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HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 2157, 2013

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
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Reception:
415.558.6378
Date: February 14t%, 2013 Fax:
Case No’s.: 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D 415.558.6409
Project Address: 524 Vienna Street Planning
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning District Information:
40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6377
Block/Lot: 6090/004

Project Sponsor:

Santos & Urrutia Structural Engineers
2451 Harrison Street
San Francisco, CA 94116

Staff Contact: Thomas Wang — (415) 588-6335
thcmas.wang@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve demolition and new construction as proposed
DEMOLITION APPLICATION | NEW BUILDING APPLICATION |
Demolition C New Buildi |
| Den olition Case 2012.0391D ew Building Case 2012.0394D
Number Number
_ Do Not Take DR and . | Do not Take DR and
Recommendation Recomm:endation
Approve | Approve
Demolition Applicatior: New Buildi
SMOTHON APPUCAION | 9010.10.07.2484 R 201010072487
Number Application Number |
- . |
NuTnber Qfiing One Number Of New Units One
Uniits
Existing Parking Norne New Parking Two
Number Of Existing Number of New .
Ore Five
Bedrooms Bedrooms
Existing Building Area +/- 504 Sq. Ft. New Building Area ] +/- 3,856 5q. Ft.
Public DR Also Filed? None Public DR Also Filed? | None
N Date Time & Materials |
311 Expiration Date December 29%, 2011 ate e & VAT | $3,500.00
Fees Paid ! -

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project includes the demolition of an existing one-story over crawl space, single-family dwelling and

the construction of a new two-story over garage, single-family dwelling.
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 21%,2013 524 Vienna Street

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The subject property at 524 Vienna Street is on the northwest side of Vienna Street between Persia and
Russia avenues. The subject lot contains an existing vacant, one-story over basement, single-family
dwelling, constructed circa 1912. The subject lot has a frontage of 25 feet along Vienna Street and a depth
of 100 feet. The existing single-family dwelling with one bedroom and two bathrooms contains a gross
floor of approximately 675 square feet and is approximately 20 feet at the sireet. The subject property is
within an RH-1 (Residential, House, Single-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD

The subject property is in the Excelsior neighborhood. The surrounding resider:tial neighborhood is
defined by predominantly two-story, single-family dwellings built from 1910 to the present with a range
of architectural styles and forms. Buildings along the subject block-face were constructed with fairly
uniform front setbacks and scale but varied rear yard depths. Both of the two adjacent lots measure 25
feet wide by 100 feet deep. The adjacent lot immediately northeast of the subject property contains a one-
story, single-family dwelling. The adjacent lot immediately southwest of the subject property contains a

two-story, single-family dwelling.

As noted in the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) under Case No. 2010.0074E, this
neighborhood is not within a historic district and does not appear to be a potential historic district.

HEARING NOTIFICATION
I REQURED | Rl -
TYPE Bt | REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD
“P_osted Notice s - _1.0-:ia_vs - February 11%, 2013 Februuar_\i 8th, 2013 B 13 days
Mailed Notice - 10days February 11%, 2013 February 8™, 2013 13 days |
PUBLIC COMMENT

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION

| Adjacent neighbor(s) = B - .

| Other neighbors on the
block or directly across = - -
the street f \ |
Neighborhood groups | - B - | -

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE

The replacement structure will be a two-story over garage, single-family dwelling with a front setback of
4 feet and a rear yard of 30 feet 4 inches. It will be 65 feet 8 inches deep and 20 feet 6 inches tall at the
front facade, rising to a maximum height of 27 feet at the third story roof. The third-story’s front wall will
be set back 15 feet from the front main building wall. The replacement structure’s flat roof and front entry
are in a similar style to the roof and entry patterns that currently exist at many other buildings in the
immediate vicinity. The materials for the front fagade include stucco, wood, and glass, which are
consistent with exterior materials on other residential buildings in the surrounding neighborhood.
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Discretionary Review Anaiysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 217, 2013 524 Vienna Street

With a total floor area of approximately 3,856 square-feet, the replacement single-family dwelling will
contain 5 bedrooms and 5 full-bathrooms. Features of this proposed dwelling include a living/dining
room, kitchen, family room, rumpus room, study and a garage that contains two parking spaces in a
tandem fashion. A front roof deck at the third floor will function as the outdoor open space in addition to
the rear yard open space.

The replacement single-family dwelling complies with the respective quantitative standards of the
Planning Code, including front setback, rear yard and building height requirements. Its overall scale will
also be consistenit with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to the current building scale at the
street and at the mid-block open space.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The Project has completed Section 311 Notice of Building Permit Application and Mandatory DR hearing
notification. No separate public Discretionary Review Application 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 1
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE TO MEET THE CITY'S
HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDING HOUSING.

Policy 1.1:
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially affordable
housing.

Policy 1.10:
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely on public
transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

While the project does not propose affordable housing, it will replace an unsound, one-bedroom, single-family
dwelling with a five-bedroom, family-sized single-family dwelling, within a residential district zoned for a density of
one unit per lot.

The location of the subject property is within the service area of a variety of neighborhood commercial uses along
Mission Street and is near Muni 52 Excelsior line.

SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits for
consistency, or 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 ownerstip of such businesses enhanced.
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 21%, 2013 524 Vienna Street

The project will not affect neighborhood-serving retail uses as the project proposes a residential structure within

a residential zoning district.

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, including design modifications recommended by the Department, will be in a manner that is
compatible in scale with the surrounding neighborhood character.

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

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

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

parking.

The project will provide two off-street parking spaces in a single-family dwelling while only one space is required
by the Planning Code. The proposed single-family will not typically engender significant traffic or parking
impacts.

5. 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 will not displace any industrial or service uses as the project is within a residential zoning district.

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

earthquake.

The project will be designed and constructed in accordance with the current Building Code to protect against

injury and loss of life in an earthquake.
7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The project proposes demolition of a building that has been determined by the Department not to be an historic

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

The project is not located within the vicinity of any parks or public open spaces.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Under Case No. 2010.0074E, the existing single-family dwelling proposed for demolition was determined
not to be a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA on July 1%, 2011, and the proposed single-family
dwelling was issued a Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review on July 12, 2011.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 21%, 2013 524 Vienna Street

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Team (RDT) has reviewed the original design of the replacement two-story over
garage, single-family dwelling and requested the following changes: (1) setting the third-story back 15
feet from the front main building wall and (2) setting both the second- and third-story back 8 feet from
the rear building wall.

The Project Sponsor has submitted a revised design that fulfills all of the changes requested by the RDT.
Pursuant to the Residential Design Guidelines, the RDT determined that the revised design of the
replacement dwelling would be compatible with the existing building scale at the street and at the mid-
block open space.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that both of the proposed residential demolition and the replacement
single-family dwelling be approved. The project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the
General Plan and complies with applicable provisions of the Planning Code. Furthermore, the design of
the replacement single-family dwelling is consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines as described
above. The project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that:

*  The project will replace an unsound single-family dwelling, containing only one bedroom and no
off-street parking, with a family-sized single-family dwelling, containing five bedrooms and two
off-street parking spaces;

= No tenants will be displaced as a result of this project because the dwelling to be demolished is
currently vacant; '

*  Given the scale of the project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the
local streets or Muni transit system

* Although the project will maintain the same number of unit at the site, it will provide four
additional bedrooms as compared to the existing bedroom count and is therefore, an appropriate
in-fill development;

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

RECOMMENDATION:

Case No. 2012.0391D - Do not take DR and approve the demolition.
Case No. 2012.0394D - Do not take DR and approve the new construction.

DEMOLITION CRITERIA ~ ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

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

Project Does Not Meet Criterion
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0334D
Hearing Date: February 21, 2013 524 Vienna Street

The Project Sponsor does not claim that the property is valued at or above 80% of the median single-family
home price in San Francisco. As such, the property is considered relatively affordable and financially
accessible housing for the purposes of this report and Planning Code Section 317.

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

Project Meets Criterion

The Planning Department provides criteria for evaluating the soundness of residential structures.
“Soundness” is an economic measure that expresses the feasibility of repairing a sub-standard dwelling. It
compares the estimated cost to upgrade the structure to the estimated cost to replace the same structure.

The Soundness Report was prepared by Patrick Buscovich — an independent third party for this project.
The soundness report states that the structure is on the verge of being unsafe to enter and the floors of the
main dwelling rooms are inadequately supported by the framing, footings and soil below them. The legal
structure is beyond any reasonable economic feasibility to make it habitable.

Department staff performed a site visit and reviewed the soundness report. It is staff’s opinion that the
soundness report credibly demonstrates that the cost to upgrade the existing house to make it “safe and
habitable” would exceed 50 percent of the cost to replace the entire structure in-kind, based upon the
Department’s criteria for evaluating the soundness of residential structures. Therefore, the proposed
residential demolition is recommended for approval.

DEMOLITION CRITERIA

Existing Building
1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;

Project Meets Criterion
A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department did not

reveal any enforcement case or active notice of violation.
2.  Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;
Project Does Not Meet Criterion
The existing housing has not been properly maintained by previous or current owners and is not in a
decent, safe, and sanitary condition.
3. Whether the property is a "historical resource” under CEQA;
Project Meets Criterion
Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation

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

4. If the property is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial
adverse impact under CEQA;
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 21, 2013 524 Vienna Street

Criterion Not Applicable to Project
The property is not a historical resource.

Rental Frotection

=)

2.

10.

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

Criterion Not Applicabie to Project
The subject dwelling is currently vacant and is not rental housing.

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

Project Meets Criterion
According to the Project Sponsor, the unit is not subject to rent control because it is a single-family
dwelling that is currently vacant.

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

Project Does Not Meet Criterion
The project does not meet this criterion because the existing dwelling will be demolished. Nonetheless, the
proposed replacement single-family dwelling will be compatible in scale with the neighborhood character.

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

Project Meets Criterion

The project will conserve neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and economic diversity
by constructing a replacement structure that will be compatible with other residential structures in the
surrounding neighborhood, including scale, glazing pattern and materials and by creating family-sized
housing.

Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;

Project Does Not Meet Criterion

Although the existing dwelling proposed for demolition is not above the 80% average price of a single-
family dwelling and thus considered “relatively affordable and financially accessible” housing, the dwelling
is not defined as an “affordable dwelling unit” by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and has been determined
to be unsound.

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

Criterion Not Applicable to Project
The project does not include any permanently affordable unit, as the construction of one dwelling unit does
not trigger Section 415 review.

SAN FRANCISCO 7
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 21%, 2013 524 Vienna Street

Replacement Structure

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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

Project Meets Criterion
The project replaces an existing single-family dwelling with a new single-family dwelling in a
neighborhood characterized by single-family dwellings.

Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;

Project Meets Criterion

The project will create one family-sized dwelling, containing five bedrooms, which will better meet the
contemporary family housing needs.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;

Project Does Not Meet Criterion

The project is not specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as defined

in the Housing Element.

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

neighborhood character;

Project Meets Criterion

The Project Sponsor has submitted a revised design of the replacement building that fulfills all of the
changes requested by the Residential Design Team. The replacement structure will be in scale with the
surrounding neighborhood character and constructed with quality materials.

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

Project Does Not Meet the Criterion
The project proposes to replace an unsound single-family dwelling with a new single-family dwelling.

