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December 4, 2014 
 
By Messenger 
 
President Ann Lazarus and Commissioners  
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
1650 Mission Street, Room 304 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
 

Re: Opposition to Appeal No. 14-170 
 Hearing Date:  December 10, 2014 
 Property:  456 - 27th Street 
 Building Permit No. 2013.03.11.1903S 
 Our File No.:  7990.01 
 
 

Dear President Lazarus and Commissioners: 

On behalf of Robert Edmonds and Vivian Lee (“Permit Holders”), the owners of 456 - 27th Street 

(“Property”), we are writing to oppose the appeal of Lorna Murdoch (“Appellant”) of the above-

identified building permit. 

I. Project Background: 

Permit Holders obtained Building Permit No. 2013.03.11.1903S to construct a single family home 

with an in-law unit at the Property. (See Exhibit B for existing conditions and Exhibit C for renderings 

of Proposed Project.) All required notices were given by the Planning Department. Ms. Murdock asserts 

that she moved into her apartment on February 15, 2013 and thereby "missed her opportunity" to review 

the Project plans.  The assertion is false. The Planning Department's Section 311 Notice to Neighbors 

was delivered to Ms. Murdock and all other tenants of 462 27th Street on December 17, 2013. 

During the 30-day, Section 311 notification period, Planning Staff was contacted by Ms. Murdock 

and her concerns were investigated by Staff and the Residential Design Team (“RDT”). (See Exhibit D 

for Project Timeline.) The RDT determined, “that private views are not protected under the Residential 



President Ann Lazarus and Commissioners  
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
December 4, 2014 
Page 2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Design Guidelines and that the site design of the proposed three-story building would be consistent with 

the Residential Design Guidelines and would result in no significant impact on the current southern 

exposure through the tenant’s living room windows facing the light court.” (See Exhibit E for full 

Planning Department Discretionary Review Analysis.) 

A discretionary review (“DR”) was held at the Planning Commission on May 22, 2014 in which the 

Appellant voiced her concerns to the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission found that the 

Appellant did not demonstrate any reason for the Commission to intervene, and the Planning 

Commission unanimously approved the Project. Two commissioners even went so far as to praise the 

Project Sponsor and their design of the Project (see also Exhibit F): 

 

Commissioner Kathrin Moore: “I would actually like to note that this is a very sensitively designed 

infill project. If there is densification, this is the way you want to do it. You stay within the common 

demising lines. You respect the courtyards and I think it creates spaces including its roof line that are 

very, very sensitive to the context. We actually do not have rules against densification which has the type 

of shadow we are experiencing in this project. There is indeed room for densification, but it is not in a 

way impacting in the way we sometimes see it in other cases where we modify a building.” 

 

Commissioner Rodney Fong: “I agree with Commissioner Moore, and to the opposition I 

understand that this is in that courtyard, but I think this project actually is pretty sensitive in the way it 

steps back in the rear part and we see other projects that are much more aggressive. So I am supportive 

of the project.” 
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II. Response to Appellant Claims 

In her brief, the Appellant makes many claims which are factually untrue and without merit. The 

following is the Project Sponsor’s response to each of the claims made. 

Claim #1: The Appellant moved into 462 27th Street too late to have proper review, notification and 
proper consideration of her concerns. 

Response:  Regardless of the exact date of when the Appellant moved into 462 27th Street, the 

Appellant was notified of the project verbally by the Project Sponsor at a neighbor’s Pre-Application 

Meeting on November 19, 2013 and also via the Section 311 Notification which was delivered to her and 

all relevant neighbors on December 17, 2013. Upon receipt of the 311 notification, the Appellant 

contacted Planning Staff, Tom Wang, to share her concerns. Staff proceeded to thoroughly review her 

concerns which included an in-person site visit by Planner Tom Wang on January 7, 2014. The Project 

was also reviewed a second time by the Residential Design Team (RDT). Staff worked with the Project 

Sponsor to review design alternatives such as mirroring the front roof. The unanimous conclusion 

reached by Staff, the RDT and the Planning Commission was that the Project was already, 

“…consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines and would result in no significant impact on the 

current southern exposure through the tenant’s living room windows facing the light court. The light 

court, approximately 18 feet long along the common west side lot line and 16 feet wide, is part of the 

original design of the apartment building to provide adequate sunlight, by itself along, to those 

apartment units surrounding it. Therefore, no changes to the proposed three-story, two-family dwelling 

are warranted.” (See Exhibit E for full Planning Department Discretionary Review Analysis.) 

Claim #2:  The Proposed Project significantly impacts access to daylight to the apartments at 462 27th 
Street 

Response:  The proposed Project does not limit access to daylight to the apartments at 462 27th 

Street. The Project Sponsor has always agreed that the Proposed Project will cast some shadows on the 
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adjacent property, however, these shadows will be limited to the morning hours of the day, mostly in the 

winter when a reduction of light is to be expected and will have no impact during the afternoon hours 

anytime of the year. (See Exhibit H for the Project Sponsor’s shadow study of the interior-courtyard of 

462 27th Street.) The impact of these shadows is minimal and is more than compensated by the over-

sized nature of the courtyard which is seventeen feet wide by eighteen feet long and provides adequate 

daylight to the apartments. Planning Staff, the RDT and the Planning Commission also came to the 

same conclusion noting that access to light was not diminished and is within the standards of the 

Planning Code. (See Exhibit G for a scale comparison of the Appellant’s interior-courtyard to standard 

size light wells as shown in the Residential Design Guidelines.) 

Additionally, review of the Appellant’s daylight study reveals some instances of possible calculation 

errors, however, for the most part, the Appellant’s daylight study corroborates what the Project Sponsor 

has stated throughout. There will be almost no change in the lighting conditions most of the hours of the 

day throughout the entire year, and the available daylight levels within the Appellant’s apartment will 

be within the normal range for interior spaces even under the new conditions of the Project. (See Exhibit 

I for Project Sponsor’s analysis of Appellant’s daylight study and recommended light levels for 

residential interiors.) Furthermore, the Appellant’s daylight study also indicates that there will be times 

of year when her apartment will have an INCREASE in light levels due to the indirect light reflected 

from the Proposed Project’s wall surface. 

