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Discretionary Review Analysis 
Residential Demolition/New Construction  

HEARING DATE: APRIL 8, 2010 
 

Date:  April 1, 2010 
Case No.:  2009.0443DD/2010.0165DD 
Project Address:  1269 LOMBARD STREET 
Zoning:  RH‐2 (Residential House, Two‐Family) 
  40‐X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  0501/023 
Project Sponsor:  M. Brett Gladstone, Gladstone & Associates 
  177 Post Street, Penthouse 
  San Francisco, CA 94108 
Staff Contact:  Shelley Caltagirone – (415) 588‐6625 
  Shelley.Caltagirone@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Do  not  take  DR  and  approve  demolition  and  new  construction  as 
  proposed. 
 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION 

Demolition Case 
Number  

2009.0443DD 
New Building Case 
Number 

2010.0165DD 

Recommendation  Do Not Take DR  Recommendation  Do Not Take DR 

Demolition Application 
Number 

2009.06.09.0027 
New Building 
Application Number 

2009.06.09.0028 

Number Of Existing 
Units 

1  Number Of New Units  2 

Existing Parking  0  New Parking  1 (+ 2 tandem) 

Number  Of Existing 
Bedrooms 

3 
Number Of New 
Bedrooms 

6 

Existing Building Area  ±975 Sq. Ft.  New Building Area  ±5,015 Sq. Ft. 

Public DR Also Filed?  Yes  Public DR Also Filed?  Yes 

311 Expiration Date  3/12/10 
Date Time & Materials 
Fees Paid 

N/A 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project  is to demolish the existing single‐family, two‐story building located towards the rear of the 
lot and construct two new single‐family buildings, located at the front and rear of the lot separated by an 
open yard. The project would provide  three off‐street parking spaces  (one  independent space and  two 
tandem  spaces  accessed  by  a  car  lift).  The  Project  requires  approval  of  rear  yard  and  front  setback 
variances.  
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VARIANCES 
PER SECTION 132 OF THE PLANNING CODE  the property  is  required  to maintain a  front  setback 
area  that  is equal  in depth  to  the average of  the adjacent  front setbacks, or approximately 2.5  feet. The 
proposed  front building will extend  to  the  front property  line  leaving no setback; therefore, the project 
requires a variance from the front setback requirement (Section 132) of the Planning Code. 

PER SECTION 134 OF THE PLANNING CODE the property is required to maintain a rear yard that is 
equal to 45% of the total lot depth, or approximately 50 feet. The proposed rear building will be located 
entirely within  the  rear  45%  of  the  lot;  therefore,  the  project  requires  a  variance  from  the  rear  yard 
requirement (Section 134) of the Planning Code. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The property at 1269 Lombard Street  is  located on  the south side of Lombard Street between Polk and 
Larkin Streets. The Property has approximately 25’ of lot frontage along Lombard Street with a lot depth 
of  112’‐6”. The  lot  slopes  steeply uphill  to  the  east  and  south  away  from  the  street. The  lot  currently 
contains a single‐family, two‐story, 21’‐1”‐tall, 975‐sf house. The dwelling is placed in the rear half of the 
lot, set back approximately 55’‐6” feet from the front property line and 18’‐6” feet from the rear property 
line. The building  rests  atop  an  approximately  31‐foot  tall  retaining wall  and  is  currently  inaccessible 
from the street. The property is within an RH‐2 (Residential, House, Two‐Family) Zoning District with a 
40‐X Height  and Bulk designation. City  records  indicate  that  the  structure was originally  constructed 
circa 1904. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD 
The Subject Property  is  located  in a portion of  the Russian Hill neighborhood  referred  to as  the West 
Slope  in William  Kostura’s  Russian  Hill  the  Summit.1.  In  general,  the West  Slope  of  Russian  Hill  is 
composed of a mixture of single and multi‐family residences dating predominantly  from  the post‐1906 
period. The neighborhood contains a collection of pre‐ and post‐1906 residential architecture containing a 
wide yet cohesive range of turn‐of‐the‐century styles (Italianate, Stick East‐Lake, Queen Anne, Classical 
Revival, Shingle, and Spanish Revival) with fine detailing and traditional compositions. 

The  neighborhood  contains  buildings  of  varying  heights  and  depths.  Several  of  the  buildings  on  the 
subject  block  contain  front  and  rear  structures,  creating  a pattern of mid‐lot  courtyards. The  adjacent 
property  to  the west contains a  four‐story building at  the  front of  the  lot and a 5‐story building  in  the 
middle of the lot with an approximately 33’‐5” rear yard and a small 2‐story building connecting the two 
buildings. The adjacent property to the east contains a three‐story building at the front of the  lot and a 
two‐story building at the rear of the lot with an approximately 28’‐9” mid‐lot courtyard. 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD 

Posted Notice  10 days  March 29, 2010  February 10, 2010  57 days 
Mailed Notice  10 days  March 29, 2010  March 29, 2010  10 days 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
                                                 
1 Kostura, William. Russian Hill the Summit; 1853-1906. Aerie Publications: San Francisco, 1997. 
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 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

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

0  1  0 

Neighborhood groups  1  0  0 
 

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE 
The  replacement  structures will  be  located  at  the  front  and  rear  property  lines with  a  25‐foot wide 
courtyard separating the two buildings. The front building would be a single‐family, four‐story, 36‐foot‐
tall,  3,133‐square‐foot  house  and  the  rear  building would  be  a  single‐family,  three‐story,  30‐foot‐tall, 
1,882‐square‐foot  house.  Each  building would  provide  three  bedrooms.  The  buildings would  share  a 
street entrance, an entry stair, and a three‐car garage located at the ground level of the front building. The 
front building would be accessed by an entrance at the third floor level of the shared stair and the rear 
building would be accessed by a path leading from the shared stair and through the mid‐lot courtyard. 
The  property  currently  contains  no  parking.  The  project would  provide  three  parking  spaces  in  the 
ground‐floor garage (one independent space and two tandem spaces accessed by a car lift).  
 
The overall scale, design, and materials of  the proposed replacement structure are compatible with  the 
block‐face  and  are  complementary with  the  residential  neighborhood  character. The materials  for  the 
front façade are traditional in style, with wood shingle siding and wood casement windows with wood 
window trim. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
The Project has  completed  the Section 311 and Mandatory DR notification.  Joe Butler, member of The 
Little House Committee, filed a Discretionary Review application for the demolition permit application. 
John and Mary Horvers, tenants of 1265 Lombard Street (the adjacent lot to the east) and members of The 
Little House  Committee,  filed  a Discretionary  Review  application  for  the  new  construction  building 
permit  application.  Staff  has  also  received  verbal  and written  comments  from  the  property  owner  of 
1249‐1251  Lombard  Street,  Frank  Morrow,  who  is  concerned  about  the  size  and  placement  of  the 
proposed development (see attached letter).  
 
ISSUES AND RESPONSES 
The issues listed in both public Discretionary Review requests are similar in nature and are summarized 
below. 
 
Issue 1:   In  1998,  Building  Permit  Application  Nos.  9710402  and  9711296  and  Variance 
Application No. 97.487V were approved with conditions for the Subject Property  in conjunction with a 
project at 1271‐79 Lombard Street. The decision documents listing the conditions are attached. The 1998 
project was  halted  after  completion  of  the  proposed  addition  at  the  1271‐79 Lombard  Street  site  and 
excavation of the 1269 Lombard Street site. Construction of the proposed garages, stairs, and additions at 
1269  Lombard  Street were  never  completed  and  the  property  has  remained  in  a  state  of  suspended 
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construction  since  1998. Because  the project was not  completed,  the project  failed  to  comply with  the 
conditions of approval placed upon the building permit application and variance approvals. 
 
Response:  The Department concurs that the 1998 project  failed to comply with the conditions placed upon 
its approval. Among these conditions were requirements  for setbacks at the eastern and western property  lines to 
protect  light,  air,  and  access  to  the  adjacent  properties. Under  the  current  building  permit  application,  the  side 
setbacks are considerably smaller than those described in the 1998 decision documents. However, any action by the 
Department  regarding  the new  building  permit  application would  supersede  the  previous  project  approval. The 
Department  is  not  recommending  any  conditions  of  approval  for  the  current  Project  as  staff  believes  that  the 
proposed building envelopes comply with the current Department CEQA Review Procedures, the Planning Code, 
and the Residential Design Guidelines.  
 
Issue 2:   The  Discretionary  Review  Requestors  believe  that  the  Project  would  have  adverse 
impacts to historic resources, which would be avoided by requiring rehabilitation of the subject cottage. 
They also believe that the historic integrity of the adjacent properties at 1265 and 1271‐79 Lombard Street 
building  would  be  harmed  by  the  Project  by  disrupting  the  historic  pattern  of  construction  and 
circulation at  the  three  lots which were  jointly owned  for 100 years; by causing  the removal of  lot  line 
windows; and, by preventing the reconstruction of the historic side stairs at the 1271‐79 Lombard Street 
building.  They  also  feel  that  the  replacement  building  is  out  of  scale  and  would  mar  the  historic 
relationships of buildings, which are historic resources and contributors to a potential historic district.  
 
Response:  Staff reviewed impacts to historic resources in the Historic Resource Evaluation Response memo 
dated December 11, 2009 (attached with Categorical Exemption Certificate) and found that the project would have 
no significant adverse  impacts to historic resources. Staff concurs that the buildings at 1265 Lombard Street and 
1271‐79 Lombard Street are historic resources as contributors to a potential district. Staff has determined that the 
alteration  of  the  secondary  facades  of  1265  Lombard  Street  and  1271‐79  Lombard  Street  would  not  cause  a 
significant adverse impact to either building as the work will not remove character‐defining features of the buildings 
that convey their historical significance. Please refer to that document for a full response. 
 
Issue 3:   1265 Lombard Street will  lose  light and air  if  the replacement building  is approved by 
covering existing non‐complying lot line windows.  
 
Response:  Staff acknowledges that the Project will reduce light to 1265 Lombard Street by fully blocking one 
lot  line window and partially blocking  two  lot  line windows. These windows are  legal, non‐conforming windows 
and  are  not  protected  by  the Planning Code  or  the Residential Design Guidelines. The windows  are  also  on  a 
secondary  façades and are not  considered  character‐defining  features of  the historic  cottage at 1265 Lombard,  so 
their removal would not cause a significant adverse impact to the resource. The Project has been designed with a 25‐
foot‐deep courtyard to maintain light access to the neighboring buildings. The entrance to the rear cottage has also 
been recessed to provide greater light access to the western windows at 1265 Lombard Street, and two new windows 
will be provided for the cottage by the Project Sponsor to compensate for the loss of existing windows. 
 
Issue 4:   1265 Lombard Street will lose access to roof deck located at 1269 Lombard Street.   
 
Response:  This change  in the neighbor’s access to 1269 Lombard Street  is based upon a private agreement 
between property owners and is not regulated by the Planning Code.  
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Issue 5:   The DR Requestors believe that the cottage is a sound habitable structure. 
 
Response:   The Property has been  in a state of suspended construction since 1998. In  its current state, the 
building’s soundness prior to the halted construction cannot be assessed. Therefore, the Department has no position 
on  whether  or  not  the  Project  meets  the  Department’s  soundness  criteria  due  to  lack  of  information.  The 
Department does not consider the effects of the halted construction to be a state of unsoundness as claimed in the 
Soundness Report prepared by Santos & Urrutia, Inc.  
 
Issue 6:   Previous building permit applications entitled work which was exceeded by the sponsor. 
 
Response:  A  review  of  the  databases  for  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  and  the  Planning 
Department did not show any active enforcement cases or notices of violation for the property. Records show that 
the two 2001 notices of violations have been abated. 
 
Issue 7:   The new construction does not meet the requirements of the Planning Code and requires 
variances. The hardship arguments for the variances are self‐imposed. 
 
Response:  The variance request is reviewed by the Zoning Administrator separately from the Discretionary 
Review cases, which are the subject of this hearing. 
  
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
The  Project  was  issued  a  Categorical  Exemption,  Classes  1  and  3  (State  CEQA  Guidelines  Sections 
15301(l)(1) and 15303(a)] on March 11, 2010. 
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The  Department  recommends  that  the  demolition  of  the  existing  single‐family  dwelling  and  the 
construction  of  a  new  two‐family  dwelling  be  approved  as  proposed.  The  Project meets  nine  of  the 
eighteen criteria for consideration of demolition under Section 317 of the Planning Code. The Project  is 
also consistent with  the Objectives and Policies of  the General Plan and complies with  the Residential 
Design Guidelines  and Planning Code. The Project meets  the  criteria  set  forth  in  Section  101.1  of  the 
Planning Code in that: 
 

 The Project will result in a net gain of one dwelling‐unit. 

 The Project will create two family‐sized dwelling‐units, each with three bedrooms.  

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

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

 The RH‐2 Zoning District allows a maximum of  two dwelling‐units on  this  lot. This District  is 
intended to accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this underutilized lot, 
and  several  of  the  surrounding  properties  reflect  this  ability  to  accommodate  the maximum 
density. The Project is therefore an appropriate in‐fill development. 
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 Although the structure  is more than 50‐years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation 
resulted  in  a determination  that  the  existing  building  is  not  an historic  resource  and  that  the 
project will have no adverse impact on surrounding historic resources. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   

Case No. 2009.0443DD – Do not take DR and approve the demolition. 

Case No. 2010.0165DD – Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed. 
 
DEMOLITION CRITERIA 
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 Criteria 
The Project Sponsor does not claim that the property is valued at or above 80% of the median single‐family 
home  prices  in  San  Francisco. 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); 

 
Criteria Not Applicable to Project 
Based  on  Planning  staff’s  review  of  the  Soundness  Report  prepared  by  Santos & Urrutia,  Inc.  –  an 
independent third party for this Project – the existing structure cannot be evaluated for soundness in its 
current state. The Property has been in a state of suspended construction since 1998. The Department does 
not consider the effects of the halted construction to be a state of unsoundness as claimed in the Soundness 
Report.  Neither  can  the  Department  consider  the  cost  of  completing  the  halted  construction  in  the 
calculation of the cost of necessary repairs. Therefore, the Department has no position on whether or not 
the  Project  meets  the  Department’s  soundness  criteria  since  it  cannot  determine  whether  or  not  the 
building was sound before  the commencement of construction or what  the cost of repairing  the building 
would have been at that time.  

 
Existing Building 

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

Project Meets Criteria 
A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department did not 
show any enforcement cases or notices of violation. Records show that the two 2001 notices of violations 
have been abated. 
 

4. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
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Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The prior owner did not maintain the existing building in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition. The prior 
owner’s excavation of the site resulted in the installment of temporary shoring to support the building. The 
current owner acquired  the property  in  this condition. Since  then,  the current owner has prevented  the 
deterioration  from accelerating by doing the following: boarding the windows, removing graffiti, erecting 
and maintaining a chain link fence in the front and rear of the property, hauling trash, and removing ivy. 

 
5. Whether the property is a ʺhistorical resourceʺ under CEQA; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
Although the structure is more than 50‐years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation resulted in 
a determination that it is not an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.  
 

