
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 

Appeal of Appeal No. 21-011 
RICHARD MILLER and SHELLI MENEGHETTI, ) 

Appellant(s) ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION, ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent 

 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on February 16, 2021, the above-named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board 
of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer. 

 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on February 2, 2021 to Mickey Pucko, 
of an Site Permit (adding additional levels to a two story single family residence to accommodate additional bedrooms 
and view deck (2 beds to 5 beds)(2 baths to 5 baths); adding a 4th level penthouse) at 3627 Divisadero Street. 

 
APPLICATION NO. 2018/12/27/9267 

FOR HEARING ON April 14, 2021 

Address of Appellant(s): Address of Other Parties: 
 

Richard Miller and Shelli Meneghetti, Appellant(s) 
3633 Divisadero Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

 
Mickey Pucko, Determination Holder(s) 
3627 Divisadero Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

 



 
 
 
 

Date Filed: February 17, 2021 

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
BOARD OF APPEALS 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 21-011  
I / We, Richard Miller and Shelli Meneghetti, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Site 
Permit No. 2018/12/27/9267 by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: 

February 2, 2021, to: Mickey Pucko, for the property located at: 3627 Divisadero Street. 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE: 
 

The Appellants may, but are not required to, submit a one page (double-spaced) supplementary statement with this Preliminary 
Statement of Appeal. No exhibits or other submissions are allowed at this time. 

 
Appellants’ Brief is due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on March 25, 2021, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits. It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point 
font. An electronic copy should be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org 
scott.sanchez@sfgov.org and mickey@giantrecruiting.com 

 

Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on April 8, 2021, (no later than one Thursday prior 
to hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits. It shall be doubled-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font. An electronic copy should be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
shellimeneghetti@aol.com, richard.miller08@gmail.com and scott.sanchez@sfgov.org . 

 

The Board’s physical office is closed to the public and hard copies of the brief do NOT need to be submitted. 
 

Only photographs and drawings may be submitted by the parties at the hearing. 
 

Hearing Date: Wednesday, April 14, 2021, 5:00 p.m., via Zoom. Information for access to the hearing will be provided before 
the hearing date. 

 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any change to the briefing schedule. 

 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to boardofappeals@sfgov.org. 
Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will become part of the public 
record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously. 

 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including letters 
of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such materials are 
available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boaYou may also request a copy of the packet of materials that 
are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28. 

 
 
 

The reasons for this appeal are as follows: 
 

Not Submitted 
 

Appellant or Agent (Circle One): 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: Richard Miller 
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Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails[2/17/2021 10:22:14 AM]

Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking System!

Home
»
Most Requested

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 2/17/2021 10:21:32 AM
   
Application Number: 201812279267
Form Number: 3
Address(es): 0919 / 001E / 0 3627 DIVISADERO ST

Description:
ADDING ADDITIONAL LEVELS TO A TWO STORY SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE TO ACCODOMATE
ADDITONAL BEDROOMS AND VIEW DECK (2 BEDS TO 5 BEDS)(2 BATHS TO 5 BATHS). ADDING A
4TH LEVEL PENTHOUSE

Cost: $1,000,000.00
Occupancy Code: R-3,U-1
Building Use: 27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
12/27/2018 TRIAGE  
12/27/2018 FILING  
12/27/2018 FILED  
1/27/2021 APPROVED  
2/2/2021 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: OWN
Name: OWNER OWNER
Company Name: OWNER
Address: OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000
Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In Hold
Out
Hold

Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 CPB 12/28/18 12/28/18 12/28/18 GUTIERREZ NANCY  

2 CPB 7/31/20 7/31/20 7/31/20 9/3/20 9/3/20 TORRES SHIRLEY
#600-349-189 electronically submitted.
09/03/2020:
OK TO RELEASE HOLD PER CHRISTINE SILVA.
TO PPC. ST

3 CP-ZOC 12/28/18 4/13/20 9/10/20 9/10/20 8/7/20 MAY CHRISTOPHER

Routed original plans and application form to PPC
to be scanned by Permit Center, per request from
Anh Hai Pham on 8/6/2020. Not yet approved by
Planning - awaiting BlueBeam session invitation
from DBI.