Claim #3:  The Appellant’s suggested modifications are reasonable and would not have an impact on the 
proposed Project. 

Response:  Modifications to the proposed Project to address the Appellant’s concerns have already 

been studied and reviewed by the Project Sponsor in conjunction with Planning Department Staff prior 

to the Planning Commission hearing. All of Ms. Murdock’s suggested modifications were found to be 

not warranted by the Planning Department since the proposed Project as designed is already 10’-0” 

lower than the allowable building height, and the impact to available daylight is negligible due to the 

already over-sized interior-courtyard space at 462 27th Street. Computerized shadow analysis has also 
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demonstrated that the light patterns within the courtyard of 462 27th Street to be nearly identical 

between the existing and proposed conditions for most hours of the day throughout the year. 

Furthermore, Ms. Murdock’s requested modifications to the Project would result in awkward 

ceiling and interior spaces, present a hardship for the Project Sponsors requiring additional structural 

engineering and construction costs, and would not result in any material benefit to Ms. Murdock.  

Claim #4:  The Project Sponsor has not been responsive to attempts at communication with the 
Appellant or addressed her concerns. 

Response:  Throughout the course of the last two years, the design and planning process has been 

open, transparent, comprehensive and included review in a public forum at the Planning Commission. 

Extensive outreach was conducted as part of the design process. When legitimate concerns have been 

identified, the Project Sponsor has been pro-active in making voluntary modifications to the Project for 

the benefit of the neighbors. 

Regardless of whether or not the Appellant was a resident of 462 27th Street at the time of the 

neighborhood outreach, her concerns along with her landlord’s were properly and duly investigated by 

the Planning Department and found to not be legitimate. After such a comprehensive review, it is 

entirely inappropriate for the Appellant to disregard the professionalism of the Planning Department 

Staff and the unanimous opinion of the Planning Commission to continually request modifications to the 

Project that have been found to be not warranted. 

 

 

 

 

 



President Ann Lazarus and Commissioners  
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
December 4, 2014 
Page 6 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

III. Conclusion: 

Contrary to the many false claims made by the Appellant in her brief, there are no new or different 

facts or circumstances that have arisen that would have affected the outcome of the Planning 

Commission. There also have not been any procedural errors by the Planning Department or Project 

Sponsor. The Project as designed and permitted is compliant with the San Francisco Planning Code and 

Residential Design Guidelines. The facts of the Project are the following: 

 

 The Project Sponsors conducted extensive outreach and appropriately and sensitively balanced and 

addressed neighborhood concerns. 

 When the Project Sponsors learned of Lorna Murdock's concerns they actively studied alternatives 

and concluded that they were not feasible. 

 Daylight and shadow analysis demonstrated that Ms. Murdock's suggested modifications would not 

have any material benefit for Ms. Murdock. 

 Ms. Murdock’s concerns have been thoroughly reviewed by The Planning Department staff and the 

Residential Design Team (“RDT”). RDT agreed there is no material impact on Ms. Murdock. 

 The Planning Commission voted unanimously to approve the Project and the Project was praised by 

commissioners Kathrin Moore and Rodney Fong. 
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December 4, 2014 
 
 
President Ann Lazarus and Commissioners  
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
1650 Mission Street, Room 304 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
 
Dear President Lazarus and Commissioners: 

For nearly the last two years, our family has been working hard to design and create a new, 
multi-generational home for ourselves, our two young children (ages 4 & 8) and their 
grandmother. We have worked diligently with neighbors to inform them of the process, learn of 
their concerns, and whenever possible incorporate their feedback into the design of the project. 

We have worked closely with Planning Staff and the Residential Design Team to create what we 
believe to be quality building that respects the existing neighborhood fabric, is a text-book 
example of the Residential Design Guidelines, and provides much needed additional housing to 
a city that currently has one of the worst housing crises in the nation. 

Unfortunately, even after our project has been through extensive review by planning staff, two 
reviews by the Residential Design Team, a public hearing, and unanimous approval by the 
Planning Commission, the appellant still refuses to accept the truth which is that the impact to 
her building will be negligible and is well within the acceptable standards of the San Francisco 
Planning Code. 

Four generations of our family have been proud to call San Francisco our home. Three 
generations of our family currently call San Francisco our home. As small business owners in this 
city and as a family that has chosen to stay and raise our children in San Francisco, we have 
invested heavily in this city, our neighborhood and our community. We find the insinuations to 
the contrary by the appellant in her brief to be irresponsible and without merit. 

We sincerely hope you agree and will deny this frivolous appeal. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

      
Family at 456 27th Street: 
Vivian Lee & Robert Edmonds (along with our children, Andersen & MacCall Edmonds) 
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SIX-UNIT APARTMENT
462 27TH STREET

LORNA MURDOCK
APARTMENT

SUBJECT PROJECT
456 27TH STREET

Context View of Front (South) Along 27th Street with Adjacent Properties
Image Date: 11:00 AM, May 2, 2014



SUBJECT PROJECT
456 27TH STREET

450 27TH STREET SIX-UNIT APARTMENT
456 27TH STREET

LORNA MURDOCK
APARTMENT

Context View of Rear (North) with Adjacent Properties
Image Taken From Rear Yard of 4061 Cesar Chavez. Image Date: 1:00 Pm, August 7, 2013



18’-0”

16’-9”

LORNA MURDOCK
APARTMENT

Driveway area of Adjacent Six-Unit Apartment (462 27Th Street)
Image Taken From Roof of Subject Property. Image Date: 1:00 Pm, August 7, 2013



SUBJECT PROJECT
456 27TH STREET

SIX-UNIT APARTMENT
462 27TH STREETLORNA MURDOCK

APARTMENT

REAR-YARD PARKING LOT

Context View of Rear (North) of Adjacent Six-Unit Apartment (462 27Th Street)
Image Taken From Roof of Subject Property. Image Date: 1:00 Pm, August 7, 2013