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

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

 
Rental Protection 

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

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

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

 
Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
According to the Project Sponsor, the building  is not subject to rent control because  it  is a single‐family 
dwelling that is currently vacant and uninhabitable. However, it appears that if the building were restored 
to habitable condition, it would be subject to rent control as the building was constructed prior to 1979. 

 
Priority Policies 

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

 
Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The Project does not meet this criterion because the existing dwelling will be demolished. Nonetheless, the 
Project will result  in a net gain of housing and thus preserve the quantity of housing. Two  family‐sized 
units will replace one single‐family home that contains only one bedroom. The creation of these two family‐
sized units will preserve the cultural and economic diversity within the neighborhood. 
 

10. Whether  the Project  conserves neighborhood  character  to preserve neighborhood  cultural  and 
economic diversity; 
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Project Meets Criteria 
The  Project  will  conserve  the  neighborhood  character  by  constructing  replacement  buildings  that  are 
compatible with  regard  to materials, massing,  glazing  pattern,  and  roofline with  the  dwellings  in  the 
surrounding neighborhood. By creating compatible new buildings that increase the density by one unit in 
a neighborhood defined by one‐ and two‐family units, the neighborhood’s cultural and economic diversity 
will be preserved. 

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

Project Meets Criteria 
By  creating  two  new  dwelling  units  where  one  uninhabitable  dwelling  currently  exists,  the  relative 
affordability of existing housing is being preserved because the land costs associated with the housing are 
spread out over two dwellings rather than one. The reduction in land costs per unit reduces the overall cost 
of  housing.  The  Project  also  increases  the  number  of  family‐sized  units  in  San  Francisco,  increasing 
housing supply and, thereby, possibly reducing cost. 

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

Section 315;  
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The Project does not  include any permanently affordable units, as the construction of two units does not 
trigger Section 315 review. 

 
Replacement Structure 

13. Whether the Project located in‐fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
 
Project Meets Criteria 
The Project replaces one single‐family dwelling with two dwelling‐units  in a neighborhood characterized 
by one‐ and two‐family dwellings. 

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

Project Meets Criteria 
The Project will create two family‐sized units – each with three‐bedrooms. The floor plans reflect such new 
quality, family housing. 

 
15. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The Project is not specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as defined 
in the Housing Element. 

 
16. Whether  the  Project  promotes  construction  of  well‐designed  housing  to  enhance  existing 

neighborhood character; 
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Project Meets Criteria 
The  Project  is  in  scale  with  the  surrounding  neighborhood  and  will  be  constructed  of  high‐quality 
materials. The proposed site plan, with separate front and rear buildings divided by a mid‐lot courtyard, 
would match  the  established block pattern and preserve a  character‐defining  feature of  the district. The 
front  building wall would  be  built  flush with  the  front property  line,  similar  to  the placement  of most 
buildings along the street, and the rear building wall would closely align with the front facades of the rear 
cottages  located  to  the  east  of  the  property. The  height  and massing  of  both  of  the  proposed  buildings 
would be similar to those of the corresponding  front‐ and rear‐lot buildings on the block. Both buildings 
would have flat roofs, in keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, rectangular 
massing. The architectural  style of both  the  front and  rear buildings would be a  contemporary Shingle 
style that uses wood shingle cladding, wood‐framed windows, moderately proportioned glazing, restrained 
ornamentation, and traditional features such as a cornice and projecting bay to relate to the vocabulary of 
the  surrounding  historic  buildings. The  contemporary  design  of  the  new  construction would  be  easily 
distinguished from the historic buildings in the area so as not to create a false since of history. Finally, the 
new construction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the site, which detract from the 
character of the district. 

17. Whether the Project increases the number of on‐site dwelling units; 
 

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

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

Project Meets Criteria 
The Project increases the number of bedrooms on the site from three to six. 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)   
Defined   
Mixed  X 
 
Comments:    The  subject  block  is  unique  in  that  it  contains  a  cluster  of  buildings  that  survived  the 
Earthquake  and  Fire  of  1906.  Twelve  of  its  twenty‐five  parcels  contain  buildings  either  listed  on  the 
Planning Department’s 1976 Survey and/or are published in Here Today. The surrounding neighborhood 
consists of a mixture of  two‐ and  three‐story buildings, containing mostly one or  two residential units. 
Larger  apartment  buildings  are  located  at  the  intersection  of  Polk  and  Lombard  Streets.  The 
neighborhood contains dwellings of varying heights and depths. Several of the buildings on the subject 
block contain front and rear structures, creating a pattern of mid‐lot courtyards. The adjacent property to 
the west contains a four‐story building at the front of the lot and a 5‐story building in the middle of the 
lot with an approximately 33’‐5”  rear yard and a small 2‐story building connecting  the  two buildings. 
The adjacent property  to  the east contains a  three‐story building at  the  front of  the  lot and a  two‐story 
building at the rear of the lot with an approximately 28’‐9” mid‐lot courtyard.  
 
SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

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

X     

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

X     

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

    X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?  X     
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Comments:  The Project responds to the topography of the block by stepping down in height from the 
neighboring uphill buildings. The design also responds  to  the existing block pattern by continuing  the 
pattern  of mid‐lot  courtyards with  front  and  rear  buildings  established  by  the  lots  to  the  east  of  the 
Subject Property. The Project will create a larger building at the front of the lot, in keeping with the size 
of the front buildings at the adjacent lots, and a smaller building at the rear of the lot, in keeping with the 
size of the rear cottages to the east of the Subject Property. The Project will minimize impacts to light and 
privacy  at  adjacent  properties  by  providing  side  setbacks  along  the  east  property  line  and  an  open 
courtyard adjacent to the 5‐story building to the west. The front building will block three property‐line 
windows  at  the  adjacent  building  to  the  east  and  five  property‐line windows  to  the west.  The  rear 
building has been designed to minimize impacts to property line windows at the adjacent rear cottage so 
that only one of four windows will be completely blocked. 
 
BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

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

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

X     

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

X     

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

X     

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

X     

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?  X     
 
Comments:  The  front replacement building  is compatible with  the established building scale at  the 
street, as it creates a stronger street wall with a more compatible front setback than the existing building. 
The height and depth of both new buildings are compatible with  the existing block pattern. The  form, 
façade width, proportions, and roofline of both buildings are compatible with the mixed neighborhood 
context. 
 
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

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

X     

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

    X 

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

X     

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on  X     
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the sidewalk?  
Bay Windows (page 34)       
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 
surrounding buildings? 

X     

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

X     

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?  X     
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on‐street parking?  X     
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 ‐ 41)       
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?       X 
Are  the  parapets  compatible with  the  overall  building  proportions  and  other 
building elements?  

X     

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

    X 

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

    X 

 
Comments:    There  is not a well‐established pattern of entrances on  the block as  it has a mixture of 
raised entries and grade‐level entries. The proposed entrance for the front building will be slightly raised 
and will be recessed to provide a small porch area. The length and type of the rectangular bay window 
along the western side of the façade is compatible with the style of bay windows found throughout the 
neighborhood. The garage door  is  recessed slightly  from  the  front  façade and  limited  to a width of 10 
feet. The  rooftop parapets  are  standard  in  size  and  compatible with  the parapets  found on other  flat‐
roofed buildings in the neighborhood. 
 
BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 
Architectural Details (pages 43 ‐ 44)       
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 
and the surrounding area? 

X     

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

X     

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

X     

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

X     

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

X     

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

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

X     

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied?  X     
 
Comments:  The  placement  and  scale  of  the  architectural  details  are  compatible  with  the  mixed 
residential  character of  this neighborhood. The architectural  style of both  the  front and  rear buildings 
would  be  a  contemporary  Shingle  style  that  uses  wood  shingle  cladding,  wood‐framed  windows, 
moderately proportioned glazing,  restrained ornamentation, and  traditional  features  such as a  cornice 
and projecting bay to relate to the vocabulary of the surrounding historic buildings. The contemporary 
design of the new construction would be easily distinguished from the historic buildings in the area so as 
not  to create a  false since of history. Finally,  the new construction would replace  the existing retaining 
walls at the front of the site, which detracts from the character of the neighborhood. 
 
SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR 
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 – 54) 

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

     X 

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

    X 

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

    X 

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 will  be  demolished  has  been 
determined not to be an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Design Review Checklist for replacement building 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Section 311 Notice 
Residential Demolition Application 
Prop M findings 
Environmental Evaluation / Historic Resources Evaluation Response Memo 
Soundness Report 
Reduced Plans / Renderings / Context Photos 
Letter from Frank Morrow dated March 12, 2010 
Discretionary Review Application Case No. 2009.0443DD 
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Discretionary Review Application Case No. 2010.0165DD 
Planning Commission Action Memo regarding 1296 Lombard Street dated April 8, 1998 
Planning Commission Action Memo regarding 1271‐79 Lombard Street dated April 8, 1998 
Variance Decision Letter regarding 1269 Lombard Street dated April 8, 1998 (Case No. 97.487V) 
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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.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)
On June 9, 2009, the Applicant named below fied Building Permt Application Nos. 2009.06.09.0027 (Demolition) and

2009.06.09.0028 (New Constructon) with the City and County of San Francisco.

CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION
Applicant:
Address:
City, State:
Telephone:

Charles Bloszies, Architect
228 Grant Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94108
(415) 834-9002

Project Address:
Cross Streets:
Assessots Block /Lot No.:
Zoning Districts:

1269 Lombard Stret

Polk and Larkin Streets
0501/0023
RH-2140-X

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of ths proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permt 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 Commssion 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, ths project wil
be approved by the Planning Departent after the Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

(Xl DEMOLITION and/or
( L VERTICAL EXTENSION

( L HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT)

(Xl NEW CONSTRUCTION or
(Xl CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS

(l HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE)

( l ALTERATION

( L FACADE ALTERATION(S)

( ) HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION
BUILDING USE ....................................................................Single-Family Dwellng.................. Two Single-Family Dwellngs
FRONT SETBACK ......"..............,............,..,.,....,...".,..........55'-6" "..,....,."..................".,..".,.... 0'-0"
BUILDING DEPTH................................................................38'-6" ............................................. 56'-4" (Unit 1), 31'-2" (Unit 2)
REAR YARD......................................................................... 18' -6" ............................................. 25'-0" (between Units 1 and 2
HEIGHT OF BUILDING ........................................................20'-6" ............................................. 36'-3" (Unit 1), 30'-2" (Unit 2)
NUMBER OF STORIES........................................................2 ....................................................4 (Unit 1). 3 (Unit 2)
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ............................ ............1 ....................................................2
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ...............0....................................................2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to demolish the existing two-story, single-family building and to construct two new buildings at the
front and rear of the lot. The new front building wil be four stories tall and the new rear building wil be three stories
talL. Each building wil contain one unit. See attached plans for details. PLEASE NOTE: Per Section 317 of the
Planning Code, the project requires a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing before the Planning Commission. Also,
per Sections 132 and 134 of the Code, the project requires front and rear yard variances as the front building wil extend
2' -6" into the required front setback and the rear building wil be located within the rear 45% of the lot. The project is
tentatively scheduled to be heard as Case No. 2009.0443DV at the March 18, 2010 Planning Commission hearing in
Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place.

PLANNER'S NAME: Shelley Caltagirone

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6625 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: d--/D- JV

3- J~-"DEMAIL: shelley.caItagirone@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE:



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Section 317 Application

Section 317 of the Planng Code requires that a public hearig wil be held prior to approval of any
permt that wil remove existing housing, with certain codified exceptions. Where a project wil result in
the loss of one or two residential unts, the project is subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review (DR)
hearing before the Plang Commssion, unless the Code specifically requires Conditional Use (CD)
Authorization. Projects resultig in the loss of thee or more units wil require a Conditional Use
hearig by the Plang Commssion. If a Conditional Use is required, attach ths Application as a
supplemental document. All projects subject to Section 317 must fill out ths cover sheet and the relevant
attached Form(s) (A, B, or C), and contact Georgia Powell at (415) 558-6371 to schedule an intake

appointment.

PROJECT ADDRESS:
1269 Ia Stn"PT

NAME: r-l
Jl

BLOCK/LOT: 0501/023 ADDRESS: 177 Post st, #910

ZONING:
RH-2

CITY, STATE: ~;:n .",~41g~

LOT AREA 2,780 sf PHONE: (415) 434-9500

# PROJECT INFORMATION EXISTING PROPOSED NET CHANGE 

1 Total number of unts
1 2 +1

2 Total number of parking spaces 0 2 +2

3 Total gross habitable square footage 1) .-930 "sf
2,~~~ sf

+2.271 sf'1 ,- ""of

4 Total number of bedrooms 3 6 +3

5 Date of property purchase 2004

6 Number of rental units 0 0 0

7 Number of bedrooms rented 0 0 0

8 Number of units subject to rent control 0 0 0

9 Number of bedrooms subject to rent control 0 0 0

10 Number of units currently vacant 1

11
Was the building subject to the Ellis Act within the las Unkn )WI - OWIE r purchase:l
decade? orooertv vacant

12 Number of owner-occupied units 0 2 +2
I have read and understood the information in this Application, including the required payment of time
and material fees for processing this Application. I certify that I wil pay all Plang Department tie
and material costs for processing this Application, as required by Sections 350(c) and 352(B) of thepi~~

) #--S;gnW~ _3? Prite N=" Brett Gladsto Da,,~
www.sfplanning.org

165 MiS St
$lI4ØG
Sa Fico,
CA 94103-2479

Receø:
415;58.6378

Fa
415.558.649

PiImO/:
415.558.6377



Loss of Dwellng Units through Demolition
(FORM A - COMPLETE IF APPLICABLE)

Pursuant to Planng Code Section 317(d), the demolition of residential dwelligs not otherwise subject
to a Conditional Use Authorization shall be either subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing
or wil qualify for administrative approvaL. Admistrative approval only applies to (1) single-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
unts or fewer that are found to be unound housing.

The Plang Commssion wil 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 a single-family dwelling is not affordable or fiancially accessible housing

(above the 80% average price of single-famly homes in San Francisco, as determned by a
credible appraisal within six months);
Not Appl j cabl e becaiise property j s 1 acted j n RH 2 dj strj ct

2. Whether the housing has been found to be unound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one-

and two-family dwellings).
Yes, please see attached Soundness Rep

Existing Building PL SE ATQl FO RE 'I QUOO 1 - 16.
1. Whether the propert is free of a history of serious, contiuing code violations;

No

2. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;
No

3. Whether the property is a "historical resource" under CEQA;

No

4. If the propert is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource wil have a

substantial adverse impact under CEQA;
Not Applicable

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

No

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

No

$AfAACl....l..ca O£PAJEN 2



1269 Lombard Street
Application to Demolish Residential Building

Section 3l7(d)(3)(C). The Planning Commission shall consider the following additional
criteria in the review of applications to demolish Residential Buildings:

(i) whether the property is free of a history of serious. continuing Code violations;

Redwood Mortgage Investors, VIII ("RMI"), the current owner, is unaware of any
current Notices of Violation against the property; however, the existing building is
uninhabitable. RMI made a constrction loan to the prior owner/developer who

originally had plans to develop the site. We are unaware of how much of the old
strcture the developer wished to re-use, if any. RMI took possession of the propery in
September of 2004 and the Trustee's Deed recorded September 30, 2004 after the
previous owner was unsuccessful in his efforts to develop the site.