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

Project Meets Criterion
The project increases the number of on-site bedrooms from one to five.
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Discreticnary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 21, 2013 524 Vienna Street

Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)*

QUESTION

The visual character is: (check one)

Defined X
Mixed

Comments: The surroundirg residential neighborhood is defined by predominantly two-story, single-
family dwellings from 1910 to the present with a range of architectural styles and forms. Buildings along
the subject block-face were constructed with a fairly uniform building scale.

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)*

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Topography (page 11)

Does the building respect the__t_o_p_o:g__rg_plly of the site and the surrounding area? X

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings?
Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

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

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

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X

Side Spacing (page 15) I

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?

> | ¥

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

Views (page18)

Does the project protect major p;blic views from: public spaces? X

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21) |

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? | X

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public

spaces?

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacer:t cottages? | X

Comments: The replacement structure respects the existing building pattern on the subject block by not
impeding into the established mid-block open space and by providing a landscaped front setback that is
the average of the two adjacer:t front setbacks for an appropriate transition between varied front setbacks
of both adjacent buildings.
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D
Hearing Date: February 217, 2013 524 Vienna Street

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)*

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Building Scale (pages 23 27)

Is the bulldmg s height and depth compatlble with the existing building scale at
the street? |
Is the building’s Leight and depth compahble with the existing building scale at
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30) o
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding X |

buildings? - [
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surroundmg X ‘ |

buildings? - |
Is the bu11d1rg s roofline compatlble with those found on surrounding buildings? X |

Comments: The proposed single-family dwelling’s third-story, which will be set back 15 feet from the
front building wall, will appear subordinate to the two-story mass with limited visibility from the street.
The proposed single-family dwelling’s second and third stories, which will be set back 8 feet from the
rear building wall, will minimize the loss of light and air and view to the mid-block open space that are
currently available to the adjacent building northeast of the proposed dwelling. The overall scale of the
proposed dwelling will be compatible with the existing building scale at the street and at the mid-block
open space. The proposed dwelling’s form, bay window articulation, fagade pattern, window
proportions, and flat roofline will also be compatible with the existing neighborhood context.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)*

QUESTION | YES | NO | N/A
: Bulldlng Entrances (pages 31 - 33) ' ‘
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the pubhc realm of X !
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? | -
Does the location: of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of bulldmg X
entrances? )
Is the buﬂdmg s front porch compat1ble with existing porches of surroundmg X
| buildings? |
Are utility panels located so they are not visible or: the front bulldmg wall or on X
the sidewalk? B
Bay Windows (page 34)
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on X
surrounding buildings? -
Garages (pages 34 - 37)
Is the garage structure detailed to create a Vlsuallv interesting street frontage? | X |
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with | ' X
_the building and the surrounding area? ) o
Is the width of the garage entrance m1rum1zed7 X |
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parkmg7 X i
SAN FRANCISCO 10
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Discretionary Review Analysis Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D

Hearing Date: February 21%, 2013 524 Vienna Street
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41) T ;rfT{ZZ:;E;:_Q'E:g
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? X
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other X
building elements? .

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding X
buildings? - — = 4 ot
Are the windscreens designed to mirimize impacts on the building’s design and X
on light to adjacent buildings?

Comments: The proposed single-family dwelling’s raised entry responds to the majority of building
entrances on the subject block-face. The front bay window provides needed texture to the front facade
and is compatible with the style of bay windows found throughout the neighborhood. The locatior: and
width of the garage door at 10 feet are compatible with the facade of the proposed dwelling and other
homes’ garage doors in the surrounding area, respectively. The 10-foot curb cut is placed in a locatior:
that will mirimize the loss of on-street parking availability. The proposed single-family dwelling will
contain no rooftop features, including stair penthouse, parapets, dormers, or windscreens.

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)*

QUESTION YES [ NO | N/A
Architectural Details (pages 43 ~ 44)
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building X
anr:d the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially or: facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages47-48) S
Are the type, finish ard quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X

Comments: The placement and scale of architectural details on the front fagade are compatible with those
of other buildings on the subject block-face. Exterior building materials, includirg cement plaster and
wood garage door are compatible with those found at many other dwellings throughout the
rieighborhood. The proposed windows are of appropriate size, residential in character and compatible
with those found on the surrounding buildings.

SAN FRANCISCO 1 1
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Discretionary Review Analysis
Hearing Date: February 21%, 2013

Case No. 2012.0391D and 2012.0394D

524 Vienna Street

SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR

ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 - 54)*

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

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

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

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

Comments: The project is not an alteration and the dwelling that is proposed to be demolished has been

determined not to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.

Attachments:

Department staff’s packet includes:

Parcel Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Section 311 Notice

Aerial Photographs

Categorical Exemption/Historical Resource Evaluation Response

Project Sponsor’s packet includes:

Project Description

Application for Dwelling Unit Removal/Demolition
Proposition M Findings

Neighborhood Context Photographs

Reduced Plans ‘

Color Rendering

Soundness Report

* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines.
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Parcel Map
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Sanborn Map*
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.

Case Number 2012.03915 and 2012.0394D

@ Planning Commission Hearing
524 Vienna Street
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Zoning Map
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Aerial Photo
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Aerial Photo
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On October 20%, 2010, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2010.10.07.2484 (Residential
Demolition) and 2010,10.07.2487 (New Building) with the City and County of San Francisco.

Applicant: Tommy Lee/Ronald Yu Project Address: 524 Vienna Street
Address: 259 Broad Street Cross Streets: Between Persia & Russia
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94112 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 6090/004

| Telephone: (415) 793-2722 Zoning Districts: RH-1/40-X

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

PROJECT SCOPE
[

[ X] DEMOLITION and/or [ X]JNEW CONSTRUCTION or [ 1 ALTERATION
[ 1 VERTICAL EXTENSICN [ 1] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [ ] FACADE ALTERATION(S)
[ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION
BUILDING USE ......ccoooiiiiiiiiiecn e Single-family dwelling................... No Change
FRONT SETBACK ...t 8feetBinches.......ccoooccennine 4 feet
SIDEISETBACKS s lallessddrivmimvsstespmpusioaspsnsausonsssinsrysssibmsss NONE..oeecveeeecee e, P No Change
BUILRINGIDER TH st sk Somrtders foddinnaer e b oL b foiisy, 35feet 5inches.......c.ccccviinnvininnnns 65 feet 8 inches
REARY ARD iiavn beaeisasiviismiiissmestiiimabass s usrsivos wininss 56 feet . sumsarnmamimmisinsaiss 21 feet
HEIGHT OF BUILDING ........cooviiirieeeec s e 20feet . 28 feet 6 inches

| NUMBER OF STORIES ...ooovovvireeieeeer oo One-story ..o Two-story over garage
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS .........coooveiiiieinicei e ONE..iccci et No Change

‘ NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ...........NON€ .....c.oovmviiiinrccicrinisnricnnenne. ONE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed work is to demolish an existing one-story, single-family dwelling and construct a new two-story over garage,
single-family dwelling.

The proposed work will require a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing before the Planning Commission.

PLANNER'S NAME: Thomas Wang

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6335 DATE OF THISNOTICE: /" 99~/ /
EMAIL: thomas.wang@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE: /D =R




NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION
GENERAL INFORMATION ABCUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior walls), and floor plans (where applicable) of the proposed project,
including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been
included in this mailing for your information. Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. You
may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may already be
aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it.

Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information Center at 1660
Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Please phone the Planner listed on the reverse of this sheet
with questions specific to this project.

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

1. Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the project's impact on you
and to seek changes in the plans.

2. Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820. They are specialists in conflict resolution through
mediation and can often help resolve substantial disagreement in the permitting process so that no further action is necessary.

3. Whete you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without
success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left corner on the reverse
side of this notice, to review 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
over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the
reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on-line at
www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center (PIC) during the hours between 8:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request 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 or at the PIC located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to the Fee
Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558-6377. If the project includes multi 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 approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made
to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of Building
Inspection. Submit an application form 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 their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.



Date received:

SAN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT
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Environmental Evaluation Application

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review the environmental impacts
of proposed projects. In San Francisco, environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of the Planning Department. The environmental review process begins
with the submiital of a completed Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application to the Planning Department. Only
the current FE Application form will be accepted. No appointment is required but staff is available to meet with
applicants upon request.

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

The EE Application is comprised of four parts, Part 1 is a checklist to ensure that the EE Application is complete;
Part 2 requests basic information about the site and the project; Part 3 is-a series of questions to help determine if
-additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 isa preject summary fable.

The complete EE Application should be submitied to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects
greater than 16,000 sguare feet in size and where Part 3 Questions #3, 78, #10, or #11 are answered in the
affirmative, or for projects that require minbatr'on ineasiires, please send the application materials to the attention
of Ms. Fordham or Ms. Pereira. For all other ;;"c;eds please send ?heap;uc&hm smaterials to the attention of Mr.

Bollinger.

_ Brett Bollinger Chelcea Fordham or Jeanie Poling
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
Ban Frandicen CAD4343 San Franciscs, CA 24103
(415) 575-9024, brettbollinger@sfgov.org (4155759071, chelsea fordham @sfgov.org
{415) 575-9672, jeanie.poling@sigoviorg
' Not
PART 1— EE APPLICATION CHECKLIST Provided  Applicable
Two-copies of this application with all banks filled in ' X
Two sets of project drawirigs {see “Additional Information” at the end of; page 4,) £
Photos of the project site and its immediate wicinity, with viewpomts abeled £
| Supplemsental I:gfm?mﬁsﬂ Form for Historical Resource Evaiuaﬁvﬁ andfor Historic n
Resource Evaluaiion Beport, as indicated inn Pazi 3 Questions 1 nnd 2 ]
| Geotechnicat Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 3a and 3b ' | O Pg
Tree Disclosure Statement, as indicated ini Part 3 Question 4 4] i3
Phasel Environmental Site Assessmert, as indicated in Part 3 Question 3 1. =
Additional studies (list) M

Applicant’s Affidavit. I certify the accuracy of the mIiowmg declarations:
a. The undessigned is the owner or autherized agent of the ownex(s) of this propesty.
b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c. Iunderstand that other applications and information may be required.

vue _4/7/]1

Address;__ G904 Vienae, <

Block/Lot: Gogq/aas“




PART 2 - PROJECT INFbRMAHON

e

15

Property Owner YIN KWAN TAM Telephone No.
Address 524 VIENNA STREET Fax. No.
- Email
Project Contact STEPHEN KWOK Telephone No. 415-577-0203
Company Fax No. '
Address 1235 40™ AVENUE Email kwoksf@yahoo.com

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122

Site Address(es): 524 VIENNA STREET
Nearest Cross Street(s) PERSIA AVENUE
Block(s)/Lot(s) 6090 / 004 Zoning District(s) ~ RH-1

__ Height/Bulk District _40-X

Site Square Footage 2,495

Present or previous siteuse _ SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
Community Plan Area (if
any) N/A

= o SRR T e T T S e E:
[} Changeofuse . [] Zoning change
[} Lot split/subdivision or lot line adjustment

. New construction

[[1 Alteration Demolition
[ Other (describe) Estimated Cost
Describe proposed use _SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING

Narrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project.
The proposed project is to demolish existing building and construct a new three story building.

SAN FRAZICISCC
PLARNIFREG DEPARTMENT

v.8.9.2010



PART 3 — AGDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Yes

1.

