeline is too low to provide
adequate headroom.)

41 Winfield Street
About a dozen blocks east of the subject property, there is a
cluster of originally small houses on a sloping street which
have been expanded vertically. Like 1784 Sanchez Street,
this house appears to have originally been a cottage with a
prominent gable. The addition of another gable has
transformed its character into a wedding cake composition
with the same form repeated in a rising array.

49 and 69 Winfield Street
These buildings appear to have been small houses, but after
they were expanded both their scale and form changed
significantly.

49 Winfield Street.
Photo by Knapp
Architects, 2014.

69 Winfield Street. Photo
by Knapp Architects, 2014.

1768 Sanchez Street. Photo by
property owners, 2014.

. ;,may- -
--: ~----

1793 Sanchez Street. Photo by
property owners, 2014.

1782 Sanchez Street. Photo by
property owners, 2014.
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73 and 77 Winfield Street
These houses, originally larger than the subject property, were
apparently expanded vertically without raising the original
ridgeline. But at 73 Winfield Street, the dormer additions are
fairly prominent when viewed obliquely from either side, while
the addition at 77 Winfield Street is so inconspicuous even
from the side that many people might not notice it.

9. Conclusion

The subject property, 1784 Sanchez Street, was built in 1893
(based on water tap records) and is a simple cottage typical of
the houses occupied by blue collar San Franciscans of its day.
Although it appears to be little altered from its original design,
it does not appear individually eligible to the California
Register. But the lot on which the property is located was
originally part of a lot that comprised present-day lots 14 and
14A-D. Block books and Sanborn maps show that as the
Fairmount Tract was subdivided in the last quarter of the 19th
century, this large lot remained intact even as almost all the
others in Fairmount Tract Block 25 (present-day Assessor's
Block 6653) were subdivided and began to be built out. After
the 1906 earthquake and fire, the lot was divided into the five
current lots and by 1915 each of the five lots was built out.
These modest structures were the homes for families who
were strongly representative of the working people who
populated the subject neighborhood and similar ones in the
historically important years when San Francisco rebuilt. Lot
14D is now vacant, but the other four retain the houses which
continue to convey the intensive build-out which occurred in
areas a short distance beyond the devastating fire which
followed the earthquake.

The owners of the house wish to expand the one-bedroom
structure for their growing family. They have delineated two
options for an addition: one would replace the shed-roofed
storage room at the back of the house with atwo-story
addition, while the other would be limited to the existing
building footprint but would add a second story over most of
the existing building. The former option would result in very
little change to the appearance of the house from the street
because it would be set far back, and it would be reversible 77 Winfield Street. Photo by
under Standard 10. Although a person standing directly in front Knapp Architects, 2014.
of the house would not be able to see the addition from the
front, at a southern or northern offset from the house centerline the addition would be visible;
onrJ ~nmonno ~nioll~inn nn Oho nnnncite cirlc of Connho-~ C4root mini ~Irl ho 4nn lil~oly to coo it__~nr~l

would not experience the house as a modest, turn-of-the-century home to a middle-class family.
Because it would significantly change the apparent size and massing of the existing house, and
would not be reversible because it would require demolition of most of the existing roof, it would
not conform to Standards 9 and 10 and would be somewhat problematic under Standards 2 and
5, so that overall it would not conform to the Secretary's Standards.

i i c~~-r JQI IIiIIGG JLIGGL

73 Winfield Street. Photo by
Knapp Architects, 2014.
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~' J,~'C~S~~;{,.t ~l~;~':,'!:ì :. c?Y~~Y:'_i ~.. ~~ 7C~.• ~~ri.~~'' ~~~' ~"1:" 1~~1,ti I..i'~~C~~CY"~~-,1~:'j̀l~ '̀:~i:.~,Ua.~~a,}~-'.. 1

i , ~..,~' ~ x,:15 "• ~'"l.~ `.,1'S•,i~ ~ ;t4"~ 1 ';l~ aC1 S'1'~L~~ ~:~.̂ iSGv'~4 i~~ iti.`~(1C10S.~,., t~ tl.~
~. . „ ..

~ ~..~ - . -., \ ~ ,I
- - ~ . .

.~

' ~ 

.~.

+, H ~ t~ ~~

4 j

~' 

t `~,

.. T .~

~l1.la i~ 
~l 

Y {~ ~ 
....` ,Nt , Y.. I Y,.~ ,1 ~.V 

w.i 
lT 'RSY' F ~ ~. i p..• r ~t ..• Tl pJ J

~.~ .9 r a_ Y ~1 
"Y .1 T i '~'"~1{~ ~~~]{,s. ! c~,~1.•

.1..~ 4~i.:4+~'-._` .. r . 4-.. f '►. -.....• t....i. n , ~..'~ r ,.~ ..:5't~~ .rl. ti~ ̀~~L..il s~ ~. r .! . . ~-.: a. cr ~r ~ ei: ~: rc _ ~ ,~. nti.-c~ .h.t.xn~v~-~ i ..~. _



_ _i, ~ / e

~ L

1886 Sanborn Map

136 STREET r' ~'' L- --- ---

WARREN

;~-

2043

STREET

~..

w
W

H

BARTLETT

~w,---- ---- --....,_— ----

13'7
S T . ~ 

, ,~o

200 ~ y

~~ MERGED STREET h

,;,

S~e~e ~, : ~e~ w O S T R E E T



~,.. 1899-1900 Sanborn Map_, 
Q

,.gr:s:~.....
ST. 