During the previous owner's efforts to develop the site, the previous owner
rendered the existing rear building uninhabitable by undertaking an excavation at the
front of the site. The excavation resulted in the need for temporar shoring, which was
intended to be used for less than a year. The temporar shoring has now been in place
more than four year longer than intended due primarly to pennit and financial troubles
the original developer ran into durng the approval process resulting in the curent owner
foreclosing on the proper. Durng the two year between the prior owner stopping
work and RMI acquirng ownership, the building severely deteriorated.

The following infonnation is based on our engineer's Soundness Report:

The temporar shoring was placed too far from the face of the cottage and created
an excessive cantilever in the second floor (and roof) joists, which over the
prolonged time that the project has been left in ths condition, has led to
peranent deBectiQn of those members, and extensive waring of joists and
posts. To correct the now pennanent deflection of those joists and posts would
require removing and replacing them, i.e. the entire floor and roof. In addition,
the entire west property line wall has been removed at the fist floor and
approximately one half of the first floor and parition walls have been removed as
par of the shoring effort. To adequately restore this building to a safe, fuctional,
and habitable condition would lead to a de facto demolition. Although it appears
the original intent was to save the cottage, it was poorly shored and it has been
left in that condition for an extended period of time, which has significantly and
pennanently altered the status ofthe cottage. It is no longer a viably salvageable
strctue. Finally, the temporar shoring has been exposed to the elements for all

this time, and the steel shoring beam is now rusting and the shoring cribs are
rotting. As a result, the shoring system is now compromised as well. (See
Soundness Report).

s:\clients\redwood mortgage-lombard\050409 demolition application.final.doc
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The excavation also removed access to the unit. The stairs providing access were
located on the property to the west with a door leading to an area at grade on the subject
property. When the property was excavated, the area at grade also was excavated
removing the access.

(ii) whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary
condition;

As stated above, the prior owner did not maintain the existing building in a
decent, safe and santary condition. The prior owner's excavation of the site resulted in
the installment of temporar shoring to support the building. The curent owner acquired
the property in this condition. Since then, the curent owner has prevented the

deterioration from accelerating by doing the following: boarding the windows, removing
graffti, erecting and maintaining a chain link fence in the front and rear of property,
hauling trash, and removing ivy.

(iii) whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA;.

The propery is not an historical resource under CEQA. The property is not listed
in any local, state or federal surey. The Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared
by Frederic Knapp concludes that the propert is not an historic resource because it is not
eligible for listing on the California Register, either individually or as a contributory
property to a potential historic district. The draft Russian Hil West Slope Historic
Resources Surey, which curently is being reviewed by the City, came to the same
conclusion.

(iv) whether the removal of the resource wil have a substantial adverse impact under

CEQA;

The property is not an historical resource and therefore, the building's demolition
wil not have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA.

(v) whether the project converts rental housing to other form of tenure or
occupancy;

The building has been uninhabitable and vacant for more than ten years; thus, the
demolition wil not remove habitable rental housing. The curent owner, RMI, has not
removed any tenants since it acquired the unit in an uninhabitable condition. The
building was last occupied by an owner The project wil constrct a replacement single
family unit (along with a new single family unit at the front of the lot) that wil be
ownership housing because the cost of work to create the two unts is so great that the
level of rent payments could not meet the monthly mortgage payment to a lender who
lends to a new owner.

(vi) whether the project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and

Arbitration Ordinance;

s:\clients\rwood mortgage-lornbar\050409 demolition application.fil.doc
2
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The demolition proposes to remove an unnhabitable single family dwelling, and
therefore wil not remove habitable rental housing that is subject to the Rent Stabilization
and Arbitration Ordinance. The building has been uninhabitable and vacant for over ten
years.

(vii) whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic

neighborhood diversity;

The project wil replace the existing vacant building with two new single family
units. The property was previously owner occupied. The project would preserve the

cultual and economic diversity of the neighborhood because it creates family-sized
housing, which is increasingly diffcult to find in San Francisco, and re-establish the
residential character of the site.

(viii) whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood

cultural and economic diversity;

The replacement housing is designed to fit withn the neighborhood character.

The proposed development includes two new houses, one fronting the street and the other
at the rear of the lot with a shared open space in between. Ths disposition of buildings
matches the pattern of development that has historically occured along Lombard Street
uphill from the site to the east. Neighboring properties have two houses on each lot,
some of which contai more than one unt.

The proposed design is sensitive to the existing neighborhood context both in
general massing and in architectual detaiL. New constrction wil be built on the existing
retaining wall system, since alterng the constrction of the large retaining walls could
have an adverse impact on the adjoining and uphil neighbors' strctues.

The new project wil have a two car garage and an entrance shared by both houses
at the street level along Lombard Street. The front house wil be a 3,000 square foot, 3-
bedroom unt on three levels above the garage. The upper level wil be set back from the
street with a landscaped terace in front to present a façade that wil be in scale with
neighboring buildings. The façade wil be a modem rendition of shingle style
architecture, a style prevalent in the neighborhood. The rear house wil be a 2,300 square
foot, 3-bedroom unt also on three levels.

The two units wil share the garage and the Lombard Street entr. Both units are

accessible via a shared elevator or staiay connecting the street level to the entr level
of the front unit approximately 25 feet above the street. A pathway and exteror stair wil
lead to the rear unt.

(ix) whether the project protects the relative affordabilty of existing housing;

s:\clients\rwood mortgage-lombar\050409 demolition application.finl.doc 3

Page 3 ofS



The project will replace an uninhabitable unit with two single family units. The
increase in housing by two habitable units wil help protect the relative affordability of
existing housing by increasing the number of family sized units in San Francisco, since
more supply can reduce housing costs.

(x) whether the project increases the number of permanently affordable units as
governed by Section 315;

The project is not subject to the requirements of Section 315 and therefore, would
not provide permanently affordable units.

(xi) whether the project locates ín-fll housing on appropriate sites in established
neighborhoods;

The project wil replace the existing vacant building and construct two new units.

One unit wil be located at the rear near the location of the existing building proposed for
demolition. The second unit will fill in the front that curently is vacant. The
neighborhood consists of almost all buildings situated at the sidewalk, so that creating
one here is classic urban infill that will lead to conformity of building frontage on the
street.

(xii) whether the project creates quality. new family housing;

The project creates quality, new family housing. The front unt will contain thee
bedrooms and the rear unt wil contain three bedrooms. The new homes have been
designed for families in that they each contain thee bedrooms.

(xiii) whether the project creates new supportive housing;

The project creates two new single family homes that wil support the City's
priority of providing family sized housing, but wil not have any support services in them.

(xiv) whether the project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance

existing neighborhood character;

The project would create well-designed housing that enhances the neighborhood
character. The front of the site has been severely excavated and is curently supported by
two massive retaining walls. The rear building is dilapidated and vacant. The property
has lost its residential character and is an eye sore in the neighborhood. The project
would restore the residential character and remove the blight; thereby enhancing the
neighborhood character. As discussed above, the façade is designed as a modern

rendition of shingle-style architecture, a style prevalent in the neighborhood, including
the immediately neighboring buildings. The density wil be increased to be more

consistent with the surounding buildings, which primarly are two unts per site and
multi-family buildings.

s:\clients\redwood mortgage-lombard\050409 demolition application.fil.doc 4
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(xv) whether the project increases the number of on-site dwellng units;

The project would increase the number of habitable on-site dwelling units from
zero to two units.

(xvi) whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.

The project would result in each unit containing three bedrooms. The existing
building contains three bedrooms. Thus, the project will add three bedrooms to the site.

s:\clients\redwood mortgage-lombard\050409 demolition application.finaL.doc 5
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75% of Replacement Cost
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PRIORITY GENERAL PLAN POLICIES FINDINGS

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall
find that proposed projects and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in
Section 101.1 of the City Planng 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 DOES NOT.

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

The project site does not contain retaiL. The site contains a vacant and unnhabitable
residential building. The project would demolish the building and constrct two new
family-sized unts on the site. Therefore, neighborhood serving retail uses wil be

enhanced by two new dwellng unts nearby.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in

order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The site has been severely excavated at the front and is an eyesore in the neighborhood.
The site contains a vacant and uninhabitable residential building. The project would
constrct two new units that are compatible with the surounding residential buildings in
their shingle design. Therefore, the proj ect will conserve and protect the existing

neighborhood character. The site has always had one home in an RH-2 distrct; with two
units, the site will be conforming as to permitted density, and wil contain a number of
units closer to neighboring lots.

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

The project would demolish a vacant and uninhabitable unit. As a single family

dwelling, it is not subject to the City's rent control 
law and therefore, even if it could be

occupied, the unit would not be affordable. As such, there will not be a negative affect
on the City's affordable housing supply and no tenants wil be displaced as a result of 

the

project.

4. That commuter traffc not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets
or neighboring parking;

The project would provide off-street parking for each of the two units. Therefore, the
project will not overburden the streets, neighborhood parking or public transit.

S:\Clients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\Prop M for Demolition Appl.Final.doc
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5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and

service sectors from displacement due to commercial offce development, and that future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The project wil not impact any industral or service sector uses. The property contains a
single family house located within the RH-2 zoning distrct.

6. That the city achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury

and loss of life in an earthquake;

The project wil comply with the most recent seismic codes and any building codes that
are applicable.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be enhanced and preserved; and

The building is not listed as a historic building nor a potential contrbutor to a potential
historic district.

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

The project wil not impact public parks, public open space, or access to any park's
access to sunlight, nor wil it impact any significant public vistas.

S:\Clients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\Prop M for Demolition AppI.FinaI.doc
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Case No.:

Project Title:

Zoning:

Block/Lot:

Lot Size:

Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Certificate of Determination
Exemption from Environmental Review

1650 Mission S1.

Suite 400

San Fracisco,

CA 94103-2479

2009.0443E
1269 Lombard Street
RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
0501/023

2,812.5 square feet

M. Brett Gladstone, Gladstone & Associates

(415) 434-9500
Shelley Caltagirone - (415) 558-6625

shelley .caltagirone@sfgov.org

Reception:

415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Planning

Information:

415.558.6377

The proposed project involves demolition of the existing single-family, two-story, 21-foot-tall, 975-
square-foot house and constrction of two new single-family residential buildings, located at the front
and rear of the lot. The front building would be a four-story, 36-foot-tall, 3,133-square-foot house and the
rear building would be a three-story, 30~foot-tall, 1,882-square-foot house. The two buildings would be
separated by a mid-lot, 25-foot-deep courtyard. The buildings would share a street entrance, an entr

(See next page.)

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption; Classes 1 and 3 (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(1)(1) and 15303(a).

REMARKS:

(See next page.)

DETERMINATION:

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

~Bil Wycko .
Environmental Review Officer

~/¿02o/ó
,.

Date

cc: Redwood Investors VII, Owners
Brett Bollinger, MEA Division

Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner

Supervisor Alioto-Pier, District 2

Virna Byrd, M.D.F.

Distribution List

Historic Preservation Distribution List



Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2009.0412E

1338 Filbert Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

stair, and a three-car garage located at the ground level of the front building. The front building would be
accessed by an entrance at the third floor level of the shared stair and the rear building would be accessed
by a path leading from the shared stair and though the mid-lot courtyard. The property currently
contains no parking. The project would provide three parking spaces in the ground-floor garage (one
independent space and two tandem spaces accessed by a .car lift). The projec site is located on a block
bounded by Polk, Greenwich, Larkin, and Lombard Streets in the Russian Hil neighborhood.

REMARKS (continued):

In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the building
located on the project site is not a historical resource. The subject property contains a single-family, two-
story house constructed in 1876. The subject property was evaluated by the Junior League of San
Francisco in 1976 and was noted as extensively altered. The property is not included in any other historic
resource surveys or listed on any local, state or national registries. The building is considered a "Category
B" (Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review) property for the purposes of the Planning
Departments California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. As described in the
Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Memorandum) (attached), the 1269 Lombard Street propert does
not appear to be eligible for listing on the California Register. Although the subject building is located
with an_area that is potentially eligible for listing-on the California. Register under Criterion 1 (Event)

and Criterion 3 (Archtecre) as a historic district, the building does not retain sufficient historic integrity
of design, workmanship, setting, feeling, or materials to convey its association with the district.
Therefore, the building does not contribute to the historic significance of the district and canot be
considered a historic resource.

Since the Planing Department determined that thè propert is not a historic resource, it was not
necessary to assess project impacts to the existing building located at 1269 Lombard Street. The Planing
Department did, however, assess whether the proposed project design would materially impair adjacent
historic resources, including those associated with the surrounding potential historic district. It was
determined that the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change to adjacent resources
such that the significance of the adjacent buildings or surrounding historic district would be materially
impaired. The design of the new construction would be compatible with the architectural character of
both the larger and smaller potential districts, thereby preserving the setting and feeling of these
resources. Specifically, the project design is compatible with the character of the neighborhood for the
following reasons:

. The proposed site plan, with separate front and rear buildings di~ided by a mid-lot courtyard,
would match the established block pattern and preserve a character-defining feature of the
district. The front building wall would be built flush with the front property line, similar to the

) Memorandum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Planner,

Major Environmental Analysis, December 11, 2009.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANING DEPARMENT 2



Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2009.0412E

1338 Filbert Street

placement of most buildings along the street, and the rear building wall would closely align with
the front facades of the rear cottages located to the east of the property.

. The height and massing of both of the proposed buildings would be similar to those of the
corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat roofs, in
keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, rectangular massing.

. The architectural style of both the front and rear buildings would be a contemporary Shingle

style that uses wood shingle cladding, wood-framed windows, moderately proportioned glazing,
restrained ornamentation, and traditional features such as a cornice and projecting bay to relate
to the vocabulary of the surrounding historic buildings.

. The contemporary design of the new constrction would be easily distinguished from the historic
buildings in the area so as not to create a false since of history.

. Finally, the new constrction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the site,
which detract from the character of the district.

The proposed project would demolish an existing single-family, two-story, 21-foot-tall, 975-square-foot
house and constrct two new single-family residential buildings. The front building would be a four-
story, 36-foot-tall, 3,133-square:foot house and the rear building would be a thee-story, 30-foot-tall,
1,882-square-foot house. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(1)(1), or Class 1, provides for demolition
and removal of a single-family residence. The proposed project would demolish one single-family
residence, and, therefore, meets the criteria of Class 1. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(a), or Class 3,

provides for the constrcton of up to three single-family residences in a residential zone in urbanized
areas. The proposed project would constrct two new single-family residences in an area zoned for
residential use within the City of San Francisco. The proposed project, therefore, also meets the criteria of
Class 3.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity wil have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. Section 15300.2(f) specifically states that a categorical
exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource. As described above, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of the historical resource under Section 15300.2(f). Given this fact and the
nature of the proposed project, the exemption provided for in CEQA State Guidelines Sections 15301(1)(1)

and 15303(a), or Classes 1 and 3, may be used. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the
proposed project that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The
project would be exempt under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project
is appropriately exempt from environmental review.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANING DEPARMEN 3
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Block/Lot:

Case No.:

Date of Review:

Planning Dept. Reviewer:

Brett Bollnger
1269 Lombard Street
0501/023

2009.0443EV
December 11, 2009

Shelley Caltagirone

(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco.