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

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation. Instructions

on how to fill out the form are outlined in the San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (see

pages 28-34 in Appendix B).

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

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

3a.

3b.

Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 10 feet
below grade?

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

Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechnical hazard as identified in the San |

Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an
average slope of 20% or more?

If yes to €ither Question 3a or 3b, please submit 2 Geotechmical Report.*

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

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement.

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

X

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

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

0|0

<

Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher?

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

Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair,
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks?
If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment {ESA).* A Phase 1I ESA (for
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Department staff.

Would the project require any variances, special autherizations, or changes to the Planning
Code or Zoning Maps?

If yes, please describe.

10.

Is the project related fo a larger project, series of projects, or I')ro gram?
If yes, please describe.

11

Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Market & Octavia Community Plan Area?

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

X

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

SAN FRANCISCO
PiLARNRSG DEPARTVIENT

v.8.3.2010
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PART 4 — PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

lgi l;ii‘;g‘(lgg?) Existing Uses Eﬁw;i:g;iflm = Consﬁiﬁnﬂor Project Totals
on

Residential 625 0 2875 . 3500
Retail 0 0 0 0
Office 0 0 0 0
Industrial 0 0 0 0
Parking 0 0 500 500
Other (specify use)

Total GSF 625 0 3375 4000

i

Dwelling units 1. 1 0 1
"Hotel rooms 0 0 0 0
Parking spaces 0 0 1 1
Loading spaces 0 0 0 0
ey 1 : : :
Eﬁﬁ;{s) | 20 0 27 27
Number of stories 1 0 A 3 3

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

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

BAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
GATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

SN 12

SAN FREMCISCD Yk
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . -5~

v.5.9.2010



SAN FRANCISCO

Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Environmental Planner: Brett Bollinger
(415) 575-9024

brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

Preservation Planner: Michael Smith
(415) 558-6322

michael.e.smith@sfgov.org

Project Address: 524 Vienna Street
Block/Lot: 6090/004

Case No.: 2010.0074E

Date of Review: June 15, 2011 (Part I)

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION
BUILDING(S) AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

524 Vienna Street is located on the west of the street between Persia and Russia Avenues in the Excelsior
neighborhood. The property is located within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and a
40 -X Height and Bulk District. ' '

The subject property was constructed in 1912 by A. Flermann, according to Assessor’s records. However,
archival building permit records indicate that a building permit to construct the building was issued in
April 1908 and Spring Valley Water Company records show that an application for water service was
granted in May 1908. Based upon this information the building is estimated to have been constructed
circa 1908. The subject building is a one story vernacular cottage with a gabled roof. The front of the
building is composed of two structural bays that are set back from the street and set back over five feet from
the north side property line. Together the bays are 18-feet in width, with one bay housing the elevated and
recessed front entry and the other bay housing a pair of double-hung wood windows that are flanked by
decorative wood shutters. A striped metal awning shades the windows from the sun. The exterior of the
building is finished in wood siding and topped with a gabled roof. The building appears to be in poor
condition.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The subject property is not included on any historic resource surveys or listed on any local, state or
national registries. The building is considered a “Category B” property (Properties Requirirg Further
Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to its age (constructed circa 1908).

www.sfplanning.org

PLANNING DEPARTMENT | MEMO)



Historic Resource Evaluation Response ' CASE NO. 2010.0074E
June 15, 2011 ! 524 Vienna Street

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT AND DESCRIPTION

The immediate neighborhood is defined by single-family dwellings of similar height and scale. The
buildings’ dates of construction range from 1910 to the present. Architectural styles vary from the Victorian
era to the Modern era. Architectural continuity in the neighborhood is mixed with no predominant era or style
represented; therefore, the immediate neighborhood does not appear to meet the criteria for listing as an

historic district.

It should be noted that the immediate blocks surrounding the site have not been formally surveyed.

CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION

Step A: Significance
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is “listed in, or determined to be

eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.” Properties that are included in a local register
are also presumed to be historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify
as a historical resource under CEQA. (Please note: The Department’s determination is made based on the
Department’s historical files on the property and nezghborhood and additional research provided by the project

sponsor.)

Based on information in the Planning Department’s files and provided by the project sponsor, the subject
property is eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources based on the following Criterion(s):

Criterion 1- Event: []Yes X No [ ] Unable to determine

Criterion 2 - Persons: [1ves Xl No [[] Unable to determine

Criterion 3 - Architecture: [Jyes XINo [] Unable to determine

Criterion 4 - Information Potential: [ ] Further investigation recommended.

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

If Yes; Period of significance:

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

The subject property, constructed circa 1908, represents the post earthquake development of the Excelsior
neighborhood, but it cannot be demonstrated that the structure has a specific association with its

evolution as required by the guidelines.

The immediate context is predominantly single-family dwellings of similar height and scale. The
buildings’ dates of construction range from 1905 to the present. Architectural styles vary from the

SAN FRANGISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASENO. 2010.0074E
June 15, 2011 524 Vienna Street

Victorian era to the Modern era. Architectural continuity ir the neighborhood is mixed with no
predominant era or style represented; therefore, the immediate neighborhood does not appear to meet
the criteria for listing as an historic district.

There were no other events found to be associated with: the subject property, therefore, the property does
not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register under Criterion 1.

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

Theodor Bachmann is the first known owner/occupant of the subject property. Neither Mr. Bachmann
nor any of the subsequent owners or occupants of the property were found to be significant in our local,
regional, or national past. Therefore, the property does not qualify for listing on the California Register
under Criterion 2.

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

The subject building is an example of a Victorian era vernacular cottage. The building does not appear to
be a unique example of this building type and has almost none of the ornamentation that characterized
buildings from this period. It is unclear whether ornamentation has been removed from the building but
archival Sanborn Maps clearly indicate that an addition was constructed at the rear northwest corner of
the building. The building’s original designer is unknown though it does not appear to be the work of a
master. The property does not appear to meet the criteria to qualify for listing on the California Register
under Criterion 3.

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

Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant
under Criterion 4, which is typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject
property is not likely significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criteria typically applies to rare
construction types when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a
rare construction type.

Step B: Integrity

To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of
a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s
period of significance.” Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident.

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A:

Location: |:| Retains D Lacks Setting: D Retains D Lacks
Association:  [_| Retains [JLacks Feeling: [ ] Retains [Jracks
Design: [ Retains [ ]Lacks Materials: [_] Retains [ ]Lacks

SAN FRANCISCO 3

PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2010.0074E
June 15, 2011 524 Vienna Street

Workmanship: [:l Retains [:l Lacks

524 Vienna Street is not eligible for the California Register; therefore, an investigation into its integrity was not

conducted.

Step C: Character-defining Features
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character-

defining features of the building(s) andlor property. A property must retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential
features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance.

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION

& No Historical Resource Present

If there is no historical resource present, please have the Senior Preservation planner review, sign, and
process for the Environmental Division.

] Property is not a Historical Resource but is located within a California Register-eligible historic
district

If there is a California Register-eligible historic district present, please fill out the Notice of Additional
Environmental Evaluation Review and have the project sponsor file the Part II: Project Evaluation
application fee directly to the Environmental Division.

I:I Historical Resource Present

If a historical resource is present, please fill out the Notice of Additional Environmental Evaluation Review
and have the project sponsor file the Part II: Project Evaluation application fee directly to the
Environmental Division.

PART |: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

- >l | . FF j
Signature: \__x'-';{;?’ﬁ e Date: 7 /1) 20 //

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SANTOS & URRUTIA
STRUCTURAL =

ENGINEERS (O

Planner: Thomas Wang
Application: 2010/1007/2487
Hearing Date: February 21, 2013
Project: 524 Vienna Street

February 5, 2013
Dear President Fong and fellow Commissioners,

The project before you is a proposal to demolish the existing unsound single family residence
and cornstruct a new single family residence at 524 Vienna St.

Current Condition

The current building is a small one bedroom single family residence. The property is currently
underutilized as it can only house a small family. We believe that an upgrade is needed to afford
the opportunity to use this property to its full potential.

According to the soundness report the cost of repairs is over the 50% threshold compared to the
cost to rebuild this single family home. This includes major repairs such as replacement of the
entire house foundation perimeter, re-leveling of the property, and fumigation of pests such as
powder post beetle. While most of the repairs are possible the fumigation to rid the property of
pest is not, due to its proximity to adjacent properties. It appears to be more efficient to demolish
and replace the building rather than go through extensive repairs.

Proposal

We are proposing to replace the building with a new three-story single family residence. This
new residence will have 5 bedrooms, 5 bathrooms, as well as two-car tandem off-street parking.
The gross square footage of this project will be 3,276 square feet. It will also be built to meet
current seismic and life-safety standards. The design of the building will reflect many of the
design features that appear throughout the neighborhood. The goal is to bring this property up
to the standards of the neighboring properties

Summary

We are confident that based on the merits of this case, supported by the fact that the existing
property is unsound, you will share our conclusion and support our client’s desire to rebuild this
property.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

2

Sincerely,

Rodrigo Sartos, S.E.

Santos & Urrutia Structural Engineers, Inc.
2451 Harrison St, San Francisco

Phone: 415-642-7722

2451 Harrison Street San Francisco CA 94110 Phone 415-642-7722 Fax 415-642-7590 www.santosurrutia.com



i* Dwelling Unit Removal

CASE NUMBER:

P For Stai ek 2

APPLICATION FOR
Dwelling Unit Removal N
Merger, Conversion, or Demolition

1. Owner/Applicant Information

PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME!
ALFRED LEE
| PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS. ™ ' | TELEPHONE; ]
(415 ) 240-6198 -
524 VIENNA ST., SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94112 CEMARE T ¥R

goodviewlumber@yahoo.com

. APPLICANT'S NAME;

RODRIGO SANTOS Serne a0 Above [
| APPLICANT'S ADORESS: ST RER ; | TELEPHONE: i : R
(415 ) 642-7722
| 2451 HARRISON ST., SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 TR i DR e s s L R S
l ' rsantos@santosurrutia.com
CONTACT FOR PROJECT W_FORMATION:
RODRIGO SANTOS Same as Above [_] |
| ADDRESS:; | TELEPHONE:
A5 ) 642-7722
- 2451 HARRISON ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 | EMALL

rsantos@santosurrutia.com

COMMUNITY LIAISON FOR PHOJECT (PLEASE AEPORT CHANGES TG THE ZONING ADMINIS TRATOR):

|
Same as Above D
Y TELEPFIORES '

() |

EMAL:

ADDRESS:

2. Location and Classification

| STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT. 7 3 ~ ZIPCODE:
524 VIENNA ST. 94112
CROBALTRECTEpa I S Ty s ] i) e ety HE

. PERSIA 5T & RUSSIA ST

ASSESSORS BLOCKALOT. LOT DIMENSIONS: ; LOT AREA (SQFT): | ZONING DISTRICT: ~ | HEGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
6090 / 004 25'X100' 12,500 RH-1 40'-X




12  Number of owner-occcupied units

Applicant’s Affidavit

PROJECT INFORMATION: EXISTING PROPOSED) | NET CHANGE
1 Total number of units 1 1 0
2 ‘;t;tal number of parking spaces 0 1 +1
3 | Total gross habitabie square footage 505 3,856 R +3,351
4  Total number of bedrooms 1 — _ 5 +4
_5 Date of property purchase 2010
6 Total number of rental units 0 : 0 0 ~
7 N.t;mi)er of bedrooms rented 0 0 0
8 | Number of units subject to rent c:)ntrol 0 0 0
9 | Number of bedrooms su;)jec.:mt torent control 0 1 0 0
10 ; Number of units currently vacant 0 % 0 °o
11 | Was the building subject to the Ellis Act NO - -
| within the last decade? _
1 1 0

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature:

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

RODRIGO SANTOS

Owner | Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN PRANCISCO PLANNING CEPARTMENT V.08 07 2012

Date: o

jnla




Dwelling Unit Removal

CASE NUMBER:
ot Bt ety

Loss of Dwelling Units Through Demolition
(FORM A - COMPLETE IF APPLICABLE)

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(d), the demolition of residential dwellings 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) sirgle-family dwellings in RH-1 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
website under Publications for Loss of Dwelling Units Numerical Values.