4 CP-NP 11/19/19 4/13/20 11/19/19 11/25/19 4/13/20 MAY CHRISTOPHER email cover letter on 11/19/2019 (Jennie)
mailed
311 notice on 12/3/2019; expires 1/2/2020 (Jennie)

5 CP-NP 12/23/19 9/3/20 12/23/19 12/23/19 9/3/20 MAY CHRISTOPHER
emailed 311 cover letter on 12/23/2019 (Jennie)
mailed 311 notice on 12/31/2019; expires 1/30/2020
(Jennie)

6 CP-DR 9/3/20 9/3/20 9/10/20 9/10/20 9/3/20 MAY CHRISTOPHER
TWO DRs accepted 1-30-20 M LANGLIE
DR
hearing held, CPC did not take DR and approved
project as proposed.
(9/10/20) Reviewed/approved BlueBeam plans for
one-story horizontal rear addition as well as third

Home Permit Services Plan Review Inspection Services Most Requested Key Programs About Us

http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www.sfdbi.org/index.aspx
http://www.sfdbi.org/index.aspx?page=250
http://www.sfdbi.org/index.aspx?page=1
http://sfdbi.org/permit-services
http://sfdbi.org/permit-services
http://sfdbi.org/plan-review-services
http://sfdbi.org/plan-review-services
http://sfdbi.org/inspection-services
http://sfdbi.org/inspection-services
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Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails[2/17/2021 10:22:14 AM]

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2021

7 CP-ZOC 9/4/20 9/10/20 9/10/20 9/10/20 9/10/20 MAY CHRISTOPHER

and fourth floor vertical additions to the existing two-
story, single-family dwelling. The project also
includes facade alterations and roof decks above
the third floor at the front and rear.
(12/10/20)
Reviewed/approved revised plans. No significant
changes since previous submittal.
(12/23/20)
Reviewed/approved revised plans. No significant
changes since previous submittal.

8 BLDG 9/4/20 10/13/20 10/13/20 12/23/20 HUANG VIVIAN approved
9 SFFD 9/4/20 10/5/20 10/5/20 SAMSON BRUCE approved; no insp fees req.
10 SFFD 12/24/20 12/24/20 12/24/20 SAMSON BRUCE approved rev 2; no insp fees req
11 SFFD 1/22/21 1/22/21 1/22/21 SAMSON BRUCE approved form 3
12 SFFD 1/22/21 1/22/21 1/22/21 SAMSON BRUCE  

13 DPW-
BSM

9/4/20 9/16/20 9/16/20 1/14/21 1/14/21 DENNIS RASSENDYLL

1.14 Approved EPR SITE Permit only. ADDENDA
requirement(s) for sign off: Street Improvement,
Urban Forestry. All sidewalk applications and plans
MUST be applied online. Download sidewalk
applications at
http://www.sfpublicworks.org/services/permits. Your
application will be ON-HOLD until all necessary
PUBLIC WORKS-BSM permits are completed or
plan checker(s) could recommend sign off to the
satellite office via email. - RD
1.11 BUF release RD
On Hold Need Offical sidewalk (19 feet) and noted
new tree RD

14 SFPUC 9/4/20 12/23/20 12/23/20 TOM BILL Received fixture count from owner 12.20.20;
Reviewed and assessed for capcity charges.

15 PPC 9/3/20 9/4/20 1/25/21 DOMINGO CARMELO
ADRIAN

1/25/21; Sent to CPB; AD
1/22/21; Invite sent to
plan checker for stamp approval; AD
9/4/20; BB
session created. Invite sent to
applicant,May,BLDG,SFFD,BSM,PUC; AD
9/4/20:
no Bluebeam session access; am 8/11/20: to Permit
Center for scanning; am 8/6/20: !Route to Permit
Center bin for scanning upon return to PPC; HP
12/28/18: to DCP;EC.

16 CPB 1/25/21 1/27/21 2/2/21 TORRES SHIRLEY

02/02/2021: OWNER BUILDER. ISSUED. ST
01/27/2021: school fees posted, 13 pgs-approved.
Invoice sent for issuance and addenda plan review
fees. ST
01/26/21: pending approval, waiting for
school fee calcs. ST

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.


 

Appointments:

Appointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appointment Code Appointment Type Description Time Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking
home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=73
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=45
http://www.sfgov.org/
https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html
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THE APPELLANT DID NOT SUBMIT A BRIEF 



BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PERMIT HOLDER(S) 



Property Address: 3627 Divisadero St.  

Building Permit Application: 2018.1227.9267  

Record Number: 2018-017375PRJ 

 

Response to APPEAL FILED NO. 21-011 @ 3627 DIVISADERO STREET  

Dear Commissioners, 

On 3/25/21 Project Sponsor (“Sponsor”) reached out to Julie Rosenberg and Scott Sanchez and was informed 

that the appellants did not file a brief therefore it’s hard to respond to any of their arguments or concerns. 