_.z,.
rH ., ,~~~c~ 42~" 645 ~1

~+r~~~J 30
.. ._~
'~~~[.~y~

Q~"Q~,PE
~

O ~Y
dY

4. ~
/~ ~

Mf .Ul Nl •Qf 

bo .~/"
~ /qn

~~~ ,ui ,.n an V

~•

1
~

p y

''.

n.Q~

~ a , . ~

_

e '~

_

~ y

~n

~ i .
'cen'

b. ~

7

n

Fak.
~ ~ ~n

1 ~~ Q
2 49 =

50
W
z ,~

kD N

D~ QS~ -# ~, s„ a

~ ~ ,~, ~ a b: n, r 2 51~a

EVERSON scene oaf Feet. ~'

696

~t~ v - St.
~ uNt •,, ~

~ F~p~i~M~ ~,

~~ N~ 6 8

W
Z
1~
Z
~~
J

3

s
"r~

W u

04.

~, ~



1913-1915 Sanborn Map

~ S e e U a / d n( e $ ~e V e /l 
SNNFgpN~

~ ~ ..
~ 3OTH ST. ._°~~'9_:a~ _" 4~R"P/PE~._.a. ~",

lJ Qy p g {~ ;a

a AR4 4Y9 { O:S A'S ASt dp% ,i//, B/J A/.' 4/.7 d//' / NN MIi d .f ; ,~ ~ • .~ ~~ ~,~° •~~~ '+ ~i a? +5 ~R ~ ~ yi ~~y~

~~'~ ~ w yJr e g ~ .i 

D. ZB RB • f

' /1B p1• M D 'g D.• A. 
D ~ 0 6li~/ 4F~a/s

l ;y y 
~ C~

V ` 1/

✓..` d 
y.

~ (2065 .

- - -- / .. Mi~vE~

90~ / 

2 x
~ ~BEn ~is~

~ •r. O y \ ~° 6 ~

~ 6665 ~ : ° ~

~ =':.x(2060 9~ ~ - %

~~ . c> ~~ n

9 0 5 s ~9 : ` ~VNT ~ 

` Scele oo Feet. ~

-~~' Fp,1RM \ ~

~II ~~

:.~~,~~

903

~.
.x ~ q 

4y~

l
Vi

~i ,

S

m~~ .~
~,~

;i,. ~$ ~ ,

~0
for

}.~.a""....

~ ~Yd~ ̂•••



:~



Historic Resource Evaluation 1784 Sanchez Street

8. Evaluation under the Secretary of the Interior's Standards

A. Additions
The Secretary's Standards allow additions, but they require that they be built so that they do not
change the character of a building. For a contributory building in a historic district, the exterior is
usually far more important than the interior, and it is the exterior features that contribute to the
significance of the district and are readily visible from public vantage points in the district that
are of paramount concern.

The Illustrated Guidelines state that:
"New additions should be designed and constructed so that the character-defining
features of the historic building are not radically changed, obscured, damaged, or
destroyed in the process of rehabilitation."19

The Guidelines recommend:
"Constructing a new addition so that there is the least possible loss of historic materials
and so that character-defining features are not obscured, damaged or
destroyed...Locating the attached exteriar addition at the rear or on an inconspicuous
side of a historic building; anal limiting its size and scale in relationship to the historic
building."20

They also recommend:
"Designing additional stories, when required for the new use, that are set back from the
wall plan and are as inconspicuous as possible when viewed from the street."21

In the case studies the National Park Service has published as guidance for applying the
Standards, a publication on Rooftop Additions states, "Rooftop additions are almost never
appropriate for buildings that are less than four stories high." A case study shows cone-story
addition to a four-story building of which the side walls are blank like those of the historic
building, and the front wall is almost entirely obscured by the original building even when viewed
obliquely.z2

8. Character-Defining Features
To evaluate a project under the Secretary's Standards, one must first identify the character-
defining features of the property. These are the physical characteristics essential to the ability of
the property to convey its historical significance. Evaluation under the Secretary's Standards
focuses on whether character-defining features would be lost, altered, or visually disrupted by
inappropriate adjacent construction.

In the case of 1784 Sanchez Street, these characteristics are:
• Siting in relation to the street
• Siting in relation to neighboring houses (buildings are detached at side lot lines)

19 Morton, W. Brown III, Hume, Gary L., Weeks, Kay D. and Jandi H. Ward. The Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation &Illustrated Guidelines far Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Washington,
DC, U.S. Department of the Interior, (National Park Service, Heritage Preservation Services. 1997. P. 90

20 Ibid. P 91.

21 Ihid. P 93.

22 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services. Interpreting the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. ITS Number 36. Rooftop Additions. Washington,
DC, U.S. Department of the Inferior, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services. 2006. P 1.
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• Orientation (main facade faces streefi)
• Size and simple form
• Use of simple classical details to articulate the main feature of the building form, the gable
• Above-grade basement and raised first floor
• Modest size and restrained character of house

C. Project Description: Options A and 8
The proposed project would not alter the main (east) facade or the eastern part of the house. It
would add ahorizontal/vertical addition at the rear of the house to provide additional living
space and interr~al vertical circulation.

Option A would replace the existing one-story, shed-roofed rear storage room with a new, two-
story addition that would extend five feet beyond the existing rear wall, 21'-9" in width. The width
at the rear of the {~i~use would ~~e increased from t{~e existing 17'-3" to enclose the notch in the
southwestern corner of the building footprint, and thus allow the existing exterior staircase to the
basement to be enclosed. The new addition would have a shed roof, gently sloped down from
east to west. Extending the depth of the house by five feet would create a new space of
sufficient depth to be usable on the first floor as a family room, while also accommodating a long
staircase (by necessity of the existing 10'-10" first floor ceiling height) to the new second floor.

Option B would add a second story over most of the existing footprint, set back 15'-6" from the
front. The first floor would accommodate the stairway to second floor, with the new living spaces
located on the second floor. The roof of the addition would be a gable aligned with the existing
gable but sloped more gently to create areadily-visible contrast when viewed from the street.

D. Evaluation of Options
The Secretary's Standards recommend siting and designing any addition so fihat the character-
defining features change as little as possible. The interior of the house, the rear portions of its
side walls and roof, and the rear elevation could change without greatly diminishing the way the
house conveys the resurgent development after 1906 as middle-class housing for stable, blue-
collar residents. On the other hand, the front of the house, particularly the main (east) facade,
would be very sensitive to change. Also important to the integrity of the property is its
appearance as a modest dwelling characteristic of blue-collar San Franciscans' houses in the
years just before 1906 and the period of rapid rebuilding immediately after the earthquake and
fire.

The Standards and Guidelines do not provide for additions That overwhelm the original building;
the addition is to be deferential to the historic building in character and size, so that it appears to
be a lesser element dominated by fihe larger original one. The Standards recommend placing
horizontal additions on secondary or tertiary elevations, in order to avoid changing the
appearance of the building at all on the primary elevation if possible and to minimize the change
on secondar~r elevafiions.

The Standards do allow vertical additions, but these must be located to minimize the apparent
change in form, size, and massing of a building. All additions must be compatible with historic
buildings, while also difFerentiated from them. But an addition that sharply changes a building's
apparent height, scale or massing is "not recommended" under the Secretary's Standards, even
if it is perfectly compatible and unquestionably differentiated from the original building.

In other respects, both options would conform to the Standards. The siding and windows of the
addition would be similar to or compatible with those of the original part of the house, but the
addition would be differentiated enough to make it clearly distinct. In both cases, the massing
itself would b~ an unmistakak~l~ visual cue that the original portion of the house and the addition
were quite different.
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Option A
Option A would conform to the Standards. It would be a rear addition, not a rooftop addition. It
would be taller than the original building, but would not overwhelm it because its overall massing
would be smaller than that of the historic house and it would be at the back of the house. While
it would be visible from some public vantage points, it would be mostly concealed from sight by
those walking on the sidewalk on the east side of Sanchez Street because it would be set so far
back building that the existing main (east) facade would block it from view. The subject property
would continue to convey its original characteristics as a modest, one-story house. It is likely
many passersby would not notice the addition at the rear of the house.

Specifically, Option A would conform to Standards 1 (appropriate use), 2 (preserving historic
character, avoiding removal of distinctive materials), 3 (avoiding changes that create a false
sense of historical development), 4 (retaining changes that have acquired significance, in that
the rear shed-roofed storage room which would be demolished is not visible from the street and
therefore is not acharacter-defining feature for the house as a contributory property in a
district), 5 (preserving distinctive materials, features, and finishes), 6 (repairing deteriorated
features instead of replacing them wholesale), 7 (avoiding harsh treatments), 8 (archaeology is
excluded from the scope of this report, but this option does not involve excavating the basement
to create greater interior volume at that level), 9 (new additions not destroying historic features,
materials, and spatial relationships and being compatible with the historic materials, features,
size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment), and 10 (additions being reversible, in that only the existing rear shed-roofed
storage room would be missing if the proposed project were executed but the addition were
later removed.)

Option B
Option B would be "not recommended" under the Secretary's Standards. It would be a one-
story rooftop addition on a 1-1/2 story building. Although a person standing directly in front of the
house would not be able to see the addition, someone walking on the opposite side of Sanchez
Street would be too likely to see it--and would not experience the house as a modest, turn-of-
the-century home to a middle-class family. The house would instead convey the transformation
of the neighborhood that is visible in recently constructed houses on the hillside above Randall
and Laidley Streets. While the different slope of the roof of the addition would make clear that it
is not historic, its greater height and length would make the new roof visually dominant from
important pubic vantage points. This would make the existing roof appear to be secondary
visually to the new roof. Overall, the addition would dominate the original part of the house,
making it appear to be a smaller appendage on a larger main mass.

Specifically, Option B would conform to Standards 1 (appropriate use), 3 (avoiding changes that
create a false sense of historical development), 4 (retaining changes that have acquired
significance, in that the rear shed-roofed storage room which would be demolished is not visible
from the street and therefore is not acharacter-defining feature for the house as a contributory
property in a district), 6 (repairing deteriorated features instead of replacing them wholesale), 7
(avoiding harsh treatments), and 8 (archaeology is excluded from the scope of this report, but
this option does not involve excavating the basement to create greater interior volume at that
level). Option B would conform for the most part to Standards 2 (preserving historic character,
avoiding removal of distinctive materials) and 5 (preserving distinctive materials, features, and
finishes), but demolition of most of the original roof would be problematic under these
Standards. Option B would not conform to Standard 9 (new additions not destroying historic
features, materials, and spatial relationships and being compatible with the historic materials,
features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment--as explained above) or Standard 10 (additions being reversible, in that if the
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proposed project were executed but the addition were later removed, most of the roof of the
original house would be missing.)

E. Nearby Additions
The Fairmount Tract and surrounding neighborhoods, like
many residential areas in San Francisco, have seen many
additions to houses in recent years, including vertical
additions. The following examples may be of interest in
evaluating the potential for expanding 1784 Sanchez Street
while maintaining its historical character:

1768 and 1793 Sanchez Street
Although these houses differ somewhat from the subject
property, the additions that have been executed are similar in
important respects to Option B. The additions are readily
visible from an oblique angle--and part of the addition to
1768 Sanchez Street is visible from directly across the
street.

1782 Sanchez Street
This addition consists of dormers set back from the front of
the original house. It does not alter the original ridgeline of
the roof. (This approach is not feasible for 1784 Sanchez
Street because the existing ridgeline is too low to provide
adequate headroom.)

41 Winfield Street
About a dozen blocks east of the subject property, there is a
cluster of originally small houses on a sloping street which
have been expanded vertically. Like 1784 Sanchez Street,
this house appears to have originally been a cottage with a
prominent gable. The addition of another gable has
transformed its character into a wedding cake composition
with the same form repeated in a rising array.

49 and 69 Winfield Street
These buildings appear to have been small houses, but after
they were expanded both their scale and form changed
significantly.

49 Winfield Street.
Photo by Knapp
Architects, 2014.

69 Winfield Street. Photo
by Knapp Architecfis, 2014.

1768 Sanchez Street. Photo by
property owners, 2014.

1793 Sanchez Street. Photo by
property owners, 2014.

1782 Sanchez Street. Photo by
property owners, 2014.
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73 and 77 Winfield Street
These houses, originally larger than the subject property, were
apparently expanded vertically without raising the original
ridgeline. But at 73 Winfield Street, the dormer additions are
fairly prominent when viewed obliquely from either side, while
the addition at 77 Winfield Street is so inconspicuous even
from the side that many people might not notice it.

9. Conclusion

The subject property, 1784 Sanchez Street, was built in 1893
(based on water tap records) and is a simple cottage typical of
the houses occupied by blue collar San Franciscans of its day.
Although it appears to be little altered from its original design,
