BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Appeal of Appeal No. 14-120
KOSMAS & STAVROULA SKINAS,

Appellant(s)

VS,

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent

NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on June 20, 2014, 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 June 09, 2014, to Xi Wen Pei,
Alteration Permit (two-story horizontal rear addition, and one-story vertical addition sethack approximately 16.5' from
the front building wall) at 15 Allison Street.

~ APPLICATION NO. 2013/01/31/9224"S"

FOR HEARING ON August 20, 2014

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

, Kosmas & Stavroula Skinas, Appellant Xi Wen Pei, Permit Holder
- - | 23 Allison Street _ c/o Bill Guan, Agent for Permit Holder

- | San Francisco, CA 94112 501 Crescent Way #5412

San Francisco, CA 94134




Date Filed:

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF APPEALS w0

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF APPEAL

| / We, Kosmas & Stavroula Skinas, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of

Alteration Permit 2013/01/31/9224"S" by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became
effective on: June 09, 2014, to: Xi Wen Pel, for the property located at: 15 Allison Street.

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:

The Appellant may, but is 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.

Appellant's Brief is due on or before: July 31, 2014, (no later than three (3) Thursdays prior to the hearing date),
up to 12 pages in length, double-spaced, with unlimited exhibits, with an original and 10 copies delivered to the

Board office by 4:30 p.m., and wﬂalbaddltlonal copﬂWﬁto the other parties the same day.

Respondent’s and Othy Partles Briefs are due on or before: August 14, 2014, (no later than one (1) Thursday
prior to hearing date)-up o 12 pages in length, doubled-spaced, with unlimited exhibits, with an original and 10
copies delivered to the Board office by 4:30 p.m., and with additional copies delivered to the other parties the same
day.

Only photographs and drawings may be submitted by the parties at hearing.
Hearing Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014, 5:00 p.m., City Hall, Room 416, One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place.

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 submit
an original and 10 copies of all documents of support/opposition no later than one (1) Thursday prior to hearing date
by 4:30 p.m. 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 at the Board's office. You 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.

If you have any questions please call the Board of Appeals at 415-575-6880

The reasons for this appeal are as follows:

see attached statement.
Appellant'or Agent (Circle One):
Signature: 29~ ‘

Print Name: Q‘f’a\/ Y\Oll%a, SK\ v’) Q,S




Appeal of issuance of San Francisco Building Permit #
201301319224

Preliminary Statement of | Form Addendum

Mrs. Skinas seeks the modification and or restriction of the building permit referenced
above. Appellant seeks this modification for the following reasons:

1. The tenuous health of Mr. Kosmas Skinas. Mr. Skinas’ primary physician has
indicated that Mr. Skinas’ health issues are being exacerbated by the
construction activities of the subject permit holder. Excerpts of Dr. Segar’s
statement regarding the health status of Mr. Skinas are as follows: ...............
Mr. Skinas, with known cardiovascular disease is quite debilitated and is not able
fo go out very much. A large construction project next door would be extremely
harmful for his health and well - being. Mr. Skinas has noted some increase in
his heart symptoms regarding the construction of this project. ............. The
continuance of construction project will have a detrimental impact on the health
of Mr. Skinas. The full text of Mr. Skinas’ physician statement will be submitted
at a later time.

2. The Permit Holder, Mr. Wen, displays a propensity to not abide by the in force
San Francisco building statutes. He commenced a major modification at 15
Allison Street before the issuance of a permit - in apparent violation of existing
law. Mr. Wen’s actions as they pertain to complying with the City’s building code
are questionable. His willingness to ignore building codes is putting his
neighbors in potential danger.

3. The size and scope of the renovations specified in the permit have all the
halimarks of a multi-family residence. The lot is zoned for a single-family
residence. In addition to being against zoning laws, having numerous transient
occupants in the subject residence will further degrade the neighbors’ quality of
life as well as making an already restrictive parking situation worse.
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APPELLANT BRIEF FOR ALTERATION
PERMIT 2013.01.31.9224

BOARD OF APPEALS

JUL 29 2014 U@é
ApPEAL #4120

APPELLANTS:

STAVROULA SKINAS
KOSMAS SKINAS

July 25, 2014
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

BOARD OF APPEALS

PERMIT 201301319224

APPELLANT BRIEF

BACKGROUND

Stavroula and Kosmas Skinas are the appellants (Appellants) in this action. The
Appellants are the owners of, and residents in a two story, single-family residence located
at 23 Allison St., in the Ingleside District of San Francisco. Adjacent to the Appellants’
home is an attached two story, single-family residence with relatively similar square
footage and dimensions — 15 Allison St. The current owner of 15 Allison, Mr. Wen Pei,
purchased this residence in 2012. Subsequent, on January 31, 2013, Mr. Wen Pei filed an
application for a building permit to undertake horizontal and vertical additions. On June
27,2013, the Appellants filed for a discretionary review (Exhibit A). The discretionary
review hearing was held on January 16, 2014. The Board did not agree with the
Appellants and approved the subject permit with the stipulation that the property would

be only used to house one family.

The City and County of San Francisco issued the building permit for the subject project
on June 9, 2014. Two weeks later, the Appellants filed a Preliminary Statement of

Appeal.
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BASIS OF APPEAL

This Appeal is predicated on the following:

Kosmas Skinas' Poor Health

Mr. Kosmas Skinas, the husband of Stavroula Skinas, has lived in 23 Allison St. for over
50 years. He currently suffers from cardiovascular disease and limited mobility. Prior to
the start of the remodeling project, Mr. Skinas spent over four hours a day in his yard,
gardening and convalescing. Time enjoyed in the yard exercising and gardening has been
key to maintaining his health. Unfortunately, Mr. Skinas now spends less than an hour
outside due to the dust and noise from the construction. The accelerated decline of Mr.
Skinas' health is the product of increased stress levels resulting from the negative quality
of life repercussions of the remodel; and his inability to enjoy his yard due to the

construction.

If the proposed remodel is allowed to proceed, Mr. Skinas' health will continue to decline

at an unacceptable rate.

Please reference Exhibit B for physician statements regarding Mr. Skinas' health.
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Permit Holder Actions

The alteration permit holder, Mr. Wen Pei, displays a propensity to not abide by existing
San Francisco building statutes. He commenced a major modification at 15 Allison St.
before the issuance of a permit - in apparent violation of existing building code law. On
March 26, 2014, the Department of Building Inspection approved, but had not yet issued
the subject permit. Shortly thereafter, Mr. Wen Pei began his remodeling without an
issued permit by jackhammering and other ancillary actions. On May 8, 2014, the
Appellant telephonically filed a complaint regarding Mr. Wen Pei’s actions. The

disposition of this complaint remains unresolved.

Mr. Wen Pei’s activities as they pertain to adhering with the prevailing building code are
questionable. His willingness to ignore building codes could potentially result in

negative consequences for his neighbors.
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Building Scale of Project

The project has a large footprint. fts scale and form are not compatible with the height
and depth of surrounding buildings. Light to the Appellants’ home will be significantly
degraded. Finally, the out of scale rear yard addition will leave surrounding residents

feeling encroached upon.