Project Sponsor also reached out to appellants on multiple occasions (most recently on 2/17/21, when the appeal 

was filed, and again on 4/1/21) and asked if they wanted to discuss any specific concerns regarding the permit 

but none of them ever responded to the Sponsor’s inquiries (Exhibit A).  

It is widely documented that both appellants are unwilling to cooperate and communicate. Right before the DR 

hearing, David Winslow, The Principal Architect on the San Francisco Planning Department, reached out to the 

appellants; Millers and Ms. Meneghetti twice, offering to mediate, but they refused mediation. 

On January 25, 2020, at the final in-person meeting with the Sponsor, Mrs. Katherine Miller threatened that 

even if the project passes DR review and gets approved, her husband Richard Miller, will appeal the Site 

Permit in order to either delay or completely block the Project. Mrs. Katherine Renee Miller is a licensed 

California attorney for the City of San Francisco/Judicial Council of California (CA Bar No. 247390).  

On May 7, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on 

Discretionary Review and found there are no extraordinary or exceptional circumstances and approved 

building permit application 2018.1227.9267 now challenged in the permit appeals process. (Exhibit B) 

The Permit Appeals process is being used by the appellants / adjacent neighbors, Katherine & Richard Miller 

and Shelli Meneghetti, during the worst COVID-19 pandemic of our lives, to threaten the ability of property 



owners to enjoy their family and work in the privacy of their home. The Project Sponsors (“Sponsors”) bought 

the subject property in 2017 with the wish to provide a home for multigenerational living and to continue to 

work from home. Sponsors have a large family with three adult children; one of whom is married and pregnant 

with her first baby and two that are in long-term relationships. In addition, Sponsors have aging parents with 

disabilities who have not been able to visit Sponsors because the current floorplan does not allow for disability 

access. Finally, Sponsors work from home and wish to continue to do so as their family grows. 

The Approved Project: 

1. Per DRA, the project does not present any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. (Exhibit B). 

2. The Project does not require any variances.  

3. The project has not changed in size or scope.  

4. The Project Has Undergone Extensive Review and Complies with the Residential Design Guidelines 

(“RDG”), applicable Building Codes and other Planning requirements. Site Permit was issued on 

02/02/2021. 

5. The building’s scale is compatible with surrounding buildings and fits in the neighborhood mixed visual 

character while respecting midblock open space. Furthermore, the approved project sits directly across 

from the Claire Lilienthal Elementary School that is currently undergoing major construction, taking up 

a full block with 40ft height and solid mass.  (Exhibit C).  

6. There is a significant precedence of four story buildings on the block and in the Marina neighborhood. 

On our block alone there are 10 four-story buildings. (Exhibit D). 

7. The approved plans also preserve the building scale at the street by setting back the fourth floor 16 feet 

(when 15 ft are recommended per RDG) therefore the visibility of the upper floor is limited from the 

street, and that the upper floor is subordinate to the primary façade from the street. (Exhibit E). 

8. Neighbor’s privacy concerns were addressed and preserved by adding 5-foot side-setbacks, privacy 

plants, and removing all 4th floor property line windows. (Exhibit F). 

9. Per Meneghetti’s request, Sponsor preserved and expanded the shared lightwell. 



10. In order to minimize the height of the Property as viewed from the street or mid-block open space 

Sponsor revised the project to use a one-hour fire rated roof instead of a non-fire rated roof which 

REDUCED the parapet wall from 48 inches to 6 inches minimizing the height of the Property as 

viewed from the street or mid-block open space to further subordinate the upper floor to the primary 

façade. By reducing the parapet wall from 48 inches to 6 inches, Sponsor further minimized the light 

impact on both Ms. Miller’s and Meneghetti’s properties (Exhibit G). 

 

Despite all the concessions made by the Sponsor, the two adjacent neighbors/appellants continue mounting 

coordinated attacks resulting in this Permit Appeal. Yet, these same neighbors have developed their respective 

properties with complete disregard on what impacts their projects had to Sponsors’ property. 

11. Both Ms. Miller’s and Ms. Meneghetti’s remodeled homes tower 15ft ABOVE Sponsor’s current 

home and have had direct impacts to air, light, and privacy of the Sponsor’s and other surrounding 

properties for many years (Exhibit H).   