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

Existing Value and Soundness

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

" NO, WE HAVE NOT DEMONSTRATED THAT IT IS NOT AFFORDABLE, THE EXISTING BUILDING 1S UNDER THE 80%
AVERAGE THRESHOLD. THE PROPOSED WILL ALSO BE UNDER AS IS THE ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

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

THE COST OF REPAIR IS GREATER THAN 50% OF THE COST TO REBUILD THUS IT IS DEEMED UNSOUND.

3. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuirig code violations;

- THIS PROJECT IS FREE OF CODE VIOLATIONS.

LCO
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Existing Building (continued)

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

THE EXISTING BUILDING HAS BEEN POORLY MAINTAINED AND HAS BEEN DEEMED UNSOUND. THE REQUIRED
REPAIRS INCLUDE REPLACEMENT/ADDITION/REINFORCEMENT OF FOUNDATION (FOOTINGS), LEVELING
BUILDING AND THE FUMIGATION OF FUNGUS AND POWDER POST BEETLE.

i

5. Whether the property is a historical resource under CEQA;

THIS PROPERTY IS NOT CONSIDERED A HISTORICAL RESOURCE.

6. If the property is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource will have a substaritial adverse
impact under CEQA,

THIS PROPERTY IS NOT CONSIDERED A HISTORICAL RESOURCE.

Rental Protection

7. Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occuparcy;

NO, THE PROJECT DOES NOT CONVERT RENTAL HOUSING TO OTHER FORMS OF OCCUPANCY.

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

THE PROJECT DOES NOT REMOVE RENTAL UNITS SUBJECT TO THE RENT STABILIZATION AND ARBITRATION
ORDINANCE.

SAN FRANCISCQ PLANNING DEFARTMENT V(8 07 2012



CASE NUMBER!

For St ooy

Priority Policies

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

THIS PROJECT WILL BE REPLACING AN EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH A NEW SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENCE THUS WILL PRESERVE THE CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC NEIGHBORHOOD DIVERSITY.

10. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and economic
: diversity;
. THIS PROJECT CONSERVES NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER BY IMPLEMENTING MANY CHARACTERISTIC
| FEATURES OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES.

11. Whether ihe Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;,

THIS PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE RELATIVE AFFORDABILITY OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

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

THIS PROJECT WILL NEITHER INCREASE NOR DECREASE THE NUMBER OF PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE UNITS.

" Replacement Structure

13. Whether the Project located in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods;

THE PROJECT IS AN IN-FILL PROJECT IN AN ESTABLISHED NEIGHBORHOOD WHICH NEEDS REPLACEMENT TO
BRING THE PROPERTY UP TO THE STANDARD OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

Dwelling Unit Removal

ik



Replacement Structure

14. Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;

THIS PROJECT CREATES A QUALITY NEW FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH MORE BEDROOMS. IT WILL INCLUDE A
SEISMIC UPGRADE WHICH WILL MAKE THIS PROPERTY MORE SAFE AS WELL.

15. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;

THIS PROJECT WILL NOT BE CREATING NEW SUPPORTIVE HOUSING.

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

THIS PROJECT IS SITE-SENSITIVE AND WELL-DESIGNED THUS ENHANCING NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER.

17. Whether the Project increases the nuimber of on-site dwelling units;

WHILE THE PROJECT IS NOT INCREASING THE NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS, IT WILL BE FOR A LARGER FAMILY
THUS INCREASING THE NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS ON THE PROPERTY.

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

THE PROJECT INCREASES THE NUMBER OF ON-SITE BEDROOM FROM 1 TO 5 BEDROOMS,

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V38 07 2012




3 Dwelling Unit Removak

CASENUMBEF?Z.1 i
Szt Bt e gty ;

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

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed
alterations ar:d 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 to each policy; if it’s not applicable explain why: ’

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

¢ THERE WILL BE NO DIRECT EFFECT TO ANY NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING RETAIL USE.

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

MANY CHARACTERISTIC ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES AND MATERIALS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES WILL BE

IMPLEMENTED ON THIS PROJECT THUS PRESERVING THE CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC DIVERSITY OF THE

NEIGHBORHOOD.

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

THIS PROJECT WILL REPLACE AN EXISTING MARKET-RATE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH A NEW MARKET-
RATE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE RESULTING IN NO NEGATIVE IMPACT TOWARDS AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

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

THIS PROPERTY WILL NOT GREATLY IMPACT COMMUTER TRAFFIC. THE PROPOSAL ADDS AN INDEPENDENT
PARKING SPACE WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF 2 TANDEM PARKING SPACES FOR A SINGLE FAMILY. THIS SHOULD
MITiGATE THE IMPACT OF THIS PROPERTY ON NEIGHBORHOOD STREET PARKING.




Please respond to each policy; if it’s not applicable explain whys

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;

7 IMPACT ON THE INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SECTORS.

THIS PROJECT HAS NO DIRE

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

" THE PROPOSAL INCLUDES A FULL SERISMIC UPGRADE TO BETTER PRESERVE AGAINST INJURY OR LOSS OF LIFE
IN THE EVENT OF AN EARTHQUAKE.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

THIS PROJECT HAS NO IMPACT ON ANY LANDMARKS AND HISTORIC BUILDINGS.

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

- THIS PROJECT WILL HAVE NO EFFECT ON PARKS AND OPEN SPACES IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

18 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CEPARTMENT V03 07 2012



FACADE OF (E) BUTLING
524 Vrennp ST



SUBRIECT
PROVERTTY

TRoNT KENDERING
5 ViCENND 6T



AS WNNIIN TS
AWNISAIANTY 'JL3INAS)




ATYM3IAIS

Tommy Lee
Consulting

: BERS ENGINEER
i bt S e e e 8 RPN RO 259 BROAD STREET
Tirenat Ll r : SR e e . SAN FRANCISCO CA.

| e FELE T : TS e SHIE NS : : i (415) 793-2722

o

DNIgUNG
ANIOVEQY

hetaia T, o e REVISIONS

25 e 5 142
az ; . R R ek No. DESCRIPTION DATE
%g s . i———i 1000
4.; -
K LOCATION
| E SUBJECT PROPERTY | 524 Viennna
B ' & San Francisco, Ca
2 DRAWN R
8 55'-11" 'YU
CHECKED R YU
5
= 25
A
: |
/6' y

" AS NOTED
Existing Site Plan T NOV, 2011
3/32" = 1'-0" :

SHEET A 1




334l 133ULS "VYDSZ JAIACUd (N) —\

3NIT ALIILLN 7TV WOY¥4 £ 1SVA1 LY

LIGHTWELL

1N2 84N .0-0T (N)
.0-.52

LIVIUNS TBVAWYIL, 39

OL AVIAIATYG ILTEINOD (N)
D034 700d

AYMIAIS

SUBJECT PROPERTY

234 400"

INTT QUYA
VAN %57

304"

«0-.52

ONIVLOL SHALNYTd [N) —\
NI 04VA LNO¥S 3DvaRY =
_\ z

YIVELIS L O¥d GAINDAY

ONLYISaN 1 HALA vady
3NL 10 %0T 1SVAT LY

6'-3"

Proposed Site Plan

3/32" = 1'-0"

Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER

259 BROAD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

REVISIONS

NO. DESCRIPTION | DATE

LOCATION

524 Viennna
San Francisco, Ca

DRAWN

R.YU
CHECKED R.YU

*" AS NOTED
T NOV, 2011

SHEET A2




35'_5"

7'_2" ” 10|_3|| 5|_3" » 12|_9||
'i i
., (— e Sl e S — —_— —— — —
i B R — T
:1 u .“ :
= | <
o | KITCHEN I A
© | . g
N :L:::::{ ra‘i DINING ROOM |F:E:T;:::::::::::::::ﬂ N
T H ooy H- I i
— Il BATHROOM !Ii | BATHROOM | | i
x| U X __J K H
N [‘: ——————— - J'"[__ . | ik .
_______ = NI ) -
I oo 4 T
z - BEDROOM H ! Q)
N STORAGE [ -
o | S 1l
N il M
| = il
Hl LIVING ROOM :—; H
- bt K
— i |-==ZZ3 E:;::::'J —
i Il - =
© M ENTRY ,/ o
l=_____ _____ i ‘:::Eﬁ_ <
fplnpiuptgin ——t—1—1—1 iiupiuplnpiayiogiaiusiupinfipiuinpiralspisplopiosiusiepiosdiond purspares R SIS
S 7-'__2"_ ._ _15|%" L_— _9|‘__T“_—‘ 3-'_8"—E
4 A
35!_5" L
A
EXISTING FLOOR PLAN / DEMO PLAN
/4 = 1-0

—_ —

Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER

259 BROAD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

REVISIONS

—i—i—

NO. DESCRIPTION DATE

LOCATION
524 Viennna
San Francisco, Ca

DRAWN

R.YU
CHECKED R.YU

A AS NOTED
" NOV, 2011

SHEET
A3




Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER
259 BROAD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

REVISIONS

NO. DESCRIPTION DATE

LOCATION
524 Viennna
San Francisco, Ca

DRAWN

R.YU

CHECKED R YU

00D TRIM _\‘ 250 A\\\
Y . I SIDNG I o
=S i AVNING z E— B \
Bl T | | £ Z— 2 —
l_ k| ¢ — s =
—] LS LT T | — s
Al | sosacentsunome| & | D u:u y EJ‘EE& Eﬁg ED_# =
N 2L l/’/, R _ - ) F== E EE H - H
T e, 7 SN R =
—— i i @E—[ — — = —]
0.y, |57 =
o | 4 WF HEF—— = —
—]
=L __ A = __ ]
T e s J o 153" 55
STUCCO FINISH - i Y
-1 A7 25'-0" = FOET
E | Sl
Existing Front Elevation
178" = 1-0"
o
_ 2 — _
& — = E==
2 2 =N
o ADJACENT BUILDING QUTLINE B
P = Z— Hl 7 ,
——— ] — ; | %
= — ‘ & — = — .
?\l =q‘» : & : / [— | - | = ’ : ’ ¢ — E ADJACENT BUILDING QUTLINE \
! o = -~ H _l 1 — | N
R E—i. + B S e g = =
- = = = = | = S=
§ é I B il — Ei ii i IE g
== = NIE L = = =
D= — =l 1HF ] =
= SIS=I=EIEN = = =
J 54" 11-4" 26", 4-4"
) 0'-4" A N A L L 11

Existing Rear Elevation

/8" = 1-0°

A AS NOTED

T NOV, 2011

SHEET A4




N

"

| 49"