The size and scope of the renovations specified in the permit have all the hallmarks of a
multi-family residence. The lot is zoned for a single-family residence. In addition to
being against zoning laws, having numerous transient occupants in the subject residence
will further degrade the neighbors’ quality of life; as well as making an already restrictive

parking situation even worse,

The Appeliants are aware of the single-family stipulation ordered by the Board in January
0f 2014. However, the expansive scope of the remodel indicates a structure made for
more than one family. Given this fact, along with the permit holder’s tendency to
sidestep building and housing statutes, a reduced remodeling footprint would be more

appropriate.
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APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. OWner/AppIicant

formation
{212} N ME

STHAVOLUIL

DR APPUCANT ' SDUR

TELEPHONE:

.';;
£ .

R T
CONTAGT FOR DR ABPLICATICHN '

]

Sai Aoove

ADDRESS TELEFHONE
{ 3

FMAIL ADDRESS

g

HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

A0-X

X

3. Project Description

Please check ali thal apoly

Change of Use ] Change of Hours ] New Construction [] Altcmtion# Demolition ] Other [

Additions to Building: Rear"ﬁ! Front [J] Heig
Present or Previous Use: % {™
i

S

4 @ Sicte Yard [J

Proposed Use:

e : by N R & o Biled. 1ok § -
Building I"ermit Application No. #7710, s Date Filed: ™3 57

77208
CITY & COUNTY OF S.E

PLAN N&NGUQXE{"PAFWMENT
PiC



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Reqguest

YES

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 3 g’

— N . s S Il
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Departmant permit review planner? -

rediation on this case?

Did

z Result of Mediation

5. Changes !
If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

o




Application for Discretionary Review..

£
CABE NUMBER:
For it tisy ooty

. . o ~ iy
Discretionary Review Request
In the space below and or: separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Plarning Code. Whal are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and, site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

)

2, The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others o1 the neighborhood would be adversely aftected, please stale who would be affected, and how:

3. What alternatives or chariges to the proposed project, beyond the chang
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the advers

ges (if any) already made would respond to
se effects noted above in question

IONS, ONLY INTERIOR




Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

o lhe other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Sﬁé&vﬂmé;% g{jﬁ I(Z@g Date: % s UQ 7” % / 3’

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

_SKINAS




Application for Discretionary Review
‘ ﬂ!’u’ F3 )

CA3E NUMEER H S

Far Statf e oaly 5 }

s

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all reqlired
materials. The checkiist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRER: MATERIALS (please chesk soment coiumn)

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labeis {original). if applicable LY
Address !abbebis {copy of the abbve): if appliéabie @
Photocbpy of (hi.s corﬁpleted application AV,
”F'notorgrbaphs that iliusirate vour concern;s %
Convenant or Deed Restrictio.ﬁs ]

Cheék payabble to Plarning Dept. v

Letter of autha;i‘zation for agent ’ e 7 O ¥J/;\
Other: Secticn Plan, Detail dfawings (i.:e,mwiyywdows, door entries, trimy), ‘
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 2

elemsents (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
[ Required Matenai
¥ 2l Materi
of onging! tetels and one copy of addresses of adjecent property owners and awners of property ecross sireet

or Depattment |

ise Only

Applcation received by Planning Department:

By: Date:




__Discretionary Review 15 Allison st. San Francisco Ca 94112

June 24,2013 :i "e . (D %F

EXHIBIT 1

The owners of 23 Allison St. respectfully submit their objection to the proposed alteration
(Alteration) of 15 Allison St. SF, Ca. 94112. The objection is predicated upon the
significant adverse impact the Alteration will have upon the half-century residents of 23
Allison; and upon the immoderate amount of contraventions of San Francisco's
Residential Design Guidelines.

Adverse Effect on Residents ot 23 Allison

The Alteration will materially degrade the life quality of the Discretionary Review
Applicants (Applicants). The Applicant’s property is the immediate southern adjacent lot
1o 15 Allison. The Alteration will substantially diminish air and light entering the
residence, as well as the garden. Moreover, privacy will be invaded.

The proposed third story expansion will significantly dim the amount of natural, northern
light entering the bathrooms of 23 Allison. During the summer, ambient light will be
reduced by approximately 80%. and by 60% during the winter. The Applicant’s residence
was designed with north facing bathroom windows overlooking an open space.
Furthermore, the Alteraticn will almost completely block light from entering the stairway
and west facing closet windows.

The Alteration's increase in height and depth will also restrict natural light that
illuminates and warms the expansive and productive orgaric garden of 23 Allison. More
specifically, light entering from the North and the West. 1f the Alteration is built, the
subject garden's ability to bear fruits arnd vegetables will be degraded.

Privacy

Privacy will be compromised. The Alteration will substantively restrict the privacy of the
Applicants. Inhabitants of 15 Allison will be able to easily peer into the bathroom, deck,
and garden of 23 Allison.

Stravoula and Kosmas Skinas have lived with appropriate light, air, and privacy for over
fifty years. The proposed alteration will render these amenities moot. Stravoula and
Kosmas have every right to expect their lifestyle to remain constant.

Fe
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_Discretionary Review 15 Allison st. San Francisco Ca 94112
June 24, 2013

Contravention of San Francisco Design Guidelines
On a macro level, the Alteration conflicts with various aspects of the city's design

guidelines - most specifically: Neighborhood Character, Design Principle, and Building
Scale.

Nei_g_hborhood Character

The Alteration will disrupt the visual subtleties of the neighborkood. It is out of scale
with nearby buildings. and lot and block patterns.  The block arca containing 15 Allison
St. involves a number of lots that were developed with fairly uniform residential to open
space ratios. Proposing a twenty-foot extension will significantly disrupt the said ratio.
Air and light to surrounding residences will also be diminished. '

Design Pri

The Alteration was designed with little regard for its surroundings. It does not
cohesively relate to adjacent buildings. Furthermore, it is incompatible with the scale
pattern of the adjoining lots. As such. it will greatly encroach or mid block open space,
and will fail to minimize light impact on adjacent properties.

As illustrated by its materially adverse effect on 23 Allison St, the Alteration was not
designed to take into consideration abutting properties’ privacy and light. The setbacks
incorporated intc the Alteration are insufficient.

The Alteration has a large footprint. The project’s scale and form are not compatible
with the height and depth of surrounding buildings. Moreover. the Alteration’s block has
a strong mid open space pattern while the proposed remodel is deep and tall. Finally. the
out of scale rear yard addition will leave surrounding residents feeling encroached upon.

7
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__Discretionary Review 15 Allison st. San Francisco Ca 94112

June 24, 2013

EXHIBIT 2

Regrettably, the Alteration will have a substantial undesirable impact on abutting properties that
goes well above nominal reductions of light and privacy concerns. While many propertics will be
affected by the Alteration. the Applicants will feel the most acute impact. As previously
meinorialized, 23 Allison will suffer a major amount of light loss. The Alteration will diminish
light to the west facing closet and staircase windows. as well as the north facing bathrooms.
Additionally, a noteworthy loss of privacy will occur. The Alteration will allow occupants of 15
Allison to peer unimpeded into 23 Allison's bathroom, deck. and yard. Finally. the Alteration
will block afternoon sunlight that is required to maintain the garden at 23 Allison.