CA 94103-2479

Reception:

415.558.6378

Fa:
415.558.6409

Planning

Information:

415.558.6377

PROPOSED PROJECT IZ Demolition o Alteration

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves demolition of the existing single-family, two-story, 21'-1" -tall, 975-sf house
and constrction of two new residential buildings, located at the front and rear of the lot. The front
building would be a single-family, four-story, 36'-3" -ta1l3,133-sf house and the rear building would be a
single-family, thee-story, 30'-2" -tall, 1,882-sf house. The two buildings would be separated by a mid-lot
25' -deep courtyard. Please see plan dated November 2, 2009 for details.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING I SURVEY

The subject property was evaluated by the Junior League of San Francisco in 1976 and was noted as
extensively altered. The property is not included in any other historic resource surveys or listed on any
local, state or national registries. The building is considered a "Category B" (Properties Requiring Furter
Consultation and Review) propert for the purposes of the Planng Departments California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures.

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The subject parcel is located on the south side of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets in a
portion of the Russian Hil neighborhood referred to as the West Slope in Wiliam Kostura's Russian Hil
the Summif. The property is located within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and
a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

The building is .located on a block that was largely spared from the destruction of the 1906 Earthquake
and Fire, resulting ina collection of buildings dating from the mid-19th century through the present. In

general, the West Slope of Russian Hil is composed of a mixture of single and multi-family residences
dating predominantly from the post-1906 period. 1269 Lombard is similar in age to the oldest buildings
in the area. A substantial number of parcels in the area have both front and rear buildings with mid-block
courtards.

Architectural historian, Wiliam Kostura, has identified the West Slope of Russian Hil as a potential

i Kostua, Wiliam. Russian Hil the Summit; 1853-1906. Aerie Publications: San Francisco, 1997.

ww.sfplanníng.org



Historic Resource Evaluation Response
December 11, 2009

CASE NO. 2009.0443EV
1269 Lombard Street

historic district containing 28 properties. The boundaries of this potential district are the two blocks that
are bounded by Chestnut Street, Polk Street, Greenwich Street, and Larkin Street. Along the subject block
of Lombard Street, Kostura has identified five properties that contribute to this district (1215, 1257- 1261,
1263-67, 1271-75, and 1299 Lombard Street). The subject property, 1269 Lombard Street, does not
contribute to this district due to its lack of historical integrity (see discussion under Secion 2). The district
appears to be significant as a collection of pre- and post-1906 residential architecture containing a wide
yet cohesive range of turn-of-the-century styles (Italianate, Stick East-Lake, Queen Ane, Classical
Revival, Shingle, and Spanish Revival) with "fine detailing and traditional compositions." The district is
also noted for the theme of Shingle-style houses and flats and the addition of shingles to 19th century
houses. The period of significance is identified as 1876-1928, a period representing the changing

. aesthetics in residential architectre of this porton of Russian Hil at the turn-of-the-century.2 This larger

district may also contain a smaller historic district composed of properties designed by prominent San
Francisco architects (1263-67, 1257-61, and 1239-41 Lombard Street). This potential district is immediately
adjacent to the subject property to the east, but does not include 1269 Lombard Street.3

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

meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed.. (This deterination for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above
named preparer / consultant and other parties. Ke pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are

attached.)

Event: or I: Yes D No D Unable to determine
Persons: o~ DYes IZ No D Unable to determine
Architectre: or I: Yes D No D Unable to determine

Information Potential: D Further investigation recommended.

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

If Yes; Period of significance: 1876-1928

The subject building located at 1269 Lombard Street appears to be located within an area that is
eligible for listing on the California Register under Criterion 1 (Event) and Criterion 3 (Architecre).
Although 1269 Lombard Street was built within the period of significance (1876) for the potential
historic district, it no longer retains historical ,integrity from the period (see discssion under Section
2). Below is a brief description of the subject propertýs historical significance per the criteria for
inclusion on the California Register. This summary is based upon the Historic Resources Evaluation

(HRE) report, dated September 11, 2009, provided by Frederic Knapp Architect (attached). Staff
concurs fully with the findings of the Knapp report.

Criteron 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contrbution to the broad
patters of local or regional history, or the cultural hertage of California or the United States;
Due to the subject building's construction date and role in the development of Russian Hil, the

2 Ibid.

3 Knapp, Frederic and Melissa Bleier. Historic Resource Eva/uation Report: J 269 Lombard Street. Knapp

Architects. San Francisco: September 11,2009 (p. 7-10).
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building would contribute to a historic district significant for .its association with pre- and post-1906
development in this area of Russian Hil if it retained historic integrity. The house is one of the oldest

surviving strctres on the block and pre-dates the 1906 Earthquake and Fire.

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

past;
The subject building has no known associations with significant persons in our local, regional or
. national past.

Criteron 3: It embodies the distinctive characterstics of a type, perod, region, or method of
constrction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;
Due to the subject building's constrction date and origial form, the building would contribute to a
historic district significant for embodying the distictive characteristics of pre-1906 architecture in

San Francisco if it retained historic integrity. The building's small scale, mid-lot placement, and
shingle-clad, classically-detailed façade identify it with the early phase of development within the
area.

Criteron 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, infonnation important in prehistory or history;
It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information importt to a better

understanding of prehistory or history.

2. Integrty is the ability of a propert to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of

CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but

it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a propert wil always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrty from the period of

significance noted above:

Location: i: Retains

Association: i: Retains

Design: D Retains
Workmanship: D Retains

D Lacks
D Lacks
i: Lacks

i: Lacks

Setting:
Feeling:
Materials:

D Retains
D Retains
D Retains

i: Lacks

i: Lacks

i: Lacks

While the building and site are strcturally stable, the building is overall in poor condition and
retains little historic integrity.4 The building has remained in a state of disrepair and suspended
constrction since the late 1990s when a large portion of the lot was excavated and shored with
concrete retaining walls. At this time portions of the löwer floor were also demolished, including the
entr stairs.s The building was probably originally clad in horizontal wood cladding and is now clad
in wood shingles. An addition was constrcted at the front of the house in 1980, changing the
location of the original entr altering the JlL~' shaped plan to a rectangular plan. The hilside setting of
the building has been radically altered by the 1990s excavation of the site. The interior appears to

4 Urrtia, Albert. Soundness Report for: Existing Building at 1269 Lombard Street San Francisco, California.

Santos & Urrtia, Inc.: San Francisco, 2009.
5 Refer to the Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Frederic Knapp Architect and dated September II,

2009 for fuher information regarding the condition of the site (p. 14-15).
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consist of a modem wood floor, gysum board walls, a new ceilng (1975), and new stairs (1980).
While portions of the structure appear to date from the original construction and the building's
location and association with the adjacent pre- and post-1906 buildings are intact, the building no
longer retains sufficient integrity of design, workmanship, setting, feeling, or materials to convey its
historical significance. Furthermore, there does not appear to be sufficient docmentary evidence to
support restoration of the building.

3. Determination of whether the propert is an "historical resource" for purposes of CEQA.

(g No Resource Present (Go to 6 below.) D Historical Resource Present (Continu.e to 4.)

4. If the propert appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would

materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse maner those physical characteristics which
justify the propert's inclusion in any registr to which it belongs).

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

D The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the project is an alteration.)

_5_. __Çltil~ct~r~d~fiI!il\g_j~_~tl~s _ .Qf tlie.~l)Uildj!lgt() _ "'e_!etiJil\ed_or respe_cte_djii _order tQilY_Qidil
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to
mitigate the projects adverse effects.

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

DYes (gNo D Unable to determine

The proposed project would not have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources. Because the
existing building no longer retains sufficient historical integrity to convey its significance and
association with the surrounding pre- and post- 1906 buildings, its proposed demolition would not
have an adverse effect on the surrounding potential district. Furthermore, the proposed new
constrction would not have an adverse effect on either the surrounding district or adjacent
resources, such as the smaller potential historic district and individual resources identified in the
HRE report.6 The design of the new constrction would be compatible with the architectural
character of both the larger and smaller potential districts, thereby preserving the setting and feeling
of these resources. Specifically, the project design is compatible with the character of the
neighborhood for the following reasons:

6 Knapp, Frederic and Melissa Bleier. Historic Resource Evaluation Report: J 269 Lombard Street. Knapp

Architects. San Francisco: September 11,2009 (p. 7-10).
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. The proposed site plan, with separate front and rear buildings divided by a mid-lot
courtyard, would match the established block pattern and preserve a character-defining
feature of the district. The front building wall would be built flush with the front property
line, similar to the placement of most buildings along the street, and the rear building wall
would closely align with the front facades of the rear cottages located to the east of the
property.

. The height and massing of both of the proposed buildings would be similar to those of the

corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat
roofs, in keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, rectangular
massing.

. The architectural style of both the front and rear buildings would be a contemporary Shingle

style that uses wood shingle cladding, wood-framed windows, moderately proportioned
glazing, restrained ornamentation, and traditional features such as a cornice and projecting
bay to relate to the vocabulary of the surrounding historic buildings.

. The contemporary design of the new construction would be easily distinguished from the
historic buildings in the area so as not to create a false since of history.

. Finally, the new construction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the
site, which detract from the character of the district.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

Signature: 02a Date: / - J..LtJ Iv
Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator

cc: Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission

Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File

Attachments:

11,2009.

Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Frederic Knapp Architect and dated September

SC: G: \ DOCUMENTS \ Cases \ CEQA \HRER \2009.0443E_1269 Lombard.doc
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Frank A. Morrow 
1249 Lombard St. 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415-225-5755) 
fam2@mindspring.com 
 
Friday, March 12, 2010 
 
 
RE: 1269 Variance Request 
 
Dear Ms. Caltagirone, 
 
My name is Frank Morrow.  My wife and I own 1249 and 1251 Lombard St.  We have 
lived here for nearly 20 years.  We occupy 1249 and our daughter and grandchildren 
occupy 1251 Lombard.  I am writing to object to the granting of any of the variances 
requested for the proposed development of 1269 Lombard. 
 
As you know this project has had a long and tortured history.  While we would love to 
see the “hole in ground” finally developed it should be a development that strictly 
conforms to the existing zoning requirements.  As I hope to demonstrate in this letter, the 
proposal meets none of the requirements that would allow the Zoning Administrator to 
grant a variance. 
 
Additionally I would point out that the Variance referred to in this application was 
granted as a negotiated settlement.  Among other things that Variance and DR set 
stringent limits on the development of this property, including; Total building square 
footage allowed on site: 3209 = 1800 (existing square footage + 1409 (new square 
footage).  I refer you to DR Case Nos.:97.487D 
 
The property originally had the existing structure in the rear with a sloping garden in the 
front that had been highlighted as part of the charm of Lombard St. leading up to the 
“Crooked Street”.   
 
What really should happen on this property is that the developer be given the option of 
building a new residence on the rear of the lot within the existing envelope of the existing 
structure or demolishing the existing structure and building a fully conforming building 
on the front of the lot.  That, in fact is the choice we were given when we began the 
redevelopment of our home.  When we elected to keep the existing building in the rear, 
we were specifically prohibited from building in the front of our lot even though there 
was an existing garage at the front. 
 
I would like to also point out that the applicant, Redwood Mortgage, is being 
disingenuous at best in purporting to be “the new owners”.  It is understandable that they 
may want to distance themselves from the “original” developer, Rene Peinado, but the 
fact is they were involved in this project from its inception as the financial partner of the 



developer.  As such, they knew or certainly should have known of the negotiations that 
surrounded the granting of the original variance for this property and the adjoining 
property 1271/1275 Lombard. 
 
Although throughout their application for a variance they reference the variances granted 
in 1998, DR Review Case 97.487D they conveniently ignore the fact that their proposal 
exceeds the level of development allowed in that negotiated settlement and ignores the 
many setback requirements, front and rear, side, and the preservation of a mature tree. I 
mention the tree, this applicant Redwood Mortgage, like a thief in the night, came in on 
Saturday morning a few years back and cut the tree down.  Even though one of the 
elements of approval for development was its preservation (Exhibit A, Page A2.2 of 
Exhibit B, Exhibit C) of the DR approval. 
 
They also fail to acknowledge that at the time of the original hearing in 1998 the 
developer and this applicant Redwood Mortgage owned both the properties at 1271/1275 
Lombard and 1269 Lombard and that the negotiated settlement treated the development 
proposals as a whole.  For example, 1275 Lombard, the unit to the rear of 1271 was 
granted a larger building envelope and allowed to build entirely in the rear yard in 
exchange for a reduced scale and size of the construction on the 1269 site.   
 
Additionally there were several historic easements between the two properties that were 
to be preserved.  Part of that restriction revolved around the historic significance of 1271 
Lombard as spelled out in the “1271 Lombard Street, San Francisco, California, 
Assessment Report.  May 5, 1998.  Page and Turnbill, Inc.” commissioned by the city.  
The proposed development violates or ignores several of those requirements. 
 
Moreover, several of the agreements to the allowed variance were never met.  The site 
was not only over excavated it was done without the proper permits. (See below in the 
discussion re 1.)  Among other things, the excavation left the front 50% of the lot level 
with the street.  One could argue that has far as area for the allowed building footprint, 
the site is now level, not an upslope.  It certainly puts into to question what really is the 
slope of the property on the buildable, front half of the lot.  This should significantly 
impact the proposed development and its purported height line envelope. 
 
The Commission needs to be reminded that the proposed project violates several existing 
“historic building” easements that were attached to 1271 Lombard that were put in place 
in the context of looking at the original development project which included both lots.  
That is, the developer was required to design something at 1269 that respected those 
easements, light and air, window treatments, as well as provided for the re-installation of 
a historic staircase the descended from 1271 onto the property at 1269. 
 
Additionally, I take substantial issue with the “five findings” 
 
1.  Exceptional circumstances -----. 
 



The finding states, “The site conditions constitute exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances” and refers to the 30 ft. high retaining walls and the severe uphill slope.  
What is unsaid is that the owner caused this condition.  As I noted at the start of this 
letter, the current applicant, Redwood Mortgage Company, was the financial partner of 
Mr. Rene Peinado.  Their partner, Mr. Peinado, caused this “extraordinary” condition.  It 
was not an original condition of the site.  In fact, their partner, Mr. Peinado, was cited by 
the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection for excavation “inconsistent with 
conditions of permit, as to side and rear setbacks, as to depth of excavation.  Work was 
performed prior to approval of application.” – “Excavation, installation of retaining 
walls, don’t meet conditions of permit imposed on applicant 9711296.  Excavation was 
accomplished without permit.” 
 