it does not appear individually eligible to the California
Register. But the lot on which the property is located was
originally part of a lot that comprised present-day lots 14 and
14A-D. Block books and Sanborn maps show that as the
Fairmount Tract was subdivided in the last quarter of the 19th
century, this large lot remained intact even as almost all the
others in Fairmount Tract Block 25 (present-day Assessor's
Block 6653) were subdivided and began to be built out. After
the 1906 earthquake and fire, the lot was divided into the five
current lots and by 1915 each of the five lots was built out.
These modest structures were the homes for families who
were strongly representative of the working people who
populated the subject neighborhood and similar ones in the
historically important years when San Francisco rebuilt. Lot
14D is now vacant, but the other four retain the houses which
continue to convey the intensive build-out which occurred in
areas a short distance beyond the devastating fire which
followed the earthquake.

1784 Sanchez Street

73 Winfield Street. Photo by
Knapp Architects, 2014.

The owners of the house wish to expand the one-bedroom =~
structure for their growing family. They have delineated two ~—
options for an addition: one would replace the shed-roofed ._•
storage room at the back of the house with atwo-story J
addition, while the other would be limited to the existing
building footprint but would add a second story over most of
the existing building. The former option would result in very
little change to the appearance of the house from the street
because it would be set far back, and it would be reversible 77 Winfield Street. Photo by

under Standard 10. Although a person standing directly in front Snapp Architects, 2014.

of the house would not be able to see the addition from the
front, at a southern or northern offset from the house centerline the addition would be visible;
and someone walking on the opposite side of Sanchez Street would be too likely to see it--and
would not experience the house as a modest, turn-of-the-century home to a middle-class family.
Because it would significantly change the apparent size and massing of the existing house, and
would not be reversible because it would require demolition of most of the existing roof, it would
not conform to Standards 9 and 10 and would be somewhat problematic under Standards 2 and
5, so that overall it would not conform to the Secretary's Standards.

June 2014 page 22



S



Exhibit S.

Siqhtline* Comparison of the Family's Proposal and the RDT Preferred Addition

(South Elevation)

The Family's Proposal

The RDT Preferred Addition

*The sightline is looking from the east, in line with the home's south side setback.



Exhibit S (continued).

Sightline* Comparison of the Family's Proposal and the RDT Preferred Addition
(North Elevation)

The Family's Proposal

The RDT Preferred Addition

* The sightline is looking from the east, in line with the home's south side setback.
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EXHIBIT T

Block 6653 Building Sizes

lot number building size (s

1 4015
1 A 1708
1 B 1665
1 C 1665
1 D 2100
2 2315
3 1575
4 1759
5 1195
6 1844
7 2312
8 1090
9 2312
10 1316
11 1300
12 1274
13 1689
14 847
14A 1462
14B 1492
14C 1246
14D vacant lot
15 1856
16 1270

lot number building size (sfi~
17 1152
18 2147
20 1764
21 525
22 1408
23 1060
24 1060
25 1180
26 1875
27 1350
29 725
30 700
31 1125
32 1759
33 1525
34 1320
35 1760
36 1541
37 984
38 660
39 1772
40 3114
41 1624

Building areas for 1784 Sanchez taken from architectural plans;
other building areas are estimated from Planning Department records.
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EXHIBIT U

Table of Floor Area Ratios of Nearby Houses

Address Building area
s '

Lot size
sf

FAR

1784 Sanchez (existing) 847 1690 50%

1784 Sanchez (proposed) 1307 1690 77%

1782 Sanchez 1689 1951 86.5%

1786 Sanchez 1462 1498 97.5%

1788 Sanchez 1492 1642 91%

250 Randall 1246 1489 84%

~ Building areas for 1784 Sanchez taken from architectural plans, other building areas are estimated from
Planning Department records.

Page 1 of 1

8443521.2
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EXHIBIT V

The Neighbor's Grounds For Objecting To The Addition Are Unfounded.

While not objecting to the 2003 Variance, in 2010 the Objecting Neighbor expressed concerns
about a high wall on their property and its impact on their light, to which James and Anastasia
made specific concessions (Section 14).

A February 2014 email to my client's architect from the two attorneys next door (the "Objecting
Neighbor") listed the following concerns:

1. Negative Impacts on light, privacy, and their own open space
2. The addition would not preserve trees and plants in their backyard
3. The addition would cause seismic, water and structural issues, to their home.

Despite significant additional concessions (Section 14), further communication states they now
want no change to the first floor expansion, and only a 3' to 5' deep second floor over it; no
expansion at the front of the building, and constraints on the height of both first and second
floors.

The Residential Design Guidelines recognize that building expansion is not without effect, and
the Proposal includes a number of the RDG-recommended accommodations, which my clients
have made.

Light. RDG recognizes that there may be some reduction in light with building expansion. The
Proposal includes setbacks and open railings as suggested by the Design Guidelines. We
believe that any diminution of light into the rear yards of the adjacent building will be incremental
and relatively small, and will not substantially affect nearby rear yards.

Privacy. The Design Guidelines recognizes that there may be some loss of privacy with building
expansion. James and Anastasia will utilize high clerestory windows on the north side to protect
the privacy of the Objecting Neighbors, as suggested by the RDG.

The building at 270-272 Randall is the primary impingement on available light both for its own
small rear yard as well as for nearby neighbors at 1772-1774, 1782 and 1784 Sanchez. 270-
272 Randall, including atop-floor addition and rear stairs, occupies over 90% of the lot. At the
shared property line with 1784 Sanchez, this buildings structure is 2'/2 stories tall, and is three
stories high relative to 1782 Sanchez.

The neighbors at 1782 Sanchez Street maintain their trees and other plants high around the
boundary of their rear yard, even above the existing 6' fence at the property line with 1784
Sanchez Street (Exhibit Y). Extending the first floor to the rear, even at a height of 10', will not
significantly impact the light to 1782 Sanchez, as that part of the addition will be mostly hidden
behind their own landscaping. The first story will also not be significantly visible to any
neighbors further north.

My clients are perplexed by the Objecting Neighbor's concern about privacy since they chose to
install a bay window during their 2008 remodel, with side windows that overlook and are
prominently visible from James and Anastasia's property.



Seismic and structural issues will be addressed by a licensed structural engineer and it is the
Building Department and not Planning Staff that makes sure all seismic and other laws are met.
Water drainage will improve since additional roof area will be tied into an underground waste
line and additional French drains will be installed outside the perimeter of any new foundation
work in the rear (which the neighbors at 1782 Sanchez neglected to do with their addition).
Protection of existing plantings will of course be the duty of the builder.

Timeline of Contacts With the Objecting Neighbor Next Door:
8/8 to 8/11/10. Emails with Mr. Grumbach and Ms. Poole to set up meeting
8/12/10. Meeting with Mr. Grumbach
8/13/1 q to 8/14/10. Emails with Mr. Grumbach and Ms. Poole

9/1/10. Meeting with Mr. Grumbach.
9/13 to 9/14/10. Emails with Mr. Grumbach to set up meeting
9/15/10. Meeting with Mr. Grumbach -
9/16/10. Follow up email to Mr. Grumbach and Ms. Poole about 9/15/10 meeting

6/20/13. Meeting with Mr. Grumbach (only attendee at the pre-submittal meeting)

1/16, 1/21 and 1/22/14. Telephone calls to Ms. Ilene Dick
2/2/14. Meeting with Ms. Poole

2/2 to 2/3/14. Emails with Mr. Grumbach and Ms. Poole to set up meeting

2/3/14. Meeting with Mr. Grumbach
2/17/14. Follow up email to Mr. Grumbach about 2/3/14 meeting
2/18/14. Emails with Mr. Rogers, Jacqui Sweet (Andy Rogers' office) and Mr. Grumbach.



Meting ]astnigl3t

~u~rj~€: M~et~ng last sight

from: Anastasia Micheals <nasa~iri@~acbel],nety

Qete: s/S~E,~za1n 6:2~ Piro
Ta. Anth~ary G~um~a~ch ~a~rumfaach~►fbrati.cam>
G~: Date P~raie €kpaa6e@nrrJ~.vtg>, lames NEon~chke fjames@rnr~nschke.€om>

Dear A,nthan~~,

Thank you fir corning bye last night. Based on ~~~ur verbal approval far
the modifications w~ pres-tinted to you on 3Ji, we will proceed with
~nter~iewing and hiring an architect, and having the rtew plans prepared
for submattal to the Planning Department.

Thanks,
Anastasia and games

1 of Y 3/16f20149:49,'tM
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Exhibit W.

Map of Neighborhood Supporters for the Family's Proposal
(41 Neighbors Shown Below)

150 foot radius

300 foot radius
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Exhibit W.

Letters in Support of the Monschke Family's Proposal Have Been Received

from the Following 22 Neighbors

Name Address

Eleanor Drey and Rennie Saunders 1712 Sanchez

Tom Brady 1717 Sanchez

Steven and Cynthia Walker 1719 Sanchez

Mary Walsh 1721 Sanchez

Walt and Murni Knoepfel 1723 Sanchez

Rockne Beeman 1727 Sanchez

Tom Peck and Judith Diaso 1740 Sanchez

Joan and Dan Lionberger and Family 1749 Sanchez

Linda and Dan Pucillo 1751 Sanchez

Velma Parness 1754 Sanchez

John Hays and Sally Payson Hays 1775 Sanchez

Angel Garza and Richard Olson 1777 Sanchez

Steven Hyman 1781 Sanchez

Kathy Setian 1783 Sanchez

Fred and Judy Auda 1785 Sanchez

Jason and Roxanna Young 1795 Sanchez

Stephen Major and Elizabeth Arnold 250 Randall

Vaughn Spurlin and Myrna Dayne 253 Randall #1

Lindsay Andrews and Frederic Marangone 253 Randall #2

Julie and Rusty Larner 391 30th

Barry Milgrom 56 Chenery

Kristen Hansen and Family 652 Duncan



Exhibit W (continued).

Petitions in Support of the Monschke Family's Proposal Have Been Received

from the Following 22 fVeighbors

Name Address

Henry and Jennifer Sultan 1696 Sanchez

Kevin and Lee Dwyer 1716 Sanchez

Kyra Baele 1725 Sanchez

Peter Kelsch 1747 Sanchez

Frank Furguson tenant 1753 Sanchez

Bell Moen 1755 Sanchez

Alan Vitolo 1768 Sanchez

Travis Marquette and Owen Alun 1779 Sanchez

Emmajean Meza 1786 Sanchez

Ray Allgood 1788 Sanchez

Douglas and Barbara Konecky 1789 Sanchez

Valerie Flesch 227 Randall

Chris Tiernan 239 Randall

Edsel Musni and Family 240 Randall

Frank Brady 273 Randall

Brian and Ariana Downing 278 Randall

Ryan Malloy 283 Randall

Jamie Trevathan 288 Randall

Carolina O'Daly and Kieran branch 41 Harper

Linda and Jose Rodriguez 71 Harper

Nancy and Sidney Thompson 93 Harper

Loren Scott 98 Whitney



City of San Francisco

Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San ~rancisca, CA 94103

Juiy 27, 2014

To whom it may concern,

We are the owners of 250 Randall St. Our home is located two parcels south of the 1784 Sanchez

property.

We have had the opportunity to review the original plans for the addition to 1784 Sanchez as well as the

revised plans that have the majority of the addi#ion located in the center of the home.

We are of the opinion that the revised plans wiMl be in contrast with the esthetic of this home specifically

as well as the architecture of homes the neighborhood. We feel that the original plans are much more

tasteful and in keeping with the surrounding homes.

We also believe that the original plans, including the extension of the home an additional five feet into

the yard, are prudent and would prefer that the extension ga back into the yard rather than extending

upwards.

Anecdotally, we have had conversations with other neighbors who share the same opinions.

Regards,

Stephen Major &Elizabeth Arnold

250 Randall St.



1783 Sanchez Strut
San ]~rancisco, CA 941 i1

.f ulv 10, 20l 4

Sa~~ !~'ranciscn t'lannin~ DeE~artnlcnl
1650 Mission St., Suite 4U0
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Building Permit for t784 Sanchez St., San Francisco

Uear Reader,

1 live across the street from Anastasia Micheals and .Tames M~nschke. I recently ceccivcd

plans and drawings for an addition to the rear o{~my nei~IlbOl''S IIOLI5E at 1784 Sanchez ~trect,

including the plan submitted by the owners and the alternate pl~u~ proposed by the Planni~~~

De}aartt~~ent. [ am writing in support of the plan preferred by the owners. They hati~e been food

~~ei~;hbors for many years, and. it would he a tragedy for San Francisco to lose a family such as this

dt,~e to the unaffordability c~l'the City's alternate peoposal.

Their borne has a lovely, historic Victorian facade, but the size of the home is toc~ small fcu•

a Family. I believe the best solution would preserve the home's character b}~ putting the addition

in the rear orthe building w]iere it will have miniil~al impact on the view ti•om the street. and fi•c7i1~

my house.

Although in general I suppo~~t the preservation of'o~cn space in our beck yards. i~~ this case

the back of the lot is more o1' a coru~r lot than arnica-block lot. Whi(e the 1lousc appears to b~

~l~id-block ti•om tl~e front, in the back, CI.UC: f0 lI1G SIl£iPp angle il~ade by Randall St. wiH~ Sanc:h~r 5t..

tht lot in question adjoins other odd-shaped lots iii proxiu~ity tv the triangular c-corner. "1'he:ref~~re.

the back yard is isolated f:com the mid-block open space. in a~ly event, the requested addition c>nl~

acids live f~:et to tl~e existing structure.

In sun~mary, I sup}~ort the addition proposed by Anastasia Micheals and James Monschkc.

If you have any questions about my opinion oil this matter, please feel feee to contact me.

Sincerely.

`~CC ~ ~,r,

K3[~1}' ~C11~31'1

f~onleo~uncr of 1783 Sanchez St. f~~r 27 years



~te~e~ ~. ~prr~~r~
i~tortc ~RritimQ ~re~erbativn

Mr. Michael Smith
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

have been a neighbor of Anastasia and her family since they moved into the neighborhood. My home at
1781 Sanchez Street, where I raised my son, is directly across the street from their house.

have reviewed their plans for a five foot e~ension to the rear of their house, with a second story above
that. I supported their plan in 2002 when it was previously approved and I still support it today.

Many of us have extended our houses to the rear at multiple stories, as Anastasia and James want to do.
It is the preferred method of expansion on our block. I have seen the existing small room at the rear, and
it seems too small to be used as living space. This is a very modest expansion which will make the room
livable and allow them to stay in the city. Our addition has enabled us to remain in San Francisco,
