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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 15, 2012 
 
Date: November 8, 2012 
Case No.: 2009.0035DD 
Project Address: 481 JERSEY STREET 
Permit Application: 2008.03.18.7426 
Zoning: RH-2([Residential House, Two-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6539/029 
Project Sponsor: Bich-Khoi Do 
 1025 Alameda, #401 
 Belmont, CA 94002 
Staff Contact: Michael Smith – (415) 558.6322 
 michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to construct a one-story vertical addition, a rear horizontal addition, infill the setbacks at 
the east side of the building, and alter the front façade of a single-family dwelling.  The proposed 
building would be a two-story over garage, single-family dwelling with 4 bedrooms and 3.5 baths in 
3,200 square-feet of living area. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject property is a mid-block lot located on the south side of the street between Castro and 
Diamond Streets in the Noe Valley neighborhood.  The subject lot slopes up from the street and has a  
rectangular shape, measuring 25 feet in width and 114 feet in depth and 2,850 square-feet in area, and is 
located within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.   
 
The subject property is improved with a one-story over garage, single-family dwelling that was 
constructed circa 1879 and has two-bedrooms and one bath in approximately 1,140 square-feet according 
to Assessor’s Records.  There is an existing shed at the rear of the property. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
481 Jersey Street is located on a residential block that is defined by, single-family and multi-family, Victorian 
and Edwardian era dwellings that are two to three-stories in height.  Most of the buildings have ground floor 
garage entrances.  The Noe Valley branch of the San Francisco Public Library, City Landmark No. 259, is 
located six lots east of the subject property in the middle of the block.  The block slopes up from east to west 
with most properties having a gentle lateral slope.  The adjacent properties to the west are key lots that 
measure 90-feet in depth. 
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CASE NO. 2009.0035DD 
481 Jersey Street 

 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
March 7, 2012- 
April 6, 2012 

April 6, 2012  
November 15, 

2012 
219 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days November 5, 2012 November 5, 2012 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days November 5, 2012 November 2, 2012 13 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

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

   

Neighborhood groups    
 
Both adjacent neighbors requested Discretionary Review of the project.   
 
DR REQUESTOR 

1. David Merkel and John Sadler, owners and occupants of 475 Jersey Street, the adjacent property 
to the east of the subject property. 
 

2. Monique Mabey, owner and occupant of 485 Jersey Street, the adjacent property to the west of 
the subject property. 

 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Applications. 
  
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review. 
 
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) 
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CASE NO. 2009.0035DD 
481 Jersey Street 

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 plans have been revised to accurately reflect existing conditions on the adjacent properties.  The 
existing building extends to the side property line, blocking the adjacent neighbors front light well to the 
west.  Although taller in height, the proposed vertical addition is appropriately set back from the side 
property lines to protect light and air to the DR requestor’s front light well to the west and the DR 
requestor’s front roof deck to the east.  Furthermore, the proposed building would extend minimally 
deeper than the adjacent building to the west and would be only one-story in height above grade.  The 
addition is set back five-feet from the east side property at the upper floor to respond to the shorter 
building to the east. 
 
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 DR and approve project as proposed 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Applications 
Response to DR Applications  
Reduced Plans 
 
 



Parcel Map 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2009.0035DD 
481 Jersey Street 



*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 

Sanborn Map* 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2009.0035DD 
481 Jersey Street 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2009.0035DD 
481 Jersey Street 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2009.0035DD 
481 Jersey Street 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
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Front View of the Subject Propert y.  
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Above, DR requestor’s adjacent property to the east.  Below, DR requestor’s property to the east. 

 



Above rear view of DR requestor’s building to the west.  Below, rear view of subject building. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311) 1 
On March 18, 2008, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2008.03.18.7426 (Alteration) with 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

CONTACT I11.11 ’i V  2 (’PJ4-1 I I Li ;liTVi 	Iii 

Applicant: Bich-Khoi Do Project Address: 481 Jersey Street 
Address: 1025 Alameda, #401 Cross Streets: between Castro and Diamond 
City, State: Belmont, CA 94002 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 6539/029 
Telephone: (650) 281.4832 Zoning Districts: RH-2 /40-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you /  as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed 

project, are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more 

information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above 

or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning 
Commission to use its discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a 

Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the 

Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests 

for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

DEMOLITION 	and/or 	[ ] NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	[X] ALTERATION 

[X] VERTICAL EXTENSION 	 [1 CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [X] FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 	[ ] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	[X] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