Any extraordinary circumstances and instability are of the owners making.  They should 
not be rewarded by giving them a variance.  If anything, they should be precluded from 
gaining any exception to the current zoning restrictions for this district. 
.  
2.  Owing to exceptional circumstances -----. 
 
As I have noted above, any extraordinary or exceptional conditions are the result of the 
Mr. Peinado’s actions.  Mr. Peinado’s financial partner, Redwood Mortgage, the 
applicant should not be rewarded for actions taking by the developer.  It is much like the 
old cliché that “one should feel sorry for those children that killed their parents because 
now they are orphans.”   
 
The applicant, Redwood Mortgage continues to ignore the fact that his property was the 
subject of Design Review and intense negotiation between the neighbors and Redwood 
Mortgage’s borrower, Mr. Peinado.  The final approvals with their attachments, which 
should be on file with the Planning Department, among other things set conditions as to 
set backs and total building square footage.   
 
 
3.  That the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right ----. 
 
To argue that the applicant is somehow disadvantaged relative to its neighbors simply 
does not square with the facts. 
 
As I understand it, this application is not for a change in zoning but rather a variance 
from the conditions of the existing zone.  However, this finding attempts to compare the 
subject property to the rights of 1299, 1280, and 2700 Polk St.  Those properties are 
zoned RM-2.  The subject property 1269 Lombard is zoned RH-2.  Those are quite 
different zoning districts with very different conditions as to allowed development.   
 
As to 1275 Lombard, as has been noted the building envelope of that residence was a 
trade-off in the negotiations.  Wherein, the size of the proposed buildings on 1269 were 



cut back, the developer was granted a larger than normal building envelope on the 
1271/75 property. 
 
As to property rights for similarly zoned properties in the neighborhood I will again refer 
you to my own experience.  We purchased 1249/51 Lombard in 1991.  The property held 
a single, 3 ½ Story building (max height 35’) in the rear yard.  We were given the 
specific choice of either demolishing the existing building and building on the front of the 
lot or renovating that building, entirely within the confines of the existing building 
envelope.  We chose to renovate that building and a restriction was placed on the 
property prohibiting any development at the front of the lot, even though there is an 
existing garage there.  I would also note that our homes cover less than 25% of the total 
lot area. 
 
 
4. Materially Detrimental – 

 
This finding somehow or the other argues without proof that in order to provide family 
housing the development must be of this size.  That proposition is preposterous on its 
face.  One need look no farther then the project that was approved.  It was “family 
housing” in a much smaller building envelope, that preserved and protected the air and 
light of its neighbors to a much greater extent than this proposal. 
 
Additionally, a review of the plans shows that the proposed development will take out six 
to eight side windows on the two properties to the east, plus a historically significant set 
of French doors, and at least four windows to the property on the west, 1271 Lombard.  It 
should be pointed out that in the Turnbill report referenced earlier in this letter, those 
windows on 1271 were deemed “historically significant”, and the preservation of those 
windows was a significant element of the quid pro quos in the negotiated settlement 
regarding the development of these two properties. 
 
 
5. Harmony with general intent and purpose of Planning Code and not 

adversely effect the General Plan. 
 

While beauty is in the eye of the beholder, there simply is no way this oversized proposal 
is in harmony of the Planning Code or the General Plan.  If it were in harmony with the 
Planning Code, they would not need the substantial number of variances they are asking 
for.  As to the General Plan, the plan states “locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in 
established neighborhoods”.  The key word is appropriate.  There is nothing is this 
proposal that suggests this development is appropriate. 
 
In conclusion than, the request for the numerous variances has no merit and should be 
rejected out of hand.  The applicant should come back to the city with a proposal that 
respects the neighbors.  I believe the approvals granted in 1998 should be cut back.  As a 
maximum the applicant should be constrained to a building in the front that does not 
interfere with the neighbors and if a building in the rear were to be allowed it should not 



exceed the existing envelope of the building they wish to demolish.  As with the original 
approval, the total building area of should not exceed 3200 square feet. 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Frank Morrow 



APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW (" D.R.")

This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that justify further consideration, even though the project already meets requirements of the
Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies of the Planning Code.

D.R. Applicant's Name (.ITTL- House WMN\IT1e.,E

D.R. Applicant's Address c~ F. JoS~plt Bu+t~yi AlA
Number & Street CA

:5;? FvÇv c( ~4) ICity Zip Code
D.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact): ~, 5' 5;; l 048

If you are acting as the agent for another person(s) in making this request please indicate the name
and address of that person(s) (if applicable):

Telephone No:L(IS 5;, foaß

'32.4 clte~(,JUT ST.

(Apt. #) c? 4- i :; ~

Name Telephone No:

Address
Number & Street (Apt. #)

City Zip Code

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the Discretionary
Review: ,~ 6 ~ l-,N ~AtzO 9TlZe.er
Name and phone number of the property owner who is doing the project on which you are requesting
D.R.: rze;ovJoop ,A0g.TG AvE- IN y'. liIt; Y. 34= 9 t¡ 00
Building Permit Application Number of the project for which you are requesting ,. ~ 1
D.R.: 200 g . O~ .0,9 . oo?-ï r/MD LeTt OI' P6f2IT frPPL.1 cAi (V rv
Where iA'our propeË.cated in relation to the permit applicant's property?

PJA-e. T i U\?H iLl-
i

1.

ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort to resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed below are a
variety of ways and resources to help this happen. /
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? .!ES G. NO G J

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? YES §.

A.

3. Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? Community Board G Other G

NO G
V

NO G

2.

09. 0443U
" .~ ,.~-~ ..,..~ -',



"Uoc. . óG: . 09 . 00'2"1

4. If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,
please summarize the results, including any changes that were made to the proposed project
so far.

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

1.

L

vJoulJ. V\~v Vi(,5'foV'~c- if 'òti~~r ~f- l?l 1Ç lt - ()
(;(S~V¡c- Vé'OVVC'£C; -it; COu ~~'ftJl-Or-5 ~ a. pO~hó( Ht$hNl~.

2. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely D/~1irtc t
affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3.

OQ.Oli43n
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Please write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free to attach additional sheets to
this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit on this form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:

Indicate which of the following are included with this Application:

REQUIRED:

G Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule).
G Address list for nearby property owners, in label format, plus photocopy of labels. '$

G Letter of authorization for representative/agent of D.R. applicant (if applicable).

G Photocopy of this completed application.

OPTIONAL:

G Photographs that illustrate your concerns.
G Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
G Other Items (specify).

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have questions about
this form, please contact Information Center Staff from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday to Friday.

Plan to attend the Planning Commission public hearing which must be scheduled after the
close of the public notification period for the pe it.

Signed L Prlk
'1- ¡1 av 'lOIO

Date

*. MCM~~ V. (i. 1?'1
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The West Slope of Russian Hil: A H istorica! Con/ext and Inven/ory of flstoric
Resources for Residential Buildings around Lombard and L.arkin Streets

--

..
...~J;~~ .. )11~:ìl .t'.~~:,.:'-~~;"''':~~~ ~-a

;."" ,. ."""..
...~..._-¡ -~ 4::.. .. .:;:

Two views of the 2500 block of Lain Street. looking west from the Lombar Street Reservoir.

Top photo: some time between 1917.1924. lbree buildings in this photo still stand: 25\5 Larkin (1888.
~thiTd building from the left); 2531 Lain (1877, third building from the right); and 2543.2545 Larkin
(1902.1903, fà right). At far left is the 1877 grocery store of James Walsh, later owned by R. C. Mattison.

Bottom photo: some time between 1903-1906. 2531 and 2543-2545 Lakin also show in this photo. At the
extrme right is ) 2\ 0-\2\2 Lombard Street, built in 1898.
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l .av ia and Lobard House History
Page 4 of 5

Rod Hanelan
June 10, 1987

TALES OF 1200 LOMBARD BLOCK

First house may have been 1268 Lombard which still exists and
was then 1228. It had a circular staircase in front to second
floor in contrast to current bridge from sidewalk. It is
distinguished by lower than street leve i entrance. This
reflects its existence before Lombard was graded and probably
looked much like Chestnut today, with no road built into the
steep E-W Russian Hill slope.

Only other house by turn of century which still exists on North
side was 1210-12, which was later saved from condemnation during
1915 Exposition due to visiting Japanese Sumo wrestlers who were
housed there. Culebra did not exist by 1900. Instead there was
one house occupied big lot. Only other house on N. side of
Lombard by 1900 was 1232-34 up from Polk corner and one lot down
from 1228.

Here Today says tha t 1263..79 (1229-33 old numbering) Lombard
cottages, flats and house were built about 1877. 1900 Sanborn
map clearly indicates that 1263-67 flats as well as 1257 uphill
,.ats were not in existence yet. The only street front house by
. 00 was ~ 271 which had windows along the West side overlooking
~ne vacant lot on the SE corner of Polk and Lombard and further
overlooking the almost vacant block to Van Ness which apparently
only had a couple greenhouses by 1900 although three dwellings
were planned to be moved to NW corner of Polk and Greenwich.
The block to the North was nearly vacant in the south half and
filled with Jno. H. Siever's Green Houses in the north half.
Next block north across Chestnut also was largely vacant except
for Bocce Ball Alley. couple stables and a couple houses.

The ridge cottages of 1200 Lombard block South side probably all
date to 1877 or earlier. First on hill was 1261 evidently built
by Captain Murray and entered from what Is now rear from path
through center of block down from Larkin. 1249-51 has remains
of bricks and steps up to this path, long before 4th floor and
its east wing were added. Its uphill neighbor of 1245 was bui 1 t
about 1884 on what was probably a brick factory before that,
judg ing from old brick pi les in back yard. I t was on street
front, together with buildings on next two uphill lots, both
with backyard cottages on the ridge. And finally on the ridge
is what is now 1215.

The cot tages below 1261, which are now 1265, 1269 and 1279 on
the ridge may have as much fantasy as fact associated wi th
them. Much of either seemed to come from Mrs. Davis who owned
'-'em as one property from 1921. We do know from the SF Real
" ..tate Monthly that the Wallace and Handeland lots were each
sold in Jan 1876 for $750 each and the two lower lots, later
that year also for $750 each. One would suspect that they were
vacant and the cottages bui 1 t or moved their shortly
thereat ter. T. Ennors owned the 1263-65-67 lot by 1900.



, OCtavia and r..mbro House History
Page 5 of 5

Ro Handelan
Jun 10, 1987

Fantasy or fact says that 1279 was moved from foot of Polk where
Maritime Museum now stands and that is why door seen from Polk
St. overhangs the clift on its Western edge. Davis says
cottages were on Polk Stree t and moved up af ter a fire which
burned top s tory of 1265 and helps explains inconsistent shape
of root and ceiling. Davis also talked of 1271 house also
fronting on Polk, which is unlikely since 1900 Sanborn map has
all Polk lots still vacant. 1900 Sanborn map also indicates
rui ns of fire runni ng over 1279 which is not attached to 1271 as
it is today and through a cottage behind 1269 which of course
does not exist today Since that cottage almost touched the
back corner of 1265, it probably damaged the SW corner of 1265
which can clearly be seen still and has further been noted in
digging up old burned housing materials during construction of
back deck at 1269.

Here Today refers to 1271 in their text i but clearly mean 1265
when their backup files talk o'f the decorative rather than
Corinthian brackets below the roofline, bracketed cornices over
the windos and balcony running wid th of bui lding. Davis talks
of finding in her renovation of the cottages, a piece of window
glass etched with the inscription Ellie Cahill Oct 6 179. It
was ev:id~tly the custom of brides to do this on their wedding

--days in their homes.

Davis was evident Iy married to a dent 1st i some who claim was
eventually found under the kitchen floor of 1279 duri ng the Hom
ownership of 1971-1975. Neighbor stories tell of Davis
originally living in the 1273 house and becoming a bit reclusive
or shattered after corner apartment building went up to block
views. Around that time she evidently retreated to the cottages
in back all of whi ch were connected and had common walls. She
lived mostly in the center and used 1265 upstairs as the
ballroom. Most change has occurred to 1269 with all the small
tiny rooms redone to open space in 1965 and then the fron
extended forwarrd in 1980. The other uni ts were somet lme
renovated, sometimes vacant. Evidently the main house at 1273
was kept for her sister, who sometimes might be around.

The still empty Greenwich Polk lot which the cottages overlook
was evidently used as a quarry, providing the fill to level out
and build Lombard st.. probably around 1900. By 1900 the lots
in back of the oct tages where the Wessel house is was st iII
vacaiit, al though the remainder of Greenwich up to Larkin was
built on the N side and mostly vacant on the South. By 1900 The
W. side of Lark i n from Greenwi ch to hal fway between Lombard and
Chestnut had houses i except the two Lombard Larkin corner lots.

..he fires after the 1906 earthquake were stopped at Greenwich.
.les of neighbors on the roofs with water and wet rags for

hOUIS to put out wind blown embers come from Mrs. Oliver who
used to live at 1248. She also correlated or conveyed other
neighborhood informat ion.

~



-- GENEOLOGY OF 1255-79 LOMBARD PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORS

1-76. 1263-7 and 1255-61 sold as lots for $750 each.

6-76. 1269 and 1271-79 were sold for $750 each.

1877 1261 Cottage probably built by Capt. Murray.

1877 1265 Cottage probably built or moved from Polk to top of hill

1879 Window pane with Edith Cahill 10-1-79 etched in 1265

1893 Block map Thomas Ennor owns 1263-7 and Ellen Ennor lot behind to
Greenwich. D. Brown owns 1269 and M.C Maunder owns 1271-79.

1899 Sanborn map. All cottages shown, plus another in back of 1269.
Only Lombard fronted house is existence was 1271-75.

1908. 12-63-67 Lombard fron house built. 1257-59 probably built around
same time. Ennor listed in SF Directory as papaer carrier for last time.

11-15-22. 1263-67 from Bone to Braun.

8-5-23. 1263-67 from Henry Peter Braun to EI ton N. W. and Heloise C.
Davis for $10 gold coin.- l
2-28-40. Greenwich lots from KT Wessel to KT and Walter Wessel

9-16-41. 1255-61 from McDonald/Murrary to Wallaces

1-19-50. 1263-67 termination of Davis joint tenancy.

2-2-72. 1263-79 from Davis via probate to Ben Hom for $155M

5-15-75. 1263-67 from Hom to Handeland

6-75. 1269 from Hom to Blackmer

4-76. 1271-9 from Hom to Keegan

1981. 1269 from Blackmer to Leonard/Fay

1985. 1269 from Leonard/Fay to Chandler.