12. In 2018 the appellants Mr. and Mrs. Miller (the “Millers”) completed a major remodel of their home 

increasing the mass and adding deck space with zero side setback resulting in a direct view into the 

Sponsors’ master bedroom infringing on Sponsor’s privacy. (Exhibit I). 

13. During their 2018 remodel, the Millers CLOSED OFF the shared lightwell that used to provide light 

and air to both Sponsors & the Miller’s homes and they constructed a private property line skylight 

that provides light to the Miller’s STAIRCASE ONLY. Please note, Miller’s newly constructed 

private skylight that is up against Sponsors property line is ALREADY FULLY SHADED by the 

Miller’s existing 5ft parapet wall throughout the year and will not be further impacted by the Sponsors 

project. (Exhibit J).   

14. Ms. Miller’s home, just like most San Francisco homes, is relying on front and back windows as 

primary light and air sources. Mid-house lightwells and skylights are tertiary access points that are not 

protected by RDG. Furthermore, on all three floors, the Millers have (a) large front windows that face 

onto the street and provide an abundance of light and air access; and (b) a back of the house large 



windows and “nana wall window system” that faces the rear yard and provides an abundance of 

light and air access (Exhibit K).   

15. In fact, Millers have actually complained about having TOO MUCH LIGHT and regularly maintain 

fully closed off blinds to protect against it. The back “nana wall window system” facing onto the rear 

yard receives full afternoon light and the Millers have attempted to block light into their home by closing 

off the windows with blinds. On multiple occasions the Millers stated that direct sunlight from the rear 

is destroying their new furniture and therefore they generally keep their blinds closed. (Exhibit L).   

 

Sponsor is including the approved drawings for your review (Exhibit M). For all the reasons stated above, we 

respectfully ask the Commissioners to deny the permit appeal. 

Very truly yours, 

 

Dated: April 08, 2021 

 

Project Sponsors: _____________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Exhibit A 

From: Mickey Pucko  
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 11:19 AM 
To: shellimeneghetti@aol.com; Katie Miller <katiereneemiller@gmail.com>; richard.miller08@gmail.com 
Cc: 'James Smith' <james.woodside@yahoo.com> 
Subject: APPEAL FILED NO. 21-011 @ 3627 DIVISADERO STREET 

Hi All - I hope all is well with you and your families. 

I reached out to the board of appeals regarding your brief so I can address any concerns you may have with the 
project but I was informed that the brief was not filed.  

I'm reaching out to you in the hope to discuss your concerns with the project as I would love to find a mutually 
beneficial resolution for all parties. 

I'll make myself available at any time to either meet or speak with any or all of you. 

Best, 

Mickey & James 

  

From: Mickey Pucko  
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 3:34 PM 
To: shellimeneghetti@aol.com; Katie Miller katiereneemiller@gmail.com; richard.miller08@gmail.com 
Cc: 'James Smith' james.woodside@yahoo.com 
Subject: APPEAL FILED NO. 21-011 @ 3627 DIVISADERO STREET 

HI All – I hope all is well. 
 
I wanted to reach out to you and see if there are any specific questions or concerns you have with the site permit 
and if there is anything we could do to alleviate them? As always, we would be happy to work with you. 

 
Best, 

Mickey & James   

 805.431.3917 

 

 

 



 

Exhibit B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

www.sfplanning.org 
 

 

Discretionary Review Action DRA-0694 
HEARING DATE: MAY 7, 2020 

 
Record No.: 2018-017375DRP-02 
Project Address: 3627 Divisadero Street 
Building Permit: 2018.1227.9267 
Zoning: RH-3 [Residential House, Three-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0919 / 001E 
Project Sponsor: Micky Pucko 
 3627 Divisadero Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94123 
DR Requestors: Shelli Meneghetti 
 3621 Divisadero Street 

 San Francisco, CA 
 Katie and Rich Miller  
 3633 Divisadero Street 
 San Francisco, CA 

Staff Contact: David Winslow – (415) 575-9179 
 David.Winslow@sfgov.org 

 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO NOT TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD NO. 
2018-017375DRP-02 AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.  
2018.1227.9267 TO CONSTRUCT A FIRST-FLOOR HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION; REMOVE  THE 
SECOND-FLOOR REAR POP-OUT AND; CONSTRUCT THIRD AND FOURTH FLOOR VERTICAL 
ADDITIONS TO THE EXISTING TWO-STORY, SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING.  THE PROJECT 
ALSO INCLUDES ALTERATIONS TO THE FRONT FAÇADE AND ROOF DECKS AT THE THIRD 
FLOOR AND AT THE FOURTH FLOOR AT BOTH THE FRONT AND THE REAR AT 3627 
DIVISADERO STREET WITHIN THE RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) ZONING 
DISTRICT AND 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On December 27, 2018, John Mack filed for Building Permit Application No. 2018.1227.9267 to construct a 
first-floor horizontal rear addition; removal of the second-floor rear pop-out and; construct third 
and fourth floor vertical additions to the existing two-story, single-family dwelling at 3627 
Divisadero Street within the RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and 
Bulk District. 
 