educate and raise our son here as James and Anastasia would like to do.

understand that the Planning Department no longer wants to allow them to expand back, but instead
wants them to add a second story to their house. A second story addition would be out of character for
their house. It would be visible from the street to pedestrians, and highly visible from my house. The roof
line of a second story over the middle of the house, as for example at 1782 Sanchez, detracts from the
appearance of the house and the block.

It is already expensive to raise a child in the City. Adding a second story is a much more expensive option
than what they propose, and I feel that they should be allowed to create a second bedroom for their
daughter in a way that is affordable. I would like to keep Anastasia and her family as neighbors, and
letting them expand to the rear will give them the room they need for their family at a much lower cost
than building a second story as the City seems to prefer.

am a retiree of the National Park Service, where i worked and retired as the Historic Preservation Officer
for the San Francisco Maritime NHP. I appreciate That Anastasia and James have taken great care to
beautify it with a new paint job, using historic colors, and replacing their front porch with awell-built,
historically appropriate and pleasing design. I urge you to allow them to expand in their preferred
fashion.

Thank you,

~-~— ~ '

Steven Hyman
1781 Sanchez Street

1781 ~attr~je3 ~itreet, Ali ~CAICClgCO, ~CttCifnr~tia 9413 l -2740



July 25, 20114

Mr. Michael Smith

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Wit., Suite 40~

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Smith:

We are writing to support the proposed renovations at 1784 Sanchez Street submitted by Anastasia

Michaels and James Monschke. We live directly across the street from them and have known Anastasia

since she was very young.

We have seen the proposed and alternate plans drawings submitted by Anastasia and James and favor

the plans submitted by them, we see no reason why their plans should not be accepted as we and

others agree that their plan are most suitable and will not affect the character of the neighborhood and

we feel that it is unreasonable for them to take a more expensive route when this is the best solution for

Anastasia and lames.

Thank you far the attention to this matter and we hope their permit will be issued sa that begin their

journey to renovate their home.

Sincerely, ~ ~~

Angel M. Garza

-,

~ ~. ~...?`o'

Richard L. Olson

177 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 94131



1740 Sanchez Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
June 29, 2014

San Francisco City and County
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Anastasia Michaels and James Monschke,
1784 Sanchez Street request for building permit

Dear Sir or Madam,

We are writing you on behalf of our neighbors, Anastasia and James, to ask you to approve the plans
that they have submitted for an addition to their family home, and to ask your office to withdraw your
alternative plans which are cost prohibitive and not in keeping with their plans and intentions to meet
their ̀ amity's needs vrith~n their budget.

Let me tell you a couple of things about our block and its residents that you probably do not know. One
of our neighbors was born in the house she now lives in; families that have lived here for years, working
and raising their children, are now retired; there is a recent widower raising his two daughters, a widow,
a doctor, a number of active retirees like ourselves, a musician, a house painter, a contractor, an actor,
psychologist, teachers, a nurse. a firefighter, and more. Most all of us live in Edwardians built around
1903. We are the relative new-comers, having moved from the first block of Sanchez Street to this, the
last block, in 2005. Most of us own our homes, I think. We're friendly, but not nosey.

So Anastasia and James and their daughter, Elizabeth, are the youngest family on our block. And as
you may know, Anastasia has some history here, growing up at 1784, and now would like to preserve
that history by keeping her family home, improving it and raising James' and her child in it. How
wonderful it is for us "older folks" to see, and be neighbors with, a young family which has a sense of
history! How out of the ordinary that is today.

The 1700 block of Sanchez has two annual events which help define its uniqueness. For many years
now, it has hosted one of the outstanding Halloween blocks in the city. Most of us decorate our homes,
and we sit outside with our candy to welcome the hundreds-yes hundreds!, of children in costume with
their parents, walking up one side and down the other of our block trick-or-treating. Some parents tell
us they've been bringing their children here for years, that it's safe and manageable and fun and that
their children start talking about it in September of each year.

Of course, 1700 Sanchez has a block party, usually in early October. It's a pot luck; a couple of
neighbors pull out their barbeques and fire them up. Station 11 sends a truck and crew; last year, a
hook and ladder. A couple of years ago, one of the firefighters painted out that he'd grown up just down
at the corner on 30 h̀ and Sanchez. Police officers on patrol stop by to say hello. Our own Board of
Supervisors member has come by to visit and chat. We break bread together and visit. It's our block,
our neighborhood, in a city we love.

We'd like the San Francisco Planning Department to let Anastasia and James improve their home the
way they'd like to and stay within their budget. Please let them.

Sincerely,

~~ ~~ ~ ~~~
Tom Peck and Judy Diaso



To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing this letter in support of Anastasia Micheals' and James Monschlce's proposed
renovation to their home at 1784 Sanchez Street in San Francisco. As a nearby neighbor-, a
fellow parent, and someone who has undergone the arduous process of renovating a home
in order to keep our family in the city, [stand in full support of this family's efforts to
modify the envelope of their home as they propose to do.

Anastasia's and James' proposal seems to address several important factors:

~ First, their pi,oposal shows considetsatior, fot~ current and iutui e tieiglibors try
setting the addition far back from the street and thereby preserving the home's
traditional appearance from the street.

~ Second, their proposed renovation is very modest in terms of incremental square
footage; addressing their bare minimum requirements rather than seeking to "max
out" the allowabCe development footprint within thei~~ property.

• Third, their renovation - by matching their available budget and allowing them to
stay within their historic family home -keeps one more family in the city and
strengthens the sense of community that every San Francisco neighborhood strives
to build and maintain.

7C should also be noted that this family was granted a variance for the same proposal in
2002; the Planning Department initially saw the merits of this plan. I have immense
respect for the work of the Planning Department; the department and all of the individual
planners with which we worked were extremely helpful to us throughout our family's own
renovation process. I also admit not knowing all of the factors that may weigh into the
Planning Department's cul-rent, changed position on this project. But I strongly empathize
with ~inasiasia and fames, and whai ihey are trying to do.

Eight years ago, shortly after marrying, my husband and I embarked on a similar journey to
renovate our small Noe Valley home (652 Duncan Street) into one that could accommodate
a family. The permitting process was long and difficult, but we got there in the end. Today,
we and our children are thriving as citizens of San Francisco; the city has been a wonderful
place to raise our• kids.

We wish for the same outcome For Anastasia, James, and their small daughter. Please
approve their version of the proposed renovation, since it seems to offer the best alignment
of needs among planning, the neighborhood, and the family.

Sincerely,
Kristin Hansen

J
`\

~~'~?~ ~ ti~~---~—

652 Duncan Street
Icjordahl@yahoo.com



City of San Francisco Planning Department
Re: 1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA
Building application for Anastasia Micheals and James Monschke

July 21, 2014

Dear Sirs or Mesdames,
My name is Barry Milgrom. I live at 56 Chenery Street, a few blocks from the Micheals/Monschke

family. But more importantly, I have known the family for over 30 years and i am familiar with the

limitations of raising a family in a structure as small and limited as the home at 1784 Sanchez.

was a close friend and a business colleague of Martha Mihalopoulos. Martha, who passed away a

couple of years ago, is the mother of Anastasia Michaels, who lives at the 1784 Sanchez Street property

with her husband and daughter. Martha lived at the Sanchez property with her husband and her 2

daughters for many years, until her retirement, when her daughter and son-in-law took title, i am

friends with both of Martha's daughters and their families.

Anyone who has ever visited the Sanchez property immediately sees that the house is very small,

probably one of the smallest houses in the neighborhood. It is a one bedroom and one bathroom house

with under 850 square feet of living space. And even that limited living space includes a small addition

on the back of the house that can generously be described as Spartan. The property is a very small space

in which to raise a child. Clearly, an addition to the Sanchez house is something that one would expect

to see in the near future and something people have probably anticipated for many years.

The Micheals/Monschke family is not a rich family nor are they real estate developers. They are simply

seeking a modest addition to their home to make it a two bedroom and two bathroom house in which

they can raise their daughter. Even after the addition that they propose, the Sanchez property will still

be smaller than the vast majority of the houses in the neighborhood.

While i am not an expert, the addition proposed by the Micheals/Monschke family seems eminently

reasonable in size and scope. They propose to add a few feet to the back of the house and to add a

second floor to the rear of the house. As I understand it, the addition and second floor would not be

visible from the street. This seems to make better sense than the design which appears to be favored by

the Planning Department, which doesn't take issue with the proposed addition or its size, but suggests

instead that the second floor be placed in the middle of the house. As I understand it, the addition

would then be visible from the street. Probably more importantly, that change would substantially

increase the construction costs, perhaps doubling them. I am not familiar the thoughts of the Planning

Department in preferring that the second floor be in the middle of the house. Undoubtedly, there are

some good reasons for taking that position. But i would think that the Planning Department would take

reasonable steps to accommodate young families who grew up in the neighborhood and who are

making relatively small additions to their homes. This seems to be just such a situation. And an

accommodation in this matter absolutely seems appropriate.

ation.



1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at
1784 Sanchez Street. We have looked at the property owners' drawings both far a preferred
extension of the back of the house of 5 feet with a 2~d story at the back and of an alternative
that we understand that the Planning Department seems to favor. We ask for approval of the
owners' plans to improve.

Name

s —.

Address

____ _ _—__ — -----

email (optional)

_._...` ___ — --- —

phone (optional}

— — -- ----
— _.._

~. , r" ~ (,,..........~

- -- -----____. _~_. __ - --- _ _- -_____ __ _- 
--I

' ~~



1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at
1784 Sanchez Street. We have looked at the property owners' drawings both for a preferred
extension of the back of the house of 5 feet with a 2"d story at the back and of an alternative
that we understand that the Planning Department seems to favor. We ask for approval of the
owners' plans to improve.

Name Address email (optional) phone (optional)
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1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at

1784 Sanchez Street. We have looked at the property owners' drawings both for a preferred

extension o~the back of the house of 5 feet with a 2"d story at the back and of an alternative
that ~~io ~wnr~cr~tYnr~ that tha P~annina Iloriartmant caamc to fa~inr ~A/P ask fnr annrnval ~f the. b ~...... _ ~' ~'

owners' plans to improve.

tVame Address email (optional) r phone (optional)
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1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at
1784 Sanchez Street. We have looked at the property owners' drawings both for a preferred
extension of tha back of tho house of 5 feet with a 2"d story at the bac►c and of an alternative

that we understand that the Planning Department seems to favor. We ask for approval of the
owners' plans to improve.

Name Address email (optional) phone (optional)

- ---- -- -- -
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1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at

1784 Sanchez Street. We have looked at the property owners' drawings both for a preferred

extension of the back of the house of 5 feet with a 2~d story at the back and of an alternative

that we understand that the Planning Department seems to favor. We ask for approval of the

owners' plans to improve.

Name Address email (optional) phone (optional)
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1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at

1784 Sanchez Street. We have looked at the property owners' drawings both for a preferred

extension of the back of the house of 5 feet with a 2"d story at the back and of an alternative

that we understand that the Planning Department seems to favor. We ask for approval of the

owners' plans to improve.

Name Address email (optional] phone (optional)
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1784 Sanchez Street
San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at
1784 Sanchez Street. We have looked at the property owners' drawings both for a preferred
extension of the back of the house of 5 feet with a 2"`'story at the back and of an alternative
that we understand that the Planning Department seems to favor. We ask for approval of the
owners' plans to improve.

Name Address email (optional) phone (optional)
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1784 Sanchez Street

San Francisco, CA 9413

The undersigned have viewed and are familiar with the plans for a rear addition to the home at

1784 Sanchea Street. We have looked at the,property owners' drawings both for a preferred