, 74
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door eqiii\'alelit cif' ihe poiied COIISl'I-V:Il0r) plaiil.
A h;llidsClIIIC shiiigkd hoiis(' iii ilie siy-Ie best exeniplified

iii ilie \\'ork of' Ikniard ~Iaybeck aiid Julia i\lol'gaii. thc
n~sid('iin: ai 2.¡;, l.fll'f'IIl'orih SII't'1' is of ilie typi~ ibai is
apl 10 he des.. ihed cisiiall) as "S\\'iss Chalei" iii IkrivaliCln.
Ihis liiur-Mol' honll was biiill in I !HIH lor M I' :\. (:. i .:1i1g-.
eiibcr¡rel.

Oil the 01 het sid,' of the hlot k froii ihe fiiie old bouse
:it H~!i rra iilÍsco Si reel. Oil I he ('aSI slope of' w hai iised (i
be kiiown as ihe Ciiesiiiiii Stn:ci I lill. SIalic! two haiidsoiiie
hoiies daiing f'I'OIIl ihe i Hlì(ls. r\ photograph of 18fiï shows
ihrce houscs siaiiiliiig aiiidsi fniii trces 011 iliis pan of ihe
¡.ill - tbe home oil FraiiLÍsco and the neighhoriiig hoiises
at (no fliid 9.'.' CJ¡,..íllllll Sln'/'I.

The hOllse at 94./ r;"!ílllll Slrl'l' was huill in ~iboiii I H(i:~
Iiy anisi Ah:xaiidci' Eclouarl.l':sdlcwilig ihe (lopiil:r Iwlian-
ale style. EdoW1l1 Iiiiill a two-slor)' fraiie hOllse of raihcr
(;eorgian diaraner. Ti\'o years bier, hc sold tli(' hoiisc 10
a real esiale 1I1:Ii, Fraiicis Spriiig.

rraiiris Spring lived iii the house Illlilhis deaih iii Ig!I(i.
Iii 1!lIH aiiisi Hrice POrler bouj.ht ihe hoiiie f'or his bride,
a daiighi('" 01 ihe philosopher W¡lIialiJ;lllcs. POrler, wiih
his designer's eye, coiisiderably reiiiodeled hoth ¡1111 is(' aiI(I

gank'ii.
I II I H~ì lonei' hoiig-hi ihe hoiise IIt'Xi door. ai l)J(J r:/¡rJ/-

11111 Slr,.l'. .\ two-story Italiaiiate slniciin', ii had bceii

12(¡) 1.00l/hard .'11'('1' (ubm.,') l"UJ /liiili (/1")/1111 18ïï

121; Liiiihiid (rip,/¡t)-i!iiiigi,.d Siid SIl'lf'

i Hiili in aboiii I H(i I h) Jaiies (:. l :;ir~, whose I'aiiiily oCl'lpied

ii for sixi~'.fi\' )cars. Toda). hC';liiiirlilly IliailiiaillCd aiid
C'iibOI\('I'eil hv Iiish foliagc. ihc Cary ;1i1c1 Spriiig Iiollscs
arc aiiong ihc IIOSt delight rili of i hc tii y's old residciin~s.

Oil ilie \\CSI('1'1 slopc or Riissiaii II ill. iii i hc iwei\':
hiindred block of 1.0 II ban I Streei. arc ¡i Iil1l1bcr of old
Iiiiiidiiigs of' consideraiile dl;lraClel'. two or which ('aiiiiol
be St:eii froii the sidewalk.

:\1 1215 Liimlml"I.i"'i/'I'(' is aii atlr:inive. tWI¡-SLOr~ shiiiglcd

holiS! sct \\'C'II Iiack bdiind ;1 garden. Biiili aroiiiid i SRG. iis
;lrdiileetuJ'al dcrails suggest thai like SOIJC or ilie oihcr
hoiises on the Sl reei it iiay originally have beeii a siaiidard
Siick St) Ie hous('. 10 which shiiigles wen' I,iier applied.
At l'J'csclii ihe house is di\'iircd iiiiO apartlJClllS aiid is
haiidsoiiicly reslorcd aiid iiiaint:iiiicd.

011 the oiher haiid. 12./5 I_oii(mnl SI/I'l' ilia) han: bceii
Iiiiili as carl) as ISI'H iii a clisiiiieiive shingle sl)'lc. This

hoiis(: is :i1so wcll rcston:d: rooiis havc beeii added 10 ihe
rear. hili ihe prcseiii owiier is coiifidellt thai ihe I":.cade is

Ii.isicall) I he saiie as when the house was biiill.

An especi;illy iiipressive pair or Ihrce.slOry shiiiglcd
apartiieiii hoiises stand :ii 126J-(iï oiid 1269-ï9 1.0~i-

Imrd Slrl'l, ihc lonner origiiially Iiiiilt as lIats. iht: l:iiier
originall) a siiigie-faiiily dwclling. Hoih slnlCliics seem
10 haw been hiiili ariniiid i Hi7. Hchiiid ihcse large huild-
IIgs are a pair 01" aiirani\'c coiiages. 1261 fliid 12iJ /.11/1.



bill'l Sm'I'I, also buili in about 18iï- is. Boih are or simple
Iialianaie sl ric, 12lì I havin!E ihe usual hOfizontal sidin~.
I '2i I heing shingled.

Around ihe corner. ai 2531 1.11,.1:;11 Sli,'l'I, is an ouisiand-

ing- i'xample of ihe interior remodeling ol an old house.
This liiik sin¡rlc-slory-and-ha'icmcnl holill was built in

i inti, aiid 10 all appearances look: as Ihou!Eh it Iia'i only
been "resioled." Iii ran, iis ardiitcct-(lwiicr has cOl1'cl'cd
ii inio a two-story honsc l\'th allIosl double iht? space 01'

thc old huildiiig. Tlic sccond floor. which coiilaiiis thc' liv-
iiig spaces, was arliicved hy droppiii¡r the twelvc-loot ceil-
ings 10 ei~111 feel. ihus coiiccaliiig the secoiid siory bchilld

ihe high parapet or the old raeade.

Perhaps ihe InoM faiiions residential stn~(.t in San Fran.
iisco is ilie twisiing Sll'~idi or l.oiiibard Sireei bei 

ween

Ii rdi' and l.cavcnworlh. The amazing enrves 01' ihe dc.
sceiil makc'ihe street soiieihiiigiila imiri'il aiiraetiiin. The
red bl'ick pavinir is wonderlnlly st.'1 o/riiy ihe bankcd masses
or Ilowns plaiied in ihe segmeiis 01' ihe righHil-way

Ic~li vacant hy .he cnrves in the streel-:i happy exaniple 01'
ncig-lihnrhood plaiiiin); and mainienance.

Ai the lOp of ihe hill is ihe vcry iniimaic and altraciivc
hoiise ailOYS 1.1ItlllIrtf 8lrl't. a hoiiie ihai rrom ihe slreel
¡..;ves ihe impressioii 01' ;ni deganl. woodsy coiiage. It was

biiilt in 1919. The 101 oncc iiidiided alinosi h;ill a hlock,
aiid 51 ill indiides ¡i gardcii (walled froiii piililii vicw aiid
swet:ping dowii ihc I hde Slrt'et side io Chesltlll Street)
whidi is almosi large i'iiniigh in lJiialify as a park.

The ien hiiiielred block 01' Grecn Sirei'i' on one or
ihe ihrce cresls of Russian HilL. is onc olihc liosl remark-
ablc hlocks in thc ciiy. lhc olllSlaliding Iiiiileling on ihe
Iilock is ihc oClagon hiiise al IfJ(¡ï (;,.1,1'11 Slrfrl. ()ne olilw
IWO rcmainiiig- oClagoli hoiiscs iii ihe city (mire ihere WC'IT

live), ihe "Feusier Housc" was Iiuili iii 18:ii-5H by George
Kcnn~ and solei in i Kill to I.oiiis Feusier. a coiiipaiiioii or
such Sail Fnincisiii celebi-iies as Leland Stanlord and

Mark 1 wain. .1 he plan was dewlnped lroii ihe i;t:nei.al
scheme of Orsoii S. Fowler. a phrcnoloh';si who had Sill'-
ceeded in ideiiii/ying well-Iieing wiih ihe shapc ;iiid con-
sinic:iion or one's doiiicile. The additimi of a Mansaril
1'001, providiiig a ihird Sioi'y, and a siiall.onagonal cupola
eliii;ng ihe i XXI)'s does 1101 scem In have affelied the orig-
imil Sl ylc ol ihe hOlISl'.

Ncxi 10 ihc or!agon h(iiIS(~, al 1055 GII'e11 Sln'I'I, is an

c1eganl Iiiiic villa origiiially hili II in I H(j". 'Ihis hoiise was

rciiodded iiudcr the direciiou or .Il1lia \Iorgan in 191 G.
and ii is \Iiss l\lorgan who miist be given ihe credit 1'01' ihe

lieaniifiilly h;ilaiiced lacade. wiih iis three ardicd Frcnch
doors aiid wrmighi.iron balcoiiy.

Sl)meidial rciiiinisceiii 01' an old faniihoiise, 11).5 (;1''1'11

Slrt'I'1 is a i h ree-~ior)' brown shingled Iionll of II nu'riai n
daie. I i lia)' han' liei'll huili as early as I Rlìi or as laii~ as

I HRi. There is also ihe possibilii)' ihai ii m:i~ havc he'en
iiioved II) ihis siil' imiiediaie!) alier the 1906 lii'c.

The house ncxt door. al 1()39-.I!-.¡J (;1'1'1'11 Slrll',
iiorc certainly \\'as JIoved III iis preseni locai 

ion alier ihe

grc:ii lire. A narrow, ihn~t:.siory Siick Siyle hiiilding 01' ihe
18811's. ii fOnsists 01' ihri'e large Ihiis. The nir\'iiig stair-

case leadiii~ II ihe sCllJld-lIoor t~lilraiin~ is qiiiie iinusual.
103.1 (;,.('ii Sln','1 is an e1egallt Italiaiiaie house, wiih its

slallted bay and arched i\'iiidows aiid doorway. Built iii;or
to 18!! i, ii also iiay have beeii iioved froii a diHè.~rell site.

On i he oiher side 01' the sireet. a mosl Sl riking buildiiig
is ihe firdiome ai ioss (;rrl'I S/¡,'I'. This SlltltlirC was
buili in 1911i. The lacade iseniirely diflcrciii lroii the pre-

vailing firehouse ardiiicnlll' 01' ihe period, being hair
iimhered a II I having a sieepl) piiched rool and (lriaii~
froiii dormer. Ah\'ays a n(~ighhiirhood cciiler and land.
mark. ihe lireliousc was saved by \1 rs. Ralph K. Davies.
who bough i ii from the cii~ in 19r,lì. The iiiierinr 1\011

houses ;i siiall II111Sel\in and a birge "pany rooii" thai is
OliCIl iist:d f(if diariiy luiiflioiis.

Thi~,ii' Ill/! lililùllmll" CUtfligl',\ i~i Ilu' ISi()'" 1If¡' /,t'I'¡litf 126) 1./1l1ll1ril
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POLK 8TR~:~:T. DF:TWF.EN LOMIlAllD AND G1lEENWICH. i;U~WINr'
. Tn~: uousi: FI",....FOUlt PF.ET ABOVE TilE ,LOMßAHD.STltEhTGltAU¡' ...

(:r rr.td,.iv. 0/ :". C. 11~",k. oM CIk,rftl Tfld, on llv t",i "'ú 0/ lhG itl, 4n4 1M r",j.mnct 0/ it. .\L SI"''' .n .he "".r .ki.¡ _

From "Polk-Street Cliff-Dwellers," San Francisco Examiner of 
May 3, 1895, p. 4. From left to right:

J) Matthew Maunder's house. 2) Charles Tidd's house. 3) Nelson C. Hawks' house. 4) Michael Shea's
house. The grading down of Polk Street, commenced by this daie, was completed a year or two later.

--
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State of Caliornia - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

PRIMARY RECORD

Primary #

HRI#

Trinomial
NRHP Status Code,. Other Listings

Review Code Reviewer Date

3CB

.Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder) 1263-1267 Lombard StreetPage.. of i-

P1. Other Identifier:
P2. Location: 0 Not for Publication a Unrestricted .a: County San Francisco

and (P2c.P2e, and P2b or P2d Alach location Map as necessary.)
.b. USGS 7.5' Quad Date T; R ; Y. of Y. of Sec; B.M.
c. Address 1263-1267 Lombard Street - cit Sa'raOCo - Zip94109
d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resource) Zone , mEl mN
"e. Other Localional Data: (e.g., parcel II. directions to resource. elevation, etc.. as appropnate)

Block 501, Jot 24

.P3a. Description: (Oesc resource and ¡Is rnjo elements Incude desin. inlerils, coitin. atleratins. sie. sellin. and bondaris)

This 25-foot-widc lot contains two buildings: ¿) one-story cottage at the rear of U1c lot, numbered
1265 Lombard; and a three-story set of flats at the (ront of the lot, numbered i 263 and 1267
Lombard (hereafter written" 1263-1267"). The rear cottage at #1265 is ltalianate in style, with a
profied cornice and paneled frieze, profied shel f moldings over the central door and flanking
paired windows, and very nalTow panels nanking the door and cach window sash. Additional
narrow panels can he found over each window sash, tucked beneath the shelf moldings. The front
door has full-length glazing, divided inlo many lights. The cottage is clad with a coating of 

wooden

shingles.
(See COiilifll/alio/l Sheei, page 2.)

.P3b Resource Attributes: (list attributes and coes) HP2 - house' and HP3 - flats

r .P4. Resources Present: II Building 0 Structure 0 Object 0 Site 0 District II Element of Distrct 0 Other (Isolates, etc)
P5b. Description of Photo:
CV~, date. accsion #)
View looking south at 1263-1267
Lombard, September 2006.
.PG. Date ConstructedlAge and
Source: 1: Historic
o Prehistoric 0 Both
#1265: buil 1877 (ttle search, city
directory). #1263-1267: buill 1908
(pubJ. bldg. contracll

.P7. Ower and Address:

.P8. Recorded by: (Name,
affliation, and address)
William Kostura
P. O. Box 60211
Palo Allo, CA 94306
.P9. Date Recorded:
October 2006
'P10. Survey Type: (Decnbe)
intensive

P11. Report Citation.: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none".) Willam Kostura. The West Slope of Russian Hil:
A Historical Context and Inventory of Historic Resoun:es for Residential Buildings around Lombard and Larkin Strets. 2006.

,- "Attachments: 0 NONE 0 Loction Map 0 Sketch Map _ Continuation Sheet - Building, Structure and Object Record
o Archaeological Record 0 District Record 0 Linear Feature Record 0 MiUing Stalion Record 0 Rock Art Record

o Arifact Recrd 0 Photograph Record 0 Other (List)

DPR 523A (1/95) 1263-1267 Lombard.doc "Require Infonnation
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PageL of.L
Recorded by Willam Kostura

Resource Identifier: 1263.1267 Lombard Street

*Date October 2006 . Continuation 0 Update --

Description (continued)

The l1ats in (ront, 111263- I 267, arc also covered with a coating of wooden shingles. The first story is
partially open, with two pointed arch openings for the entrance (at lell) and to illuminate the walkway
(at right). The latter opening has a balustrade with tumed balusters. In the upper stories, a projecting
bay window with slanted sides is at right, and windows Hush with the wall are at left. Each window has
six-over-onc double-hung sash. Rcctangular panels can be found at the base of each window, except in
the projecting bay, where there is a band of small, inset pointed arches. A balcony with tumed balusters
can bc found at the second 1100r level, in thc left-hand bay, and a pediment tops the third story window
on this side. Bushy vines havc climbed to the top of the building, but the vegetation aside, the exterior
orthe building appears to be unchanged since the time orconstniction.