SUBJECT PROPERTY
456 27TH STREET

450 27TH STREET

SIX-UNIT APARTMENT
462 27TH STREET

Context View of Front (South) Along 27th Street Looking East Toward Sanchez Street
Image Date: 11:00 AM, May 2, 2014
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Aerial View of Subject Property and Surrounding Block
Photo Taken From Bing Maps
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15’-8” THIRD FLOOR FRONT SETBACK TO 
REDUCE BUILDING MASS AND ACT AS A 
TRANSITION BETWEEN ADJACENT BUILDINGS 

RAISED FRONT PORCH BUILDING ENTRANCE THAT IS COMPATIBLE WITH EXISTING 
PORCHES OF SURROUNDING BUILDINGS AND ENHANCES THE CONNECTION BETWEEN 
THE PUBLIC REALM OF THE SIDEWALK AND THE PRIVIATE REALM OF THE BUILDING

40’-0” HEIGHT LIMIT

10
’-

0”

ROOF LINE SLOPES PARALLEL TO STREET 
TO RESPECT THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE 
SITE AND TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THOSE 
FOUND ON SURROUNDING BUILDINGS

GARAGE DOOR RECESSED, SETBACK AND MINIMIZED 
BELOW SIDEWALK GRADE TO REDUCE BUILDING HEIGHT 
AND BE LESS INTRUSIVE TO PEDESTRIAN EXPERIENCE

FACADE NOTCHED TO PROVIDE VARIED FRONT SETBACK AND PROVIDE 
PEDESTRIAN SCALE COMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING BUILDINGS

SIX-UNIT APARTMENT
462 27TH STREET

450 27TH ST.

SUBJECT
PROJECT

(PROPOSED) Rendering of Front (South) Along 27th Street with Adjacent Properties
 



5’-0” VOLUNTARY NOTCH TO ADDRESS ADJACENT 
NEIGHBOR CONCERNS ABOUT REAR & SIDE 
WINDOWS. SUBJECT PROPERTY 8’-6” FROM 
ADJACENT NEIGHBOR

UPPER FLOOR SETBACK 6’-1” MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON LIGHT 
AND PRIVACY TO ADJACENT PROPERTIES

BUILDING TERRACES TO PRESERVE MID-BLOCK OPEN 
SPACE AND PROVIDE LARGER REAR YARD SETBACKS

ROOFLINE DESIGNED TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING BUIDINGS

SUBJECT
PROJECT

8’-6”

450 27TH ST.

SIX-UNIT APARTMENT
462 27TH ST.

LORNA MURDOCK
APARTMENT

(PROPOSED) Rendering of Rear (North) with Adjacent Properties
 



5’-0” VOLUNTARY NOTCH TO ADDRESS ADJACENT 
NEIGHBOR CONCERNS ABOUT REAR & SIDE WINDOWS. 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 8’-6” FROM ADJACENT NEIGHBOR

SPLIT LEVEL ROOF AND FLOOR PLATES TO REDUCE BUILDING 
HEIGHT AND IMPACT ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES

LIGHTWELL PROVIDED TO ADDRESS 
ADJACENT NEIGHBOR CONCERNS 
ABOUT (EXISTING) PROPERTY LINE 
WINDOW

BUILDING TERRACES TO PRESERVE 
MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE

ROOF LINE SLOPES PARALLEL TO STREET TO RESPECT 
THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE AND TO BE COMPATI-
BLE WITH THOSE FOUND ON SURROUNDING BUILDINGS

8’-6”

SUBJECT PROJECT

450 27TH ST.

SIX-UNIT APARTMENT
462 27TH ST.

LORNA MURDOCK
APARTMENT

(PROPOSED) Aerial Rendering of Rear (North) with Adjacent Properties
 



Exhibit D



Project Timeline 
 
 
January – February, 2013 
Invitations were sent to surrounding neighbors to meet on an individual basis and to 
discuss the proposed project prior to the Pre-Application meeting. Six neighbors chose 
to meet with the Project Sponsors to discuss their concerns. 
 
February 15, 2013 
Lorna Murdock moves into the 6-unit apartment building at 462 27th Street as noted in 
her September 30, 2014 appeal letter to the Board of Appeals. 
 
March 5, 2013 
The Pre-Application Meeting was hosted at the Project Sponsor’s home. There were ten 
attendees including one tenant and the two owners of the 6-unit apartment building at 
462 27th Street.  Lorna Murdock failed to attend the meeting. 
 
March 11, 2013 
Permit Applications were filed for the construction of the Project. 
 
November 19, 2013 
Project Sponsors attended a Pre-Application meeting for a project across the street at 
461 27th Street where they met Lorna Murdock for the first time. Project Sponsors 
informed Ms. Murdock that she would be receiving 311 notification materials in the near 
future and that she could contact Project Sponsors directly if she needed any further 
information about the Project. 
 
December 17, 2013 
Section 311 Notice is given to all neighbors by the Planning Department. 
 
December 31, 2013 
This is the first time that the Project Sponsor learns of Lorna Murdock’s concerns via 
email correspondence.  Project Sponsors study design alternatives and work diligently 
with Planning Staff to see if there are any modifications that could made to address 
Lorna Murdock’s concerns. After thorough analysis and a second review by the 
Residential Design Team it was determined that further modifications were not feasible 
and that the Project as designed did not have any substantial impact on the 6-unit 
apartment building at 462 27th Street. 
 
January 7, 2014 
In-person site visit to Lorna Murdock’s apartment by Planning Staff Tom Wang 
 
January 16, 2014 
Section 311 30-day Notice period ends. 
 
May 22, 2014 
Public hearing held on the Project at the Planning Commission. The Planning 
Commission unanimously approves of the Project (6-0). 
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Date: May 15th,  2014 

Case No.: 2013.0344D/2014.0671D 

Project Address: 456 271h  Street 

Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 6580/018 

Project Sponsors: Robert Edmonds & Vivian Lee 

Edmonds + Lee Architects, Inc. 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Staff Contact: Tom Wang - (415) 558-6335 

Thomas.wang@sfgov.org  

Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve demolition and new construction as 

proposed. 