FRONT SETBACK 	..................................................... 6 	feet 	.......................................... No Change 
BUILDING 	DEPTH 	...................................................... 50 feet, 	6 	inches ......................... 64 feet, 8 inches 
REAR 	YARD ................................................................ 57 feet, 	6 	inches......................... 43 feet, 4 inches 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING(measured from curb to T.O.P.) .25 feet, 	6 	inches ....... .................. 31 feet 
NUMBER OF STORIES 	.............................................. 1 	over garage............................. 2 over garage 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ............................... 1 	................................................. No Change 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ...... 1 	................................................. No Change 

The proposal is to construct a one-story vertical addition, a rear addition, infill the setbacks at the east side of the 

building, and alter the front facade. The new façade will have a modern vernacular with corten panels, stucco, and 

metal doors and windows. See attached plans. 

PLANNERS NAME: 	 Michael Smith 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415) 558-6322 	 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 	. 	7 1L 
EMAIL: 	 michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 	EXPIRATION DATE: 	.f 	-12- 
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I 4  
APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANTS NAME: 

ii MJOJYL?U 	frA-Pc____ 
DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS: 	 I ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE 

4,c J’c’ sr 	 L(jj/ jf(c)3LO1 
PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

I 	 L_LC  
ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

Lf8Jrc  

CONTACT FOR DR 

OWlI8flDnWv L...J 	 - 	 ’tj’ 	 ’. 

ADDRESS 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

cstJ  
E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT 	 ZIP CODE: 

41 J-S(  5Te&T 
 

CROSS STREETS: STREETS: 

17/ n oiJ V ICA c 7Z0 
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: 	 LOT DIMENSIONS: i  LOT AREA (so  Fl) 	ZONING DISTRICT: 	 HEIGHT/SULK DISTRICT: 	 7 
653 1 / oz ’z 	4- 1 ’i s’o Rk 2 

3. Project Description 

Please check.aII that apply 	
/ 

Change of Use L Change of Hours 0 New Construction 	Alterations LII Demolition [f Other LI] 

Additions to Building: Rear 	Front Ri Height V Side Yard 

Present or Previous Use: cL4.4) t2 -fM0L. 7  ü  
Proposed Use: 

Building Permit Application No. 2(9 _ Pf 	Date Filed: 

1fff,J 

7 



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Nor Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? [I] 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?  

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

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 protect. 

8 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 111 21 2011 



Application for Discretionary Review 

CASE NUM 

Discretionary. Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question. 

11. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the 
Planning Code. What 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. 

"t ?’CtA4 

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

3. What alternatives or cijanges to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to 
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1? 

9 



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. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	(41VL (? 1 t7tA k I 	Date: 

Print name, name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: 
., 	OI-I B(JT.4. 

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

10 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.10 21.2011 



Apphcaton for Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) 	 j DR APPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable Qr 
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Conven ant or Deed Restrictions 

Letter of authorization for agent 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES 

Required Material. 
Optional Material. 

0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department 

By: 	 Date: 

N 



PA# 2008.03.18.A.481 Jersey Street Request for Discretionary Review 

A4. The 2008 permit application was made by a different developer. The 
neighbors negotiated a last minute good neighbor gesture from that 
developer, a 15 foot setback from the original envelope of the proposed 
new third floor (See attached ten day Notice from the Planning 
Department). For two years there was no action on the permit, now a new 
developer has retracted that negotiated setback and proposed an even 
larger envelope than was previously submitted. 

At a meeting in December 2011, we ASKED the new (present) owners to: 

� eliminate parapets which represent 42" of wall height on our common 
property line, by using a two-hour rated roof assembly. While the plans 
show the parapets in only those locations where they want skylights, 
without a rated roof assembly DBI may require them all around the 
perimeter of the second (top) floor, and at each roof/terrace on the first 
floor, per the SFBC. ANSWER: NO 

� Move the proposed skylights 5 feet in from the property line so that in 
conjunction with the rated roof assembly all of the proposed building’s 
parapets can be eliminated. We thought we had a "yes" on this request 
from our meeting, but the drawings that were filed for the permit in 
December did not reflect it. ANSWER: NO 

� match our light well/side yard setback on the front corner of their 
building, to the ground. Instead, they retained a 20 foot long 3’ wide 
corridor alongside their garage. They explained that they needed to keep 
the existing wall their to avoid a demolition. 
ANSWER: NO. 

� create a sun study to show the loss of light from their vertical addition, 
so that we might work with hard data to make corrections. ANSWER: NO. 

