
 

www.sfplanning.org 

 

 

 

Discretionary Review Analysis 
Residential Demolition/New Construction  

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2014 
 

Date: October 9, 2014 
Case No.: 2014.0688DD 
Project Address: 240 – 242 Alma Street 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 1282/012 
Project Sponsor: John Kevlin 
 Reuben & Junius, LLP 
 One Bush Street, Suite 600 
 San Francisco, CA 94104 
Staff Contact: Sara Vellve – (415) 588-6263 
 Sara.Vellve@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed. 
 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION 

Demolition Case 
Number  

2014.0688D 
New Building Case 
Number 

2014.0688D 

Recommendation Do Not Take DR Recommendation Do Not Take DR 

Demolition Application 
Number 

Demolition performed 
w/o permit 

Alteration Application 
Number 

2014.03.19.1083 

Number Of Existing 
Units in Question 

3 
Number Of Proposed 
Units in Question 

3 

Existing Parking 2 tandem New Parking 2 tandem 

Number  Of Existing 
Bedrooms 

1 (subject unit only) 
Number Of New 
Bedrooms 

1 (subject unit only) 

Exist. Building Footprint ± 34’ x ± 29’. New Building Footprint ± 34’  x ± 29’ 

Existing Building Area ± 900 sf Proposed Building Area ± 1,500 sf 

Public DR Also Filed? No Public DR Also Filed? No 

311 Expiration Date 10/06/2014 
Date Time & Materials 
Fees Paid 

N/A 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project is to seek approval of a demolition of a single-family dwelling (“Carriage House”) that was 
undertaken without the benefit of permits, and to reconstruct a building for the same use, envelope and 
location on the lot. The majority of the Carriage House was demolished on October 13, 2013 and the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) on November 1, 2013. The 
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overall building volume would be expanded through approximately 2’ – 6” of excavation to lower the 
floor into grade. The replacement building was partially re-framed the day that demolition occurred and 
the aerial photo reflects the structure under a tarp. 
 
An alteration permit (2013.03.06.1599) was issued by DBI on March 14, 2013 to perform interior and 
exterior renovations to the Carriage House.  This permit was approved by the Planning Department and a 
Class 1 Categorical Exemption was granted. The project sponsor has reported that on Friday, October 13, 
2013 the scope of work was exceeded (the building was demolished) which resulted in complaints from 
neighbors and issuance of DBI’s NOV for the demolition. The subject permit is to resolve the NOV and 
permit reconstruction of the Carriage House to the configuration approved under the 2013 permit.  
 
To reconstruct the building in its previous footprint, exceptions from Planning Code Sections 134 (rear 
yard) and 140 (dwelling unit exposure) are necessary.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The property at 240 – 242 Alma Street is located on the north side of Alma Street between Shrader and 
Stanyan Streets in the Cole Valley neighborhood.  The Property has approximately 30’ of lot frontage 
along Alma Street with a lot depth of 100’. Prior to construction activity, the lot contained a two-story, 
two-family dwelling at the front of the property fronting Alma Street, and an approximately 14 foot tall 
residential building, the “Carriage House,” in the required rear yard. The Carriage House, is the subject 
of the Discretionary Review case. Prior to its demolition, Carriage House containing one dwelling unit 
was located in the rear of the property at the rear property line. A mid-lot open space of approximately 
23’ separated the two structures and provided open space. The property is within a RH-2 (Residential, 
House, Two-Family) Zoning District with a 40-X Height and Bulk designation.  
 
Based on a Board of Appeals Memorandum of Decision dated May 14, 1980, the Carriage House was 
originally constructed circa 1917 as a one-story structure and used for non-residential purposes, 
including auto repair, until conversion to a residential use was sought in 1979.  On May 14, 1980 a Notice 
of Decision and Order was issued by the Board of Appeals legalizing the Cottage House as a dwelling 
unit. The date of the Order is after the cutoff date for units subject to rent control, which was June 13, 
1979. The front building containing two units was constructed soon after the Carriage House and is 
subject to rent control.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD 
The surrounding neighborhood consists of a mixture of two-to-four -story buildings, containing mostly 
one- to six residential dwelling-units. Grattan Playground is located directly across Alma Street to the 
south. Based on aerial photos of the block, three other structures are located in the mid-block area; two 
directly to the west of the subject property and one to the east fronting Shrader Street. Lot sizes in the 
block vary greatly from 21’ x 50’ to 15’ – 47’ x 150’. The only consistent lot size is 25’ x 125’, and found on 
Stanyan Street between Alma and Grattan Streets 
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HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days October 6, 2014 September 26, 2014 20 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days October 6, 2014 October 6, 2014 10 days 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 2 0 0 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