extension of the back of the house of 5 feet with a 2"d story at the back and of an alternative

that we understand that the Planning Department seems to favor. We ask for approval of the

owners' plans to improve.

Name Address email (optional) phone (optional)
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MARGARET BRODKIN AND ASSOC{ATES

September 2, 2014

Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Request from Anastasia Micheals and James Monschke for a variance at 1784 Sanchez

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to strongly support the request of Michaels and Monschke for a variance in making
an addition to their home at 1784 Sanchez. The personal circumstances of this family are
compelling: They are a small family of very modest circumstances with deep roots in the city
where they hope to raise their child. They have found an affordable way to make that possible —
by adding two small rooms to a home they currently own. They are just the kind of middle
income family we do not want to push out of the City. However they will be forced to leave
(like so many others) without approval of the variance they seek.

But more important than their particular circumstances is what we are trying to do as a City to
keep families like this one from leaving. The child population of San Francisco has been
declining for several decades, making San Francisco the city in the country with the lowest
percent of children. With the increase in housing costs, the exodus of families is becoming evcn
more extreme. As families vanish from the City, all of our ~olic}nnakers have recognized that
this has a profoundly negative impact on the quality of life for everyone and the future health of
the City, and many, including Mayor Lee, have prioritized the goal of keeping families in San
Francisco. Yet this goal cannot be achieved unless we find specific ways to achieve it. Here is
one specific example of how that can happen.

As a longtime advocate for San Francisco children, the former Director of the Deparnnent of
Children, Youth and their Families and Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth, I urge you
to seize this o~portunit~, to make very reasonable accommodations to promote a policy that is
universally reco~zized as desirable for our beautiful City.

Thank you so much for your consideration. I am sorry that I am unable to attend the upcoming
hearing, but hope that you will understand the importance of keeping families in our City, which
so values its diversity, and the role you can play in achieving this goal.

ly1.o~,~,,,~ 1~
Margaret Brodkin
Former Director, Department of Children, Youth and Their Families
Margaret Brodkin and Associates
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August 18, 2014

Honorable Cindy Wu, President
San Francisco Planning Commission
City Hall
San Francisco, California

SUBJECT: 1784 Sanchez Street, Monschke

Our organization frequently takes positions that will foster homeownership, particularly for
long-time owners who are forced to contemplate moving from San Francisco because of over-
zealous restrictions imposed by our own local governmental agencies.

Mrs. Monschke has lived in the subject home all her life; her mother brought her up there.
Now, with her husband, she is raising her daughter there, creating a third generation in the
same home. They only have one bedroom that is considered a legal bedroom, so their
daughter is sleeping in the parents' bedroom..

In 2002 they requested and received a variance to add a small addition to the rear of the
house. Serious health problems and job losses occurred and delayed the construction. Now
the family has reapplied and has been told to get abrand-new variance since the other had
expired, despite the demolition work they'd started. When they re-applied with the exact same
project, however, they were told it was now too big to approve. They were told that, while no
laws or guidelines changed, the design team at Planning is now interpreting the same rules
differently.

This new opinion appears to be ARBITRARY in the extreme. The rear extension is supported by
most of the closest neighbors and by a historical architect. We ask that you approve the rear-
extension plan and let this family provide a bedroom for their child, and, in doing that, helping
us all from losing another family in the city.

STANDING UP fUR fHf RIGHTS Of SAN fRAMCI5C0 SMAI.I PROPENTY OWFIENS ~iHROUGH OUIRFAC H, FUUCATION AND IFGAt CHAI.IfFlGFS
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August 18, 2014

Honorable Cindy Wu, President

San Francisco Planning Commission

c/o Planner Michael Smith, Fourth Floor

San Francisco Planning Department

San Francisco, California

Subject: 1784 Sanchez Street, Monschke

Dear President Wu,

am writing you in the hopes of correcting an inequity occurring at 1784 Sanchez Street, where
Anastasia Micheals and James Monschke are raising their two year old daughter; Elizabeth Manschke.
Anastasia's parents, a deckhand with the Inland Boatman's Union and aviolinist/secretary, bought the
home decades ago, when Anastasia was just one year old. Anastasia was raised in the home and bought
it from her mother when she retired, and is now raising a third generation San Franciscan in the family
home.

Elizabeth is a teacher with the public state university system, and James is a computer programmer who
has had long periods of underemployment. Both have extenuating circumstances and high medical
expenses, for ongoing back and neck injuries and for Type-1 diabetes. The couple are dedicated San
Franciscans, have made a commitment to raise their daughter in San Francisco, and simply cannot afford
to purchase a new home or to move within the City. Their only choice is to renovate their family home.

The home is situated on a tot that is shallower and narrower than much of Sanchez Street, and in 2002,
the family applied for and were granted a variance by the City to extend their existing rear 1-story utility
room back 5 feet into the rear yard, and then build a second story above, providing an addition of 300
square feet that could help accommodate a bedroom for their young daughter, who currently sleeps
with Ms. Michaels and Mr. Monschke in the only legal bedroom in the home.

The family took aut building permits and began work on the first phase of the addition project,
relocating their bathroom and washing machine and other fixtures. Before they could begin Phase 2,
removing the one-story rear room and building the five-foot deeper, new two story addition, financial
difficulties and declining physical health prevented them from carrying out the project.

265Ivy Slietl, Srtn Francircu, California 94/02
Tcicphanc: (915) 255-2l88 Far: (415) "155-1112 www.rfiui,nrg



San F~ ancisco Apa~ tment Association

In June 2013, the family submitted a variance application to the City for the same work, with an
additional 95 square feet to enclose an outdoor staircase, which does not require a variance. This was a
modest addition without substantially changing the structure or appearance of the building, and would
accommodate a growing family and allow them to stay in San Francisco and particularly on Sanchez
Street, as their generations before them did.

Unfortunately the Planning Department has now stated that Ms. Michaels and Mr. Monschke should not
expand at the rear, and instead advised a costly 2-story addition over the middle of the house. The
Planning Department's suggestion, in addition to being much more costly, also would be visible to the
street, and would sit atop one of the oldest buildings on the block with an original exterior. 1784
Sanchez was built in 1893 and the family would strongly prefer to preserve the home's historic
appearance from the street. A preservation consultant has also reported to the City that the Planning

Department's suggestion would not be compliant with the Secretary of Interior's Guidelines for historic
properties. Their preferred addition to the rear of the house would NOT significantly change the
appearance of the house from the street.

Ms. Michaels and Mr. Monschke and their daughter Elizabeth have very strong neighbor and

neighborhood support for their preferred, rear yard addition, and the support of a historical architect. A
number of neighbors have written letters of support on their behalf. I am not aware of any objections
to the project, other than from the Planning Department itself.

We ask for your support in helping approve the rear extension to 1784 Sanchez Street. In doing so, you
wil{ allow this family to provide a bedroom for their child, and will help prevent the bureaucracies of San

Francisco from pushing out yet another family from the boundaries of our fair City. Please, help San

Franciscans find a way to stay in San Francisco. Your consideration on approving the rear extension at

1784 Sanchez, which had been approved by the Planning department ten years ago is requested and

greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

_ ~~

Ja n New

Executive Director

San Francisco Apartment Association

415.255.2288 ext. 12

2651vy .Street, San Francir~a, California 99102
Telephone: (415)255-2288 Far.• (9!5)255-1112 u~ww.sf~a.org
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Cindy Wu, Commission President
San. i~rancisco .P.(~nning C01111111SS1011
1 C50 NlisSion Street. Suite 400
Sa~z F'cancisco. CA 9103
September 8, 2014

Dear Coinissioner Wu,

My name is Hene Kelly. I am a retired San Francisco teacher and a present member of the San
Francisco Democratic County Central Committee. I am writing to you on behalf of a young family
residing at 1784 Sanchez Street in San Francisco. This is the family home of Anastasia Micheals
who resides here with her husband, James Monschke, and their two year old daughter. Elizabeth.
Anastasia has lived there since she was one.

Anastasia bought the home from her mother. The house is small, 847 square feet of living space,
with only one bedroom and one bathroom. As a result, Elizabeth sleeps in our bedroom with her
parents. As she is getting older, that is more difficult.

The family wants to live in San Francisco, send their daughter to public school in San Francisco, and
spend their hard earned money in San Francisco. They cannot afford to buy another house. San
Francisco would benefit from more young families wanting to live and raise their families in our
neighborhoods.

In 2002, the family applied and were granted a variance by the City to extend the existing rear 1—
story utility room back 5 feet into our rear yard, and then build a 2"d story above, an addition of 300
square feet. They took out building permits and began work on Phase 1 of the addition project.
Unfortunately, before they could begin Phase 2 health, and subsequently monetary problems,
interfered. In 2013, they submitted a variance application to the City for the same work (with one
exception, an additiona195 square feet to enclose an outdoor staircase on the side of the building, but
that does not require a variance). This would provide a bedroom for us and let us convert a narrow 8
foot deep utility area to a living room/family room. Elizabeth could then have her own room in the
bedroom that she now shares with us.
This is a modest rear addition that the family can afford. With only minor demolition at the rear of
the building and a new addition there, they would not have to disturb the rest of the building, which
would add a lot to the cost.

However, the San Francisco Planning Department has now ruled that it favors a costly 2-story
addition over the middle of the house. The house was built in or before 1893. A 2-story addition over
the middle of the house would be visible to the street, and would sit atop one of the oldest buildings
on the block with an original exterior.

A preservation consultant has reported to the City that the option favored by Planning would not
comply with the Secretary of Interior's Guidelines for historic properties, since it would be too easily
seen from the street. There is strong neighbors support for the preferred addition, and a number of
them have written letters on behalf of Anastasia Micheals and James Monschke.



The preferred addition at the rear of the house would not significantly change the appearance of the
house from the street. It would be affordable, and it would allow this family to stay and raise a
family in San Francisco. I am adding my support to this project because I believe that San Francisco
needs families to survive. Our schools need children to survive. Our small businesses need families
to survive. Do not cause another family to leave this city. Instead, please grant Anastasia Micheals
and Jaines Monschlce the permit they seek.

Sincerely,

\J ~h~~ ~ ,~~,

_ y l

Y

Hene Kelly
415-533-5244
7040 Geary Boulevard
San Francisco, CA 94121



Michael J. Sullivan
59 Woodland Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94117

July l7, 2014

Michael Smith
Planning Deparhncnt
1660 Mission Street, r~cti, rioo,~
San l~rancisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Smith:

I ~m ~ member of the board of directors of SF Moderates (formerly Plan C San Francisco). I am
writinb in connection with a permit request by Anastasia Michaels and James Monsche. 'Phis
couple owns ~ small home in District 8, and they want to add one bedroom and one bath and
about 400 square Icet, because their two year old daughter sleeps in their own bedroom. My
tu~derstandin~; is that the couple obtained a variance over five years ago for a rear yard addition
of live to eight Peet at two floors. "They started work, but did not complete the work bec~~use they
I'111 Oltt Off'money, and Anastasia had to quit work due to health reasons, thCll IlC IOSI I11S
job, Now that their child is born and their finances have improved, they are seeking ~l }~Cl'illit l0
restart the work.

The couple has been encountering difficulties getting the permit, notwithstanding that (i) the
Planning Deparhnent had already approved the variance in the past, and (ii) no neighbors arc
complaining. Eve~1 though no neigliboi•s lead requested Discretionary Review during the 3U days
to do so, the I'lannirig Departme~it is initiating its own disci•etio~lary review by the Pl~ll111111~
Commission and will recommend disapproval.

1 am not often motivated to write on behalf of parties whom 1 do not know well and where [ have
nothing ~~ersonally at stake, but this seems to me to be an example ol~where the 1'I~lllillil~
Department can assist a young San Francisco couple to stay in San rrancisco by granting the
variance and issuing the permit —and where the failure to do so is unsupnortablc. I strongly urge
you to do so.

Very truly yours,

Michael .i, Sullivan
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VALLEY H E RA PY
professional care with a personal touch far 25 years

July 2, zo ~ 4
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

To Whom It May Concern:

I am a thirty plus year resident, home owner, and small business owner in Noe Valley. My

husband and I raised our two daughters in our home on Day Street and 1 built a physical therapy