� Restore the fifteen foot setback from the front wall of the existing house, 
at your proposed third floor. ANSWER: NO. They explained: our 
"Formula" requires three bedrooms and two baths on the top floor. 
Period. 

? 
(/L 

� setback the side wall of their building from our common property line, at 
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the rear yard where it extends deeper than our home. ANSWER: NO, our 
"Formula" requires an unarticulated rectangular form, we will not. 

� provide us with the file of their drafting program for their building so that 
the 3D model that WE have undertaken, can be more accurately and 
quickly modeled. ANSWER: NO. But you can pay our architect to make 
your models! 

� In fact the current 311 drawings, WHICH INCLUDE NO CONCESSIONS 
FROM THE PLANS FIRST SHOWN TO THE NEIGHBORS, now include a 
new element on our common property line. Where the front bedroom 
terrace sets back at the top floor, a Corten steel louver system was 
added, that will further block ambient and direct sunlight to the Living 
Room and Parlor of my home. 

BI. The home that has been mine for twenty years is an intact Victorian, 
on a street with many other buildings which retain their historic integrity. 
Our North facing living room faces onto the Street and the large mature 
street tree in front of my property. To the east of the Living room is a four 
foot side Yard setback, on my property which provides direct eastern 
sunlight 12 months of the year, into the Living Room and parlor windows. 

The two sided exposure affords light and the opportunity for cross 
ventilation. Both buildings presently are one story over garage, with a 
gable roof so their eave and mine are now about the same height. 

The proposed alteration is in fact a demolition. All of the front and rear 
walls are new, and a portion of the east facade is also to be demolished. 
That is more than 50% of the exterior walls. 

The Residential Design Guidelines ask that new buildings/alterations 
respect historic buildings next door. The Guidelines suggest matching 
light wells, they suggest that vertical additions be set back from the front 
wall of the building, instead this 311 proposal has gone backwards from 
the envelope previously negotiated. Getting the concession of the top 
floor setback was our one prize from the earlier negotiation, now that has 
been retracted. How is that the good faith urged by the Department? 

The facades of the proposed building are to sport metal windows and 
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"rusted" Corten steel panels. This block contains a large number of 
historic resources including two Here Today buildings, one is the City’s 
recently renovated Noe Valley Branch Library. These proposed materials 
and their block like like form are exceptional to the block, inconsistent with 
neighborhood character, and typify the architectural statement that is this 
developer’s "Formula". 

We think it is exceptional and extraordinary that a developer’s "formula" 
for their own success, can trump consistency with neighborhood 
character, and diminish the light to a historic resource which is our home. 
We think it is exceptional and extraordinary that a developer who 
negotiates with neighbors, can sell the home with its permit application, 
and the new developer is not bound by the previous concessions made to 
neighbors. 

The General Plan and Priority Policies ask that neighborhood character 
be maintained and that historic buildings be conserved and protected. 

B2. The loss of light to our home and that of our neighbors at 475, 
without some mitigations through this process will decrease the livability 
and value of my home. We should not have to resort to a vertical addition 
of our own to get our sunlight back. The sun studies we are producing 
show 2 plus months each year when NO direct sunlight will come into my 
Living Room and Parlor. 

The character of the neighborhood should not suffer from the formula of a 
Peninsula developer whose rigidity not only precludes negotiation but 
makes matters worse. 

B3. We would like the developer to: 

� restore the previously negotiated 15 foot setback from the existing front 
wall at the third floor. The fourth bedroom of their "formula" can fit next to 
the ground floor bedroom. 

� eliminate the 20 foot long corridor alongside their garage and make it a 
side yard setback to match the length of ours, if not the width. Ours side 
yard is four feet, three would be enough next door. This would allow the 
Living room and dining rooms proposed to have light from two sides. This 
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articulation at the front of the home would make it typical of the Victorian 
development on this block, and would eliminate only 40 square feet of 
habitable space! 

� reduce the proposed depth of the rear wall of the first floor to 1 foot 
deeper than my home; We cannot tell you how far back that is from the 
rear wall as proposed, as the 311 drawings do not show the adjacent 
buildings in plan. This reduction to the first floor would preserve the 
access to the well defined mid block open space that homes on this block 
all share. 

� move the skylights and provide a two-hour rated roof assembly to 
reduce the height of the vertical addition by 3’-6". 

Our digital three dimensional models are in development, we will share 
the data with the Department and the developer. According to paperwork 
in the file, the RDT Review of this proposal was in September 2010. 
There was no mention of any of the Residential Design Guidelines 
considerations when working next to a historic resource, were those 
considered? There is no environmental review of the new envelope. 