4 0 0 

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0 
 

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE 
The single-family replacement structure will retain the footprint, height and use of the original Carriage 
House that was demolished. The overall building volume would be expanded by approximately 600 
square feet through 2’ – 6” of excavation to lower the floor into grade. The interior will be improved 
consistent with a Building Permit Application and Class 1 Categorical Exemption approved through 
Building Permit Application 2013.03.06.1599 and issued on March 14, 2013. Overall, the replacement 
structure would be approximately 31 feet deep, 29 feet wide and 14 feet tall. The new structure would 
retain the mid-lot open space of approximately 23’ deep from the rear of the two-unit building fronting 
Alma Street.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
The Project completed Section 311 notification on October 6, 2014. Two letters of support were received 
and have been incorporated into the sponsor’s submittal. Staff understands that the sponsor has been 
working with neighbors to gain their support of the replacement building.  No separate Discretionary 
Review was filed. 
 
GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE  
The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 
 
HOUSING ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

 
OBJECTIVE 2: 
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY 
 
Policy 2.3: 
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Prevent the removal or reduction of housing for parking. 
 
The proposal will not create additional parking on the lot as there will continue to be two off-street parking 
spaces provided in the main building fronting Alma street.. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY 
RENTAL UNITS. 

 
Policy 3.1: 

Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to meet the City’s affordable housing needs. 

 

Polity 3.4: 

Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types, such as smaller and older ownership units. 

 
The demolished dwelling unit was legalized after 1979 and was not subject to rent control; therefore, approval of 
the demolition would be consistent with the General Plan with regard to rent control. The original, and 
proposed, unit could be considered “naturally affordable” due to the relatively small size in comparison to other 
new units proposed in the RH-2 District. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11: 
PROMOTE THE CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION OF WELL-DESIGNED 
HOUSING THAT EMPHASIZES BEAUTY, FLEXIBILITY, AND INNOVATIVE DESIGN, 
AND RESPECTS EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER. 
 
Policy 2.3: 

Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing residential 
neighborhood character. 

 

The proposed replacement building would be constructed in the same location with the same footprint and 
height from curb as the original Carriage House. Therefore, the proposal would retain the neighborhood 
character as it existed prior to the demolition.   
 

 
SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES 
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits for 
consistency, on balance, with these policies.  The Project complies with these policies as follows:    
 
1. Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for 

resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 
 

The proposal does not involve an existing or proposed retail use. 
 
1. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve 

the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
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The proposal would reconstruct a single-family dwelling that was demolished without the benefit of permits. 
The proposed building’s footprint, height from curb and location on the lot is the same as the original structure. 

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

The demolished unit was not subject to rent control. Due to the overall size of the replacement structure it could 
be considered ‘naturally affordable.” 

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

parking. 
 

The proposal does not represent an overall intensification or change of use to the property. 
 
4. A diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 

displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The proposal does not involve an industrial, service or office use.  

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

earthquake. 
 

The proposed single-family dwelling would be subject to all requirements of the Department of Building 
Inspection with regard to life and safety measures. 

 
6. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
 

As the original structure was demolished without historic review there is no way to analyze the changes as they 
relate to historic preservation. The alteration project proposed through the 2013 building permit application was 
found to be consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act through a Class I Categorical Exemption, 
and the proposed replacement building will be constructed to those plans.  

 
7. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 
 

The proposal is not subject to Section 295 of the Planning Code. 
 
Section 317 Residential Demolition Policies 
1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing Code violations. 

The property did not have a history of serious, continuing Code Violations. 
 

2. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition. 
The house was in need of upgrades, but had been maintained in a decent, safe and sanitary condition. 

 
3. Whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA. 
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An alteration permit issued in 2013 analyzed changes to the building and found them to be 
categorically exempt from CEQA. The building was illegally demolished without analysis regarding 
its historic significance under CEQA. 

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

This consideration cannot be analyzed as the building was demolished before analysis could occur.  
 

5. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy. 
The owner intends to occupy the unit after reconstruction.  
 

6. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance or affordable housing. 
The unit in question was legalized in 1980, after the cutoff for rent protection would have applied. 
 

7. Whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic 
neighborhood diversity. 
The reconstructed unit would be consistent with an approved building permit application to alter the 
structure to make overall habitability improvements.  
 

8. Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural 
and economic diversity. 
The reconstructed building would be the same height, footprint and location on the lot as the 
demolished building. The owner has addressed neighbor concerns, such as adding louvers to address 
privacy concerns.  
 

9. Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing. 
The reconstructed building will be the same size as the building for which alterations were approved 
through a building permit application that was issued in 2013. 

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

Section 415. 
The proposal is to replace one dwelling unit that was demolished without the necessary approvals. 
 

11. Whether the project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established 
neighborhoods. 
The project replaces a single-family dwelling in the same location as it has been since the building 
was constructed circa 1917. 
 

12. Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on-site. 
The proposal would reconstruct a small dwelling unit on the site. 
 

13. Whether the project creates new supportive housing. 
The proposal would reconstruct a small dwelling unit on the site. 

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:'415'%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_415
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14. Whether the project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 

guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character. 
The proposal would replicate an alteration project that was approved in 2013. The proposal would 
replace a single-family dwelling in the same location as before its demolition with the same building 
footprint and height. 
 

15. Whether the project increases the number of on-site dwelling units. 
The proposal would reconstruct one unit of three on a lot an RH-2 Zoning District. 
 

16. Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 
The proposal will add one bedroom to the property. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
The Project was issued a Categorical Exemption, Class 3 [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(1)(1) and 
15303(b)] on October 2, 2014. 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The proposal does not include an increase to the height or envelope of the building that was demolished. 
The architecture is consistent to a project that was previously approved by the Planning Department. 
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the 
Commission, as this project involves new construction on a vacant lot.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Department recommends that the demolition and reconstruction of the subject single-family 
dwelling be approved. The Project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan and 
complies with the Residential Design Guidelines and Planning Code. The Project meets the criteria set 
forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that: 
 

 The Project will not result in the elimination of a rent-controlled dwelling unit. 
 The Project will support a building that is consistent in size and use as the original building; thus, 

preserving neighborhood character.  
 The Project will retain neighborhood character as the replacement building will retain the 

building height, footprint and location of the demolished building. 
 MUNI services will not be affected by the replacement project.  
 

RECOMMENDATION:  

Case No. 2014.0688DD – Do not take DR and approve the demolition. 
Case No. 2014.0688DD – Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed. 
 
The Design Review Checklist is not included as the proposal represents a replacement building that is substantially 
the same as the one demolished. 
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Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
Residential Demolition Application 
Prop M findings 
Categorical Exemptions 
 BPA 2013.03.06.1599 
 BPA 2014.03.19.10832 
Applicant’s Submittal 
 Summary/Brief  
 Context Photos 

Reduced Plans 
 



Parcel Map 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0688DD 
Demolition & New Construction 
240 – 242 Alma Street 



*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 

Sanborn Map* 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0688DD 
Demolition & New Construction 
240 – 242 Alma Street 



Zoning Map 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0688DD 
Demolition & New Construction 
240 – 242 Alma Street 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0688DD 
Demolition & New Construction 
240 – 242 Alma Street 

CARRIAGE HOUSE UNDER 
TARP PER DBI REQUIREMENT 

UNTIL RECONSTRUCTION 
PERMIT ISSUED. 

FRONT BUILDING 
CONTAINING TWO DWELLING 

UNITS 



  

 

1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312) 
 

On January 31, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application Nos.  2014.03.19.1083 (Alteration) 
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: 240 – 242 Alma Street Applicant: John Kevlin, Reuben & Junius 
Cross Street(s): Shrader Street Address: 1 Bush Street, Suite 600 
Block/Lot No.: 1282/012 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94117 
Zoning District(s): RH-2/40-X Telephone: (415) 567 - 9000 

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 X  Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Single-Family Dwelling No Change 
Front Setback from front property line ±68 feet No Change 
Side Setbacks None No Change 
Overall Building Depth ±31 feet No Change 
Rear Yard ±0 feet  No Change 
Building Height ± 14 feet No Change 
Number of Stories 1+ 2 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 1 
Number of Parking Spaces As Is  No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal is to substantially reconstruct a rear-yard cottage that was substantially demolished per the enclosed plans. The 
overall footprint of the cottage would not change. The proposal would excavate below the current floor level to create two floors 
without increasing the overall building height as measured from the curb. The proposal requires exceptions to the rear yard and 
exposure requirements of the Planning Code, and is subject to mandatory Discretionary Review for demolition of housing. A 
hearing has been tentatively scheduled for Thursday, October 16, 2014 and will be separately noticed at a later date. 
 