6'-g"

g

£l

24'-9"

Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER
259 BROAD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

" 122" , 60" . 90 P " o 17'-3" 'i'
7z T
=5 Lol 1) (28] ] .,
BATHROOM | N
:’l GUEST BEDROOM CLOSET HALL e
3 _ coser
o
< x
- I
|
: !
—? GARAGE I
N (B
—
18'-2" L 15'-6" | 32'-0
o A
65'-8"

A

R
=]

Proposed First Floor Plan

1/8" = 1'-0°

REVISIONS

NO. DESCRIPTION DATE

LOCATION

524 Viennna
San Francisco, Ca

DRAWN R_YU

CHECKED R.YU

SAE AS NOTED

"FNOV, 2011

SHEET
A5




Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER
259 BROAD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722
, 8- 15'-2 , 56", 6-6" 13-3 i 17'-3 30",
i i i A 7 il T
T T T
I 1 =
a ff— L 4 on | || > ke REVISIONS
ES AT Y ;N i |- f‘ NO. DESCRIPTION | DATE
ﬁl BEDRDOM w l :‘,ﬁ
/ o
LIVING ROOM _ﬂl B
@ X
;ﬁ\; i 33 @ REF !-:rl
0\ | ) LOCATION
5 & .
5 seoRoOM stuor : IS 524 Viennna
a ) San Francisco, Ca
— KITCHEN DINING ROOM 5
B
ol ; DRAWN
o L[GHTVE cL : LIGHTWELL % | D/W Ai R s Y U
51" |, 6-0" |, 6-11" | &-11" | 100" L 229" ﬂ
4 A 4 3 CHECKED
3 T s 410" - R.YU
SCALE
AS NOTED
Proposed Second Floor Plan MENOV, 2011
/8" = 1-0

SHEET

A6




Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER

259 BROAD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

20'-g" 6'-6" 13'-3" 17'-3

%3 i3 '3 13 b
1 A A 1 A )
il § oo | REVISIONS
L ( J . B
— Li) NO. DESCRIPTION s DATE
) | | —
é MASTER BEDROOM s BATHRODEY 2| '7_ —_ |
z-‘ ki 3 DECK \Xy i L OCATION
i . 524 Viennna
= .
y I Co) San Francisco, Ca
d | / =
BATHROOM L3 I :‘:: DRAWN R_YU
cL LIGHTWELL cL ) LIGHIWELL I s
T - o : — = — - —_— — CHECKED
\—"I' 80", 51, 60" 13'-10 ¥ 10-0 L 15'-0 ""4-01:1' R.YU
No. C29384
EXP. 3/31/2013
SCALE
7 AS NOTED
Proposed Third Floor Plan T NOV. 2011
1/8" = 1-0"

SHEET

A7




Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER
259 BROAD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722
. 658"
1 s 42'-8 . 150 4.0
X o A
== —— : : - ] REVISIONS
— R FooTTOR 9 L | | | H_I NO. DESCRIPTION oATE
ROOF DRAIN |
FLAT_ROO! ES L |
J E
& o i | a LOCATION
I @l oeex H [« DECK \f &
h N | © 524 Viennna
©l San Francisco, Ca
“I"_ROOF DRAN /%
G DRAWN
1/4" PER FOOT TO RO $ “b R - YU
SLORERN LIGHTWELL
LIGHTWELL
'AL_ S T g Y CHECKED
, 80, 51" , 60 13-10" . 1070 L 79 15-0" 40" R.YU
L] L i o £ £ - L]

MNo. C29384
EXP, 3/31/2013

A AS NOTED

Proposed Roof Plan " NOov, 2011

/8= 1-0

SHCET

A8




24'-9"

1" o — (N) WOOD CORNICE
: (N} sTUCCO FINSH ——————_ 1 ‘]ﬁ F'_'_d_,.__-——— {N) WOOD W:NDOW
q— - i‘ ‘ i J _#_..H—-———ﬁ— (N) W0OD CORNICE
<[ wooo Tem () WOOD BELLY BAND :
il R _._\\k\ A //"'_“"——h-|- (N) WOOD TRM \
I : : ————1-(N) W00D WiN
\ i "\—HT/' — SIDING
I\ < =
. N e N Al ,—m%_\\ -
| B I | = >
L ) B e = ”
ADJACENT BUILDING = ':—: = —
TF e e =0 = 3 = A=
. (-] =| =05 U o= EEN =
E) C : i=—ri—
- B — =
[ O | i
/ F STUCCO FINISH — 1'-6" BRICK PLANTER 3 "o M3 - i N e .
o 1’~6" CONCRETE BACKFILL pact g, 0RO L 090" o 4v0"
g WITH RETAINING WALL .
Proposed Front Elevation
178" = 1"-0" 249
N— X ] = -—‘-1&'
(N) VINYL WINDOW —————__ | S (N) 9" W00D TRM
. 3
N = N -
o ——— — (N) 8" BEVEL SIDING
S
E\ = = —
"_ —
= ADJACENT BUILDING OUTLINE —— i}_M___ [— - .‘i‘i_"_ i t i e e — :
@ 11" 1 - LLJJ ' -
= — ' T . 1T |‘ Sl %
S~ = KV
b = B = S == ; - - ADJACENT BUILDING OUTLINE N
Sz =— | \ \
- Sy e . — a e T e B [
o © A - H = | =l=
S ENEp l Mnsg =1 — - =
= HE—|E — 1 H EYVYV—liliit=—==2 =
o F = JE [im]l =\ ==
« | O = IKaIE B ] - = = =
= = ile 1H N A ]
/ 24'-9" S (N) REDWOOD RAILING
Proposed Rear Elevation
1/8" = 1'-0"

Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER

259 BROAD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

REVISIONS

T
NO. DESCRIPTION [ DATE

LOCATION

524 Viennna
San Francisco, Ca

DRAWN

R.YU
CHECKED R.YU

MEAS NOTED

" NOV, 2011

SHEET A9




Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER

259 BROAD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

. 65'-g" 4'-Q"

Y v REVISIONS
SETBACI e
1 g0, 59, 60" 30-11" v 15-0 * T No. | cescRIPTION DATE
= = T (N) WoOD CORNICE . .

(N) 8" BEVEL SIDING ! | ?
B B | . (N) 9" WoOD TRIM o
?.i - = = i r ‘\! 1=
> R — \Y

LY
LY i § »
— 1 == =— (N) ViYL WINDOW g LOCAMON
P _— TYP. 2 ; :
B = — = : N 524 Viennna
= L ApmcenT — — . .
= | BULONG LINE ERE= » ¢ San Francisco, Ca
:l' it
& BUILDING WNDOW —— DRAWN R.YU
. e | 4
¥ — = BUND WAL I CHECKED
~ =] W .
] BLIND WALL 5 R.YU
T | )
(N) REDWOOD RAILING ———— | |
= e

- TGN —_:7 ) -j,3:2_ﬂ[, 12-2" 4|, 20'-9" L 10'-0" ], 25'-0" \, )
Proposed North Elevation

1/8 = 1-0"

** AS NOTED
" NOV, 2011

SHEET Alo




ommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER
259 BROAD STREET

2" -
? SETEA
15'-0 1; B’T 40'-5 ‘|b 8'-0
—— My =
1 (N) WOOD CORMICE _____/:1"___;( -
Z — == - (N) 8 BEVEL SIDING
in (N) 9" WOOD TRIM P
— - —
(N) WOOD CORNICE —— | T —_—
5 e
| " pu—
1 ¥
= ! £ II" —F
o e F e i —
= =) ¢ i _ ! I
FC.\’ 3 T ) N (T AEa T ;— i
+
(o'} o
N A}ud} R ADJACENT i =
h o o ! \ BUILDING LINE I =
X | /’ :,J (N) WoOD TRIM = —
" « P (N) wWooD DOOR L
,‘Q\ 4 l =
=Y : ——
b |~ suuo WALL =
CONCRETE i !
i
1 — s |
I - [
——— |
w7 [T T —— :
9 L_ o - —
= g
ﬁ’L_J,_ 30'-3" |, 7-2" ], 25-7 la'-z' L
o o = .4 Ed

310-8"

SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

REVISIONS

NO. DESCRIPTION DATE

LOCATION

524 Viennna
San Francisco, Ca

DRAWN
-(N) REDWOOD RAILNG

R.YU

Proposed South Elevation

/8 = 1-0"

A AS NOTED
TNOV, 2011

All

SHEET




////1:‘:':'-*"

FAMILY ROOM

b

BEDROOM

GUEST BEDRCOM

31.66'

TOP OF ROOF

&

90"

22.66'
THIRD FL.

g-g"

13.66"
SECOND FL.

+4.66'

GROUND FL.

L

+0.00"

31-8"

Proposed Section

GROUND

P

Tommy Lee
Consulting

ENGINEER

259 BROAD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA.
(415) 793-2722

REVISIONS

NO. DESCRIPTICN DATE

LOCATION
524 Viennna
San Francisco, Ca

DRAWN

R.YU

CHECKED R.YU

No. C29384
EXP. 3/31/2013

4T AS NOTED

" NOV, 2011

SHEET Al 2




SOUNDNESS REPORT

524 Vienna

San Francisco, CA 94112

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

Copyright 2010

Job Number: 10.013

Date: February 12, 2013

Disclaimer:

Tkis report is a soundness study on the subject structure. The Patrick Buscovich has prepared this report under
generally recognized ergineering principles. The preparer has no interest in this property or any other property of
the owner nor is the preparer of this report doing any other work on this property or any other property owned by
this owner.
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Basis of Soundness Report

This soundness evaluation will be based upon the cost to repair and/or remediate applicable soundness deficiencies
using the latest DCP soundress standard. Please note that dilapidation due to vacancy or neglect cannot be counted
towards the upgrade cost (“Upgrade Cost” is an estimate of the cost to make the existing housing safe and habitable,
that is, thie cost to bring a sub-standard dweiling into compliance with the mirimum standards of the current
San Francisco Housing Code and with the San Francisco Building Code in effect at the time of its
construction with certain retroactive life-safety-exceptions.”)
These constructior: costs are based upon the house being vacant, which it is currently. The cost estimates are
prepared in conjunction with a licensed contractor (Wong Construction) and license termite contractor (Markoff
Structural Pest) anid represent current construction costs. Not included in these costs are architectural and
engineering fees. Permit fees are included as well as an 18% profit/overhead (P/O) mark up (except for termite cost
which already includes the 18% P/O). This soundness cost is then compared to a replacement cost. The
replacement cost is based upon the legal existing as measured square footage multiplied by DCP approved cost’s
per square foot. Not included in this replacement cost is the demolition cost of the existing structure.
It is important to note that the soundness cost do not include the following:

1. Deterioration due to intentional, willful negligence.

2. Mainterance.

3. Remodeling not associated with required work.

4. Upgrade ot associated with required work.

The official DCP Soundness Matrix Item numbering system has been used in this report. The complete DCP
Soundness Report Template and Matrix is in Appendix A.

Planning Information

The lot has an area of 2495 ft>. The lot dimensions are 25 feet wide by 100 feet long (2500 ft* 7). The zoning is
RH-1, 40-x Height. The DCP property information report is in Appendix C. Per the DCP property information
report, the assessor lists this building as a single family dwelling with a habitable floor of 625 ft*. There are two
unpermitted addition to this small house.