.. ...

The rear cottage, i 265' Lombard. Photo taken i 998.

OPR 523L (1/95) 1263-1267 Lombard "Required Information
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r-

The flats at 1263-1276 Lombard, 1998.

.r
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State of California - The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
BUILDING, STRUCTURE. AND OBJECT RECORD
Page-L ofl

B1. Historic Name:

B2. Common Name:
B3. Original Use: residential B4. Present Use: residential
*B5. Architectural Styte: #1265 -Italianate, with shingles. #1263-1267: Shingle stye. with minimalist Gothic details
*B6. Construction History: (Construction dale, alterations, and date of alterations)

The rear cottage at #1265 was buil in 1877, and shingles were added to the façade at an unknown date. The flats at
#1263-1267 were built in 1908.

.NRHP Status Code 3CB
.Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1263-1267 Lombard Street

Bailey-Ennor house and Thomas Ennor Oats

*B7. Moved? . No 0 Yes 0 Unknown
.B8. Related Features:

Date: Original Location:

none

89a. Architect: Wright. Rushforth. and Cahil (#1263-1267) b. Builder: N. A. Trubeck (#1263-1267)

"B10. Significance: Theme architecture Area San Francisco
Period of Signifcance 1877-1920s Propert Type residential Applicable Criteria 3

(Discuss imporance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period. and georaphic scope. Also address integrity.)

History

Henry Bailey, who was a native of England and worked as a house painter, purchased this lot in
December 1876 and had the rea house on the lot buill for him at the beginning of 1877. Bailey did not
own his own house painting busincss, but instead worked for thc painter and glazicr John Brcwster,
whose shop was downtown on Belden Place. Bailey, his wife Hannah, and their two children
remained here until 1884, whcn hc sold the house and lot. The next owner and residcnt was Thomas
Ennor, who was also a native of Eii gland and livcd herc with his Irish wifc Ellen from i 885 to 1912.
During thc 1880s Ennor owned saloons at 13 i 8 Market Strcet and 2 i 0 Steuart, and Irol1 1892- i 909 he
wor~ied as a newspaper carrier. The 1900 and 1910 censuscs, however, list him as a miner. In 1908 ".

Ennor hired contractor N. A. Trubeck to build thc shingled flats at thc front ofthc lot, to designs by
architects Wright, Rushforth, and CahilL. It is not known when the rea cottage was clad in shingles,
but it may have been done by Ennor in order to conform to the appearance oftlic flats in fi'onl.

(See Continuation Sheet, page 5.)

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (Us! attributes and codes)
(Sketch map with north arrow required)

813. Remark: LOMB R 'RJ)

Lr-

¡

*B12. References:

See Continuation Sheet. page 6.
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"B14. Evaluator: Willam Koslura

Date of Evaluation: October 2006

(This space resered for offical comments.)
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State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

CONTINUATION SHEET

Primary #I
HRllTrlnomlal

Pageí of..
Recorded by Willam Kostura

Resource Identifier: 1263-1267 Lombard Street

-Date October 200 . Continuation 0 Updater
History (continued)

from the 19 I Os through the I 930s the house and flats were owned by absentee landlords. Residents arc
unknown until i 930. when William Cooper, an auto salesman, and George Sohns, a securities execut ive,
rented the /lats in Iront of the lot.

The Architects of the flats. Wright, Rlishforth. and Cahill

George Alexander Wright (1852- i 918), George Rushforth (186 I -1943), and ß. J. S. Cahill (I 866-1944)
worked together in partnership. a'l Wright, Rushforth, and Cahill, for seven years, (1'011 1906-1913. For
two ofthc partners, Wright am.I Rushforth, these years were probably the most productive of 

their

careers. Wright worked as an architect and surveyor in his nativc country of England before coming to

San Francisco in thc 1890s. He opened his own ollcc in 1899, and in 1904 IOlllcd a short-lived
partnership with Wilis Polk that produced one important building, the glass warehouse and mirror
factory for W. P. Fuller and Co., at i 00 i Front Street (extant; i 905-1906). Cahil was also a native of
England, came to San Francisco in 1888, and opened his own offce in the early i 8905. He became
well-known for one of his carly designs, the Odd Fellows Columbarium, now located on Lorraine Court,
ncar Geary and Arguello (I 898); and for his various, unsolicitcd Civic Center plans (1899, 1904, 19 i 2).
The partnership of the thrcc men was very likely stimulated by the earthquake and fire of 1906. i n the
general rebuilding aftcr the earthquake, Wright, Rlishforth, and Calull received a moderate number of

;- commissions for commercial, civic, and residential buildings. Their best-known works are the First
Baptist Church, at Octavia and Market streets (i 909- i 9 i 0), and the Municipal Building at i 23 i Market
Street (I 9 i 1-19 J 2; first used as a temporar city hall, and since 19 i 6 as a hotel). Cahill left the firm in
19 i 3 and worked solo afterward from offces first in San Francisco and then in Oakland. He be~ame
best known fi)(" his mausoleums and other funerary architecture, lor his innumerable articles and es.'i'1Ys
published in Architect aiid Engineer, and tòr inventing the "butterfly map" oftlie world, which depicts
continents on a nat map without distortion. The firm of Wright and Rushforth continued until Wright's
death in i 918. Rushforth then worked solo, until i 940, but little is known about his later career.

Besides 1263-1267 Lombard, Wright, Rushforth and Cahil designed one other building in this study
area: 2601-2603 Larkin (1909). Additionally, Rushforth completely remodeled another house, at 1354
Lombard, in 1921. All three ofthesc buildings are clad in wooden srungles. These were not the first
shingled houses in the study area, for at least one, at 2565 Larkin, is older (i 906). It is clear, however,
that Wright, Rushforth and Cahill did much to establish the shingled motif 

that is so important in this

vicinity

Integnty

The exterior of the flats in the front of the lot appears to be unchanged sinee the original construction,
while the façade of the rear cottage appears to be unchanged save for the addition of a coat of shingles.
These shingles were added at an unkown date, but in all likelihood were added by the early 1 

920s,

when other houses in the study area are known to have been shingled. The flats in the front of 
the lot

,.
(See Continuation Sheet. page 6.)
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

CONTINUATION SHEET
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Rccordcd by Willam Kostura
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"Date October 2006 . Continuation 0 Update ,'-

810. Integrity (continued)

thercforc rctain intcgrity of location, design, matcrials, workmanship, feeling, and asociation dating to
the timc of original constrction, and thc house in thc rea of thc lot retains integrity in these areas very
likcly to the 1 920s or earlier. The neighborhood has changed little since thc i 920s, and thus the

property also rctains intcgrity of setting to that decade.

Evaluation

None of the early residents of these buildings were historically important. and thus thc property does not
appcar to be eligible for Ùie Califomia Register under critcria 1 (events) or 2 (persons).

Under Criterion 3, design, thcsc buildings arc notable for the way tiiey contribute to the Shinglc style
motif ofthc ncighborhood. The Italianate house at the rear of the lot was covered with shingles, Icaving

its 19th century trim intact, and the front nats were designed in the Shingle style, with minimalist Gothc
detals. The front nats are unusual in the way the fronl is opcn in the first siory, with pointcd arch
openings admitting light and air to thc walkway. Becausc thc shingled thcme is important in ùiis par of
Russian Hill, and because this property conliibutes to that theme in a distinctive way, it appears to be
eligible for the Californa Register at thc locallcvcl under Criterion 3. Although the date that shingles
were added to the rear cottage is unknown, this work was almost certainly donc by the 1920s. The
Pcrio,p of Significance for the rea cottage, #1265, is 1877-1920s, the period this building was built and

that shingles wcre known to havc been added to older houses in the neighborhood. The Period of
Significance for the front flats, #1263- 1 267, is i 908, the yea the building was built.

..

These buildings arc within a potential historic district that was identified for this study. This district
appears to be eligible for thc Califomia Rcgistcr wider Criterion 3, for its residential architecture, which
is represcnted by a wide range of periods, stylcs, and structural types, from Victorian-era cottages to tall
apartment buildings of the i 920s. The Pcriod of Signi ficancc for this district is 1876-1928. Although
the rage is wide, the buildings are united by their common attention to fine detaling and traditional
compositions. One of the notable themcs in this district is the construction ofShinglc style houses and
flats, and the addition of wooden shingles to 19th century houses. Since the house at 1265 Lombard and
the flats at 1263- 1267 Lombard were built durng this period, and since both buildings strongly reflect
this theme, the propert appear to be a contributor to the district.

References

Spring Vallcy Water Company ASI (Application for Service Installation). Available at the San
Francisco Water Dcpartmcnt. The ASI for Ùús property shows Ùiat watcr was installed in Feb. 1877.

San Francisco city directory listings for Henry Bailey and Thomas Ennor, 1878-1912.

San Francisco News/eller, Januar 8, i 876. Sale of this lot from 1. E. Foye to 1. P. Barett, for $750.
City directory listings indicate Ùiat Barett never lived here.

(See Continuation Sheer, page 7.)
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APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW eii D.R.")

This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that justify further consideration, even though the project already meets requirements of the
Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies of the Planning Code.

1.11í(.i: .fouS Eo CÐ..M ITíl~ Ee:I,p 1 i
D.R. Applicant's Name~ 0H ~ r MkfY H-tìf2\le(25 Telephone No: 4-(5' ~ (" L ':ïï

D.R. Applicant's Address IZ,tøC: \A¡V ~kfD 5(.
Number & Street cA

SF
City

(Apt. #) .5 '+1 O~

Zip Code

D.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact):
If you are acting as the agent for another person(s) in making this request please indicate the name
and address of that person(s) (if applicable):

Name Telephone No:

Address
Number & Street (Apt. #)

City Zip Code

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the Discretionary
Review: I i. G B VO M B- ~ š\a. s. T
Name and phone number of the property owner who is doing the project on which you are requesting
D.R.: fZ6.Dwoo9 MO(2Q¥t: (tvV. 4"1'5 4'3'l 9$00

Building Permit Application Number of the project for which you are requesting
D.R.: ~oo9. 06. 09 . fDO '28
Where is your property located in relation to the permit applicant's property? A-P~1' vp I- I L"

A. ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort to resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed below are a
variety of ways and resources to help this happen.

1.

,.
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? YES G- NO G

2.

./
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? ~ G

3. Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? Community Board G Other G

NO G

./
NO G

10.01650



1,oó, . ,," . 0 ':, t. 0'2 8

4. If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,

please summarize the results, including any changes that were made to the proposed project
so far.

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

1.

2. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely

affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3.

WrHí ft9
Oi. i. p

(,S$' OF ~e(Z l)Ef(rJ/f'ii

2

10.01650
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Please write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free to attach additional sheets to
this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit on this form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:

Indicate which of the following are included with this Application:

REQUIRED:

G Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule).
G Address list for nearby property owners, in label format, plus photocopy of labels. W
G Letter of authorization for representative/agent of D.R. applicant (if applicable).

G Photocopy of this completed application.

OPTIONAL:

G Photographs that illustrate your concerns.
G Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
G Other Items (specify).

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have questions about
this form, please contact Information Center Staff from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday to Friday.

lic hearing which must be scheduled after the
permit. (2. ~ -i 1 0

Date

* M Rr D,P\ 0 (21 Ó. rz . 'PL,A tJ (' \ ~ c; ve?T.
~Il~c.

~)
r' (2V L Q6,D fr A Ú) u viT~ s Y

N:lapplicaildrapp.dOc

3

10.01650
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From: 
John & Mary Horvers 
1265 Lombard St. 
San Francisco, CA  
 
To: 
Shelley Caltagirone 
San Francisco Planning Dept. 
Re: Project 1269 Lombard St. 
 
To be added to Case No. 2009.0443DV 
 
Subject: Rear Yard Variance 
 
 
Dear Ms. Caltagirone: 
My wife and I reside at 1265 Lombard St., a historical pre-earthquake cottage. 1265 
Lombard St. is noted in “Here Today, San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage” and “The 
West Slope of Russian Hill” by William Kostura, writing for The Russian Hill Historic 
Resources Inventory Committee. The cottage shares a common wall with 1269 Lombard 
St.  
 
We are adamantly against allowing a rear yard variance for this property because of 
significant lost of light on two levels of our home. 
  
First:  The variance would deprive us of the only source of direct sunlight into our single        
downstairs room. Without this window, an original feature of the cottage, we would need 
to keep lights on to make this room habitable. The only other source of light to this room 
is highly diffused; coming from a courtyard enclosed on three sides and from beneath a 
porch overhand. The light from this source is insubstantial. 
 
Second: The variance would allow the rear (South) wall of the 1269 project to intersect 
an upstairs window at 1265. This would decrease the window area by approximately 
30%. From that intersection, this wall at 1269 would extend westward approximately 25 
ft and upward for one story, once again creating a significant and unacceptable lost of 
light into our cottage. 
 
We consequently ask the Planning Commission to deny the Rear Yard Variance to 1269 
Lombard St. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
John & Mary Horvers 
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PLANNING DEPAlTMNT
City and County of San Franc 166 Mision Stret San Fra, CA 94103-2414

(JI.15..) I!clln._ PL""NINCCOM7dSSIOH ADMlnON CU P'NHNG/ZONING LOG ItGEPlNIG.. ~1V1 . FA S5l. fAX ss24 fAX SS FAX:I.

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

AE:

1. AcnON

o The COmmission determined that modifications to the project were appropriate and
. instrcted staff to obtain revisIons to the building permit applications to achieve the

-¥ Reiri:~=lO.. --~~~e.~';¡f f1 I.imtb ~6At'¡). weVJ A&Pl-tJI~~ .
~d$"" pt1 . to ~I\R ilCØ'îll,'l .

exhib A: "Neighbors Proposa(~p).,posterbard wih site øJa, sen an color rénri of 1269

Lombard Stet showing too proposed garage to be cu into retaining waD, an pairs of garage dors at
126 Lombard Strt.

Exibit 8: Project Sponsots propo for 1269 Lomberd with rnilti$ signe 
an dated by F. Joseph

8utler2l1218.

Exibi C: Neighbos writtn proposal for 1289 Lombard signed and dated by F. Joseph Butr 2/21.

o Total building square fotage (refer to 
Exibit A ancl exibitS):

Total building squarefootagø allowd on site:
3.209 = 1.800 (existing square footage) + 1,409 (new square footage)

o Basement Plan (refer to exibit A. Page A2.1 of Exhibit B, exibit C):
New 3-r side setbck garage. 2-ear garage + 1 tandem space With:

4' x 6' setback along eastem propert line.
3' x 5' setback along western propert line.
As shown on page A2.1 of exibit A, garage goes from griline A to grid 

line F,

back to griline 4 with exception of setbacks noted aboe, and from 
4 to 8 as

drawn.

o Lower Terrce Pfan (refer to Page A2.1 of Exhibit B, Exibit C):
Eliminate wine cellar south of gridllne 4. east of 

grid line B.