Reception: 

415.558.6378 

Fax: 

415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 

415.558.6377 

’c 	4\ SAN FRANCISCO k) PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
I 

Discretionary Review Analysis 
Residential Demolition/New Construction 

HEARING DATE: MAY 22N,  2014 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION 

Demolition Case 
2013.0344D 

New Building Case 
2014.0671D 

Number Number  

Do Not Take DR and Do Not Take DR and 
Recommendation Recommendation 

Approve 

Demolition Application 
2013.03.11.1908 

New Building 
2013.03.11.1903 

Number  Application Number  

Number Of Existing 
One Number Of New Units Two 

Units  

Existing Parking None New Parking Two in Tandem 

Number Of Existing Number Of New Unit No. 1: Two 

Bedrooms 
One 

Bedrooms Unit No. 2: Three 

Unit No. 1: – 923 Sq. Ft. 
Existing Building Area – 918 Sq. Ft. New Building Area 

Unit No. 2: – 2,661 Sq. Ft. 

Public DR Also Filed? None Public DR Also Filed? None 

Date Time & Materials 
311 Expiration Date January 161h , 2014 Yes 

Fees Paid  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal includes the demolition of the existing one-story, single-family dwelling and construction 
of a new three-story, two-family dwelling. 

www.sfplanning.org  



CASE NO. 2013.0344012014.06710 
45627 th  Street 

Discretionary Review Analysis 
May 22nd  2014 

6119FZUB *11W 

The subject property at 456 27 th  Street is on the north side of 27 1h  Street between Noe and Sanchez streets, 

located within an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk 

District. The subject lot has a frontage of 27 feet 6 inches along 27th  Street and a lot depth of 114 feet. 

Current grade at the front property line of the subject lot is approximately 2 feet 6 inches below street and 
slopes downward. The grade differential between the front and rear property lines is approximately 7 

feet. 

The existing building contains a one-story, detached, single-family dwelling with one bedroom and one 

bathroom. The current dwelling contains a floor area of approximately 918 square feet and is 14 feet tall at 

the street. The current dwelling is setback approximately 5 feet, 8 inches from the front property line with 
a rear yard depth of 48 feet. It is also set in 2 feet 9 inches and 6 feet 8 inches from east and west side lot 

lines, respectively. City records indicate that the subject building was originally constructed circa 1900. 

The subject single-family dwelling has been occupied by the current owners since 2012 and is not subject 

to rent control. A recent Residential Appraisal Report, prepared by Jones Real Estate Appraisal in San 
Francisco, indicates the market value of the subject property, as of February 27th,  2014, is $1,310,000. 

Although this value is $196,000 lower than $1,506,000, which is the "value greater than at least 80 th  

percentile of the combined land and structure values of single-family homes in San Francisco" established 

by the Department, the existing single-family dwelling is considered to be marginally affordable or 

financially accessible housing by the Department’s threshold. 

As noted in the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) under Case No. 2013.0327E, the subject 

property is not located within the boundaries of any designated or previously identified historic district, 

and would not qualify as a newly identified potential historic district. 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD 

The subject property is in the Noe Valley neighborhood. The surrounding residential neighborhood 

consists of predominately single- and two-family homes. Existing homes are mostly two or three stories 

in height at the street level along the subject block-face and opposite block-face. Buildings along the 

subject block-face were constructed with fairly uniform front setbacks but varied rear yard depths and a 

mix of architectural styles. The adjacent lot to the east measure 30 feet wide and 114 feet deep and is 

developed with a three-story, single-family dwelling. The adjacent lot to the west measures 27 feet 6 

inches wide and 114 feet deep and is developed with a three-story, 6-unit apartment building. The subject 

block-face along 27th  Street contains a steep, lateral down slope from west (Noe Street) toward east 

(Sanchez Street). 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED 
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD 

PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days May 12th,  2014 May 91h,  2014 13 days 

Mailed Notice - 10 days May 12th,  2014 May 9°’, 2014 13 days 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 
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CASE NO. 2013.0344D12014.0671D 
May 22nd  2014 
	

45627 1h  Street 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) Two Six* - 

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across Three 
the street  

- - 

Neighborhood groups - - - 

*Adjacen t neighbors opposed include tenants from five units at the adjacent apartment building (462 27’ 
Street) and the owner of the apartment building. 

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE 

The replacement structure, a three-story, two-family dwelling will be set back 5 feet 8 inches from the 

front property line and provide a rear yard depth of 28 feet 10 inches. The proposed building will contain 

a depth of 79 feet 6 inches and will be 21 feet tall at the two-story front façade (measured from top of curb 
at the center of the front property line), rising to a maximum height of 30 feet 6 inches at the third story 

roof. The third story will be set back 10 feet from the front main building wall. The second story and third 

story will be set back 11 feet and 17 feet from the ground story rear wall, respectively. 

The ground floor will contain a garage, accommodating two parking spaces in a tandem fashion, and one 

dwelling unit. The proposed ground floor unit with a floor area of approximately 923 square feet will 

feature a living/dining area, kitchen, two bedrooms, one full-bathroom and laundry facilities. The second 
and third floors will be occupied by a second dwelling unit with a total floor area of approximately 2,623 

square feet. The proposed second dwelling unit will feature a living room, dining/family room, kitchen 

and one half-bathroom on the second floor and three bedrooms, two full-bathrooms and front and rear 

roof decks on the third floor. 