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. To date, a request for discretionary review has not been filed. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Sara Vellve 
Telephone: (415) 558 - 6263              Notice Date: 09/05/2014 

E-mail:  sara.vellve@sfgov.org      Expiration Date: 10/06/2014  

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=Permit&PermitNumber=201401317585&Stepin=1


APPLICATION FOR 

Dwelling Unit Removal 
Merger, Conversion, or Demolition 

............. .. - 	- 	 .. ..... ...... 
APPLICANT’S NAME: 

..................... 	.......... 

Same as Above 

APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 

EMAIL: 

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION: 

John Kevlin - Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP SameasAbovel 

ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 ( 415 ) 567-9000 
San Francisco, CA 94104 EMI 

jkevlin@reubenlaw.com  

COMMUNITY LIAISON FOR PROJECT (PLEASE REPORT CHANGES TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR): 

Same as Above 

ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 

EMAIL: 

2. 1 ocation and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE: 

240 - 242 Alma Street :: 94117 
CROSS STREETS: 

Stanyan and Schrader Streets 

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: 	 : LOT DIMENSIONS: 	LOT AREA (SO Fr): I  ZONING DISTRICT: 	 1:  HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 

1282 	/ 01230’x 100 	3000sf RH-2 	 40X 

Daniel Rabin 
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3. Project Type and History 

(Please check all that apply) BUILDING PERMIT NUMBER(S): DATE FILED: 
ADDITIONS TO BUILDING: 

New Construction Rear 2013.03.06.1599 (renovation) 3/6/2013 

Alterations 2014.03.19.1083 (demo/new construction) 3/19/2014 
Front 

DATE OF PROPERTY PURCHASE: (MM/DD/’æYY) 
j Demolition  Height 

Other 	Please clarify: R Side Yard ELLIS ACT YES 	I, 	NO 

Was the building subject to the Ellis Act within the 
last decade? 

4. Project Summary Table 

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates. 

iIIaII[eURIw- 

PROJECT FEATURES 

Dwelling Units 3 3 0 3 

Hotel Rooms n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Parking Spaces n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Loading Spaces n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Number of Buildings 2 1 1 2 

Height of Building(s) 
’rrage 

14’, 3" 0 14’, 3’ 
house) 

Number of Stories 	1 2 2 0 2 

Bicycle Spaces n/a n/a n/a n/a 
GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF) 

Residential 900 sf (carriage house) 1,514 Sf (carriage house) 0 1,514 sf 

Retail 0 0 0 0 

Office 0 0 0 0 

lndustrial/PDR 0 0 0 
P,odLlcIioM, Distribution, & Repair 

Parking 0 0 0 0 

Other (Specify Use) 0 0 0 

TOTAL GSF 900 S 1,514sf 0 1,514sf 
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5. Additional Project Details 

æwnpr-oc’rriiniptl I Jnitm 

RentalUnits: 2 2 0 
TotalUnits: 3 3 0 

Units subject to Rent Control: 0 0 0 
Vacant Units: 1 0 (-1) 

6. Unit Specific Information 

UNIT NO. 
NO. OF 

GSF OCCUPANCY 
ADDITIONAL CRITERIA 

BEDROOMS (check all that apply) 

EXISTING 2401 2 1,100sf 0 OWNER OCCUPIED I RENTAL 
o ELLIS ACT 	0 VACANT 

0 RENT CONTROL 

PROPOSED 240-1 2 1,100sf 0 OWNER OCCUPIED RENTAL 

EXISTING OWNER OCCUPIED 0 RENTAL 
El ELLIS ACT 	0 VACANT 

240-2 1 700 sf 0 RENT CONTROL 

PROPOSED 
240-2 

1 700 sf 0 OWNER OCCUPIED IX RENTAL 

EXISTING 242 
1 900 sf 0 OWNER OCCUPIED IX RENTAL 

0 ELLIS ACT 	IN 	VACANT 

0 (carriage h use) RENT CONTROL 

PROPOSED 242 2 1,514 Sf I OWNER OCCUPIED 0 RENTAL 

7. Other Information 

Please describe any additional project features that were not included in the above tables: 
(Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed) 

See attached. 
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Priority General Plan Policies - Planning Code Section 101.1 
(APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS) 

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed 
alterations and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code. 
These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the Project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy. Each 
statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have a 
response. If a given policy does not apply to your project, explain why it is not applicable. 