Building History

This wood frame building was built in 1908 as a one-story “‘over basement”, sirgle-family house. The 1908 permit
(attached, Appendix D) lists the floor plan dimensions as 18 feet wide by 28 feet deep (for a floor area of 504 fi’
%28 =504 S.F). The “basement” level is non-habitable, “storage rooms” with a low ceiling height of +/- 5 feet.
The assessor’s currently list the total floor area of the house as 625 square feet (ft’). The field measured occupied
area of the house is 504 ft’ at the 1°' floor plus a 78 fi2 unpermitted kitchen plus a 84 fi” unpermitting bathroom for a
total of 666 ft2 and a 504 ft* basement. The total legal habitable floor area of 504 fi*. 504 ft* at $240/ ft* plus 504 ft*
at $110/ fi* measured storage gives the total replacement cost is $121,200 + $55,500 = $176,800

Building Description

The building is a one story “over basement”, wood framed, single family house. The “basement level” has low
ceiling and is limited to storage. The first floor is composed of a main room (18 feet x 28) feet and an unpermitted
kitchen and an unpermitted bathrooi:. The foundations are unreinforced concrete footings, original to the house.
Portion of these footings show signs of deterioration. In addition, the building has settled about 4' irches, front to
back, due to the insufficient original foundation design. 4 '4” over 28 feet is 1.6 inches in 10 feet. Industry standard
floor slope is '4” acceptable to 1”inch maximum over 10 feet. 1.6 inches in 10 feet makes the house not habitable
because of this insufficient design resulting in significant settlement, the entire house’s foundation requires
replacement. The interior of the house is in a state of habitability. There is also major term:ite work due to powder
post beetle infestation. The rooms where the kitcheri and bath are located are unpermitted additions. For this report
these unpermitted rooms will be ignored even though the rest of the house is a single room.
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Summary of Deficiencies

DCP Matrix #8 —Foundation

The entire perimeter of the Louse’s foundation needs to be replaced due to the significant building settlement of
44 inches, front to back. There is 92 linear feet of perimeter (18°+257+18°+25” — 4x corners) foundation. As part
of the foundation work, the rear of the building has to be lifted 4% inches to level out the house. The interior pier
footings also needs to be replaces, as part of this fourdation releveling work. Differential releveling of the house
will crack all interior finishes, the exterior wall, the roof membrane and break/ damage all Mechanical, Electrical
and Plumbing (MEP) systems. Removing piaster ard replacing with gypboard is about $20/SF. For a 504 SF house
this is $10,000. To lift and relevel the house is include in the shorirg cost. To replace the MEP is over $20,000. 1
have not included interior and exterior finished work and MEP costs to avoid the question of kow much of these
costs should be included in a soundness analyses.

DCP Matrix #17 —Structural Pest

The Markoff Structural Pest cost attributable to Matrix #17soundness is $100,000 out of total cost of the
Markoff work of $200,000, (Attached Appendix E). The oiher portion of the Markoff cost estimate is foundation

work which is already included in DCP Martix #8 $55,700 plus interior ard exterior finishes and MEP$44,200, but
is not counted.

Powder post beetle infestation noted throughout the substructure framing, including, but
not limited to, the rear enclosed porch overhang, extending up into inaccessible wall
areas. Perimeter foundations are deteriorated, unreinforced, non-existent in many cased
ar:d non-supportive.

RECOMMENDATION:

In our opinion, the majority of this structure must be completely reconstructed, including
foundations, walls, floors, etc. Complete fumigation for control of powder post beetle
infestation cannot be performed due (o the proximity of neighboring structures.

Therefore, all infested materials that may extend into inaccessible areas must be removed
and reframed.
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New Construction Cost

Based upon as-built condition, the legal area of the house is 504 square feet plus 162 ft’ of unpermitted
additions and 504 ft>. storage (ceiling height less than 6°-0”). The unpermitted additions are where the
kitchen and bathroom is located. Based upon DCP cost of $240/ ft* to rebuild legal habitable floor, the
rebuild cost is:

(504/1% x $240/ ft®) + (505 i x $110/ ft°) = $120,960 + $55,440 = $176,400.

Cost Evaluation

Cost to repair $155,700 B . I s
Cost to rebuild $176.400 +88% > 50% un Sound Building
Conclusior:

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

The follow items will require work:

Cost Breakdown

DCP Matrix Descrintion Cost Mark-up Mark-up
Item # D A 18% | Amount
1 Building Permit $3,000
8 Replace foundatior: 92 L.F. @$300/LF $27.600 18% $5,000
8 Lift and Shoring building for foundation work $12,000 18% $2,200
8 Replace Interior Footings $5,000 18% $900
Interior and exterior finishes & Mecharical
¢ Electrical and Plumbing work NotGounfed
: Power post beetle infestation and fungus (50% Y
#16 of $200,000) $100.000 D%
Subtotal $147,600
—$8,100
18% Markup +$8,100
Total + $155,700
Sincerely,‘;‘
Patrick Buségv.gch-'{
Structural Engineer
Copyright 2006
Lisi Attachment:
Floor Plans
DBI
Photographs
DCP
TRA Report
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DESCRIPTION

APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B

APPENDIX C

APPENDIX D

APPENDIX E

NALetteri2010410.013 - 524 Vienna, Soundness Report.doc

SOUNDNESS REPORT
TEMPLATE

PHOTOGRAPHS

DCP

DBi

TERMITE REPORT

February 12. 2013



SOUNDNESS REPORT
TEMPLATE

DCP 50% Soundness [tems

Item Description
1. Building permit application cost
2. Min. 70 S.F. habitable room
3. One electrical outlet in habitable rooms, 2 in kitchen
4, Light switch in kitchen and bathroom
5. Correct lack of Flashing/Weather protection
6. Install Weather protection/ventilation
7. Garbage storage
8. Foundation structural hazard
9. Floor structural hazard
10. Wall structural hazard
11. Roof structural hazard
12. Chimney hazard
13. Electrical per code in effect
14. Plumbing per code in effect
15. Exiting per code in effect
16. Correct roofing or drainage
17. Structural pest
18. Repair fire resistant construction
19. Deck deterioration
20. Bathroom
21. Kitchen sink
22. Kitchen appliance
23, Water heater
24, Hot & cold water plumbing
25. Sewage connection
26. Repair heating facilities
27. Repair ventitation
28. Provision of operable window in habitable room
29. Repair electrical in safe condition
30. Repair plumbing in good condition
31. Eliminate structural hazarding ceiling, roof & floor
32. Fireplace (See ltem 12)
33. Mold & Mildew
34. Lead & Asbestos
35. 18% Profit/overhead

Appendix A
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Sample Soundness Report Template

Project ,
Address: 524 Vienna

Job Number: 10.013

Replacement
Cost $176,800

N$240/SF. =] $120,960

1 E |n|ed space
| 2 unfinished space with flat ceiling & > 7'-6" of headroom 504 $110/ S.F. $55,440 '
(e.g., basements, garages) |
3 |
Replacement Cost Total | $176,400

WORK THAT COULD BE INCLUED IN THE UPGRADE COST ESTIMATE FOR THE 50% THRESHOLD:
(Attach cost estimates from relevant consultants)

Building Permit Fee

1
[ 2 Providing room dimensions at a ,
minimum of 70 sq. ft. for any
habitable room.
3 Providing at least one electrical outlet
in each habitable room and 2
electrical outlets in each kitchen.
|
|

4 Providing at least one switched
electrical light in any room where
there in running water.

5 Correcting lack of flashing or proper
weather protection if not ariginally
installed.

February 12,
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installing adequate weather

spection repors

protection and ventilation to prevent
dampness in habitable rooms if not
originally constructed.

Provision of garbage and rubbish |
storage and removal facilities if not |
originally constructed (storage in |
garage is permitted).

Eliminating structural hazards in 92 LF @$300/LF Feet of Perimeter foundation, replace + | $44,600

foundation due to structural Shoring
inadequacies Plus Interior Footing

Eliminating structural hazards in
flooring or floor supports, such as
defective members, or flooring or
supports of insufficient size to safely
carry the imgosed loads.

10

Correcting vertical walls or partitions
which lean or are buckled due to
defective materials or which are
insufficient in size to carry vertical
loads.

11

Eliminating structural hazards in
ceilings, roots, or other horizontal
members, such as sagging or |
splitting, due to defective materials,
or insufficient size.

12

Eliminating structural hazards in
fireplaces and chimneys, such as
listing, bulging or settlement due to |
defective materials or due to
insufficient size or strength.

13

Upgrading electrical wiring which ;

does not conform to the regulations |  smemmmemmmeeommemmeeenes

in effect at the time or installation _ |
| |

14

Upgrading plumbing materials and
fixtures that were not installed in S
accordance with regulations in effect
at the time of installation.

15

Providing exiting in accordance with
the code in effect at the timeof |  seemeemeeemeesememeeoe
construction.

2 February 12. 2013
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Correction of improper roof, surface
or sub-surface drainage if not
originally instailed, if related to the
building and not to landscape or yard
areas.

g vt

; ms'in gos *Photo |0 {hat"
: gzsttmates (gg,;;mspectrqg lillusirates defici

“repoils..contractor estimates)as

17

Correction of structural pest
infestation (termites, beeties. dry rot,
etc.) to extent attributable to original
construction deficiencies (e.g.,
insufficient earth-wood separation).

See Termite Report attributable to soundness

$100,000

i18

Repair of fire-resistive construction
and fire protection systems if
required at the time of construction,
inciuding plaster and sheet rock
where fire separation is required, and
smoke detectors, fire sprinklers, and
fire alarms when required.

19

Wood and metal decks, balconies,
landings, guardrails, fire escapes and
other exterior features free from
hazardous dry rot, deterioration
decay or improper alteration.

Repairs as needed to provide at least
one properly operating water closet,
and lavatory, and bathtub or shower.

21

Repair of a kitchen sink not operating
properiy.

22

Provision of kitchen appliances,
when provided by the owner, in good
working condition, excluding minor
damage.

23

Repair if needed of water heater to
provide a minimum temperature of
105° and a maximum of 102°, with at
least 8 gallons of hot water storage.

24

Provision of both hot and cold
running water to plumbing fixtures.