On January 30, 2020, Shelli Meneghetti, and Katie and Rich Miller (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) 
Requestors”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for 
Discretionary Review (2018-017375DRP-02) of Building Permit Application No. 2018.1227.9267. 



DRA-0694 Record No. 2018-017375DRP-02 
May 7, 2020 3627 Divisadero Street 

 2 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical 
exemption. 
 
On May 7, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2018-
017375DRP-02. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
ACTION 
The Commission found there are no extraordinary or exceptional circumstances in this case and  hereby 
does not take Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2018-017375DRP-02 and approves Building 
Permit Application 2018.1227.9267.  
 

 



DRA-0694 Record No. 2018-017375DRP-02 
May 7, 2020 3627 Divisadero Street 

 3 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit 
Application to the Board of Appeals only after the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) takes action 
(issuing or disapproving) the permit. Such appeal must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI’s action on 
the permit.  For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 415-575-6880, 1650 Mission 
Street # 304, San Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.  
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 
that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code 
Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission does not take Discretionary Review and approves the 
building permit as referenced in this action memo on May 7, 2020. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
 
AYES:  Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel 
 
NAYS:  Imperial, Moore 
 
ABSENT: None 
 
ADOPTED: May 7, 2020 
 



Exhibit C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit D 
Examples of OTHER 4 story building on Sponsor’s block.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Recently approved 4th story neighborhood projects following RDG guidelines of complying with 5-15ft 
front 4th story setbacks.  

 

 

 



 

Exhibit E 

 

The RDG states that the visibility of the upper floor is to be limited from the street, not eliminated, and 
that the upper floor should be subordinate to the primary façade from the street, not invisible. 

RDG pg. 25 instructs: “In modifying the height and depth of the building, consider the following measures”: 
(1) Set back the upper story a recommended 15 feet from the front building wall, or (2) Eliminate the building 
parapet by using a fire-rated roof with a 6-inch curb (see below RDG pg. 25).  

Sponsors did both. 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit F 

Neighbor’s privacy concerns were addressed and preserved by adding 5-foot side-setbacks, privacy plants, and 
removing all 4th floor property line windows. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Neighbor’s privacy concerns were addressed by including privacy plants. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit G 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit H 

Both appellant’s /Ms. Miller’s and Ms. Meneghetti’s remodeled homes tower 15ft ABOVE Sponsor’s 
current home and have had direct impacts to air, light, and privacy of the Sponsor’s and other surrounding 
properties for many years.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Exhibit I 

In 2018, DR Requestor Mr. and Mrs. Miller (the “Millers”) completed a major remodel of their home 
increasing the mass and adding deck space with zero side setback resulting in a direct view into the 
Sponsors’ master bedroom infringing on Sponsor’s privacy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit J  

 

 

Miller’s had shading concerns but their newly constructed private skylight that is up against Sponsors property 
line is ALREADY FULLY SHADED by the Miller’s existing 5ft parapet wall throughout the year and will 
not be further impacted by the Sponsors project. (See below).   

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit K 

The Miller’s voiced concern about how Sponsor’s project would impact their light. Their home, just like most 
San Francisco homes, is relying on front and back windows as primary light and air sources. Mid-house 
lightwells and skylights are tertiary access points that are not protected by RDG. Furthermore, on all three floors, 
the Millers have (a) large front windows that face onto the street and provide an abundance of light and air 
access; and (b) a back of the house large windows and “nana wall window system” that faces the rear yard 
and provides an abundance of light and air access. (See below) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit L 

Furthermore, the Millers have complained about having TOO MUCH LIGHT and regularly maintain 
fully closed off blinds to protect against it. The back “nana wall window system” facing onto the rear yard 
receives full afternoon light and the Millers have attempted to block light into their home by closing off the 
windows with blinds. On multiple occasions the Millers stated that direct sunlight from the rear is destroying 
their new furniture and therefore they generally keep their blinds closed  
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                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



From: Anne Haskel
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Permit No.2018/12/27/9267, Appeal No. 21-011
Date: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 10:53:53 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Board Members,

Thank you for your work on behalf of San Francisco residents.