New developer, new envelope (longer), new environmental, the RDT 
should take a second look at this proposal, which they saw after the 15 
foot setback had been conceded. We feel those proposed changes 
should demand a new review, if not a new permit application. 

This is my second Discretionary Review Request of this permit 
application! Having gone through this process once already, it seems like 
double jeopardy to have to endure it again. Neighbors who negotiated in 
good faith and are now losing their concession, and are to be shaded by 
a deeper building into the rear yard than was previously proposed, is not 
the way that Planning Department literature describes the good faith 
negotiation process. 

Finally, I have resided in this neighborhood for 20 years. I have been a 
respectful neighbor, and a member of the Friends of Noe Valley, the 
Victorian Alliance, and our local museums. I fully support the right of the 
developers to improve a property, and profit by it. However, to do so at 
the expense of long term residents, for whom developers concede 
nothing from their "formula", is an abuse of at least the language that 
describes how this process is supposed to work. 



Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER:  

APPLICATION FOR 	 09 003 50   
Discretionary Review Application 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANT’S NAME: 
David Merkel and John Sadler 

DR APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: 
475 Jersey Street San Francisco, CA 

ZIP CODE: 	TELEPHONE: 
94114 	 (415)824-2391 

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE 
REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 	Henry Karnilowicz�permit 
expediter for out of town developers/owners Bich-Khoi Do and Irene Velasquez 

ADDRESS: 
1019 Howard Street San Francisco, CA 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 
David Merkel and John Sadler 

ADDRESS: 
475 Jersey Street San Francisco, CA 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 
sadlemerk@aol.com  

2. Location and Classification 

ZIP CODE: 	TELEPHONE: 
94103 	 415-621-7533 

ZIP CODE: 	TELEPHONE: 
94114 	 (415)824-2391 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 
	

ZIP CODE: 
481 Jersey Street San Francisco, CA 

	
94114 

CROSS STREETS: Jersey Street between Diamond and Castro Streets 

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: I LOT DIMENSIONS: I LOT AREA: I ZONING DISTRICT: I 
HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 
6539/029 	 25X 114 	2848 sqft RH-2 	 40-X 

3. Project Description 
Please check all that apply 

Change of Use El Change of Hours LI New Construction LI AlterationX LI Demolition LI Other LI 

Additions to Building: Rear X FrontXl HeightXl Side Yard X 

Present or Previous Use: Residential 



Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER:  

09. ó’b3 D 
Proposed Use: Residential 

Building Permit App. No.: 2011.0721.0719 - Filed: 7/21/2011 
2008.03 18.7426 - Filed: 3/18/2008 

4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 
Prior Action 	 YES 	NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 	 X 
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? 	X 
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 	 0 	N 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

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. 

The Project Neighbors (David Merkel and John Sadler) requested that the owners of the Subject 
Property owners Bich-Khoi Do and Irene Velasquez meet with them to discuss the proposed 
project and its impacts so that a DR filing might be avoided and the parties might reach a mutually 
agreeable solution. The Subject Property Owners refused to make any changes of substance and 
refused to provide plans to address our concerns re: downsizing project such as set back in front, 
no parapet, lower ceilings, plans showing our setbacks, doors (basically how our house was in 
relation to theirs). 

Move washer/dryer room away from our west wall window in the family room. Discretionary 
Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each 
question. 

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum 
standards of the Planning Code. What 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. 

On March 18, 2008, the former owners of 481 Jersey Street filed permit no. 
2008.0318.7426 to undertake an extensive construction project on their property located at 481 
Jersey Street in the Castro neighborhood of San Francisco. The project ("Project") involved both 
horizontal and vertical additions. At the basement floor, the project sponsors proposed adding a 
bathroom, media room, and a bedroom to the structure. At the first floor, they intended to remove 
and relocate the kitchen within the home. At the second floor, three new bedrooms and three new 
bathrooms were to be added to the building. 

No work was ever completed pursuant to this permit. The time allowed to complete all 
work authorized by building permit for property valued at $100,001 - $1,499,999 is 1,080 days. 



Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER:  

09 00350 
On July 21, 2011, the previous owner filed building permit no. 2011.0721.0719 proposing 

to install new countertops and add two GFI (ground fault interrupt) outlets in the kitchen. The 
permit application also included alterations to a bathroom comprised of retiling the room and 
replacing the shower valve. By September 16, 2011, the construction was complete and Project 
Sponsors obtained a Final Inspection approval. The home, newly remodeled, was sold to the 
current owners who immediately set about the major alteration now being considered. 