The replacement structure’s flat roof raised front entry and 10-foot wide garage door are all compatible 

with similar features that currently exist at other buildings along the subject block-face and opposite 

block-face. The materials applied to the front façade include stucco, wood, and glass, which are also 
consistent with exterior materials on most of the other residential buildings in the immediate vicinity. The 

overall scale and modern design of the proposed replacement structure will be a complement to the 

current residential neighborhood character. In addition, the Project Sponsors indicate that they have 

experience in building LEED Platinum homes and that they expect to build the replacement structure to 

that standard. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Project has completed the Section 311 neighborhood notification and Mandatory Discretionary 

Review notification. Although no public Discretionary Review Application was submitted to the 

Department, staff received telephone calls and e-mails from the owner of the adjacent 6-unit apartment 

building at 462 27th Street as well’ as from a tenant residing in a unit on the apartment’s third story. Both 

the property owner and tenant are concerned that the proposed three-story, two-family dwelling will 

affect the current views from and sunlight to a few units, including the tenant’s unit. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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However, the tenant is most concerned that because the proposed three-story building will abut on the 

apartment building’s light court (also serving as part of a driveway connecting the apartment’s off-street 

parking behind the apartment building and 27 11  Street), it will obstruct current sunlight to their living 

room windows from the south through the light court and cast shadow on these windows. The tenant 

provided a packet to the Commission, including photographs of the light court taken by their living room 

windows through elapsed time (7 a.m. to 5 p.m.), and a number of suggested amendments to the 

proposed building. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE 

The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 

CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

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

affordable housing. 

Policy 1.10: 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely on 

public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

While the Project does not propose affordable housing, it will replace a one-bedroom, single-family dwelling 

with a two-family dwelling, including one three-bedroom, family-sized unit, within a residential district zoned 

for a density of two units per lot. 

The location of the subject property is within the service area of a variety of neighborhood commercial uses along 

Church Street and is approximately half a block from Muni line along Noe Street. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S 

NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.1: 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 

flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

The Project’s contemporary architecture will not detract from but rather complement the current attractive 

residential neighborhood character. 

OBJECTIVE 13: 
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PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING NEW 

HOUSING. 

Policy 13.4: 
Promote the highest feasible level of "green" development in both private and municipally-

supported housing 

The Project Sponsors indicate that they have experience in building LEED Platinum homes and that they 

expect to build the replacement structure to that standard. 

SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES 
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits for 

consistency, on balance, with these policies. The Project complies with these policies as follows: 

1. Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for 

resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 

The Project does not remove any neighborhood-serving uses and will help enhance future opportunities for 
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses because it will replace the existing single-family 

dwelling with a two-family dwelling. 

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

the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The proposed building scale and exterior materials are compatible with those found in the surrounding 
residential neighborhood, and therefore, the Project will not disrupt the existing neighborhood character. 

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

The existing single-family dwelling is not subject to rent control. A recent Residential Appraisal Report, 
prepared by Jones Real Estate Appraisal in San Francisco, indicates the market value of the subject property, as 

of February 27 1 h, 2014, is $1,310,000. Although this value is $196,000 lower than $1,506,000, which is the 

"value greater than at least 801h  percentile of the combined land and structure values of single-family homes in 
San Francisco" established by the Department, the existing single-family dwelling is considered to be 
marginally affordable or financially accessible housing by the Department’s threshold. 

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

parking. 

The Project will not create any affect on where commuter traffic impedes MUNI service. The Project also 
includes two off-street parking spaces, one for each unit, while none is available for the existing single-family 

dwelling. 

5. A diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 

displacement due to commercial office development, and those future opportunities for resident 

employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 
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The Project does not affect industrial and service sectors as it is within a residential zoning district. 

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

earthquake. 

The Project will be designed and constructed according to current Building Code to protect against injury and 

loss of lfe in an earthquake. 

7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The subject property is not an historic resource or a landmark building. 

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

The Proposed building will be within the 40-foot height limit and does not require a shadow study per Planning 

Code Section 295. The Project is not located adjacent to any parks or open space. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Under Case No. 2013.0327E, the existing single-family dwelling proposed for demolition was determined 
not to be a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA on September 20°’, 2013, and the proposed two-

family dwelling was issued a Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review, Classes 3 [State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15301(1)(1) and 15303(a)], on September 23r3,  2013. 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the proposed two-family dwelling. The RDT supports the 

Project and determines that it complies with the applicable quantitative standards of the Planning Code, 

including front setback, rear yard, building height and usable open space, and that its design is also 

consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines. 

As stated under "PUBLIC COMMENT," staff reported to the RDT the concerns from the owner of the 

adjacent apartment building at 462 27 1h Street as well as from a tenant residing in a unit on the apartment 

building’s third story. The RDT reviewed the Project a second time, including findings from staff’s site 

observation at the light court through the tenant’s living room windows, and the tenant’s opposition 

letter and time elapsed photographs. The RDT determines that private views are not protected under the 

Residential Design Guidelines and that the site design of the proposed three-story building would be 

consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines and would result in no significant impact on the 

current southern exposure through the tenant’s living room windows facing the light court. The light 

court, approximately 018 feet long along the common west side lot line and 16 feet wide, is part of the 

original design of the apartment building to provide adequate sunlight, by itself alone, to those apartment 

units surrounding it. Therefore, no changes to the proposed three-story, two-family dwelling are 

warranted. 

Staff further discussed the Project and issues with the Department senior managers at a Project 

Coordination Meeting. The Department senior managers concur with the RDT determination. 
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Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this Project would be referred to the 

Commission, as this Project involves residential demolition and new construction within an RH-2 

zoning district. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Department recommends that the demolition of the existing single-family dwelling and the 

construction of a new single-family dwelling be approved. The Project is consistent with the Objectives 

and Policies of the General Plan and complies with the Residential Design Guidelines and Planning Code. 

The Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that: 

� The Project will not result in any reduction of housing units in the City’s current housing stock. 

� The project will replace an existing single-family dwelling, containing only one bedroom and no 

off-street parking, with a two-family dwelling and two off-street parking spaces. One of the 

proposed two units will be a three-bedroom, family-sized unit. 
� No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project because the dwelling proposed for 

demolition is currently occupied by the subject property owners. 