I live diagonally behind 3627 Divisadero. I can see this house from my rear windows and from my backyard.

I object to the 4th floor “penthouse” they wish to build. This will be a mega-house among Marina bungalows.
Turning a two-level house from 2 baths/2 rooms to 5 rooms/5 baths is simply beyond appropriate for the
surrounding homes.

This house will cast a long shadow on my sunny backyard, invade my privacy and be an eyesore from both my rear
windows and deck. It will do the same for several of my neighbors.

I believe San Franciscans need more housing. Were this a conversion to 2 flats I would be amendable, but this
project is unacceptable to me.

Thank you for your consideration,

Anne Haskel

mailto:annequilts@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


Building Permit Application No. 2018.1227.9267 
Pucko/Smith Residency at 3627 Divisadero Street 
Date: 4/1/2020 
 
To: Board of Appeals Committee members  
Re:  Letter of Opposition 
 
Dear Board of Appeal Committee members, 
 
My name is Cathi Dennehy and I am writing to you on behalf of the Dennehy-Kovic families. We 
reside at 3615 and 3617 Divisadero Street and are within 150 ft of this applicant’s home.   
 
We are 4th generation San Franciscans, establishing roots in SF in 1870. 
We have a deep love of the architectural design of this city and our block. We expressed 
concern over the proposed plans for development at 3627 Divisadero to our neighbors Mickey 
Pucko and James  Smith when they presented their plans with their architect in their garage. 
 
We oppose the height of this home and the building of a 4th story.  If allowed to pass, this will 
be the only home on this block as tall as Claire Lilienthal school (that houses hundreds of 
children) and the apartment complexes on the ends of this block (that have ~20 units).  There 
are no 4 story single family homes on this block, only three story.  This is a violation of the 
building code “Design the height and depth to be compatible with existing building scale at 
the street and design rooflines to be compatible with those found on surrounding buildings.” 
We have just 7 single family homes on our block and all are 3 stories tall with rooflines of 
similar height. If this plan is approved, this would create a visual behemoth in the center of the 
block, that permanently defaces our block in a negative way.  
 
The proposed design of the new home, removes the architectural historical elements of the 
pitched roof and arrow design.  This design style is a historical feature that can be observed on 
other homes in the Marina (photos attached) that are identical to the 3627 Divisadero home 
design (e.g. photos attached).  The newly proposed design removes this feature but adds no 
new features to re-solidify congruity with the block and Marina neighborhood.  I’ve attached 
photos of other homes in the Marina with pitched roof or flat roof Spanish tile elements on the 
second story and third story that would tie into the other 5 homes that have Spanish tile roof 
designs on this block. The city planning code states “Design the building architectural features 
to enhance the visual character of the neighborhood” and “Use architectural details to 
establish and define a building’s character and to visually unify a neighborhood.”  
 
The proposed design creates additional shade and privacy issues for our home because of the 
fourth story and the extreme number of deck areas in the plan.  The rear decks would all 
oversee our backyard and the front deck at the fourth level would oversee our third floor deck.  
The plan for this build shows TWO street facing decks at the third and fourth story as well as 
THREE rear facing decks on the second, third and fourth story.  This is again, not congruent 
with the design of the block and other single family homes where the 4 properties with street 



facing decks have ONE street facing deck at the third level and ONE rear facing deck at the 
second or third story.  To protect privacy of neighbors and noise that can occur with exterior 
home areas, I am requesting elimination of the street facing fourth story and its deck and 
elimination of two of the three rear facing decks.   
 
The  plan drawings of the “right north elevation” on page A6 show set back measurements of 
the third and fourth story decks. These measurements seem to be in disagreement.  It appears 
that the 3’rd story deck is set back 5 feet from the flat portion of the front of the house, but the 
fourth story deck is set back 18 feet from the portion of the house that juts out from the second 
floor.  Shouldn’t this measurement for the fourth story set back be taken from the same area as 
the third story, (i.e. the flat portion of the front of the house)?  
 
We truly value the opportunity to voice our concerns and hope that some additional changes to 
the proposed plans can be made to create a more cohesive and beautified plan that benefits all 
homeowners. 
 