Collectively. the loss of light, privacy. and a garden will have an overwhelming impact on the
residents of 23 Allison. The magnitude of these Josses is well beyoend the normal Jevel of light
and privacy degradations listed in the city’s redesign guidelines. The Applicants will be boxed in
and will literally have to change the way they live. Energy costs will rise. Food outlays will
increase due to the declinie in garden productivity. Finally. structural measures would have to be
taken o temper privacy loss —-if possible.

The design of the Alteration has done little to mitigate air and privacy concerrs, Setbacks have
been incorporated. Unfortunately. the proposed setbacks do not provide significant mitigation,

Please reference the following photographs for a visual orlentation as to the impact of the
Alteration upon 23 Allison.




Tiscretiorary Revicw LR &llison of S Wesneieen G 141 102

West facing stairway window. Proposed Alteration will black light from reaching
this window.
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[HeoTeticamry Review 15 Al 70 Yae Frapcisco O G94008

June 24, 2013

Exterior view of stairway window pictured from the east. To the immediate right
(north) is the open space that will vanish once the third story addition is put into
place. The inlet shown in this pheto is where all light from the north enters 23
Allison. Most of the northern light and air will disappear with the construction of
the third fluor addition.



Discretiorary Review 15 Allison st, San Francisco Ca 94112
June 24,2013

West facing closet window. The afternoon light shiming through the subject window
will be signiticantly curtailed by the third story addition.



Diseretienary Reviev 135 Allisen st Sau Franciseo Sav4. 12
fune 54, 2013

First floor, north-facing bathroom window. Light will almost be eliminated if third
story addition is built.



Discreiicnar: Roview 16 Allizon st Sep Froncisco +u 04012

June 24, 2015

First floor hathroom window. The proposed third story addition will eliminate
almost all of the light reaching this window.



Piscreticnary Review 35 Ailiseat, Sum Promelzee Co 94112

North facing, second floor bathroom window. Proposed Alteration will significantly
block light and air to this room.
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John Skinas
23 Allison St
San Francisco, CA 94112
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T 415 3337251

johnskinas@vahoo.com

June 26, 2013

San Francisco Planning Dept.
1650 Mission Si., Suite 1000

San Franeisco, Ca 91103

Aty Adrian Putra and Planning Connnission Commiillee,

Fam writing on behall of my parents, who oppose the property additions
proposed by their neighbor at 15 Allison Street. This issne has been causing
them a paindul amount of griel and stress since they are certain that their
quality of life will sulfer greatly if these additions are approved. Evers aspect of
this project gives them something to worry about. A third story rooftop
addition woald bloek the Tight froni no less than five windows, severely
reducing the amount of tight that conies into their home. Furthermore, the
planncd extension of 15 Allison St into the backyard would basically end a w av
of life for my mother and father. For decades, they have been growing their
own fruits and vegelables, cultivating a green oasis in the Quter Mission. The
two-story extension would block the afiernocn light. 1ake avay their privacy,
and ereate an eyesore where they can now see trees, blue shy, and ML Davidson

and Twin Pecks i the distance.

Fgrew np at 23 Allsion St and my fondest memories are of spending hours
playing in the backyard among the grass, trees and fowers. Now, my own
children visit my parents virtually every day of the week and spend hours in the
backyard. This garden has been my parents joy for fifty plus years, during
whick theyve ercated o wonderful family Hife ar 22 Allison St My father is now
86 and has a weak Leart, while my mother is 72 and deating with high blood
pressure. 'm truly worried for their health. Their garden has continnously

provided them with fresh air fresh produce. and a sense of joyiul purpose. The
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construetion of the planved additions will take all of that away. | already see the

effect on their health due to the stress from the mere thought of this,

Along with my othern, my father their neighbors, and my children, I urge you

Lo not to allow these additions 1o take place.

Sincerely vours,

‘ fohn Skinas
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Kosmas Skinas ‘
23 Allison St.
San Francisco, CA 94112

June 15,2013

San Francisco Planning Departinent
1650 Mission St. Suitc 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Planning Department:

Years ago, we got this house with a big dreara to create a good family! I worked
hard everyday to support my wife and three kids. Now I have eight grand kids who come
almost everyday to play in our beautiful yard. Watching them gives us happiness. But
now we are afraid the happy days will pass because somebody wants to build a nionster
in the yard of his house, destroying our peace, destroying our lite. This building will take
our sunlight away since the house of our other next door neighbor blocks the sun from
our yard until the early afternoon. This addition will take our afternoon light away.

Since we icarned of these plans our life has become miserable. My wife and [ have
become nervous wrecks, and our health is deteriorating.” We want to be able to enjoy life
with our grar kids in our backyard, not lose our lives in the shadows.

Sincercly yours,
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Kosmas Skinas
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Mrs. Paul MeKerina
22 Allison St
San Francisco, CA 94112

June 14, 2015

San Francisco Planning Dept.

Hission St Suite 400

{606

Sun Fraveciseo, OV 94103

Atz Adveian C. Putra and Planning Connission Commiliee

This letter is inoregard 1o the 15 Aison St residential remodel and

addition.

These are our cancerns:

P s i acvesidential zoning avea, not zoned for an apartment complex,
The enteance is on Allison St not Mission St., which is commereial
rOHing.

2iParking on Alison St is a challenge alr ady, Me Wen realizes his ruck
is oo large 1o park between driveways duc 1o blocking driveways. His
renters will also find difficulty. even though a garage is planned.

Allison Stis a narrow two-way street witls heavy tratfic during work
hours. Arriving ard departing from the garage can be difficult and
times dangerous. Accidents have oceurred.

7 We request Allison Stte remain residential not become commercial
and swallowed up by apartment complexes. We have lived in our home

for fifty 1two years and accepted some small changes. This is not a
small change.

Please hear our plea and reconsider, Thank vou for you cooperation. in

this matleon

Sincerch,

Me Kenna Family N VA {/
Codno DYNE o
Arleen, Kevin and Sean 72(/*« D)k/‘é\*
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HOKE C. SEGARS, M.D.

DAVID Q. SEGARS, M.D.
2645 Ocean Avenue, Suite 303
San Francisco, CA 94132

Telephone: (415) 452-1200
Fox: (415) 452-1207

6/13/14

To whom it may concern,

This elderly gentlemen Skinas, Kosmos with known cardiovascular disease is quite debilitated and is not
able to go out very much. He and his wife would prerer to spend their time on the deck and backyard
which they have done for over 50 years. A large construction project next docr would be extremely
harmful for his health and well-being. It would be harmful for him and his wife to be confined to their
house if their sunlight is diminished by this construction project. This project would be very harmfui and
stressful for this patient with cardiovascular disease and for his wife who also has hypertensive
cardiovascular disease. He has noted some increase in heart symptoms regaurding this construction
project.

Sincerely,

Hoke Segars M.D.