practice a few blocks away on Sanchez Street. I knew Anastasia's mother, Martha, and Anastasia

through the years as a client, neighbor, as well as a friend. It has been my distinct pleasure to see

her family grow with the addition of James and her daughter Elizabeth.

I strongly support their modest request to change their family home to accommodate their

growing family's needs without changing the overall character oi'the house and also their need to

be as economical as possible to accomplish that goal. Cost of the expa~lsion is particularly

important to this family, as Anastasia's health problems have affected leer ability to work full

time. There is the additional financial burden of raisin; a child in our city that is becoming more

costly and prohibitive to families.

I have seen many homes in our neighborhood "remodeled" into two and three srory modem

style buildings that don't maintain the original character of the home or neighborhood and are

clearly being completed at great expense

Allowing Anastasia and her family to add five feet to the existing footprint of the home is a

more cost effective answer for them than a second story addition, while maintaining the original

character of the house as it was intended.

Please consider this at their planning bearing.

Sincerely.

G

aren Shaney~e~l't:'

15?9 Sanchez Street San Pra~~cisco, California 9/ 131 / 15 821 41~'+8 Fax / 15 821 X00/



Planning Department
City of San Francisco

Dear Madam or Sir,

DI'.PAR'1'MGN'P Of Cllf?~915'fRl' ~L Bic)CI11•:AtIS'I'R1'

1600 Ffollo~va~~ /~vcnuc

San I~r~ncisco, Cn 9413211103

~I~cl: 415/33 R-1238

1'~~: 41 ~/i38-2384

July 21, 2014

I am writing this letter of recommendation and support for Anastasia Micheals who is an instructor

and Faculty member in our department at San Francisco State University. 1 have worked directly

with Anastasia for several semesters after she took over my class, CHEM 327, Practical GC and

HI'LC. Sloe is an excellent teacher, dedicated to her job and with a passion for the students.

Anastasia is exactly the kind of instructor we need at SFSU for her excellent technical skills and her

outstanding rapport with the students; she consistently gets high ratings from her students and the

other faculty ►nembers.

[ know from our conversations that Anastasia is a native San Franciscan still living in the home

where she grew uU. [have heard her describe their modest plans to expand their small historic

home. 1 understand that the planning process is complex but would appreciate any consideration

which can be given to help keep a San Franciscan native and a fine teacher in her home.

Chemistry 327 is a senior level, special topics class in analytical instru►nentation covering gas
chromatography (GC) and high pressure liquid chromatography (HPLC). I developed the class and

offered it to students through the Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry at SFSU from Springy

of 2009 until Spring of 2013 when Anastasia took over. We co-taught the class in that semester and

1 have kept close contact with Anastasia and the class over the last year ~;ivin~ occasional lectures

and attending some of the laboratory sessions. Obviously, I have a special interest in the class, and

1 am very pleased that we have such a competent instructor to continue it.

Sincerely, ; /,

G

es Partridge, Ph.
San Francisco State; niversity
Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry
1600 Holloway Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94 (32
LGP u,sfsu.edu

Thll? (:ALIf~ORNIA 57'A'I'E UI~tTVIiR51TY: Hakcrsficld, Cl~anncl Islands, Chico, Domingucc I(ills, fast Bay, frccnu, Fullerton, }lumhotdt, LonK Beach, l.tx Angeles.

,~tarinme Academy, Monterey Bay, Nonfiridge, Pomona, Sacramenro, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, say T.~~~S on~s~~, San Marcos, Sonoma, Seanislaus



about:blank

On 7/28/2014 4:38 PM, Michael Rice wrote:

To Michael Smith, Planning Department:

urge that the 1784 Sanchez Street plans proceed as now proposed by the
applicants. Anastasia Micheals and James Monschke have worked
diligently, both in their 2002 variance application and the current plans, to
provide more space for their family, respect the character of this Victorian
structure, and account for the lot configuration.

Their latest alternative presented to Planning would reduce the rear extension by
two feet at the second floor, with athree-foot side setback at the north property
line on the second floor. These changes would be a good compromise for the lot
configuration.

understand that Planning Department staff may still be recommending
staff-initiated Discretionary Review, with no rear extension, and development
of new space as a second story. The applicants note this approach would
trigger seismic upgrade and make the project financially infeasible.

I am writing this as a neighbor, but as president of the Glen Park Association, I see
every Section 311 notice in the area. The 1784 Sanchez Street plan is well within

the range of additions that are proposed and approved in Glen Park. I also

understand that the Micheals/Monschke plan has received support from many

neighbors. No neighbor has requested Discretionary Review for the project.

Please consider the entire record for this application. The project does not

require Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission.

Thank you for your attention.

Michael Rice
400 Sussex Street

1 of 2 7/29/2014 10:01 AM



August 7, 2014

To whom it may concern,

My name is Jessica Jatnie Winkler. I am a former student and employee of Anastasia Micheals

and a current family friend. I originally met Anastasia in 2007. She was a part time professor at

San Jase State University (SJSU) teaching materials engineering and electron microscopy.

Seven years later, we are still ~~reat friends but many things have changed. In that time, I worked

for her in the materials characterization lab at SJSU, I went through extreme depression, came

out to my family and friends, and graduated from SJSU with two degrees. This would i~ot be

possible without Anastasia's support, academically and emotionally. Working with Anastasia in

her laboratory also gave me the technical and theoretical experience, and, as importantly, the

professional contacts, that allowed me to secure afull-time job before my graduation. For her

part, Anastasia has changed as well. While she and her husband Jaines remain academics with a

library of knowledge in their home, they are now the parents of a two year old girl with

wandering feet. During this time, Anastasia has always held a stable teaching job and has

provided for her immediate and extended family.

Currently, they reside in a very modest home on Sanchez Street in Noe Valley. Their living

space is cramped but they still manage to hold a small Christmas party every year with several

friends. They are alining to upgrade their home to raise their daughter. When Atlastasia was

small, she slept in the living room. She now wishes to provide a ~~rivate bedroom for her

daughter, something that she did not have growing up. I urge you to allow Anastasia and James

to build a cost effective addition which does not include a complete rebuild of the family home,

from the foundation, up. It has been my experience that a re-model is extremely stressful.

Anything that can be done to decrease the scope, contractor coordination, mess, ai d time spelt is

extraordinarily valuable. The backyard addition will be unnoticeable from the street and will not

change the character and feel of the nei~hborhoad.

Anastasia and James are wonderful people and have worked hard to reach this point. They

deserve this opportunity to expand and provide the best for their daughter, Elizabeth.

Sincerely,

Jessica J. Winkler



Planning Department
1650 Mission Street 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
July 2, 2014

Alanning Department Committee

I would like to take a moment to talk about Anastasia Michaels. At San Francisco State
University Anastasia Michaels is identified as Professor Michaels and not "just" Anastasia
Michaels. Professor Michaels is acknowledged as a essential part of San Francisco State
University Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry. Professor Michaels teaches CHEM 327
Gas Chromatogaphy and High Pressure Liquid Chromatography an essential laboratory course
that prepares chemistry students for industry. As a Biochemistry Graduate Student, eve are very
fortune to have Professor Michaels teach this course. Last fall, the department was ~oin~ to
cancel CHEM 327 since the Dr. Partridge, the creator of this course retired. Luckily, Professor
Michaels stepped up to t11e plate. Professor Michaels invested countless hours before lecture in
order to carefully prepare for lecture and laboratory. Sometimes the dlromatography apparatus
where not functioning properly and sure enough Professor Michaels invested her spare time in
order to trouble shoot the instruments. She would even spend time on campus on the weekends
in order to reassure the apparatus where functioning properly.

Besides taking care of her husband and beautiful daughter, Professor Michaels also takes
care of fiall class of undergraduate and graduate students. During the semester, Professor
Michaels invests extra time in carefully grading quizzes, tests and 7+ page lab reports. I'm not
sure how much Professor Michaels gets paid but I'm sure it does not reflect the time and
devotion that she invests on a daily basis. I consider Professor Michaels not only valuable part
the Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry but a role model and an mentor. I am honored to
have met Professor Michaels last fall, she has truly been an inspiring person in my life. Hei•
educational background and endurance motivated me during my undergraduate career to seek
higher education and apply for masters program. Even though Professor Michaels has a busy
schedule during my undergraduate career, she always made time to answer all my questions in
person and via email. She even submitted a» extensive proposal to the dean in order for me to
participate in the creation of new projects involving protein separation.

I can comfortably say, that I can always count on Professor Michaels for any type of
help. It is very difficult to find a professor that can help students on a personal level especially in
a commuter university. Being first generation Mexican-American chemistry student, I have
made it this far due to inspiring professors like Anastasia Michaels. I truly admire Professor
Michaels for pushing me when I wanted to give up. Her time and devotion to her students like
myself reflects her wane and caring personality. Professor Michaels void in the department
would be devastating especially if this void is caused by an increased mortgage rate. Professor
Michaels has a desire to raise her daughter in the wonderful city of San Francisco and continue
to teach at San Francisco State. She has many ideas and projects to bring to the table. I would
like for the person reading this letter or group of people in the committee to take the time to
fulfill Professor Michaels desired housing needs. Students in the Department of Chemistry and



Biochemistry would be educationally disadvantage if CHEM 327 is cancelled due to Professor

Michaels void in the department . I speak on behalf of the students at San Francisco State

University to take the time to consider a better housing option for Professor Michaels.

Thank you,

Jennifer Macias

San Francisco State University
Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry
Graduate Student in Dr. Andrew Ichimura Lab
(650) 218-8895



July 4, 2014

Planning Department

1650 Mission Street Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,

My name is Rose Lacy. I am writing on behalf of the family of Anastasia Micheals. I was a student in Anastasia Micheals'

Gas Chromatography class at San Francisco State University. f greatly enjoyed her class. Anastasia is an excellent mentor

and scientist. It was obvious to us, her students, by the patience she demonstrated that Anastasia cares about our

education and success.

understand she is attempting to obtain your permission for an addition to her house. I respectfully request that you

grant her the permit for the rear addition to her house, to help her minimize her construction costs while adding room

for her growing family.

Anastasia Micheals is a second generation San Franciscan, and she wants to raise her child as a San Franciscan. As you

well know, the cost of living in San Francisco has skyrocketed with the rise of the tech economy. She can neither afford a

larger home in San Francisco, nor afford extensive reconstruction. Unfortunately, without a little more space, just

enough to give her daughter her own bedroom, Anastasia might have to move her family away from San Francisco.

Please do your part to keep fantastic teachers like Anastasia in San Francisco by helping her home expansion to be

affordable. In addition to being more affordable, the expansion for which she is requesting permission has minimal

impact on the historic street view of the home.

Thank you for your consideration,

0

2375 25 h̀ Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94116

phone: (415) 759-7673



Andrew Dina

3150 Rubino Dr. #218

San Jose, CA 95125

July 11, 2014

Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Anastasia Michaels Request for Building Variance

Dear Sir or Madam,

understand that Anastasia Michaels and her family are requesting a permit for a rear addition to their

home at 1784 Sanchez Street, San Francisco. Ms Michaels has requested I write this letter to share my

high regard for her and heartfelt thanks to her wonderful contribution to my success as a recent

engineering graduate from San Jose State University.

Ms Michaels is a teacher extraordinaire. Her outstanding ability to ignite her students passion for

science has proved invaluable to my career. Her fine mentoring expanded from the classroom to

working under her in the SJSU Metrology Center. I consider her contribution and dedication to the

teaching profession to be one of the leading factors in my successful transition from student to

professional engineer.

Ms Michaels was very valuable to San Jose State University and I can only assume she is equally valuable

to San Francisco State University. It is my opinion that the commission should allow the Michaels family

to build an affordable house addition, one suitable to their budget. I feel this is a good way of saying

thank you to a fine educator who has lived in San Francisco, contributing to society, since childhood.

have no doubt the third generation of her family to live in this home, Elizabeth Monschke, will continue

the family's contributions to society while living in San Francisco. I feel it is important for our society to

value our fine educators in such a way. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Qndnecu ̀.~ina

Materials Engineer/Failure Analysis Engineer

Nanolab Technologies