� Given the scale of the project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 

local street system or MUNI. 
� Although the existing structure is more than 45 years old, a review of the Historic Resource 

Evaluation resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or 

landmark for the purposes of CEQA. 
� The RH-2 Zoning District permits a maximum of two dwelling units on the subject lot. The 

proposed two-family dwelling will be a density that is compatible with the prevailing density of 

two units per lot in the surrounding neighborhood. 

� The Project would result in no significant impact on the current sunlight to those units in the 

adjacent apartment building that surround the apartment building’s light court. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Case No. 2013.0344D - Do not take DR and approve the demolition. 
Case No. 2014.0671D - Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed. 

DEMOLITION CRITERIA - ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

Existing Value and Soundness 
1. Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and structure of 

a single-family dwelling is not affordable or financially accessible housing (above the 80% 

average price of single-family homes in San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal 

within six months); 

Project Does not Meet Criterion 
A recent Residential Appraisal Report, prepared by Jones Real Estate Appraisal, an independent third 

party, for this Project in San Francisco, indicates the market value of the subject property, as of February 

27th, 2014, is $1,310,000. Although this value is $196,000 lower than $1,506,000, which is the "value 

greater than at least 801hi  percentile of the combined land and structure values of single-family homes in San 

Francisco" established by the Department, the existing single-family dwelling is considered to be 

marginally affordable or financially accessible housing by the Department’s threshold. 
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2. Whether the housing has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one- and 

two-family dwellings); 

Project Does Not Meet Criterion 
The Project Sponsors did not submit a soundness report for the subject property. The Project Sponsors 

stated they had planned a major alteration to expand the current building, including the addition of a 

second dwelling unit. However, that proposal would have been rendered to be tantamount to demolition 

pursuant to the "definition of Residential Demolition" under Planning Code Section 317. The current 

proposal would fulfill the project Sponsors’ goal to develop a new two-family dwelling on their property 

without involving the issue of defacto demolition. 

DEMOLITION CRITERIA 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
A review of the database maintained by the Department of Building Inspection and by the Planning 

Department did not reveal any enforcement cases or notices of violation. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
The current dwelling is free of Housing Code violations and appears to have been maintained in a decent, 

safe, and sanitary condition. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
Although the structure is more than 45-years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation resulted in 

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

4. If the property is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial 

adverse impact under CEQA; 

Criterion Not Applicable to Project 

The subject property has been determined not to be a historical resource. 

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

Criterion Not Applicable to Project 
The subject dwelling has been owner-occupied since 2012 and thus not rental housing. 

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

Ordinance or affordable housing; 

SAN FRNCISGO 	 8 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Discretionary Review Analysis 
	

CASE NO. 2013.0344D12014.0671D 
May 22 nd  2014 
	

45627 1h  Street 

Project Meets Criterion 

The subject dwelling is currently owner-occupied and is not a rental unit. 

Priority Policies 

7. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 

diversity; 

Project Does Not Meet Criterion 
The Project does not meet this criterion because the existing dwelling will be demolished. However, the 

Project will result in a no loss of housing and a replacement of a single-family dwelling with a two-family 

dwelling. One of the proposed dwellings will be a family-sized unit which will preserve the cultural and 

economic diversity within the neighborhood. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 

The Project will conserve the neighborhood character by constructing a replacement building that is 

compatible with the dwellings in the surrounding neighborhood, including scale, exterior materials, glazing 

pattern, and roofline. By creating a compatible new building in a neighborhood defined by one- and two-

family dwelling, the neighborhood’s cultural and economic diversity will be preserved. 

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

Project Does not Meet Criterion 

A recent Residential Appraisal Report, prepared by Jones Real Estate Appraisal in San Francisco, indicates 

the market value of the subject property, as of February 27 11, 2014, is $1,310,000. Although this value is 

$196,000 lower than $1,506,000, which is the "value greater than at least 80 11  percentile of the combined 

land and structure values of single-family homes in San Francisco" established by the Department, the 

existing single-family dwelling is considered to be marginally affordable or financially accessible housing by 

the Department’s threshold. 

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

415; 

Project Does Not Meet Criterion 

The Project does not include any permanently affordable units, as the construction of two dwelling units 

does not trigger Section 415 review. 

Replacement Structure 

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

Project Meets Criterion 

The Project replaces a single-family dwelling with a two-family dwelling in a neighborhood characterized 

by one- and two-family dwellings. 

12. Whether the Project increases the number of family-sized units on-site. 
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Project Meets Criterion 

The Project will create two dwelling units one of which will be a family-sized unit, containing three 

bedrooms, to better meet the contemporary family housing needs. 

13. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 

Project Does Not Meet Criterion 

The Project will not be specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as 

defined in the Housing Element. 

14. Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 

guidelines to enhance existing neighborhood character. 

Project Meets Criterion 

The Residential Design Team supports the Project which will be in scale with the surrounding houses and 

constructed using high-quality materials. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
The Project will include the demolition of a single-family dwelling and construction of a two-family 

dwelling, increasing one on-site dwelling unit. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
The Project will increase the number of on-site bedrooms from one to five. 
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Design Review Checklist 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7..10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one) 

Defined 

Mixed 	 X 

Comments: The surrounding neighborhood consists of two-, and three-story buildings, containing mostly 

one or two residential units. On the subject block-face, there is a mixed visual character defined by 

buildings with various scales, forms, proportions and architectural details. On the opposite block-face, 

there is a defined visual character where buildings have relatively uniform scales and compatible 

architectural details. 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Topography (page 11)  

Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X 

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 

the placement of surrounding buildings? _____ 

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15) 

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

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 

between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?  

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X 

Side Spacing (page 15)  

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

Rear Yard (pages 16 	17)  

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

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

Views (page 18) - 

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

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)  

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?  X 

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 

spaces?  