CMG
CARDIOVASCULAR MEDICAL GROUP

REMO L. MORELLI, M.D., F.A.C.C, ST. MARY’S HOSPITAL MEDICAL BUILDING
ONE SHRADER ST., SUITE 600

RICHARD A. PODOLIN, M.D., F.A.C.C. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117
PHONE: (415) 666-3220

THOMAS P. SYERCHEK, PA-C
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To Whom i+ mery concera,

My Kesmae Skinag has beer
MV /aq,ﬁém[ 5r‘nce ggp-#ewlcr 2002,
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Aug. 14, 2014

Project: Pei Xi Wen
15 Allison St
San Francisco, CA 94112

Permit Brief

Dear DBI:
I understand the hardship of my neighbor, the Skinas family, that have come upon them. They have been

very friendly and helpful neighbors. I wished the best to his family and his health.

This permit process has been a long and painful experience for my family as well. It not only taking

so much of my time, it is also a heavy financial burden for my family. I have paid over $30,000.00 dollar
of

fee including permit fee, school fee, architect fee, lawyer fee and engineer fee. Physically and mentally, I

have lost sleep in many nights due to this conflicts, I lost weight, appetite and joy of lives.

As you understand, every property owner in the city has the right to develop his/her property within the
city code. For the last three year, my family has been following this city code, and tried to obtain a
building permit. I submitted plans to the building department and planning department, made all
necessary changes to the design as requested by the planning department, participated and attended

public hearing and paid all required fee to the city.

Unfortunately, Skinas family has challenge our permit in number of time with unreasonable excuses.

They filed Discretionary Review during planning process, and they failed.

And again, after the site permit is issued, they appealed the permit.

In their statement, they stated the health issue regarding to the older Skinas. As a fair statement , this is



a purely a personal issue, it shall never undermine my right to develop my property. I do deeply
concerned about Skinas's health. However, heavy construction only last a few months. I will follow the
city code, limit the noise and dust during construction, and bring down the negative impact to Mr.

Skinas's health to a minimum.

Skinas's family filed a complaint accuses me that I commence a major modification at 15 Allison street
before the issuance of the permit. It was not correct. The work was at the rear yard and it was to repair a
common side yard fence which both parties participated. Skinas family provided $1500.00 dollar

of finical support for material and labor. I have receipt of work to approved that Skinas's participation.

Finally, Skinas think the new design of 15 Allison was design as an apartment. My design is comply to
planning design guidelines, supported by the planning department. and approved by the planning
commission as well. The new design only extend 20'-0" to the rear, only 2 story, and with a 3'-0" setback

where Skinas's existing light well located. All these effort were never enough.

I have put lot effort to sit down with my neighbors to find a solution, to avoid further conflicts, we both
failed. I felt helpless. As a lawful citizen, I paid my property tax every year, and follow the city code to
develop my property. I like to keep this right and I believed this is a common benefit for every property

owner who own property in this city.
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY

And When Recorded Mail to

Address: [\ §

City: 5

_)_Space Ahove This Line For Recorders Use

/

I, (We) S pis f A . the bwnar(s) of that certain real
property situated in the Cityland County of San Francisco, State of California, more particularly

escribed as follows: :vmoZ‘ DESCRIPTION AS ON DEED). \
W WG PYaPe fnt by Yhi zowdwa?ji Une 6fF
T o7, dShaaJr Prangon s Jeet porT
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BEING Assessor's Block 8462, Lot 019, commonly known as 15 Allisan Strect, hereby

give notice that there are spacial restrictions on the use of said property undar Part 11, Chapter H of
the San Francisco Municipat Code (Planning Code).

(e

Said restriclions consist of conditions to the DI y Review Application No.
2043,0888D approved by the Planning Commission of the Clty and County of San Francisco on
January 16, 2014,

The restrictions and conditions of which notice is hareby given are:

1. Single-family Dwelling Restriction. The subject property shail be restrictad to a singla-
{umily dwelling use.
For Information about compliancs, conluct Cote Lt
415-575-6863, yww.sf-olanning.o;

¢, Planning Dapart f al

The use of said property contrary 1o these spectat restrictions shatt constitule a violation of the
Planning Code, and i release, modification or ellmination of these restrictions shall be valid unless
notice thereof is recorded on the Land Records by the Zaning Adminsstrator of the City and County
of San Franclsco.
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City & County of Sun Franciwcn
1660 Mlissian Street, San Franciseo, Californiz 94103-2414

REQUEST OR APPROVAL OF LOCAL EQUIVALENCY FOR MODIFICATION
OR ALTERNATE MATERIALS, PRSIGN OR METHODS OF CONNTRUCTION

DATE mr_mz_imcl\\W(FNiL Q . [Nute: This form shall be recorded as part of the
nemiancnr construction reconds of the praperty |

E.:__n,:_o: ,:2 been filed, a Preapplication Review Fee is required for nevivw of a request for Incal
equivatency or modification, per SFBC Tuble IA-B, ftem 5. Additional ees may be requised by Firc Department and
other Gy review agencies.

IF 4 persnit upplication has been filed, no edditiona] fees are required for this review,

Permbt Applivation ¥ .Q\O_\W\Q\,\Nu_x ANN{w

Propery Address: { A ~n¢ ﬁ\h (RN S T

Bluck und %r._won:ﬁaé. Group: |%|”W_.:& of Construction: \W“\sz of Sluries: W\
Deserive Use nf ulding 1S GLE. FAM | .\\ DAL p 1o

Under the avthority of the 2013 San Francisco Aullding Code, Sections 1HA2

¢ 2013 San Francisco Tlectrical Cade, Section 89
Plumbing Cade, Section 301 Jenigned requests i i ondfor approval
of: fals, design hod: fun., s copies of documents, including plans shuwing
the proposed modifications or alterate materinls, design ot methods of cunstruction, are attached.

. 7and $04A.2.8; the 2013 San Francisco
the 2113 San Franclsco

Raegular Code Requi

n (specify Cidde and Sections)

Ja s . » 47 {fes —y -
_fv7 D L7 Pv\‘\x\ [T\ AN
LT L A e T N N/ T .
G A TR T T AN Y T PN L] LR
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Dage 9-4 L@

Nlisar”

WSty $ronn T
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Plison STRet~2 5 feet)

(22 feet; e ney.

wmf@.?msmM A7
~ e

2013 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE

trroposed Modification or Alternate

NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

PR T .
Dated: {6 Lr Vo al San Francisco, California

(Signature of owner)

S WA

(Slgnature of owner)

This signature must be notarized prior to recordation; add Notary Public Certification and
Official Notarial Seal befow.

C.APUTRADocuments\INSRSIDR\TS Alison Streel=213.08860.docx
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPUSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

CIYIL cobd § 1182

RR AL TN A TCLAGOLE TGOS 2
State of Gaifornla
Gounty of R _ .
On P ' v before me, 4 G Ty A ,
: Datd Fors icA T and Thia 51 3 G- 4
1 parsanally apf ] g g

e ol S )

VIGTORIA YEE
# 1978654
« Gotlfornta

Francisco County
My Coma. Expires Jun 15, 2018

b Piave potary 3aal Abord

who proved to me on the basls of salisfaclory
evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) ishuc
subscribed to the within instrument and ucknowledged
o mo lhat hefsheithoy oxceuted the same in
higetAheir authorized capacity(ies), and that by
hisfherftheir  sig ) on the inst t the
parsons), or tha entity upon hahalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

| cortify under PCNALTY OF PERJURY under the
Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correcl.