~~~



EXHIBIT Y.

Photograph of 1784 Sanchez Street Rear Looking West





San Francisco Department of
Children, Youth and Their Families

2011 Community Needs Assessment

May 2011



Families with Children

Key Findings

About one in five households in San Francisco consist of families with children.

~+ Over the past few decades families have been leaving San Francisco, and data indicate that
families with children under five may be the most likely to leave. Estimates indicate Afirican
American families are leaving San Francisco at higher rates than families of other
race/ethnicities.

Families with immigrant and undocumented members, LGBTQ parents, families that are
living in public or affordable housing, homeless, orunder-housed, and systems-involved
families face significant challenges. Significant disparities exist in the racial/ethnic
demographics offamilies in public housing, in the child welfare system, and in the special
education system.

~~ Families of many income levels struggle to make ends meet due to San Francisco's high cost
of living.

~{ Parents expressed need for parenting classes and informational workshops, particularly
related to managing children's behavior and supporting their child's success in school, in
addition to a need for parent support groups.

~+ Families need information about services and resources in multiple languages and
accessible formats, and more accessible and affordable transportation to access services.

Many families have access to health insurance and healthy foods although some expressed
unmet needs. Some families expressed a need for mental health services to help families
and family members cope with a variety of challenges and stressors.

Violence at home and in the community impacts families. Families expressed need for open,
sate places for family-centered activities, violence prevention efforts, and safer public
transportation.

According to the 2000 Census, one in five San Francisco households were families with children under age
18. There were 145,186 family households in San Francisco which accounted for 44 percent of all
households, which was an increase in the number of family households from 1990, but a decrease in the
proportion of households that were families given that the non-family households increased at a more
rapid rate.334 Of those family households, only 43 percent or 62,468 had related children under the age of
18 335 Most of those families (54,707) had their own children under the age of 18,336 If subfamilies are

33a Mayor's Office of Housing, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Redevelopment Agency, "2010-2014 Five-Year Consolidated
Plan," San Francisco, 2010.
33s Definition: "Related children" in a family include own children and all other people under 18 years of age in the household, who are
related to the householder, except the spouse of the householder. Foster children are not included since they are not related to the
householder. US Census Bureau, Census 2000.
336 Definition: A family is a group of two people or more related by birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together (one of whom is the
householder -the adult who owns, rents, or otherwise maintains the home). Own children refers to any child under 18 years old who is a son
or daughter by birth, marriage (a stepchild), or adoption. Ibid.



included, the number of families and subfamilies that had children under 18 years old in 2000 was
64,469.337 Since the 2000 Census, estimates predicted that the number of families with related children
under age 18 decreased by about 4,000 to 58,287 families, as shown below. This mirrors a trend in the
decrease in the number of families with children since the 1960s.