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

Comments: The replacement structure respects the existing building pattern on the subject block by not 

impeding into the established mid-block open space and by providing a landscaped front setback that is 

the average of the two adjacent front setbacks. The proposed building will not project deeper than the 

adjacent apartment building. The proposed building will be set back and match the other adjacent 
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building’s side setback along the common east side lot line. The rear of the proposed building will be a 

terraced design, including setting the second story and third story back 11 feet and 17 feet from the 

ground story rear wall, respectively. Furthermore, the proposed building will result in no significant 
impact on current sunlight to those units surrounding the adjacent apartment building’s light court 

because the light court is part of the original design of the apartment building to provide adequate 

sunlight, by itself alone, to those units surrounding it. 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23-30) 

QUESTION  YES J NO N/A 

Building Scale (pages 23 - 27)  

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

the street?  

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

the mid-block ope 	space?  

Building Form (pages 28 -30)  

Is the building’s form compatible with that of surroundi 	_____ X 

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? X 

Comments: The new building’s third-story, which will be set back 10 feet from the front main building 

wall, will appear subordinate to the two-story mass with a reduced visibility from the street. The new 

building’s second and third stories, which will be set back 11 feet and 17 feet from the ground story rear 
building wall, respectively, will minimize the loss of light and air and view to the mid-block open space 

available to the adjacent building east of the new building. The overall scale of the new building will be 

compatible with the existing building scale at the street and at the mid-block open space. The new 

building’s form, bay window articulation, façade pattern, window proportions, and slanted roofline will 
also be compatible with the existing mixed visual character along the subject block-face. 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

QUESTION  YES NO N/A 

Building Entrances (pages 31 
- 

33)  

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 

the street and sidewalkanprivate 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 

buil dins?  

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

the sidewalk?  

Bay Windows (page 34)  
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Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on x 
surrounding buildings?  

Garages p ages 34 - 37)  
Is the  garagestructure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X 

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 

the bui lding and the surrounding area? 

Is the width of the gar age entrance minimized? X 

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

Rooftop Architectural Features (p ages 38 - 41)  
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?  X 
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 

building elements?  

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

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

Comments: The proposed building’s raised entry and porch respond to the majority of building 

entrances on the subject block-face. The front bay window provides needed texture to the front façade 

and is compatible with the style of bay windows found throughout the neighborhood. The location and 
width of the garage door at 10 feet are compatible with the façade of the proposed dwelling and other 

homes’ garage doors in the surrounding area, respectively. The 10-foot curb cut is placed in a location 

that will minimize the loss of on-street parking availability. The proposed building will contain no 

rooftop features, including stair penthouse, dormers, or windscreens. Parapets surrounding the one-hour, 

fire-rated roof will be at a maximum height of 8 inches and will have no effect on the overall building 
proportions. 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43-48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Architectural 	 - 44)  _Details _(pages _43 

Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 

and the surrounding area? 

Windows (pages 44-46)  

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood?  

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

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 

architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?  

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 

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 

used in the surrounding area? 
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Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 

are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

X 

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

Comments: The placement and scale of architectural details on the front façade are compatible with those 

of other buildings on the subject block-face. Exterior building materials, including cement plaster, wood 

siding and wood garage door are compatible with those found at many other dwellings throughout the 
neighborhood. The proposed windows are of appropriate size, residential in character and compatible 

with those found on the surrounding buildings. 

SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR 
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49-54) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of 

Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?  

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

Are the character-defining building form and materials of the historic building 

maintained?  

Are 	the 	character-defining 	building 	components 	of 	the 	historic 	building 

maintained?  

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

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

Comments: The Project is not an alteration, and the dwelling that will be demolished has been 

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

Attachments: 

Department staff’s packet includes: 

Parcel Map 

Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 

Section 311 Notice 

Aerial Photographs 
Categorical Exemption/Historical Resource Evaluation Response 

The Adjacent Apartment Tenant’s Packet 

Project Sponsors’ packet includes: 
Project Description 

Application for Dwelling Unit Removal/Demolition 

Proposition M Findings 
Neighborhood Context Photographs 

Reduced Plans 

Color Rendering 

* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines 
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Quotes from Planning Commissioners at May 22, 2014 Hearing: 
 

 

Commissioner Kathrin Moore: “I would actually like to note that this is a very sensitively 

designed infill project. If there is densification, this is the way you want to do it. You stay within 

the common demising lines. You respect the courtyards and I think it creates spaces including its 

roof line that are very, very sensitive to the context. We actually do not have rules against 

densification which has the type of shadow we are experiencing in this project. There is indeed 

room for densification, but it is not in a way impacting in the way we sometimes see it in other 

cases where we modify a building.” 

 

Commissioner Rodney Fong: “I agree with Commissioner Moore, and to the opposition I 

understand that this is in that courtyard, but I think this project actually is pretty sensitive in the 

way it steps back in the rear part and we see other projects that are much more aggressive. So I 

am supportive of the project.” 
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16 • Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003 •

REAR YARD

GUIDELINE: Articulate the building to minimize 
impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties.

Rear yards are the open areas of  land between the back of  the 
building and the rear property line. When expanding a building into 
the rear yard, the impact of  that expansion on light and privacy for 
abutting structures must be considered. This can be challenging 
given San Francisco’s dense pattern of  development, however, 
modifi cations to the building’s design can help reduce these impacts
and make a building compatible with the surrounding context.

Light

In areas with a dense building pattern, some reduction of  light to 
neighboring buildings can be expected with a building expansion. 
However, there may be situations where a proposed project will 
have a greater impact on neighboring buildings. In these situations, 
the following design modifi cations can minimize impacts on light; 
other modifi cations may also be appropriate depending on the 
circumstances of  a particular project:

• Provide setbacks on the upper fl oors of  the building.
• Include a sloped roof  form in the design.
• Provide shared light wells to provide more light to 

both properties.
• Incorporate open railings on decks and stairs.
• Eliminate the need for parapet walls by using a fi re-

rated roof.

Although features such as bays and chimneys project into the side yards, the overall side yard pattern is 
consistent, creating a defi ning characteristic of the block face.

Planning Code Section 
101 states that one of the 
purposes of the Planning 
Code is to provide 
adequate light, air, 
privacy and convenience 
of access to property in 
San Francisco.