Please respond toITRh policy; if it’s not applicabltTfl F1flV’ ik’J 

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

The Project is residential and would not impact any retail uses. 

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

The Project would facilitate family occupancy of the Property. The Project will maintain and 

remodel a dwelling unit in the carriage house that is subject to rent control that has been in 

existence since 1980. 

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The Project will maintain an existing dwelling unit that has been in existence since 1980. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; 

The Project will not include office space or other uses that generate commuter traffic. The Project 

will maintain three dwelling units at the Property that have been in existence since 1980, and 

therefore will have no new impact on traffic, transit, or neighborhood parking. 
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Please irespondtoITTR 	 Texplain F ivj 

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

The Project would not displace any industrial, service, or arts uses or activities. 

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

The Project will ensure the Carriage House meets or exceeds all current structural and seismic 

requirements under the San Francisco Building Code. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and 

The Project would maintain a structure that has existed at the Property since 1921. 

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

The Project would maintain the existing massing at the Property that has existed since 1921, and 

therefore will have no effect on the pattern of existing mid-block open space on the subject block. 

The house will remain consistent with the scale of the homes in its immediate vicinity and on the 

larger block. Additionally, the Project would not impact any park vistas. 
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Dwelling Unit Demolition 
(SUPPLEMENIAL INFORMAl ION) 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(d), Residential Demolition not otherwise subject to a Conditional Use 
Authorization shall be either subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing or will qualify for administrative 
approval. 

Administrative approval only applies to: 
(1) single-family dwellings in RH-i and RH-1(D) Districts proposed for Demolition that are not affordable 
or financially accessible housing (valued by a credible appraisal within the past six months to be greater 
than 80% of combined land and structure value of single-family homes in San Francisco); OR 
(2) residential buildings of two units or fewer that are found to be unsound housing. 

Please see the Department’s website under Publications for "Loss of Dwelling Units Numerical Values". 

The Planning Commission will consider the following criteria in the review of Residential Demolitions. Please fill out 
answers to the criteria below: 

EXISTING VALUE AND SOUNDNESS YES NO 

Is the value of the existing land and structure of the single-family dwelling affordable 
or financially accessible housing (below the 80% average price of single-family homes in 

1 San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal within six months)? 

If no, submittal of a credible appraisal is required with the application. 

2 
Has the housing been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to El KI 
one- and two-family dwellings)? 

3 Is the property free of a history of serious, continuing code violations? LI t 

4 Has the housing been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition? II El 
Is the property a historical resource under CEQA? El K1 

If yes, will the removal of the resource have a substantial adverse impact under 

CEQA? 	LI YES 	0 	NO 

RENTAL PROTECTION YES NO 

6 Does the Project convert rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy? 0 FKI 
Does the Project remove rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration LI 
Ordinance or affordable housing? 

PRIORITY POLICIES YES NO 

8 
Does the Project conserve existing housing to preserve cultural and economic R1 El 
neighborhood diversity? 

Does the Project conserve neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural LI 
and economic diversity? 

10 Does the Project protect the relative affordability of existing housing? J LI 

Does the Project increase the number of permanently affordable units as governed 
by Section 415? 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT Vol 31 2014 



Dwelling Unit Demolition 
(SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION CONTINUED) 

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE YES NO 

12 Does the Project locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods? LI EJ 

13 Does the Project increase the number of family-sized units on-site? E LI 

14 Does the Project create new supportive housing? LI 

15 
Is the Project of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design X1 E guidelines, to enhance the existing neighborhood character? 

16 Does the Project increase the number of on-site dwelling units? LI tI 

17 Does the Project increase the number of on-site bedrooms? LI 

Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: Other information or a plications may be required. 