Exhibit 54: Families with Related Children, 2005-2009

Estimated count Percent

Married-couple family with related children 
41,241 71%

under 18 years

Male householder (no wife present) with
related children under 18 years 

4,215 7%

Female householder (no husband present)
with related children under 18 years 

12,831 22%

Total 58,287 100%
Source: U. S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2005-2009.

The table below shows that in 2000 among families with their own children, most had children ages six to
17 years old, with less than a third with only children under six years old.

Exhibit 55: Ages of Children in Families with Own Children under 18 years, 2000

Under six years only 14,741 27%

Under six and six to 17 years 8,837 16%
Six to 17 years only 31,129 57%

Total 54,707 100
Source: US Census Bureau, Census 2000

The majority of families with their own children (74 percent) were married couples, and 21 percent were
led by women with no husband present.338 Estimates indicate there may have been an increase in the
proportion of families with children headed by a single mother to 22 percent in 2006-2008, and an increase
of families headed by a single father to seven percent in 2006-08.339 Within households of married couples,
single female, and single male-headed households, 2009 estimates indicate about two percent of children
under age 18 live with grandparents) who are the primary care giver, a slight increase from 2005 and 2007
estimates.3ao

Based on 2000 Census data, several neighborhoods have both the highest proportions offamilies or
subfamilies with children and the highest number of children: Bayview/Hunter's Point (55 percent of
families had children, home to nine percent of the city's children under age 18), Mission/Bernal Heights (51
percent of Mission families had children, 41 percent of Bernal Heights families had children, and 12 percent

337 A subfamily is a married couple with or without children, or a single parent with one or more own never-married children under 18 years

old. A subfamily does not maintain their own household, but lives in the home of someone else. Census variables used: Total families and

subfamilies with own children' (FFHOD), Ibid. Geolytics software; Census variables used:'Male-headed families with own children under 18

years old' (MHWKIDO),'Female-headed families with own children under 18 years old' (FHWKIDO). Department of Public Health,

Environmental Health Section, Summary File 3, Table P12, February 26, 2017, http://www.thehdmt.org/indicators/view/172.
33g US Census Bureau, Census 2000.
339 Male-headed orfemale-headed means no spouse is present in the household. US Census 2000, Geolytics software. Census variables
used:'Total families and subfamilies with own children' (FFHOD),'Male-headed families with own children under 18 years old' (MHWKIDO),
'Female-headed families with own children under 18 years old' (FHWKIDO). Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Section,
Summary File 3, Table P12, accessed February 26, 2011, http://www.thehdmt.org/indicators/view/172.
34o Definition: Percentage of children under age 18 living with grandparents) who provide primary care for one or more grandchildren in the
household. As cited on kidsdata.org, US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, accessed February 26, 2011,
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_tang=en.
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of the city's children under age 18 lived in Inner Mission/Bernal Heights), Visitation Valley (50 percent of

families had children home to eight percent of the city's children under age 18), Outer
Mission/Excelsior/Ingleside (45 percent of Excelsior families and 43 percent of Outer Mission families had

children and 14 percent of the city's children under age 18 lived in this area).347 The map below indicates

the proportion offamilies with children under 18.

Exhibit 56: Proportion of families with Children Under 18 Years Old

Proportion of Families with Children Under
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Source: US Census 2000. Created by San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Section.

Family Flight

The child population has declined significantly over the past several decades, while the overall city
population has increased. In 1960, there were 181,500 children in San Francisco, and by 2010 there were
107,500. The number of children living in the City remained relatively constant between 1980 and 1990,

391 Data on proportion offamilies with children is by planning neighborhood. Planning neighborhoods are larger geographic areas then

census tracts. Data on the number of children under age 18 is by zip code. US Census 2000, Geolytics software. Census variables used:'Total

families and subfamilies with own children' (FFHOD),'Male-headed families with own children under 18 years old' (MHWKIDO),'Female-

headed families with own children under 18 years old' (FHWKIDO). Summary File 3, Table P12. San Francisco Department of Public Health,

Environmental Health Section; http:/1www.thehdmt.org/indicators/view/172. US Census Bureau, Census 2000.



with a slight decrease in 2000. The US Census Bureau estimated that the child population increased by
about 10,000 youth between 2000 and 2009, but the latest Census data indicated that the child population
declined by about 5,278 since 2000.

Exhibit 57: Total Population and Child Population (ages 0-17) in San Francisco, 1960-2010
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This decline in the child population over time has been referred to as "family flight." Most factors
considered to contribute to this trend relate to affordability—many families cannot afford San Francisco's
high cost of living and high housing costs.342 For example, more than one in three households (with or
without children) paid more than 30 percent of their income for rent or more than 35 percent for
homeownership costs, which is above the recommended amount of income dedicated to housing for long-
term fiscal sustainability. In addition, many residents, including families, face challenges to owning a home
in San Francisco. The median priced home is $706,214, which only 23 percent of San Francisco households
could afford. Nationally, 60 percent of households can afford to buy a home in their area.343 Accordingly,
forty-four percent of service providers surveyed by DCYF indicated that housing assistance was a frequent
request among the families and youth they serve.344 Other issues that factor into families deciding to leave
the City include challenges with the public education system and safety concerns.

Current data estimates reveal that family flight continues to be a significant trend among families of color.
A citywide task force examining the out-migration of African Americans in San Francisco found that the
number of African American families in San Francisco declined at a disproportionately greater rate than

3^2 Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families, "Tackling Family Flight: Progress Report on the Mayor's Policy Council for Children,
Youth and Families, 2005-2008;' San Francisco, 2008.
3a3 San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Redevelopment Agency, "Draft 2010-2014 Five-
YearConsolidated Plan;' San Francisco, 2010.
344 Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families, "DCYF Provider Survey, 2010 Initial Results," San Francisco, 2010.
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non-family African American households, a troubling trend considering that the number of African
American households in general declined by 20 percent between 1990 and 2000.34s Census data shows a
significant drop in the proportion of African American youth from 11 percent in 2000 to seven percent in
2010, in addition to declines in Asian, Native Hawaiian and Native American youth.3a6

Exhibit 58: Child Population (ages 0-17) in San Francisco by Race/Ethnicity, 2000 and 2010
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Exhibit 59: Likelihood of Leaving San Francisco Among Households with Young Children (under age 6)
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Source: Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor, "City Survey 2009," San Francisco, 2009.

Based on a bi-annual citywide survey conducted in 2005, 2007 and 2009, it appears that "families with
children no longer stand out as more likely to leave the City" than other residents, except families with
children under six years of age who still indicated they are more likely to leave the City than families with
children of older ages. The percentage of parents with children under six years of age who are very or

3"s Office of the Mayor, "Report of the San Francisco Mayor's Task Force on African American Out-Migration," San Francisco, 2009.
396 US Census Bureau, Census 2000 and 2010.



somewhat likely to leave the City has increased from 36 percent in 2007 to 41 percent in 2009—though this
increase remains lower than the 45 percent reported in the 2005 survey. The 2009 survey found that
parents with older children say they are more likely to remain in the City than those with younger
children.347

Immigrant Families

San Francisco has a long history of being home to immigrants and their families, and has historically had a
large and diverse immigrant population. In 1989, elected officials passed the "City and County of Refuge"
ordinance which prohibits City employees from helping immigration enforcement officials with
investigations or arrests unless required by federal or state law or warrant. This ordinance helps
immigrants access city services.3aa In 2000, the foreign-born population in the City reported more than 70
countries as their place of birth. Immigrants move to San Francisco for a variety of reasons ranging from
pursuing better economic opportunities or reunifying with family members to seeking political asylum
after fleeing their home country. Given the diversity among the City's immigrant population there is no
one "immigrant experience" in San Francisco. However, data and community input sessions indicated that
some immigrants face similar challenges such as language barriers, legal status, discrimination,
employment, and low educational attainment, all of which can impact their ability to help their children
succeed.3a9

According to the 2000 Census, San Francisco was ranked as the fifth in terms of percentage offoreign-born
residents among the 68 US cities with a population of at least 250,000. The 2000 Census found that 37
percent of San Francisco's population was foreign born, compared to 26 percent statewide. San Francisco
has an estimated 41,546 undocumented immigrants and 48,937 legal immigrants who are eligible to
naturalize.3so As the table below demonstrates, most of San Francisco's foreign-born population is adult,
many of whom are parents. Of the foreign-born population, the largest proportions reported the following
countries as their place of birth: 34 percent from China, 11 percent from the Philippines, eight percent from
Mexico, and five percent from EI Salvador.

Exhibit 60: San Francisco's Foreign-Born Population by Age Group, 2005-2007 and 2006-2008

2005-2007 2006-2008

Ages 0-4 4% 3%

Ages 5-17 12% 11%

Aees 18-24 26% 27%

Ages 25-64 39% 38%

Ages 65 and Above 55% 55%

Note: Percentage of the population that is foreign-born, by age group (e.g. in 2006-
2008,eight percent of California children ages 5-17 were born outside the US).
Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, accessed online at
http://factfinder.census.~ov/home/saff/main.html? lance en as cited on kidsdata.org.

Based on 2000 Census data, some areas in San Francisco have higher proportions of foreign-born
individuals than others. While this data is not specific to families with children, it provides perspective on
where most foreign-born residents lived in 2000. Some areas with high proportions offoreign-born

3a' The demographic of survey respondents considering a move out of San Francisco is not limited to parents with young children. African
Americans, respondents under age 30, and those who work less than 35 hours a week or have had less stable employment are also more
likely to leave than others. Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor, "City Survey 2009," San Francisco, 2009.
348 Mayor's Office of Housing, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Redevelopment Agency, "2010-2014 Five-Year Consolidated
Plan;' San Francisco, 2010.
3"9 1bid.
3so Mayor's Office of Housing, Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Redevelopment Agency, "2010-2014 Five-Year Consolidated
Plan;' San Francisco, 2010.
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