WITNESS my hand and off

B R

s of bechry ot

Signalure: L

and couid prevent frau

Titte or Type of D o

OPTIONAL
vy farinalion batow is nul requind sy law, 1 may prove valuabla o persa1s relying o g vecement
dent remeval and reatiechment of this ferm ta anather dosumant,

Dascription of Atlached non:BmZ .

Nocument Nato:

Signer(s) Other Than Mamed Above:
Capacity(les) Clalmed by Stgner(s)

nar's Namo:

Ingividual
> Pariner — Ol Limited O General
0 Attomay In Feact

0 Trustee

] Guardian or Conservator

O Cther!

n

Signer Is Representing:

C Corperato Officer Tillo(ey

O Pasiner
C Attorrey in Fac
7 Trustee

[} Grardion or Corservator
0 Other:

Slgner Is Representing: _

- AR
RON
DEE

1

Q7012 Nerlanal Notary Aviocu

2013 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE
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SAN FRANCISCO APEAL A 14-(20
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
. . . . 1650 Mission St.
Discretionary Review Action DRA-0349 ot
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 16, 2014 CA 84103-2479
Reception:
Date: January 17, 2014 4£15.558.6378
Case No.: 2013.0886D Farc
Project Address: 15 Allison Street 415.559.6409
Permit Application: 2013.01.31.9224 .
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District ﬁf?ﬁ:a%onz
40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6377
Block/Lot: 6462/019
Project Sponsors:  Bill Guan
501 Crescent Way, #5412 %L
San Francisco, CA 94134

DR Requestor: Stravoula Skinas w
23 Allison Street APPEAL #_ﬂ’j-—

San Francisco, CA 94112
Staff Contact: Adrian C. Putra - (415) 575-9079

adrian.putra@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE NO.
2013.0886D, AND THE APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS OF BUILDING PERMIT NO.
2013.01.31.9224 PROPOSING TO CONSTRUCT A TWO-STORY, HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION,
AND A ONE-STORY VERTICAL ADDITION ABOVE THE EXISTING DWELLING. THE
PROPOSED THIRD-STORY WILL BE SETBAKC APPROXIMATELY 16.5 FEET FROM THE
EXISTING FRONT BUILDING WALL. THE PROJECT SITE IS WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL,
HOUSE, ONE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

The original proposal involves constructing an approximately 20 feet deep two-story, horizontal rear
addition and a one-story vertical addition setback approximately 16.5 feet from the existing front building
wall and 3 feet from the south facing side property line. Additionally, the rear addition includes side
sethacks at the second story of approximately 5 and 4 feet from the north and south facing side property
lines, respectively.

Since the filing of the Discretionary Review application the project sponsor has revised the project to
address concerns raised by the DR Requestor, which are as follows:

e Provided an approximately 3 feet wide by 15.5 feet deep notch at the south-west corner of the
proposed story that faces an existing adjacent light well at 23 Allison Street (which was not
shown on the original plans), and

* Provided an approximately 13 feet wide by 3 feet deep noich at the end of the rear addition on
the second floor to extend the exterior rear staircase from the second floor to the rear roof deck.

Menu



Discretionary Review Action DRA-0349 Case No. 2013.0886D
January 17, 2014 15 Allison Street

PREAMBLE

On January 31, 2013, Bill Guan (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed for Building Permit Application No.
2013.01.31.9224. The project site contains a two-story single-family building. The project is to construct
an approximately 20 feet deep two-story, horizontal rear addition and a one-story vertical addition
setback approximately, 16.5 from the existing front building wall. The rear addition includes side
setbacks at the second story of approximately 5 and 4 feet from the north and south facing side property
lines, respectively. The project also includes providing an approximately 3 feet wide by 15.5 feet deep
notch at the south-west corner of the proposed story that faces an existing adjacent light well at 23 Allison
Street (which was not shown on the original plans), and an approximately 13 feet wide by 3 feet deep
notch at the end of the rear addition on the second floor to extend the exterior rear staircase from the
second floor to the rear roof deck.

On June 27, 2013, Stravoula Skinas (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review
(2013.08896D) of Building Permit Application No. 2013.01.31.9224.

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) as a Class 1 categorical
exemption.

On January 16, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application
2013.0886D.

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 hereby takes Discretionary hereby requested in Application No. 2013.0836D and
approves the Building Permit Application 2013.01.31.9224, subject to the following conditions:

1. Require that a Notice of Special Restrictions (NSR}) be filed against the property to limit the
property as a single-family dwelling.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:

1. To prevent the creation of an illegal dwelling unit within the subject building.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit
Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued. For

AN FRANGISCY .
PLANNING DEFARTMENT



Discretionary Review Action DRA-0349 Case No. 2013.0886D
January 17, 2014 15 Allison Street

further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304, San
Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission did take Discretionary Review and approved the building

permit as reference in this action memo on January 17, 2014.

Jonas P. Tonin

Acting Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Fung, Wu, Sugaya, Moore and Borden
NAYS: None

ABSENT: Commissioner Antonini and Hillis

ADOFTED: January 16, 2014

SAM FRENCISCO o
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANGISCO APEALA 14120

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review 1650 Hisson St
n - ite 4
Abbreviated Analysis o,
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 16, 2014 CA 841032479
Reception:
S Janvary 9, 2014 | 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2013.0886D Fax:
Project Address: 15 Allison Street “ K‘L'W}“?:.O, #415.558.8409
-Permit Application: 2013.01.31.9224 Planning
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District Information: -
40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6377
Blocki/Lot: 6462/019

Project Sponsors:  Bill Guan
501 Crescent Way, #5412
San Francisco, CA 94134
Staff Contact: Adprian C. Putra — (415) 575-9079

adrian.putra@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property contains a two-story, single-family dwelling built in 1949. The original proposal
involves constructing an approximately 20 feet deep two-story, horizontal rear addition and a one-story
vertical addition setback approximately 16.5 feet from the existing front building wall and 3 feet from the
south facing side property line. Additionally, the rear addition includes side setbacks at the second story
of approximately 5 and 4 feet from the north and south facing side property lines, respectively.

Since the filing of the Discretionary Review application the project sponsor has revised the project to
address concerns rajsed by the DR Requestor, which are as follows:

¢ Provided an approximately 3 feet wide by 15.5 feet deep notch at the south-west corner of the
proposed story that faces an existing adjacent light well at 23 Allison Street (which was not
shown on the original plans), and

« Provided an approximately 13 feet wide by 3 feet deep notch at the end of the rear addition on
the second floor to extend the exterior rear staircase from the second floor to the rear roof deck.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site, containing a single-family dwelling, is located on the east side of Allison Street between
Mission and Pope Streets. The project site is a rectangular shaped lot measuring approximately 25 feet
wide by 120 feet deep with approximately 3,000 square-feet of lot area.

v siptanaing.org



Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0886D
January 16, 2013 15 Allison Street

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

Lots on the subject block-face and opposite side of Allison Street are predominately developed with two-
story, single family dwellings with no side setbacks. Buildings facing Allison Street also laterally slope
upwards towards the south. The adjacent lot to the south faces Allison Street and contains a two-story,
two-family dwelling. The adjacent lot to the north faces Mission Street and contains a two-story mixed-
use building with residence located above ground floor retail.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION

TYPE Rt NOTITCATION DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE
PERIOD DATES FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 May 31, 2013 -
d , 27 2 203 days
Notice 30 days June 30, 2013 June 27, 2013 Ianuéry 16, 2014
HEARING NOTIFICATICN
. REQUIRED
TYPE > REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 1
PERIOD : PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days January 6, 2014 January 6, 2014 10 days
Mailed Notice 10 days January 6, 2014 January 6, 2014 10 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) : 1
Other neighbors on the '
block or directly across 1
the street
Neighborhood groups

Included in the DR Requestor’s application packet is a letter of opposition to the project from the owners
of 22 Allison Street.