February 12,2013
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Repair to a sewage connection

| 25 ‘ . .
disposal system, if not working.
26 Repair heating facilities that allow the ‘
maintenance of a temperature of 70°
| in habitable rooms, if not working. ‘
‘ 27 Repair ventilation equipment, such
as bathroom fans, where operable ‘
windows are not provided, if not
l working. |
| 28 Provision of operable windows in
‘ habitable rooms (certain exceptions
| apply). |
29 Repair of electrical wiring if not |
maintained in a safe condition. |
30 Repair of plumbing materials and |
fixtures if not maintained in good ‘
condition.
31 Elimination structural hazards in ]
ceilings, roofs, or other horizontal
members. I
32 Fireplace (See ltem #12) |
33 | Mold & Miidew |
34 Building Permit Application Cost .
35 Contractor's profit & overhead, not to [$8,100 “
exceed 18% of construction subtotal,
if unit costs used for repair items ‘
do not include profit & overhead .
50% Threshold Cost | $155,700 |
Subtotal ) ‘
Summary

Replacement Cost: _$176,400

50% Threshold Upgrade Cost:

$176,400 x 50% = $88,200 <$155,700 Unsound

February 12, 2013
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PHOTOGRAPHS

Appendix B
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San Francisco Planning Department
Office of Analysis and Information Systems

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT

Block 6090 Lot 004 Census Tract 260 Census Block313

Site Address: 524 . VIENNA ST
Site Zip Code: 94112

OWNER PROPERTY VALUES
TAM YIN KWAN Land $22,044.00 Sales Date 08/18/2009
524 VIENNA ST Structure $7,878.00 Price $248,000.00
SAN FRANCISCO CA Fixture  $0.00
94112 Other $0.00
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
Lot Frontage Year Built 1912
Lot Depth Stories 1
Lot Area 2,495.00 Assessor Units 1
Lot Shape Bedrooms 0
Building Sq.Ft. 625.00 Bathrooms 1
Basement Sq.Ft. 0.00 Rooms 4

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

Original Use ONE FAMILY DWELLING

PLANNING INFORMATION

Zoning RH-1 Planning District 12

Height Limit 40-X SUD

Quadrant SOUTHWEST SS8D

Leg. Setback Redevelopment Area NOT IN RDA PROJECT AREA

Notices of Special Restrictions:
Non-Conforming Uses:

Comments: ) o o
Physical characteristics information is not guaranteed accurate or complete

Type Value Description
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Property Detail
San Francisco, CA MABEL TENG, ASSESSOR

Parcel # (APN): 6090 -004 Use Description:

Parcel Status:
Owner Name:; KINDNESS CHARLES A

Mailing Address: 524 VIENNA ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94112

Situs Address: 524 VIENNA ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94112-2818 G044

Legal

Description:

ASSESSMENT

Total Value: $27,106 Use Code; D
Land Value: $19,968 Tax Rate Area: 1000
Impr Value: $7,138 Year Assd: 2004
Other Value: Property Tax:

% Improved 26% Delinquent Yr
Exempt Amt: $7,000 HO Exempt?: Y

SALES HISTORY

Sale 1 Sale 2
Recording Date:

Recorded Doc #:

Recorded Doc Type:

Transfer Amount:

Sale 1 Seller (Grantor):

1st Trst Dd Amt: Codef:

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

Lot Acres: 0.057 Year Built: 1912
Lot Sqft: 2,495 Effective Yr:
Bldg/Liv Area: 625

Units: 1 Total Rooims: 4
Buildings: Bedrooms:
Stories: 1.0 Baths (Full): 1
Style: Baths (Half):
Construct:

Quality: Garage SqgFt:
Building Class:

Condition:

Other Rooms:

* The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.

Zoning: RH1
Census Tract: 260.03/2
Improve Type:

Price/SqFt:

Sale 3 Transfer

03/20/1969

2nd Trst Dd Amit; Code?2:

Fireplace:
AC:
Heating:
Pool:

Park Type:
Spaces:
Site Infince:

Timber Preserve:
Ag Preserve:
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DB1

1908 New construction
- 57-6” Cellar Height
18°-x 28’ First Floor = 504 f*

2009 Notice of Violation
- Secure Home
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City and County of San Francisco
Depariment of Building Inspection

Gavin Newsom, Mayor
VYivian L. Day, C.B.0., Director

Report of Residential Building Record (3R)
(Housing Code Section 351(a))

BEWARE: This report describes the current legal use of this property as compiled from records of City Departments. There has
been no physical examination of the property itself. This record contains no history of any plumbing or electrical permits. The
report makes no representation that the property is in compliance with the law. Any occupancy or use of the property other than
that listed as authorized in this report may be illegal and subject to removal or abatement, and should be reviewed with the
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection. Errors or omissions in this report shall not bind or stop the
City irom enforcing any and all building and zoning codes against the sellef\puyer and any subsequent owner. The preparaticn
or delivery of this report shall not impose any liability on the City for 3 or omissions costained in said report, nor shall
the City bear any liability not otherwise imposed by law.

Address of Building 524 VIENNA ST Block 6090 Lot 004
Other Addresses
1. A. Present authorized Occupancy or use: ONE FAMILY™W)
B. Is this building classified as a residential condominiu? No v
C. Does this building contain any Residential Hotel Guest Rooms'as defined in Chap. 41, S.F. Admin. Code? Yes No v
2. Zoning district in which located: RH-1 3. Building Code Occupancy Classification: R-3
4. Do Records of the Planning Depart:nent reveal an expiration date for any non-conforming use of this property?  Yes Nz v
If Yes, what date? The zoning for this property may have changed. Call Planning Department, (415) 558-6377, for the current status.
5. Building Construction Date (Completed Date): 1908
6. Original Occupancy or Use: ONE FAMILY DWELLING
7. Construction, conversion or alteration permits issued, if any:
Application # Permit #  TIssue Date Type of Work Done B Status
16256 B 16256 Apr 18,1908  NEW CONSTRUCTION ) _ _ N '
8. A. Is there an active Franchise Tax Board Referral on file? Yes No v
B. Is this property currently under abatement proceedings for code violations? Yes No v
9. Number of residential structures on property? 1
10. A. Has an energy inspection been completed? Yes No ¥ B.Ifyes, has a proof of compliance been issued? Yes No v

Date of Issuance: 24 APR 2009 Patty Herrera, Manager, Support Services

Date of Expiration: 24 APR 2010 P Q g 5 .
By:  PETER CHOW

Reportthos - 200904257038 Pamela J. Levin, Deputy Director

Department of Building Inspection

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

(For Explanation of terminology, see attached)

Support Services
1660 Mission Street - San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6080 - FAX (415) 558-6402 - www.sfdbi.org
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Name of Architeet ‘z"f?‘m P VRN P ) P _

Address \ e rﬁ*ﬁ/ ﬁil’l/l/&m{)w;l

Name of Builder. t’/{ ?/I;/w bebAd Ay V’V7/'“') Addrcsajl/,(‘fv A

Address 71U ’? ' oL % P e e = By /*()"YM’I Ao
{Note—~The owner's name must be signed by himself or by hls Architect or authorized Agent.)
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BUILDIDIG IRISPECTIORN ' 2 — -
“’al G IRNISPECTION Degt.of puiding nsp ; § »
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L, cff
Nov 06 2003 B §
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m— \" NG OF P - g %
APPLICATION FOR BUILDIpR: NP ANMD COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO S
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS O s DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 5\\ £
3 m
APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF <~ B
BUILDING {NSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR
FORM 3 [ ERAGENGIES REVIEW REQUIRED PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PLANS
AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED HEREWITH AND
FORM 8 [} OVER-THE COUNTER ISSUANCE ACCORDING TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE PURPOSE § §
HEREINAFTER SET FORTH. 2
'—_‘O‘— NUMBER OF PLAN SETS ¥ DO NOT WRITE ABOVE THIS LINE ¥ B3
DATE ALED RL239 FEE RECERT NO. (%) SYREET ADDRESS OF JOB BLOCK 8107 E g
b 28)0% 524 VIENNA oqo | 00+ LE:
FERRIT M. (2A) ESTMATED COST OF J0B (28) REVISED COST; ﬂ 2,000 ¢9 a
11998 1 ( oo % ) .
19 u 05107 | & Al Cerées e 1028103
" ihFormATION TO BE FUNNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EX:STING BUILDING
(4A) TYPE OF CONSTR. | (SA) KO OF (6A) ND. OF (7A) FRESEWT USE: (8A) OGCUP. CLASS (8A) NO. OF
o -% fc"c?;'fm \ :N“nft’:‘umuli& O gF o -5 UNITS: \ ]
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION i )*1 ), :
(4) TYPEOFCONSTR. | (5) (8} 0. OF (7) PROPOSED USE (LEGAL USE) ® Occup class L7 [(9)M0.0F
59 32%“#3?&7" AND CELLARS:; 0 SED ﬂ—% UNTS: |
O cRaseTED | T ves ;J e o ne vrs;&]‘ it ves
OA ALTERED?  ° Mo S| COWSTRUGTION? ™ PERFORMED? w0 PERRORMED? w_ g
{14} GENERM. CONTRACTOR ADORESS pid PHONE CALIF.LIC.NO. EFRATION DATE
(15) OWNER - LESSEE {CROSS OUT QME) AODRESS ap BTRC# -PNONE (FOR CONTACY @Y DEPT.}
YIN o varn 220\ 5Simsesd G415 - 240 ~L| %
(18) WRITE IN DESCRIPTION OF ALL WORK T BE PERFCRMED UNDER THIS APPUCATION (REFERENCE 10 PLANS [ ﬂ.ImCIENT)
¢ IO ComPuM Witk NGOLAiond 200Dy 35 0O
o SECOLE WoME  AND  RLEPHIR  FloNT BTAU{Z.A_‘, =3
' QEOUE  (IMBPGE FRom  EXTEIOE. ]
e
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
{37} DOES THIS ALYERATION {18} (1715 YES, STATE {10) DOES THIS ALTERATION T (20)}1F (19) IS YES, STATE
CREATE ADOMIORAL HEIGHT YES D] HEW HEGHT AT CREATE DECK OR HORIL, Yes Ch| " ew GROUND
OR STORY T11 BUILONG? » CENTER LINE OF FRONT - . EXTENSION TG BUILDING? 0 Eih  FLOORAREA 50. F1.
T e L w o TESEMENES o o ESENEE o« o
REPARED OR ALTERED? NO_ ~f3— PROPERTY LINE? [ =18 ONPLOT PLAN} N TP OF OCCLPANCY? e w—g|
(25) ARCHETECT DN ENGINEER {DESIGNC]  CONSTRUCTION (O} ADDRESS CAUF CEATINCATE O,
128) CONSTRUGTION LENDER (ENTER NAME AND BRANGH DESIGNATION IF ANY, ADDRESS .
IF THERE IS KO KNOWN CONSTRUCTION LENDER. ENTER "UNMNOWNY) N LC>|
IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT

No chonpe shall ba made In the charecier of the occupancy of use without first obtaining & Building
Permit mAhortring such change. See San Francinoo Bullding Code and San Frnscisce Housing
Code.

No portion of budiding or structure or to be closer than §0° to
#nY wize containing more than 750 volte Soe see :ms Cdmrnl- Ponnl Code.

Purauant to Jan Frnnm Building Code, Ih- buikiing permit shall be posted on the Lob Tha
owneor'm plang a being kept at buiiding slte

Qracla ines a8 shown an d Ihis a1a = bo commect. I
actual grads ltinea are not the same &8 shawn revised drawinga showing comoct grade Hnes, cuts
and Rits togatvar with comrplote details of retuining walts snd wall lootings required must be
subwnitted ta this department for epproval.

ANY STIPULATION REQLIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEALED.

BUILDING NOT T0 BE OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION IS POSTED
ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANGY GRANTED, WHEN SEQUIRED.

APPHRONAL OF THIB APPUCATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AN APFROVAL FOA THE ELECTRICAL
WIRING OR PLLMBING INSTALLATIONS, A SEPARATE PEAMIT FOR THE WIHING AND PLUMBING

MUGT BE OBTAINED. SEPARATE FERMITS ARE REQUIRED IF ANBWER 18 YES® TO ANY OF

ABOVE GUESTIONS (10) (11) (12) (13) (22) OR (24}.
THIS 16 NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A BUILDING PERMIT IS
IS3UED,

 dweilings off mauisting matedal musi heve u clesrance of not less then ko inchos from afl
olactriond wires or aquipmaent

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX
0 OWNER ITECT
CILESSEE AGENT
CICONTRACTOR () ENGINEER

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION
| HEREBY CEATIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A PERWMIT I3 13SUED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
OEBCARED IN THIS APPLICATION. ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PERIAIT AND ALL LAWS
AND ORDINANCES THERETO WILL BE COMPLIED WITH.