Signature: 	Date: 4~1
/ 

Print name, and ihd.j. cay whether owner, or authorized agent: 

Owne(rized9t (circle one) 
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Demolition Application Submittal Checklist 
(FOR PLANNING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY) 

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required 
materials. 

APPLICATION MATERIALS CHECKLIST 

Original Application, signed with all blanks completed LI 

Prop. M Findings (General Plan Policy Findings) El 

Supplemental Information Pages for Demolition El 

Notification Materials Package: (See Page 4) El* 

Notification map L1* 

Address labels 11* 

Address list (printed list of all mailing data or copy of labels) LI* 

Affidavit of Notification Materials Preparation LI* 

Set of plans: One set full size AND two reduced size 11 "xl 7" 0 

Site Plan (existing and proposed) El 

Floor Plans (existing and proposed) El 

Elevations (including adjacent structures) El 

Current photographs El 

Historic photographs (if possible) 

Check payable to Planning Dept. (see current fee schedule) El 

Letter of authorization for agent (if applicable) 0 

Pre-Application Materials (if applicable) LI 
Other: 
Section Plan, Detail drawings (ie. windows, door entries, trim), Specifications (for cleaning, 
repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new elements lie. windows, doors) 

NOTES 

D Required Material. Write "N/A’ it you believe 
the item is not applicable, (e.g. letter of 
authorization is not required if application is 
signed by property owner.) 

Typically would not apply. Nevertheless, in a 

specific case, staff may require the item. 

E1 *   Required upon request upon hearing 
scheduling. 

Some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material 
needed for Planning review of a building permit. The "Application Packet" for Building Permit Applications lists 
those materials. 

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

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 
	

Date: 
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CEQA Categorical Exemption 
Determination 

SAN FRANCISCO 	Property Information/Project Description 
PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 	 PROJECT ADDRESS 	 BLOCKJIOT(S) 

CASE NO 	 PERMIT NO 	 PLANS DATED 

Addition! Alteration (detailed below) 	 Demolition (requires HRER if over 50 	LII New Construction 
years old) 

EM EXEMPTION CLASS 

’’ Class 1: Existing Facilities 
Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq.ft.; change of use if principally 
permitted or with a CU. 

[I] Class 3: New Construction 
Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; 
commercial/office structures under 10,000 sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions. 

EM CEA II’JIPOC�lS 	IIi1)ii,I.l I)’, l’It)J I I’liiii.r 

Ii AN\ hI\i, II1I(iIl’.l 11LlI\’. ,lIi I ,’I’!IHilI,I  

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, colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential 

dwellings [subject to Article 38 of the Health Code], and senior-care facilities)? 

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use (including 
-- tenant improvements) and/or 2) soil disturbance; on a site with a former gas 

station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or on a site with 
underground storage tanks? 

Ii 	 ;,,(.�jIç!1 	 ................... 	. I 	 I U’i 	.flJ’h 	 . ............. 

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil 
disturbance/modification greater than two (2) feet below grade in an 
archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in non-archeological sensitive 
areas? 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, 
colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and 
senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation area? 

I I’.\, \i 	 II 	I 1 , 	 I . 	,,. 	\ l 

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision 
or lot-line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more? 

II’ 	I 	.\( 	di 	Id 	 ,,n I 

C0\’i1\LILt) ON 1t (1. 2 

NOTE: 

Ii n.j ilr 	l,i- 	k 

di) L.)f!I!i)it.lIII 

I 

el.] (ii iI.’I.l 



Stope>20%: Does the project involve any excavation, square footage 
expansion, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, grading - including 
excavation or fill? 

Geotechnical report required and i Certificate or higher level CEQA document required �1 NOTE: 
uncertain, consult with El’ Project Planner must 

initial box below before 
Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any excavation, square footage proceeding o Ste 	3 
expansion, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, grading -including 

excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 

General Plan? Project Can Proceed 
Geotechrucai report required and a Certificate or hihcr level CEQA document wquired 	it With Categorical 
uncertain, consult with EP Exemption Review. 

Seismic, Flooding, and Liquefaction Zones: Does the project involve any The project does not 

excavation, square footage expansion, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall trigger any of the CEQA 

work, grading - including excavation and fill on either seismic, flooding, or Impacts and can proceed 

liquefaction zones? with categorical exemption 

consult 	[h ET 
review. 