DR REQUESTOR

Stravoula Skinas, owner of 23 Allison Street, which is the adjacent property to the south of the project
site.

DR REQUESTOR'S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated June 27, 2013.

S5 FRANGISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0886D
January 16, 2013 15 Allison Street

PROJECT SPONSORS’' RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated September 1, 2013.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e)
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than
10,000 square feet).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the project following the filing of the DR application and
‘found that the project meets the standards of the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) and that the
project does not present any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances for the following reasons:

¢ The rear addition is reasonable in size and side setbacks further minimizing potential impacts to
neighbors. (RDGs pgs. 25-27), and

e The newly incorporated lightwell/notch at the new 3rd floor is consistent with the Residential
Design Guidelines. {(RDGs pgs. 16-17).

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take Discretionary Review and approve project as proposed

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Context Photographs

Section 311 Notice

DR Application dated June 27, 2013
Response to DR Application dated September 1, 2013
3D Renderings

Reduced Plans

ACP: G:\Documents|DRst15 Allison Street| 75 Afison Street - 2013.08960V - DR - Abrreviated Anafysis.doc

SAH FRANGISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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1650 Mission 5t.
Discretionary Review Action DRA-0353 o
HEARING DATE: MARCH 6, 2014 CA94103-2479
Reception:
Date: March 19, 2014 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2013.0179DV Far
Praject Address: 3660 21= Street 415.558.6409
Permit Application: 2013.03.29.3348 .
e Zoning: v . RH-1 {Residential House, One-Family) PI Ianf mngl_ o
Dolores Heights Special Use District 4155586377
40-X Height and Bulk District
BlockiLot:. 3605/019 ,
Project Sponsor:  Alice Barkley S
McKenna Long & Aldridge LLP 9‘6&
Rincon Center II 121 Spear Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105
Staff Contact: Michael Smith — (415) 558-6322

michael.e smith@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO NOT TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW QOF CASE NO.
2013.0179D AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT 2013.03.29.3348 FROPOSING TO
REMOVE BOTH GARAGES AT THE FRONT OF THE PROPERTY AND CONSTRUCT A NEW
TWO-CAR GARAGE AT THE EAST SIDE OF THE FRONT OF THE LOT, INFILL THE LIGHT WELL
ON THE WEST SIDE OF THE BUILDING, CONSTRUCT AN ADDITION AT THE EAST SIDE OF
THE BUILDING, AND CONSTRUCT A TWO-STORY ADDITION AT THE FRONT OF THE
BUILDING WITH A MINIMAL INCREASE IN THE HEIGHT FOR A SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING
LOCATED WITHIN A RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, ONE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT, THE
DOLORES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. ‘

PREAMBLE

On March 29, 2013, Bridgett Shank of Feldman Architecture filed for Building Permit Application No.
20113.03.29.3348 proposing to remove both garages at the front of the property and construct a new two-
car garage at the east side of the front of the lot, and construct additions to the existing single-family with
a minimal increase in the height of the building. The property is located within a RH-1 (Residential,
House, One-Family) District, the Dolores Heights Special Use District, and a 40-X Height and Bulk
District.

On October 15, 2013, Arran Pera (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR} Requestor”) filed an application
with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review (2013.0179D) of
Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.29.3348.

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical
exemption.

Memo



Discretionary Review Action DRA-0353 Case No. 2013.0179DV
March 19, 2014 3660 21 Street

On March 6, 2014, the Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearing
at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2013.0179DV.

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 hereby does not take Discretionary Review requested in Application No. 2013.0179D
and approves the Building Permit Application 2013.03.29.3348.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The reasons that the Commission tock the action described above include:

1. The project would protect neighborhood character and the siting of the adjacent buildings
through retention of the building’s existing nonconforming “Ranch Style” layout with a minimal
increase in building height.

2. The existing public view over the subject property is not protected by the Residential Design
Guidelines or the Dolores Heights Special Use District. The objectives of the Dolores Heights
Special Use District are enforced through the additional Code provisions for height and rear yard
in Section 241 of the Planning Codeé. A strict application of the objectives behind the creation of
the Dolores Heights Special Use District to prevent unreasonable obstruction of public and
private view corridors and panoramas would pose an undue hardship on the subject property
whose building height above the curb is well below the average for the neighborhood.

3. The project would consolidate the two existing detached garages at the front of the property. into
one structure and therefore would not result in a substantial amount of new structure at the front
of the lot. The width of the garage opening is consistent with the adjacent building’s garage
width.

BAN FRANGISGO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionai'y Review Action DRA-0353 Case No. 2013.0179DV
March 19, 2014 3660 21% Street

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit
Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued. For
further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304, Sant
Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission did take Discretionary Review and approved the building
permit as reference in this action memo on March 6, 2014.

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Wu, Fong, Moore, Sugaya, Antonini, Borden, and Hillis
NAYS: none

ABSENT: none

ADOPTED: March 6, 2014

GAN FRAKCISCO 3
PLANNIN:
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Discretionary Review

Full Analysis
HEARING DATE MARCH 6, 2014

Date: February 27, 2014
Case No.: 2013.0179DV
Project Address: 3660 21% Street 2 201 4 .
Permit Application: 2013.03.29.3348
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) APPEAL # ff
Dolores Heights Special Use District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block{Lot: 3605/019
Project Sponsor:  Alice Barkley
McKenna Long & Aldridge LLP

Rincon Center I 121 Spear Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105
Staff Contact: Michael Smith — (415) 558-6322

michael e.smith@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property contains four existing structures. There are two detached garages located at the
front of the lot, a single-family residence located at the rear of the lot, and an accessory greenhouse
structure located to the east of the residence which is connected by a covered breezeway. The proposal is
to remove both garages at the front of the property and reconstruct a new two-car garage at the east side
of the front of the lot. The greenhouse structure would also be removed and replaced by an addition to
east side of the building. An addition would also be constructed at the front of the building. There
would be a minimal increase in the height of the building and the light well on the west side of the
building would be infilled. The project has been determined to be tantamount to demolition but it was
administratively approved by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to case No. 2013.0179D because it has a
value greater than at least 80% of the combined land and structure values of single-family homes in San
Francisco. The project also requires variances from the Planning Code for front setback, rear yard, and
garage door width pursuant to Sections 132, 134, and 144 of the Planning Code.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The subject property is located on the north side of 21% Street, between Church and Sanchez Streets,
within the Dolores Heights neighborhood. The subject lot measures 50 feet in width and 114 feet in depth
and laterally slopes down to the east and down towards the rear property line. The site is developed
with a two story, single-family dwelling that was constructed in 1923 and two detached single car garages
located at the front of the lot that were constructed at an unknown date. Between the two garages is a