Sincerely 
Lillian Dennehy, David Dennehy, Cathi Dennehy and Dinno Kovic 
Contact: cathi.dennehy@ucsf.edu 
Phone: 415-793-7822 

mailto:cathi.dennehy@ucsf.edu


















 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: rmassanti@aol.com
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Permit No.2018/12/27/9267, Appeal No. 21-011
Date: Thursday, April 1, 2021 11:07:52 AM

 

Dear Board Members:
 
The houses built on Divisadero between Beach and North Point Streets had been conceived with a
certain look. In essence doubling the height of the building at 3627 Divisadero does not add esthetic
value to the block and the other houses on the block.  What it does is create an eyesore.  This
sweet  single-family house is being completely transformed from it’s original, Marina planned historic
bungalow footprint to a monster home.  The likely reason for this build-out is not to enjoy it as a
neighborhood home, but to use it as a party house, multiple unit Airbnb or some such use.  The Marina is
a community of neighbors; it is not meant to be a transit hub for tourists and other transient
occupants.  We respectfully ask that you come out and take a walk on this block and the blocks in the
area and consider these points in reviewing this planned build-out conversion. We understand an owner
wanting to improve their real estate, but this is completely changing the nature of the structure and it likely
will have crowding implications on the block.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Rosalba Massanti

mailto:rmassanti@aol.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
To: Aaron VanDevender; BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: RE: Appeal 21-011 for 3627 Divisadero St
Date: Thursday, April 1, 2021 2:57:20 PM

Thank you for your public comment. It will be made part of the record for this appeal.
(Please note that the correct Appeal No. is 21-011).
 
Julie Rosenberg
Executive Director, San Francisco Board of Appeals
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
Please note that the Board’s physical office is closed to the public until further notice.
 
From: Aaron VanDevender <aaron@vandevender.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 2:52 PM
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB) <boardofappeals@sfgov.org>
Subject: Appeal 21-001 for 3627 Divisadero St
 

 

Hello esteemed Board of Appeals,
 
I would like to address the appeal of the permit for adding two floors to 3627 Divisadero St (Permit
2018/12/27/9267). I am a neighbor of the property and live on the same block. The current house,
as it stands, is quite puny and inadequate for the character of the neighborhood. Compared to many
of its majestic four-story neighbors, the lot is sadly underutilized and should have been appended to
long ago. Given the depth of the housing shortage in the neighborhood, the city, and the whole Bay
Area, it would be irresponsible to both the community and the environment to reject or even further
delay its swift approval and construction. I urge you to deny this abusive and frivolous discretionary
review and approve this necessary, ordinary, and compliant project right away.
 
Thank you!
 
-Aaron

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron@vandevender.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org






City & County of San Francisco  
Board of Appeal 

 

April 7th, 2021. 

 

  
 
 
 

Re: NO. 21-011 Letter of Support For 3627 Divisadero Street Project 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I have been family friends with Ms. Pucko for over fifteen years, and her dream of owning a 
home in San Francisco has finally come true. She loves her family, and she is looking forward to 
building a home suitable for 3 adult children (one who is married and expecting their first baby 
and the other two who are in long-term relationships). Ms. Pucko also has aging parents with 
disabilities, and she has not been able to spend time with them because the current floorplan does 
not allow for disability access. 
 
There are 6 working adults in the household and now that we are all staying and working from 
home it is important to have enough space that allows for dedicated work and family separation. 
 
Both Appellants opposing this project have large, newly built homes and have caused lots of 
stress and unnecessary expenses to Ms. Pucko.   
 
I kindly ask for you to deny this appeal and approve the project. 
 
 
Sincerely Yours, 
A.S. 
 

 

 

 



Board of Appeal, City & County of San Francisco  

  
 
 
 

Re: NO. 21-011 Letter of Support For 3627 Divisadero Street Project 
 
 

Dear Commissioners, 

 Ms. Pucko and Mr. Smith have been my friends for more than 7 years and I wholeheartedly 
vouch for their integrity as upstanding citizens. They are a wonderful couple and my wife, and I 
love spending time with them and engage in outdoor activities. After they purchased their home 
in the Marina, we decided to buy our home just a few streets from theirs.  

Unfortunately, we have witnessed bullying they have sustained from their two immediate 
neighbors and we are kindly asking you to put an end to this abuse.  Building a house to provide 
for your family should be a joyous event and not an endless fight resulting in process abuse just 
because the neighbor Ms. Katherine Miller is an attorney for the City of San Francisco and is 
viciously filing appeal after appeal and abusing the legal process without even bothering to state 
any reasons for the appeal.  This is not in good faith! 