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation in a property 	 re "ers 
containing serpentine rock? 

t..0.0,t 	oi 	1-’ Li .leterniine lii- .1p1110blc l.,i it C_I _i.\ .ijiat -i -. 

PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORICAL RESOURCE 

Prooerty is one of the followinq: kcr 	’ii I 1.1RCCSLIi l’iottit Iniorniati,iii hl.. 

H Category A: Known Historical Resource 

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age) IMEMM 
LII Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age) 

EM PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST To be completed by l’rect lianrter) 

If condition app1ic, pluaCe tflit)i, 

1. Change of Use and New Construction (tenant improvements not included). 

Cf) 2. Interior alterations/interior tenant improvements. Note: Publicly-accessible 
spaces (i.e. lobby, auditorium, or sanctuary) require preservation planner 

review. 

(,? 3. Regular maintenance and repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or 
damage to the building. 

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement 
Standards ( does not includ storefront window alterations). 

5. Garage work, specifically, a new opening that meets the Guidelines for 
Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or replacement of garage door in an 
existing opening. 

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences that are not visible from any 
immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

7. Mechanical equipment installation not visible from any immediately adjacent 
public right-of-way- 

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public 
notification under Zoning Administrator Bulletin: Dormer Windows. 

9. Additions that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way for 150’ 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 l’lannerniust 
check hix below 
before proceeding. 

Project is not 
listed: 

FE16-1�OWEPS.  -1 

Project does not 
conform to the 
scopes of work: 

Project involves 
4 or more work 
descriptions: 

, 	Project involves 
less than 4 work 
descriptions: 

0i2i;tk\I 222203 



FM  CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW (to be completed he l’ic-ciy ition Iiannl.’r) 

It condition dppIic, pk’dsc initi,tl. 

1. Project involves a Known Historical Resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to Scope of Work Descriptions listed in Step 4. 	inili,I o’tn. 	iii ’(Ii’ -I tIi 

2. Interior alterations to publicly-accessible spaces. 

NOTE: 

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not 	It ANY box i initi,ili’d in SfE.l 51  
"in-kind" but are is consistent with existing historic character. 	 Preservation l’Linni’r NILIST rc’vie\’,’ 

& initial below. 

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

Required. 

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, 	 Based on the information 
or obscure character-defining features. 	 provided, the project requires 

an Environmental Evaluation 

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s 	 Application to be submitted. 

historic condition, such as historic photographs, plans, 
physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

Preservation Planner Initials 

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are 
minimally visible from a public right of way and meets the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Project Can Proceed With 

Categorical Exemption Review. 

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior The project has been reviewed 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties by the Preservation Planner and 

can proceed with categorical 
Specify, exemption review. 

EREMM 
9. Reclassification of property status to Category C 	 Preservation Planner Initials 

a Per En’Morwnentai Evaluation Evaluation dated 

Allid tlOr H.,l,.’ 

b. Other, please specify 

III 	CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 	to I’.’ onpi .’tJ 1.’ ’tjtr I ll,ii,r 

fl Further Environmental Review Required. 

Proposed Project does not meet scopes of work in either: 

(Check all that apply) 

1 Step 2 (CEQA Impacts) or 

El Step 5 (Advanced Historical Review) 

= 
i\Iut lile /t ’�tt 

)1 No Further Envir mental Review Required. Project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

Planners Signal 	 Dale 

12 u 
Pent Naive 

Once signed and dated, this document contttulcs it categorical exi.’mptton pursuant to CEQA Gutde)ines and 
Chapter 31 of the Admintsiraiive Code 





SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

240 - 242 Alma Street 1282/012 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2014.0688D 2014.03.19.1083 3/19& 20/2014, 7/18/2014 

[]Addition! [Ij]Demolition L16New Project Modification 

Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Construct a single-family dwelling to replace a single-family dwelling demolished without the benefit of permits. No 
change to building footprint or height from curb. CEQA review for historic resource is not feasible as building was 
demolished and there is noting to analyze. 

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? 

El 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? 

El 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 

F-] 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 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 - 
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects 
would be less than sign ificant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer). 

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

El 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 Cater Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area) 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 

El 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 

LI on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EPArcMap> 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 

El 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, 

L] 
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 

El 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 Cater 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? 

El Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap> 
CEQA Cater 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): sara velive 

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

fl 	Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 

EJ 	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. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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. 