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Ptanning
Information:
415.558.6377



Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0179DV
February 27,2014 . 3660 21° Street

wooden fence and a woeden pedestrian gate topped with a gabled roof. The dwelling is set back towards
the rear of the lot with most of the open space located on the east side of the lot. According to the
architect’s drawings, the building has two bedrooms and two baths within 2,210 square-feet of habitable

area.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The subject property is located on 21% Street within the Dolores Heights neighborhood and within the
Dolores Heights Special Use District. Twenty-first Street is steeply sloped at this location with
picturesque views to the north, south, and east. The block is architecturally mixed. Most of the buildings
are two to three-stories in height and located near the front of their respective lots. The neighborhood has
a higher than normal percentage of double wide lots.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

rype | FCQURED ) NOTIFICATION 1 0 FiLEDATE . | DRHEARING DATE 70 HEAI
peROD | pates |- DRPEDATE. EARING DATE | FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 Sept. 13,2013 - 138 da
. 3 3 VE]
Notice 30 days Oct. 13, 2013 Oct. 15, 2013 March 6, 2014
HEARING NOTIFICATION
: e REQURED - | - _ ACTUAL |
. TWPE i REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 1
. e i PERIOD oid PRI e O I ...+ | -~ PERIOD
Posted Notice .20 days Feb. 14, 2014 Feb. 14, 2014 20 days
Mailed Notice 20 days Feb. 14, 2014 Feb. 14, 2014 20 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
S Cabndiit e | SUPPORT [ .cwiviiil, OPPOSED . ) s | o NOPOSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 1 1
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across
the street
Neighborhood groups

The adiacent neighhor fo the west ic the DR requestor wha opnosed to the nroject The adiacent neighhar
wr

to the east has contacted staff in support of the project. No other comments were received.

DR REQUESTOR
Arran Pera, 3666 21% Street, the adjacent property to the west of the subject property.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0179DV
February 27, 2014 3660 21* Street

DR REQUESTOR'S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Issue #1: The project would upset the historical development of the property towards the rear of the lot

Issue #2: The project would impinge upon the public view over the property which is protected by the
Dolores Heights SUD.

Issue #3: The project would remove important landscaping that was designed by a noted local landscape
architect.

Issue #4: The project does not take into account development on adjacent properties.

Issue #5: The CEQA review for the project does not acknowledge the property’s 20% slope along the
south edge.

Reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information. The Discretionary Review
Application is an attached document.

PROJECT SPONSOR'S RESPONSE

The project sponsor has known that the adjacent neighbor was opposed to the project since the pre-
application meeting was held for the project. The project has not been revised but since the pre-
application meeting the sponsor has installed story poles of the addition and had the location of the DR
requestor’s east facing windows surveyed for a more accurate representation of the project’s potential
view impacts to 3666 21 Street to the west.

PROJECT ANALYSIS
Issue #1: The project would upset the historical development of the property towards the rear of the lot

Existing development on the subject property is currently oriented towards the rear of the lot and low in
height, which affords the public a view over the property towards downtown. However, this type of
development js rare within this neighborhood which is generally defined by vertically oriented buildings
located closer to the street.. The proposed project would add minimal height above the height of the
existing tower and would not depart from the current low slung nature of the existing building.
Furthermore, the protection of a property’s historical development is not protected by the Residential
Design Guidelines. Instead he Guidelines promote neighborhood compatibility which in this case would
encourage vertically oriented development towards the front of the lot.

The existing building is legal noncomplying because it encroaches into the rear yard. This noncompliance
would remain in the new project but at the second floor the building would be brought closer into
compliance with the Code by a two foot reduction in depth providing a 35 foot rear yard at the second
floor. By comparison, the DR requestor’s property has an approximately 42 foot rear yard where the
Code requires a 51 foot rear yard for both properties. Thus the top floor of the proposed building would
extend seven feet deeper than the DR requestor’s building where now it extends nine feet deeper.

SAN FRANCISGD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3



Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0179DV
February 27, 2014 3660 21* Street

Issue #2: The project would impinge upon the public view over the property which is protected by the
Dolores Heights SUD.

The subject property is located within the Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD) which imposes
additional provisions regarding rear yard and building height. Within the SUD, the minimum rear yard
depth shall be equal to 45 percent of the total depth of the lot on which building is situated and no
portion of a building shall exceed a height of 35 feet above the existing grade of the lot. The Code states
further that these additional provisions are designed to preserve and provide for an established area with
a unique character and balance of built and natural environment, with public and private view corridors
and panoramas, to conserve existing buildings, plant materials and planted spaces, to prevent
unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to encourage
development in context and scale with established character and landscape.

The objectives of the Dolores Heights SUD are enforced through the additional Code provisions for
height and rear yard. As stated above, the subject building is an anomaly because of its low Ranch style
layout. The building’s low slung nature affords the public a view of downtown over the property. While
the view is very prominent, it is not protected by the Dolores Heights SUD beyond the specified Code
provisions. -

Issue #3: The project would remove important landscaping that was designed by a noted local landscape
architect.

The landscape in question was designed by noted local landscape architect Harlin Hand but was removed
by the current owner after purchase in April 2012.

Issue #4: The project does not take into account development on adjacent properties.

The existing building is legal noncomplying because it encroaches into the required rear yard. However,
the eastern half of the lot is sparsely developed and contains most of the property’s open space. This
pattern of development is unique because most properties within the Dolores Heights SUD have open
space located at the rear of the lot. The project builds upon the existing building location, adding a floor
at the rear of the building and a two-story addition to the front of the building within the buildable area
leaving the eastern half of the lot mostly free of development.

The DR requestor’s building sits higher than the subject building and is also set back more than 15 feet
from the east side property line. The building has numerous side facing windows along it east elevation
which are completely unobstructed by the subject building and would remain unobstructed by the
proposed development. A Code complying project would be developed towards the front of the lot and
measure three-stories in height above the sidewalk. The proposed development has taken into account
the DR requestor’s building by keepihg the building low to the ground in exchange for further
development within the required rear yard primarily over the existing building footprint.

Issue #5: The CEQA review for the project does not acknowledge the property’s 20% slope along the
south edge.

$AN FRANCISCO 4
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0179DV
February 27, 2014 3660 21*" Street

According to Department records, the subject property may have a 20% slope which was contemplated in
staff CEQA analysis for the project. Staff calculated the average slope of the property and determined
that it did not have a 20% slope overall and the project was therefore exempt from further review for

slope.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301(1)(4) and 15303 (a).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

RDT reviewed the project and found it to be exceptional and extraordinary because it required variances
from rear yard, front setback, and garage door width and furthermore the project was determined to be
tantamount to demolition. However, RDT supports the project as proposed because the majority of the
addition is located within the buildable area of the lot with a minimal increase in height. Furthermore, the
second floor addition at the rear of the building would be constructed over the existing noncomplying
building footprint thereby maintaining a majority of the open space on the east side of the lot and the
extra wide garage would replace two single car garages and the lot is double-width which means that it
can accommodate the added width without the garage appearing like a dominant feature.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the
Commission, a project that is tantamount to new construction.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The height and layout of the proposed development is in keeping with the existing character of the
building which is characterized by low, ranch style development that is an anomaly within the Dolores
Heights neighborhood. This anomalous type of development is the best way to maintain the most
amount of light and air to adjacent properties and maintain the unprotected view corridor over the

property.

f

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed.