1"" ..' II c.,. l'
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Plnl Commlio Ao
126 Lombard St
BPA No. 971G4. 9711296
D. R. Cae No.: 97.4870
Page 2

j

o Middle Ter Plan (refer to Exhtb A, Page A2.2 of Exhfbit Bt Exibit e):

Eliminate wine cellar south of gr1llne 6, and eastofgridline B ;. a fine 7 feet from
and parallel to the east propert line.
Eliminate middle terrce Gast of gridllne C in favor of garden on grade
Crete 7' (width) x 15' (length) side setback along th east propert line.

o Upper Terrce Plan (refer to Exibit At Page A2.2 of Exibit Bt Exhibit C):
Ellminate upper terrace south of grillne 6 In favor ofa 7' (width) x 151 (length)
garden setback area on grade along the east propert line, Which retains th

exlstfng mature tree In that area.

o Roof Terrce Plin(refer to Exhibit At Page A2.3 of EXhibit B):
. Eliminate rof terrace nort of grldline 7

.~ Roof terrce is restried to maintain the 7' (width) x 15' (lengt) side setck
along the east propert line.
New rof penthouse is limited to 10 féØt in height above the rof of the existing
residence with a 12l-6. setback frm the east propert line.

.. From the rear of the building the new rof penthouse Is setback 71.2. to a 3 i bay

window for a total 1 0'''2- to flatlquare portn of proposed rear addlUon.
Roof terrace is limited to 275 square feet as shown on Section drawing of Exibit.A

, 0 Other (refer to Exhibit C):

Rear addltfon shall be set back 1'-6il from rear propert line.
One or two units are pennitted.
Accss to 1271.79 Lombard Stel shall be through eaement.

2. FINDINGS

The reasons the Commission took the action descbed above lnclude:

1. Modifcatis to the propoals meet the design guidelInes per evidenc of pians and

neighborh analyis of guidelInes presented to Planning Commission by the D.R.

requestrs an adjacent nelghbors.

2. Speakers at the hearing Included:

In lYpport of the project i" supPOrt of the C.R. reguêst

George Hauser. Project Arcitect

Jim Ruben. Project Sponsor's Attorney
Jennifer King, Frank Morrw. Greg
Campbell. John Horvrs, Joe Butler,
Willam Kostura, Nina Markm, Chris
VerPlanck, Jake McGoldrl. Jim
Hertlcee, Sal Ramon.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
City and County of San Francisco 1660 Mission Street San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

(415) 558-6378
PLANNING COMMISSION ADMINISTRATION CURRENT PLANNING/ZONING LONG RANGE PLANNING

FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 558-609 FAX: 558-6426

DATE: April 8, 1998

TO: Interested Parties DOCKET COpy
DO NOT REMOVEFROM: Robert W. Passmore

Zoning Administrator

RE: Planning Commission Action
Propert Addresses: 1271-79 Lombard Street

Building Permit Application Nos.: 9725447,9725457
Discretionary Review Case Nos.: 98.0130

On February 12, 1998, the Planning Commission reviewed the above-referenced building permit
application with the following results:

1. ACTION

o The Commission determined that modifications to the project were appropriate and
instructed staff to obtain revisions to the building permit applications to achieve the
following:

Referrals to Exhibits --

Exhibit A: "Neighbor's Proposal (NP)", posterboard with site plan, section and color rendering of 1269
Lombard Street showing the proposed garage to be cut into retaining wall, and pairs of garage doors at
1269 Lombard Street.

Exhibit B: Project Sponsor's proposal for 1271-79 Lombard with modifications signed and dated by F.
Joseph Butler 2/12/98.

Exhibit C: Neighbor's written proposal for 1271-79 Lombard signed and dated by F. Joseph Butler
2/12/98.

o Facade (refer to Exhibit C):
Restore the facade of subject building and sidewall at east elevation, including
porch and existing access easements, in accordance with the Planning
Department's Residential Design Guidelines (as required by Planning Code
Section 311) and the Guidelines for Rehabilitation of the Secretary of Interior's
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties which read as follows:

(1) The property wil be used as it was historically or be given a new use that
requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and
spatial relationships.

(2) The historic character of a property wil be retained and preserved. The
removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial
relationships that characterize the property will be avoided.

(3) Each propert will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and
use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as
adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, wil
not be undertaken.



Planning Commission Action
1271-79 Lombard Street
SPA Nos. 9725447, 9725457
D. R. Case No.: 98.013D
Page 2

(4) Changes to a propert that have acquired historic significance in their own
right wil be retained and preserved.

(5) Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or
examples of craftsmanship that characterize a propert wil be preserved.

(6) Deteriorated historic features wil be repaired rather than replaced. Where
the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the
new feature wil match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible,
materials. Replacement of missing features wil be substantiated by
documentary and physical evidence.

(7) Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, wil be undertaken using the
gentlest means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic
materials wil not be used.

(8) Archeological resources wil be protected and preserved in place. If such
resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures wil be undertaken.

(9) New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction wil not
destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old
and wil be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the propert and its
environment.

(10) New additions and adjacent or related new construction wil be undertaken
in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and
integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

Planning Department Preservation staff shall review the compliance with the
Secretary of Interior's Standards.

o Site Plan (refer to Page A 1.1 of Exhibit B, Exhibit C):

The front 47'-6" of the subject structure as measured from the front propert line
(which is considered historic) shall be retained including side and front walls -- or
whatever is exposed.
A garage is permitted to be inserted below the front portion to be preserved.

o Basement Level Floor Plan (refer to Exhibit A, Page A2.1 of Exhibit B, Exhibit C):
From gridline 8 to the south, the existing building may be demolished.
New construction is permitted at 5 levels overlgarage.
The elevator and stair are permitted in the rear of the front 47'-6" or in the new
construction.
New construction is permitted from side propert line to side propert line, and
back to the line for the required rear yard area. Height is permitted as equal to
the height of the parapet wall at 1299 Lombard Street.

o Other (refer to Exhibit C):
Two to four units are permitted.
Existing easement shall remain.
Total gross building square footage allowed on site = approximately 5,754.

2. FINDINGS



Planning Commission Action
1271-79 Lombard Street
SPA Nos. 9725447, 9725457
O. R. Case No.: 98.0130
Page 3

The reasons the Commission took the action described above include:

1. Modifications to the proposals meet the design guidelines per evidence of plans and

neighborhood analysis of guidelines presented to Planning Commission by the D.R.
requestors and adjacent neighbors.

2. Speakers at the hearing included:

In support of the project In support of the D.R. request

George Hauser, Project Architect,
Jim Ruben, Project Sponsor's Attorney

Jennifer King, Frank Morrow,
Greg Campbell, John
Horvers, Joe Butler, Wiliam
Kostura, Nina Markum, Chris
VerPlanck, Jake McGoldrich,

Jim Herlichee, Sal Ramon.

Planning Commissioners: Hils, Antenore, Joe, Theoharis

Department planners involved in the case include Elizabeth Gordon of the plan check.

If the Department does not receive the requested response to the action(s) listed above within a
reasonable period of time, the Department is instructed to disapprove the subject building permit
application.

G :\WP51 \CASES-DR\ACTION\DRACTION.LM2



PLANNING DEPARTMENT
City and County of San Francisco 1660 Mission Street San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

(415) 558-6378
PLANNING COMMISSION ADMINISTRATION CURRENT PLANNING/ZONING LONG RANGE PLANNING

FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 558-609 FAX: 558-26

April 8, 1998
DOCKET COpy

DO NOT REMOVE
VARIANCE DECISION

UNDER THE CITY PLANNING CODE
CASE NO. 97.487V

APPLICANT: George Hauser, Architect for Rene Peinado
555 Howard Street, Suite 201
San Francisco, CA 94105

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION: 1269 LOMBARD STREET, south side between Polk and
Larkin Streets, Lot 23 in Assessor's Block 0501 in an
RH-2 (House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 4Q-X.
Height and Bulk District. -

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANCE SOUGHT: REAR YARD VARIANCE SOUGHT: The proposal is to
construct a two-story addition with a second floor terrace,
roof deck and stair penthouse to the existing
noncomplying one-story over basement single-family
dwelling at the rear of the subject propert.

Section 134(c) of the Planning Code requires a minimum
rear yard depth of approximately 28 feet (minimum 25
percent of the total depth of the lot), measured from the
rear propert line. The proposed addition would extend
16 feet six inches from the existing noncomplying rear
building wall, occupying the most of the entire required
rear yard area except for one foot and six inches.

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

from Environmental Review.

2. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on
Variance Application No. 97.487V on February
12,1998.

DECISION: GRANTED, to construct a new addition at the rear of the lot, in general conformity
with plans on file with this application as modified by F. Joseph Butler -- representative
for the Little House Committee at the Planning Commission meeting of February 12,
1998, shown as Exhibit A: "Neighbor's Proposal (NP)", posterboard with site plan,
section and color rendering of 1269 Lombard Street showing the proposed garage to
be cut into the existing retaining wall, and pairs of garage doors at 1269 Lombard
Street, and Exhibit B: Project Sponsor's architectural plans for 1269 Lombard with
modifications signed and dated by F. Joseph Butler 2/12/98; subject to the following
conditions:



CASE NO. 97.487V
1269 Lombard Street
April 8, 1998
Page 2

1. Horizontal coverage on the subject lot shall be no greater than that proposed on

the companion drawings to this variance decision. No further horizontal
expansion of the subject building beyond the scope of work contained in the plans
of Exhibits A and B shall be allowed unless such expansion is specifically
authorized by the Zoning Administrator after the propert owner or authorized
agent has sought and justified a new variance request pursuant to a public
hearing and all other applicable provisions of the Planning Code. However, the
Zoning Administrator, after finding that such expansion complies with applicable
Codes, is compatible with existing neighborhood character and scale, and does
not cause significant loss of light, air, view or privacy to adjacent buildings, may
determine that a new variance is not required. Minor modifications as determined
by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted if it is demonstrated that such
modifications are necessary in order to comply with Department of Building
Inspection requirements.

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

FINDINGS:

FINDING 1. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the propert

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

propert or uses in the same class of district.

REQUIREMENT MET.

. The Project Sponsor originally proposed to add two stories and roof deck to the

existing single-family structure at the rear of the propert -- without need of a
variance, and to add a new four-story over basement single-family structure at the
front of the propert. Modifications were then made to the proposal by the Project
Sponsor in order to accomodate neighbors concerns and to address the existing
pattern of front yard open space along the subject block. Changes included
moving the building mass proposed for the front of the strucuture to the back of
the lot thereby requring a variance.

. The existing house is small and built at the rear with a large front setback. The

intent of the rear yard requirement is to preserve mid block open areas and
provide usable open space. The subject block does not have the typical mid-
block open-space. Most properties on this block have open space at the front of
the lot, or at the center between two structures. Also, the addition is proposed in
the rear yard area in order to maintain the established open space and garden at
front.

. The subject dwellng is in a neighborhood containing buildings of equal or more

lot coverage than the subject building. In fact, the two properties immediately
adjacent to the site have building's deeper in depth than the subject propert.
Because the rear yard requirements refer to the subject lot depth only, the Code
requires the subject building to be shallower than other properties on the block,
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FINDING 2.

FINDING 3.

FINDING 4.

even though the reduced building depth does not significantly contribute to the
midblock open space. Therefore, the requested addition is in character with the
other properties in the neighborhood.

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

REQUIREMENT MET.

. Denying the variance would constitute an unnecessary hardship with no

compensating public benefit. Expansion of the floor area in the proposed,
revised manner is the most practical, efficient, and reasonable way to expand the
amount of living space, without effecting the front yard area.

. Although the proposed rear addition wil intrude further into the required rear yard
and diminish usable open space, there is more than sufficient space on the lot to
comply with amounts required in Section 135 of the Planning code. Further, the
front setback area is equivalent to the area required in the rear. Moreover,

granting the variance as proposed wil maintain the applicant's the existing front
garden and usable open space and will allow access to the outdoors from the
front propert line.

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

REQUIREMENT MET.

. Granting the rear yard variance as modified, is the best and most feasible manner

by which the owner of the subject propert can enjoy the right to convenient living
space that similarly situated propert owners enjoy.

. The approval of this variance wil allow the applicant to have sufficient living area
to meet their needs, and allow the occupants to retain their usable open space
in the front yard.

That the granting of such variance wil not be materially detrimental to the public welfare
or materially injurious to the propert or improvements in the vicinity.

REQUIREMENT MET.

. The addition is limited in the manner proposed on the plans, and as proposed

would not block neither light nor views, and therefore would not be detrimental to
other properties in the neighborhood.

. Many concerns about the original proposal were expressed by the neighbors (the

original proposal was to construct new single family residence in the front yard
area). Neighbors were concerned about the appearance and size of that
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addition, and were especially concerned about the loss of the garden in the front
50 feet of the lot. The Zoning Administrator believes that the revised proposal,
subject to the conditions of this variance, would not be detrimental to adjacent
properties.

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

REQUIREMENT MET.

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

. Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority planning policies and requires
review of variance applications for consistency with said policies. Review of the
relevant priority planning policies yielded the following determinations:

A. That the proposed project wil be in keeping with the existing housing and
neighborhood character.

B. That the proposed project wil have no significant effect on the Citys supply
of affordable housing, public transit or neighborhood parking, preparedness
to protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake, commercial
activity, business or employment, landmarks and historic buildings, or
public parks and open space.

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

Once any portion of the granted variance is utilized. all specifications and conditions of the variance
authorization became immediately operative. The authorization and rights vested by virtue of this decision
letter shall be deemed void and canceled if a Building Permit has not been issued within three years from
the effective date of this decision; however. this authorization may be extended by the Zoning
Administrator when the issuance of a necessary Building Permit is delayed by a City agency or by appeal
of the issuance of such a permit.

Building Permit Application filed within one year of the effective date of this decision shall be exempt from
public notification (Section 311 Notification). If Building Permit Application also proposes work separate
from the Variance or is fied after one year. public notification shall be required.

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this variance decision to the Board of Appeals within
ten (10) days after the date of the issuance of this Variance Decision. For further information,
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please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 875 Stevenson Street (Room 440) or call 554-6720.

Very truly yours,/-''\ /7/ ,/ß, /ý/
IC::/'-;'~;:' :.~ '. . , .:__:~Ç:"'2r~

Robert W. Pa~~ore
Assistant Director of
Planning-I mplementation
(Zoning Administrator)

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OCCUPANCY. PERMITS FROM
APPROPRIATE DEPARTMENTS MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS STARTED OROCCUPANCY IS CHANGED. :
EMG:emg:RWP:G:\WP51 \CASES-Vz\DECISION\ 1269LOMB. VZ
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