Ej  
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. 

fl Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

U 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. 

LI 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

CI4.  Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

CI5.
 Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining 

features. 

CI6.
 Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic 

similar buildings. 
 

photographs, _plans, _physical _evidence, _or 

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. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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. 

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

E 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: Sara Veilve Signature: 

DN dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=etyplannerg. ou=CftyPIannng, I I
Digitally signed by Sara velive 

ou=Current Planning, cnsara vellee, Project Approval Action: 
Building Permit 

email=sara.vellve@sfgov.org  
Date: 2014.1002 145844 -0700 

*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. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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; 

E 
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 require4ATEX FORI 

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: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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EXHIBIT A 

















EXHIBIT B 



240 Alma Street – Principal Building 



242 Alma Street – Carriage House 
As of date of Permit issuance 



EXHIBIT C 





 



 



 



EXHIBIT D 











	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
October	
  6,	
  2014	
  
	
  
RE:	
  242	
  Alma	
  Street	
  
	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Planning	
  Commissioners,	
  
	
  
I	
  live	
  on	
  the	
  same	
  block	
  as	
  238-­‐242	
  Alma	
  Street.	
  I	
  went	
  over	
  the	
  plans	
  to	
  reconstruct	
  
the	
  carriage	
  house	
  at	
  242	
  Alma	
  Street	
  and	
  believe	
  the	
  plans	
  should	
  be	
  approved	
  as	
  
presented.	
  	
  I	
  feel	
  the	
  reconstruction	
  of	
  the	
  carriage	
  house	
  at	
  242	
  Alma	
  as	
  planned	
  
will	
  be	
  a	
  positive	
  addition	
  to	
  our	
  neighborhood	
  and	
  improve	
  the	
  overall	
  look	
  and	
  
feel	
  of	
  the	
  block.	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  have	
  followed	
  the	
  work	
  on	
  the	
  carriage	
  house	
  and	
  learned	
  that	
  it	
  was	
  stopped	
  due	
  
to	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  a	
  negligent	
  contractor	
  improperly	
  demolished	
  the	
  complete	
  
structure	
  and	
  this	
  contractor	
  did	
  so	
  without	
  the	
  owner’s	
  consent.	
  	
  I	
  feel	
  that	
  not	
  
allowing	
  the	
  property	
  to	
  be	
  built	
  as	
  planned	
  for	
  such	
  an	
  error	
  (technicality	
  in	
  
essence)	
  ignores	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  building	
  the	
  property	
  as	
  planned	
  will	
  be	
  an	
  
improvement	
  for	
  the	
  neighborhood.	
  	
  
	
  
Please	
  approve	
  the	
  project	
  as	
  currently	
  proposed.	
  	
  
	
  
If	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  questions,	
  please	
  contact	
  me.	
  
	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Robert	
  Chapman	
  
1154	
  Stanyan	
  Street	
  
San	
  Francisco,	
  CA	
  94117	
  
	
  



From: Vellve, Sara (CPC)
To: John Kevlin
Subject: FW: please approve the plans for 242 Alma Street
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Sara Vellve
Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
Planning Department¦City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6263¦Fax: 415-558-6409¦Hours: M-W 8:30 – 3:30, Th 8:30 – 5:30
Email: sara.vellve@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

               
 
From: laurie chapman [mailto:starsixseven@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Vellve, Sara (CPC)
Subject: please approve the plans for 242 Alma Street
 
4 October 2014
 
Re: 242 Alma Street
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
I live on the same block as 238-242 Alma Street. I went over the plans to reconstruct the
 carriage house at 242 Alma Street and have no problems with them. I support the
 reconstruction of the carriage house at 242 Alma Street as proposed. 
 
I understand that the carriage house was improperly demolished by a negligent contractor
 without the owner’s consent. I don’t think that the property owner should be punished for this.
 Please approve the project. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at 310.486.662
 
 
Sincerely, 
Laurie Chapman
 

mailto:sara.vellve@sfgov.org
mailto:jkevlin@reubenlaw.com
mailto:sara.vellve@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanningdept
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://signup.sfplanning.org/






















EXHIBIT E 



240 Alma St –  
Principal building 

242 Alma St –  
Carriage House 

246-250 Alma St –  
Building at rear of lot 

237 Grattan St –  
Building in mid-block 

1241 Shrader St –  
Building at rear of lot 
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