• Site Design • 17

Privacy

As with light, some loss of  privacy to existing neighboring buildings 
can be expected with a building expansion. However, there may be 
special situations where a proposed project will have an unusual 
impact on privacy to neighboring interior living spaces. In these 
situations, the following design modifi cations can minimize impacts 
on privacy; other modifi cations may also be appropriate depending 
on the circumstances of  a particular project. Some of  these measures 
might confl ict with the “light” measures above, so it will be necessary 
to prioritize relevant issues:

• Incorporate landscaping and privacy screens into 
the proposal.

• Use solid railings on decks.
• Develop window confi gurations that break the line 

of  sight between houses.
• Use translucent glazing such as glass block or 

frosted glass on windows and doors facing 
openings on abutting structures.

Provide shared light wells 
to maximize light to both 
properties.

Building

Building
Lightwell

Lightwell
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Daylight Study of Driveway on Adjacent Property (462 27th Street)
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Daylight Study of Driveway on Adjacent Property (462 27th Street)
 



Daylight Study of Driveway on Adjacent Property (462 27th Street)
 

16’-9”

18’-0”

WITH Proposed Project
10:00 AM, December 21

16’-9”

18’-0”

WITHOUT Proposed Project
10:00 AM, December 21

LORNA MURDOCK
APARTMENT

LORNA MURDOCK
APARTMENT

DRIVEWAY DRIVEWAY



Daylight Study of Driveway on Adjacent Property (462 27th Street)
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10 FOOTCANDLES IS THE
TARGET ILLUMINATION FOR
DINING AND FAMILY ROOMS
AND IS EASILY ACHIEVED
WITH AVAILABLE DAYLIGHT
EVEN UNDER PROPOSED
PROJECT CONDITIONS

10 FOOTCANDLES IS THE
TARGET ILLUMINATION FOR
DINING AND FAMILY ROOMS
AND IS EASILY ACHIEVED
WITH AVAILABLE DAYLIGHT
EVEN UNDER PROPOSED
PROJECT CONDITIONS

Recommended Light Standards by the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) Lighting Handbook



10 FOOTCANDLES IS THE TARGET ILLUMINATION
FOR DINING AND FAMILY ROOMS AND IS EASILY
ACHIEVED WITH AVAILABLE DAYLIGHT EVEN
UNDER PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS

Recommended Light Standards by Best Practices Guide to Residential Construction, 2005



POSSIBLE ERROR - HOW IS IT POSSIBLE TO HAVE MORE AVAILABLE
LIGHT IN THE WINTER THAN AT THE SAME EXACT TIME IN THE SUMMER?

TIMES WHEN AVAILABLE LIGHT IS GREATER
THAN OR EQUAL TO EXISTING CONDITIONS

Appellant’s Daylight Study as Shown in Appellant Brief
 



VIRTUALLY NO CHANGE IN LIGHT CONDITIONS WITHIN APPELLANT APPARTMENT

Appellant’s Interior Daylight Study as Shown in Appellant Brief - Summer Solstice, June 21
 



VIRTUALLY NO CHANGE IN LIGHT CONDITIONS WITHIN APPELLANT APPARTMENT

Appellant’s Interior Daylight Study as Shown in Appellant Brief - Winter Solstice, December 21
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Robert Edmonds

From: Vivian Lee <vivian@edmondslee.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 18, 2014 2:53 PM
To: Robert Edmonds
Subject: Fwd: 456 27th Street New Year Update

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Ron and Sandy Ward <randsward2227@sbcglobal.net>
Date: January 18, 2014 at 2:30:18 PM PST 
To: Vivian Lee <vivian@edmondslee.com>
Subject: Re: 456 27th Street New Year Update
Reply-To: Ron and Sandy Ward <randsward2227@sbcglobal.net>

Vivian, Thanks for checking in. Since we first met my mom has had two emergency surgeries 
(stomach/Sept. and heart/Nov.). Both surgeries took a lot out of her so she is still in recovery 
mode and not up to a visit right now. She is getting stronger each week though so maybe you can 
check back again just before start of construction as she would love to meet the children and get 
to know you all better. I read her your email and she is very grateful for your interest in a 
neighborly relationship.
In terms of construction, she is very comfortable with the final design. Her real concern now is 
sustaining her health through the construction noise. I am hoping it will be minimal on weekends 
so she can get a break every few days as she is a night owl and morning late sleeper but 
understands the project scope and knows there is no way for it to be quiet during normal 
weekday business hours.
The only thing she keeps bringing up to me as concerns you have already heard so just as a 
reminder she wants to keep the retaining wall between the two yards and lastly she is hoping you 
can remove that sapling pine tree in the downhill corner of  your yard as it had caused so much 
damage to the fences when it was allowed to grow previously. The prior owners who cut it down 
obviously must have left the roots so she just wants to avoid the problems when it pushed over 
the first fence and damaged the retaining wall between the two properties.   
Keep me posted on construction schedule as it firms up and hopefully a contact phone number 
for the contractor (only for emergency use).  
Thanks again for your partnership. Sandy 

From: Vivian Lee <vivian@edmondslee.com>
To: randsward2227@sbcglobal.net
Cc: 'Robert Edmonds' <robert@edmondslee.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 18, 2014 11:39 AM 
Subject: 456 27th Street New Year Update

Hi Sandy: 

Happy New Year!  This is Vivian, your neighbor behind your mom’s house on 27th Street.  I 
know Rob has been in correspondence with you the past few months regarding our house 
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construction.  We are getting close to getting approval from the City, and we are using the 
remaining time to continue working with the planner and neighbors to address any last minute 
concerns.  So please let us know if you would like to review our proposal again in person. 

In addition, please let me know if it would be a good idea for us, along with our kids, to come by 
and introduce ourselves to your mom.  I thought it would be nice for her to meet the Edmonds 
clan as we will be neighbors for a long time! 

Thank you and please don’t hesitate to contact me with questions. 

Best regards, 

Vivian Lee 
415-690-0791
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