We kindly ask for your support on the 3627 Divisadero Street Project. 

Truly Yours, 

R.H. & D.H.   
04/07/21 
 

 



Board of Appeal 
City & County of San Francisco 

 
 
 

Re: NO. 21-011 Letter of Support For 3627 Divisadero Street Project 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am sending the letter of support for the 3627 Divisadero Street project. Families are 
leaving San Francisco and we need to enable more families to stay and live in the city. 
This home will house a wonderful multigenerational family who will support our local 
stores and small businesses. 
 
We need to focus on making it easier to attract families to work and live in the city 
instead of pushing them out. 
 
I kindly ask for this appeal to be rejected. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

NOTE: Please Redact My Personal Information 
 

 



City & County of San Francisco, Board of Appeal 

 
 
 

Re: NO. 21-011 Letter of Support For 3627 Divisadero Street Project 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am sending the letter of support for the 3627 Divisadero Street project. There is no doubt in my 
mind that this project has gone through rigorous scrutiny by the DBI and Planning Departments 
and is fully code compliant. I know how diligent these departments are since I have gone through 
that same process myself several years back. 
  
Furthermore, Mickey and James are wonderful people looking to provide nurturing and safe 
home for their own family and it is devastating to have calculated neighbors opposing it without 
even stating a single reason for their appeal.  
 
Sincerely, 

April 7th, 2021. 

NOTE: Please Redact My Personal Information 
 

 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: chrispetrini2000@gmail.com
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: chrispetrini2000@gmail.com; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
Subject: 3627 Divisadero - Monster Home conversion # 2018/12/27/9267, Appeal No. 21-011
Date: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:33:10 PM

 

The houses built in San Francisco, the Marina District and specifically on Divisadero between Beach and
North Point are historical consistent with period charm, sensitivity, and compatibility. In essence, this
DEVELOPER is tripling the living area of the building at 3627 Divisadero.  It will adversely impact the
neighborhood and dilutes esthetical value to the block and the other houses in the immediate area.  What
it does do is create an MONSTER building.  This sweet house is being completely transformed from it’s
original, Marina planned historic bungalow footprint to a party house, or a multiple unit AIRBNB or some
such other intensive HOTEL use.  The floor plans easily be adapted to 4 separate livable units with the
existing plumbing stacking plan and will no longer require your approvals.

I strongly encourage your Board to reject this application or place severe restrictions/monetary penalties
as a condition of this permit on the current of future owner if and when it is converted to multiple unit
AIRBNB.  This way the local residents can be your enforcement “eyes and ears”.   We then have the
pathway and protest to the Board of Supervisors/Planning/Building department if this building does evolve
into a MONSTER HOTEL building in the middle of the Marina.  This DEVELOPER’S claim that this is for
a multi-generational home will then be held accountable if they are caught in their lie.  They then can be
financially penalized when their true intentions become obvious and force to comply with the conditional
permit.

The Marina is a community of neighbors it is not meant to be transit hub for tourists and other transient
occupants.  We understand an owner wanting to improve their real estate, but this is completely changing
the nature of the structure and it likely will have crowding implications on the block………….all with no
additional parking.

 Thank you for your consideration.

 
 
Chris Petrini, Personal
chrispetrini2000@gmail.com
 
 
This email is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender
immediately and then delete it. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not keep, use, disclose, copy or distribute this
email without the author's prior permission. We have taken precautions to minimize the risk of transmitting software viruses,
but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks on any attachment to this message. We cannot accept liability for any
loss or damage caused by software viruses. The information contained in this communication may be confidential and may
be subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you are the intended recipient and you do not wish to receive similar electronic
messages from us in the future then please respond to the sender to this effect.
 
We have taken precautions to minimize the risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own
virus checks on any attachment to this message. We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage caused by software viruses.
 
 
 

mailto:chrispetrini2000@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:chrispetrini2000@gmail.com
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: julie wilson
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: 3627 Divisadero Street
Date: Monday, April 12, 2021 9:28:04 AM

 

My husband and I are strongly against this remodel.  Their additional story will be an eye sore on the block since
they will be the tallest house and are right in the middle of the block.  They do not need all this space for just them.
 They will not be bringing their children to live with them.  All the neighbors think they will rent this house out as as
Airbnb because they own several other properties in SF and do that.  We love our special block on Divisadero and if
rental people are coming and going, it will harm the cohesiveness of our block.  

Thanks 
Julie  

mailto:harrarj@yahoo.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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