SAN FRANGISCO _ 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Attachments:
Design Review Checklist
Block Book Map
Sanborn Map
Zoning Map
Aerial Photographs
Section 311 Notice
DR Application
Project Sponsor’s Submittal:
Zoning Administrator Action Memo regarding demeclition
Response to DR Application dated February 18, 2014
Environmental Determination
HRER
Context Photos
3-D Rendering(s)
Reduced Plans
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0179DV
February 27, 2014 3660 21° Street

Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

IQUESTION

The visual character is: (check one) E
[Defined
IMixed X

Comments: The block is architecturally mixed. Most of the buildings are two to three-stories in height
and located near the front of their respective lots.

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?

[s the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings?

Front.Setback (piges 12 -15)

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

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

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X

Side Spacing {page 15)

I]Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X

[Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17) : X

||Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X

lis the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X
Views (page 18) i

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces? X

: ||Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21) B
Is greater visual emphasis provided for comer buildings? ‘

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
aces?

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?

Comments:  The proposed building would be constructed primarily within the existing building
footprint with an addition at the front of the building. Most of the buildings on the subject block do not
have side spacing though the adjacent building to the west is set back on both sides. The project would
retain a majority of the open space located on the east side of the lot. The height of the building is kept
low which reduces light and air impacts to the DR requestor’s windows on the east side of his building.

SAN FRANCISCO 7
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Discretionary Review - Full Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0179DV
February 27, 2014 3660 21% Street

The minimal increase in height also helps to retain the unprotected public view corridor over the
property some of which would be lost.

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)

QUESTION _YES | NO | N/A
Building Scale (pages 23 -27) N
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the street?
||‘I]s1the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
e mid-block open space?

|Building Form (pages 28 - 30)

Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?

Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding
[buildings?

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

Is'the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?

Comments:  The existing property is lacking a presence at the street as the building is hardly
discernable from over the front fence. The proposed project would bring the development closer to the
street which is compatible with the character of development within the neighborhood. Most of the
buildings within the neighborhood are located on 25 foot wide lots with yards located behind the
building. The existing building and the proposed building upset this pattern. However, the second floor
of the proposed building would be pulled back two feet further from the rear providing a greater rear
yard at the second floor, bringing the building closer into conformance with the rear yard reqm’fement.
This combined with the low relative height .of the proposed building reduces its impact on adjacent
properties.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)

QUESTION

N/A

Building Enfrances (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?

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

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

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

Bay Windows (page 34)

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on
surrounding buildings?

SANFRARCISCD . 8
PLAMNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review — Full Analysis
February 27, 2014

CASE NO. 2013.0179DV

3660 21°' Street

Garages (pages 34 - 37)

Is the garage structure defailed to create a visually interesting street frontage?

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with
the building and the surrounding area?

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?

Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking?

o ok

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?

Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other
building elements?

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

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s des1gn and
on light to adjacent buildings?

Comments:  There is not pattern of building entrances on the block face. The proposed building
would have an entrance that is similar to the existing building which is a gated entrance into the garden.
However, the gate would be recessed approximately 16 feet from the front property line with landscaping
at the sidewalk. The two garages at the front of the property would be consolidated into one double-
wide garage. The exira garage width is appropriate given the extra width of the lot and the presence of a
similar garage width on the adjacent property to the east. The additional garage width requires a variance
from the Code. The garage would have a green roof to soften its appearance. A green roof and roof deck

would also be located on the rear portion of the new dwelling.

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44) ‘
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compahble with the building X
Jand the surrounding area?
[Windows (pages 44 - 46)
||Eo the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the| X

eighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
{Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrotinding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that X
are compatible with the front facade and adjaceni buildings?
L —— 9




CASE NO. 2013.0179DV

Discretionary Review — Full Analysis
. 3660 21% Street

February 27, 2014

||Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? | X | | ||

Comments: The proposed building would have minimalist modern detailing and be finished in
stained wood siding. Wood siding is a common material that is found within the neighborhood though it
is generally painted. The windows would be vertically oriented with some obscured behind wood slats.

SAN FRANCISCO 10
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312)

On March 29, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.03,29.3348 with the City and
County of 3an Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION

Project Address: 3660 21 Street Appiicant: Bridgett Shank
Cross Streef(s): Church and Sanchez Sts. Address; 1005 Sansome Street, Suite 240
Block/ML ot No.: 3605/019 City, State: 8an Francisco, CA 84111

L Zoning District(s). RH-1/ 40-X Telephonhe: (415) 252.1441 x 25

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

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

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O Meaw Construction E Alteration
O Change of Use # Fagade Alteration(s) = Front Addition
O Rear Addition [ESide Addition EVertical Addiion

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Residential No Change
Front Setback (measured to residence) | 53 feet 15 feet

East Side Setback 6 inches 7 feet

West Side Setback None No Change
Building Depth 61 feet 96 fest

Rear Yard 0 fest 3 feet

Building Height {(measured above grade) | 23 feet, 7 inches 24 feet

Number of Stories 2 ' 2 over basement
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property contains four existing structures. There are two detached garages located at the front of the lot, a singie-~
family residence located at the rear of the lot, and an accessory green house structure located fo the east of the residence which
is connected by a covered breezeway. The proposal is to remove the front garage at the west side of the property and the
greenhouse structre and construct an addition to the front and east sides of the building. There would be a minimal increase in
the height of the building and the light well on the west side of the building would be infilled. The project has been determined to
be tantamount to demolition but it will be administratively approved pursuant to case No. 2013.0179D because it has a value
greater than at least 80% of the combined land and structure values of single-family homes in San Francisco. The project also
requires variances from the Planning Code for rear yard, front setback, and garage door width. The variance hearing will be
noticed to the public at a later date pursuant to case No. 2013.0179V. See attached plans.

For more information, please contact Planning Depariment staff;

Planner: Michael Smith

Telephone: (415) 558-6322 Notice Date: 9/13/13
E-mail: Michael.e.smith@sfgov.org Expiration Date:  10/13/13



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

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

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

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

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

2. Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communityboards.org
for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment through mediation. Community Boards acts
as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped parties reach mutually agreeable solutions.

3.  Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems
without success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left
corner on the reverse side of this notice, to review your concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the
project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects, which generally
conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises
its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission over the permit application, you must make such request within 30
days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the reverse side, by completing an application (available at
the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Sireet, 1st Floor, or on-line at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the
application to the Planning Information Center (PIC) during the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all
required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the Planning Department. To
determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at
www.sfplanning.org or at the PIC located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to the
Fee Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558-6377. If the project includes multi building permits, i.e. demolition and-
new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and
fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you. Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

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

BOARD OF AFPPEALS

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