E003-00 (REV, 102}

OFFICE cOoPY

HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE. The pentites(s} by ecceptancs of the permit, agreais) 1o Indemnify and
hold hamiesa the City and County of San Frzncisco fram and against any and all clalm, demands ang
actions for demagas resulting om operations under this pamnit, regardiess of noglianoe of the Chy and
Courdy of San Francleco. and 1o assume the defensa af the Clity an Councy of San Francisco agelnst ait
such cistms, demande or actions.
In corformity with the pmvlnlonu of Saction 3800 of the Labor Cods of the State of Catitornia, Ihe
applicart shedl h undar (13, or (i) od bolow or ehall indicate item (tH), ar (V). or ().
whichever ts applicatie. If owevar Ham (V] Is chacked llem (V) must ba checked aa wall. Mark the
eppropriate method of compilance below.
| harstry affirs under penalty of perury on= of the following dectarations:
(1 L | have and wil maintaln a carificate ol consent to sott-L tor worker
provided by Section 3700 of tha Labor Code, mmmmmmumum
parmit is Insuad.

. thave end wili maintain workery’

n Insurancs, a8 required by Section 3760 of the
Labaor Cade, for the parformancs of the work for which thia permit is lagued. My workany®
compansetion Inswrence camier and palicy number are:

Cores
Policy Numbar

() M. Thecom of the wor 16 ba dane i $100 or lass.

A W, 1 cortily Srat bn the pariormeanca of the work for which the paemil s lssusd, | shall not employ

By PATSON N Yy TSN 50 68 Lo hecoms subject to he esdion \aws of
Caliomia, | hurther that § underetind thl In thw evant Dt | shoudd baooma
aubject to the workery® of the Lshor Code of Cailomia and f24 1o

comply
hmmwhmnww_

t} V. |m~umm(unmummmmmpmummu
which his penmRt i lsauad, | v omploy e contrcior who compilse with the vorken'
compantation Y= of Califurris and who, por to the commancament of arry wors, vt f26 0

campisted copy of this form with tha Cordral Permit Burcau.

Af_eld/-‘
ﬂ Geta

Signature of Ay
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TONY GRIECO/DB!

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR,

DATE:

NOTIFIED M.

APPROVED:

BUREAU OF FIAE FREVENTION & PUSLIC

DATE:
REASON:

NOTFIED MR.

DATE:
REASOM:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

AFPROVED:

BUREAUOF ENGINEERING

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVYED:

DEPAATMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR,

APPROVED:

/mwmwmmwv

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED-MR.

APPROVED:

%4

ROUSHIB INGPEGTION DIVIBION

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

§ eigpas to eomply wih 63 eond!3ons or £ Tpulz%one of 1o varous burmes oF depsstment nated on e capticaiion, and winched
chatemante of

BORE DO 6r ¢

Rl af eftasimmanid [:]

Smdnions, viteh e haeby mads o part of BYe cppBouiion.

GVNER'S AUTHORIZED AGENT

DNISSIO0Ed DNILNG OILELLON SNOSHId TIY S0 STNVN ONY SILVA ILON ~ KOLLOSS QI0H



TERMITE REPORT

Note: This is a one story wood frame structure, with rustic siding primarily on the exterior
surfaces. The structure is currently vacant and uninhabitable due to excessive leakage and
conditions as noted below.

SUBSTRUCTURE
1) Powder post beetle infestation noted throughout the substructure framing, including, but

not limited to, the rear enclosed porch overhang, extending up into inaccessible wall
areas. We also noted extensive fungus damage to many of the substructure framing
members, including flooring, joists, wall framing, etc. Conditions apparently caused by
excessive leakage and deferred maintenance over a long period of ~ Perimeter
foundations are deteriorated, unreinforced, non-existent in many cases and non-
supportive. Front and rear stair assemblies no longer exist due to excessive fungus
damage. We also noted damage and/or deterioration to interior walls, floors, window sash
and other associated framing and trim members.

RECOMMENDATION:

In our opinion, the majority of this structure must be completely reconstructed, including
foundations, walls, floors, etc. Complete fumigation for control of powder post beetle
infestation cannot be performed due to the proximity of neighboring structures.
Therefore, all infested materials that may extend into inaccessible areas must be removed
and reframed. Lastly, the majority of the systems in the structure must be renewed
including roof surfaces, plumbing, wiring and kitchen and all appliance services.
Estimates for reconstruction will be provided upon request.

Per verbal phone call 08/12/10, Markoff estimate is in excess of $200,000 to rebuild.

Appendix E

N:iLetter\l2010M0.013 - 524 Vienng, Soundness Report.doc February 12,2013



Buiiding No. Strest City Zip Dae of Inspaction

524 VTENNA STREET SAN FRANCISCO 94111 4/6/10

Number of Pages

7

MARKOFF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL

6018 MISSION STREET
DALY CITY, CALIFORNIA 94014

TEL: (650) 992-8900 FAX: (650) 992-4404 email: markofftermite@aol.com
REGISTRATION NO. PR0347 COMPANY REPORT# 10356
Ordered by: Property Owner andfor Party of Interest: Report serit to:
ALFRED LEE SAME SAME

c/o 1320 MARIN STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

COMPLETE REPORT [¥ LIMITED REPORT [:] SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT [ REINSPECTION REPORT []

General Description: | Inspgxtisogﬂ%[?psted:
ONE STORY WO0D FRAME RESTIDENCE Other Tags Posted:
VACANT

steps, detached ‘decks and any other structures hot on the diagram were not inspected.

An inspection has been made of the structure(s) shown on the diagram in accordance with the Structural Pest Control Act. Detached porches, detached

Subterranean Termites [] Drywood Termites [0  Fungus/Dryrot Other Findings K]  Further Inspection B
if any of the above boxes are checkad, it indicates that there were visible problems in accessible areas. Read the report for details on checked items.

PLEASE READ THIS DOCUMENT CAREFULLY.

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

Inspected by: Paul Markoft State License No: 0PR4739 Signature

SUBSTRUCTURE:  SEE #] OTHER INTERIOR: SEE #1
FOUNDATION: SEE #1 OTHER EXTERIOR: SEE #1
STEPS/DECKS: SEE #1 OTHER: NONE

You are entiled to obtain copies of all reports and completion nolices on this property reported to the Structural Pest Control BSard during the precefling two yeafg AToJobtain copies

contact: Struciurat Pest Controt Board, 1418 Howe Avenue, Suite 18, Sacramento, Caiifornia, 95825-3204.

NOTE: Questions or problems concerning the above report should be directed to the manager of the company. Unresolved questions or problems with services performed may be
diracted to the Structural Pest Control Board at (916) 561-8708, (800) 737-8188 or www.pestboard.ca.gov. 43M-41(REV. 06/03)
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Address 524 VIENNA STREET SAN FRANCISCO 94112

DATE OF INSPECTION 4/6/10 CO. REPORT NO. 10356
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NOT TO SCALE



Address 524 VIENNA STREET SAN FRANCISCO 94111

4/6/10 10356

Date of Inspection Co. Report No.

Note: This is a one story wood frame structure, with rustic siding primarily on the exterior surfaces. The
structore is currently vacant and uninhabitable due to excessive leakage and conditions as noted below.

SUBSTRUCTURE

1) Powder post beetle infestation noted throughout the substructure framing, including, but not limited to,
the rearenclosed porch overhang, extending up into inaccessible wall areas. We also noted extensive
fungus damage to many of the substructure framing members, including flooring, joists, wall framing,
etc. Conditions apparently caused by excessive leakage and deferred maintenance over a long period of
time. Perimeter foundations are deteriorated, unreinforced, non-existent in many cases and
pon-supportive. Front and rear stair assemblies no longer exist due to excessive fungus damage. We
also noted damage and/or deterioration to interior walls, floors, window sash and other associated
framing and trim members.

RECOMMENDATION:

In our opinion, the majority of this structure must be completely reconstructed, including foundations,
walls, floors, ete. Complete fumigation for control of powder post beetle infestation cannot be
performed due to the proximity of neighboring structures. Therefore, all infested materials that may
extend into inaccessible areas must be removed and reframed. Lastly, the majority of the systems in the
structure must be renewed including roof surfaces, plumbing, wiring and kitchen and all appliance
services. Estimates for reconstruction will be provided upon request.
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sddress 524 VIENNA STREET SAN FRANCISCO 94111

10356
4/6/10 Co.ReportNe.

Date of Inspection

READ THIS DOCUMENT, IT EXPLAINS THE SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS
OF A STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL INSPECTION AND AWOOD
DESTROYING PEST AND ORGANISM INSPECTION REPORT.

A Wood Destroying Pest and Organism Inspection Report contains findings as to the presence or absence of evidence of wood
destroying pests and organisms in visible and accessible areas and contains reconunendations for correcting any infestations or

infections found. The contents of Wood Destroying Pest and Organism Inspection Reports are governed by the Structural Pest
Control Act and regulations.

Some structures do not comply with building code requirements or may have structural, plumbing, electrical, heating, air conditioning
or other defects that do.not pertain to wood destroying organisms. A Wood Destroying Pest and Organism Inspection Report does not
contain information on such defects, if any, as they are not within the scope of the licenses of either the inspector or the company
issuing a Wood Destroying Pest and Organism Inspection Report.

“The Structural Pest Control Act requires inspection of only those areas which are yisible and accessible at the time of the inspection.
Some areas of the structure are not accessible to inspection, such as the interior of hollow walls, spaces between floors, areas
concealed by carpeting, built-in appliances, or cabinet work. Infestations or infections may be active in these arcas without visible and

accessible evidence. 1f you desire information about these areas, a further inspection may be performed upon request and at additional
cost.

The exterior surface of the roof was not inspected. If you want the water tightness of the roof determined, you should contact a
roofing contractor who is licensed by the Contractor’s State License Board.

Areas subject to moisture, such as, but not limited to roofs, gutters, windows, shower enclosures, and

plumbing fixtures, are to be
maintained by homeowners. This Conipany assumes no Hability for these areas.

If work, as outlined in this report, is performed by others, we will reinspect the property upon

authorization and payment of standard
inspection fee, within a four month period.

Recommendations, as outlined in this report, are subject to the approval of the local building department officials. Additional

alterations, drawings and/or calculations as may be required by said officials will be performed upon specific authorization
and at additional expense to the ordering party.

NOTICE: Reports on this structure prepared by various registered companies should list the same findings (i.e. termite
infestation, termite damage, fungus damage, ete.) However, recommendations to correctt

hese findings may vary from
company to company. Therefore, you may wish to seek a second opinion since there may be alternative methods of correcting
the findings listed on this report that may be less costly.

CHEMICAL MATERIAL TO BE USED:
DRAGNET (Active ingredient — Permethrin) U
COPPER NAPHTHENATE (Active ingredient — Copper Salts of Naphthenic Acids) 0

TIM-BOR (Active ingredient — Disodium Octaborate Tetrahydrate) 0
OTHER | 3 )

NONE TR

Page