The plans and the proposal DO NOT meet the minimum standards of the Planning Code 
and do not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines. The plans as mailed to the 
neighborhood under the Planning Code 311 notification do not comply with Section 311. The 
plans fail to show openings, windows and doors on neighboring buildings and in particular fail to 
show our second floor west side deck, windows and doors which will all be blocked from direct 
light by the proposal. Planning Code Section 311(c) 5 (H) states: 

"(H) The existing and proposed elevations shall document the change in building 
volume: height and depth. Dimensional changes shall be documented, including overall 
building height and also parapets, penthouses and other proposed vertical and horizontal 
building extensions. The front and rear elevations shall include the full profiles of the 
adjacent structures including the adjacent structures’ doors, windows and general massing. 
Each side elevation shall include the full profile of the adjacent building in the foreground 
of the project, and the adjacent windows, light wells and general massing shall be 
illustrated." 

In this instance, the "existing" elevations do not show the adjacent buildings at all and the 
proposed elevations show an outline of the adjacent buildings but do not show the doors, opening, 
setbacks, skylights, decks or any other features of the adjacent buildings. When we brought this to 
the attention of the planner assigned to the case, he said he did not have time to deal with our 
objections and we would have to file a request for discretionary review. This seems a terrible 
waste of money and time just to require the developers to comply with the basic mandates of the 
Planning Code, but we were given no choice. 

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 or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who 
would be affected, and how: 

The impacts in this case are completely unreasonable because, as set forth above, the 
opening, setbacks, etc, on our building are not depicted on the plans, therefore, no "good neighbor 
gestures" or accommodations of any kind are made for our building. We rely on the openings on 
the west side of our building to acquire light for our home. Our west side setback, deck and 
skylight are the only source of light to that side of the building. This is typical of most homes in 
San Francisco, and it is completely unreasonable and a violation of the Planning Code and the 
mandatory Residential Design Guidelines to allow drawings which do not comply with the Code 
to be disseminated to the neighborhood and to ignore our building in the planning of the new large 
addition. 



Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER:  

09
.Preagy 35 n 3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) a 	made 

would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted 
above in question #1? 

No changes or alternatives have been considered; the Applicants refused to meet or discuss 
alternatives. We would like to have the front façade of the new floor addition setback from the 
street at least 10-15 feet since the developers are filling in the side light well and setback on the 
northeast corner of the building. All setbacks and windows should be accommodated with 
matching setback and the overall height of the addition should be reduced to allow more light to 
adjacent homes and to better match the existing neighborhood. 

The city-wide Residential Design Guidelines similarly provide at pages 16 & 17 the following 
statements: 

"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 
modifications can minimize impacts on light; other modifications may also be appropriate 
depending on the circumstances of a particular project: 

� Provide setbacks on the upper floors 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 fire rated roof 

The Project as proposed does not comply with the Planning Code or the General Plan: 

Planning Code Section101 states that one of the purposes of the Planning Code is to provide 
adequate li2ht, air, privacy and convenience of access to property in San Francisco." 

This project does nothing to attempt to ameliorate the negative impacts of the large proposed 
addition as required by the Code. 

The project also appears to be a complete demolition of this home. 



Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER:  

09. 00 
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. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: - 	 Date: April 6. 2012 
David Merkel & John Sadler 

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

Owner / Authorized Agent 



Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER:  

Discretionary Review Application 	 09-003 50 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Covenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 

DR APPLICATION 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), Specifications 
(for cleaning, repair, etc.) or Product cut sheets for new elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 

U Required Material. 

Ll Optional Material. 

Ll Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across 
street. 

For Department Use Only 
Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 
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4/.b/1 2 481 Jersey Street, san trancisco - (oogIe Maps 

To see all the details that are \Asible on the 

Goo,qle 	
screen, use the "Print" link next to the map. 

The Project fills in the light well and ignores 
the neighbors’ windows and deck. 

maps.google.corn/maps?q481 +Jersey+Street,+san+francisco&ie=UTF8&hq=&hnear=481 +Jersey+St,... 	 ill 



4/fiIlZ 41 Jersey street, san trancisco - (ioogie Maps 

To see all the details that are Asible on the 

OQ -00350Goo1e
screen, use the "PrinV’ link next to the map. 

 

Ck 	The Project Plans do not show the neighbors’ deck, door, windows 
or skylight and do not provide any setbacks or other accanmodations. 

maps.google.com/maps?q=481  +Jersey+Street,+san+francisco&ie=UTF8&hq&hnear481 +Jersey+St,... 	 1 / 1  
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