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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 
HEARING DATE: MARCH 27, 2014 

 
Date: March 20, 2014 
Case No.: 2012.1552D 
Project Address: 18 Vicksburg Street 
Permit Application: 2012.06.21.3128 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3627/007 
Project Sponsor: Richard Robertson and Pete Litwinowicz 
 18 Vicksburg Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Staff Contact: Michael Smith – (415) 588-6322 
 michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to construct a garage and basement level beneath the existing building, construct a multi-
story addition at the south side of the building to house an elevator, and construct a one-story vertical 
addition.  The vertical addition would be set back 14’-3” from the front of the building and set back 19’-9” 
from the existing rear building wall with roof decks within the setback areas, and would be minimally 
visible from the street.  The south side addition would also be set back 14’-3” from the front of the 
building.   
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject property is located on the west side of Vicksburg Street, between 22nd and 23rd Streets, within 
the Noe Valley neighborhood.  The subject lot measures 22.5 feet in width and 100 feet in depth.  The 
front portion of the lot slopes up steeply from the street before levelling off.  The site is developed with a 
two story, Slanted Bay Italianate, dwelling that was constructed circa 1890.   The property is listed on the 
Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey.  The building is set back 21’-9” from the front property line and 
located over 20’ above the street curb.  The building has one bedroom, a den, and two full bathrooms in 
approximately 2,150 square-feet of habitable area.  Circa 1994, the building was partially destroyed by fire 
and reconstructed. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject property is located on Vicksburg Street within the Noe Valley neighborhood.  The 
neighborhood is defined by single-family and multi-family dwellings representing architecture from the  
turn-of-the-century. The subject block slopes up laterally from south to north.  Most of the buildings on 
the west side of the street are located many feet above the street and exhibit varying degrees of side 
spacing.  The subject building is located within a row of eight similar Italianate styled buildings with 
slanted front bay windows that are all listed on the Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey.   The 
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adjacent building to the north of the subject building was also destroyed by the circa 1994 and completely 
reconstructed.  The subject building and the adjacent building to the south (22 Vicksburg St.) are set back 
a few feet further from the street than the six Italianate buildings to the north.   
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
Nov. 15, 2012 
Dec. 15, 2012 

Dec. 17, 2012 March 27, 2014 465 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days March 17, 2014 March 17, 2014 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days March 17, 2014 March 17, 2014 10 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

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

   

Neighborhood groups    
 
The Department has received one correspondence in support of the project from a neighbor down the 
street.  Please note that this correspondence does not include neighborhood correspondence that is 
included within the DR requestor’s and Project Sponsor’s hearing submittals.   
 
DR REQUESTOR 

Richard Fowler, occupant of 22 Vicksburg Street, the adjacent property to the south of the subject 
property.   
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated March 19. 2014   
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) 
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 
10,000 square feet).  A Categorical Exemption Certificate has been issued for this determination.  
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
RDT reviewed the project in preparation for the DR hearing and determined that the concerns raised by 
the DR requestor are not exceptional or extraordinary circumstances for the following reasons:   

1. Potential damage to adjacent properties is not covered in the Residential Design Guidelines and is 
outside the purview of the RDT. 

2.    The proposed addition at the south side of the building is set back from the front building 
façade, ensuring that the gap between buildings remains prominent and thus maintaining the 
consistent pattern of side spacing between buildings.  

3.   The proposed vertical addition is set back from the front building façade and is screened from 
view by the building’s high parapet. The addition is minimally visible from the Accurate plans 
have been provided by the project sponsor. 

5.    Clear and legible plans have been provided by the project sponsor. 
6.    The proposed garage and basement step up and back from the street, consistent with the lot’s 

upsloping topography. The proposed vertical addition is set back from the building’s façade, 
and would not visually interfere with the block pattern of strong cornices that step up with 
the slope of the street.  

7.    The proposed deck is set back from the existing rear wall of the subject building. It does 
not project beyond the rear wall of the adjacent property to the south, and projects 
minimally (one foot) beyond the rear wall of the adjacent property to the north. It would 
not impact the privacy of the adjacent properties. 

8.    Egress requirements are not covered in the Residential Design Guidelines and are outside 
the purview of the RDT. 

  
For these reasons, the project will be reviewed as an Abbreviated DR.  

 
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  
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application 
DR requestor’s submittal 
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Project Sponsor’s Submittal: 
Response to DR Application  
Environmental Determination 
Reduced Plans 
Context Photos 
3-D Rendering(s) 

 



Parcel Map 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2012.1552D 
18 Vicksburg Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



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

Sanborn Map* 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2012.1552D 
18 Vicksburg Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



Aerial Photo 
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Aerial Photo 
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ID COUN2-:V  

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

On June 21,2012, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2012.06.21.3128 (Alteration) with the 
City and County of San Francisco. 

Applicant: Brian Pearson, Mark English Architects Project Address: 18 Vicksburg Street 
Address: 250 Columbus Avenue, Suite 200 Cross Streets: 22’ 	and 23 r Streets 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94133 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 3627/007 
Telephone: (415) 391.0186 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 you believe that there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the 
project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary powers to review this application at a public 
hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the 
close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. 
If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the 
Expiration Date. 

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

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

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

FRONT SETBACK ..............................................................21 feet, 9 inches............................No Change 
SOUTH SIDE SETBACK ..................................................... 4feet ............................................. Ofeet 
BUILDING DEPTH ...............................................................59 feet ...........................................No Change 
REAR YARD .........................................................................19 feet, 3 inches ...........................No Change 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING (measured above grade level) .....33 feet ...........................................37 feet 
NUMBER OF STORIES .......................................................2 ....................................................3 (with basement and garag 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ........................................1 ....................................................1 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ...............0 ....................................................2 

The proposal is to construct a garage and basement level beneath the existing building, construct a multi-story addition at the 
south side of the building, and construct a one-story vertical addition. The vertical addition would be set back 14’-3" from the 
front of the building and set back 19’-9" from the existing rear building wall and would be minimally visible from the street. 
The south side addition would also be set back 14’-3" from the front of the building. The additions to the building would be 
finished in painted wood siding. See attached plans. 

PLANNER’S NAME: 	 Michael Smith 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415) 558-6322 
	

DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 

EMAIL: 	 michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 
	

EXPIRATION DATE 



NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

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

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

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

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

2. 	Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communityboard s.or  for a 

facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment through mediation. Community Boards acts as a neutral third 
party and has, on many occasions, helped parties reach mutually agreeable solutions. 

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

side of this notice, to review your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist, you have 
the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers are 
reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects, which generally conflict with the City’s General Plan 
and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This 
procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission 
over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the 
reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on-line at 

www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center (PlC) during the hours between 8:00 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the Planning 

Department. To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at 

www.sfplanning.org  or at the PlC located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to the Fee 
Schedule, please call the PlC at (415) 558-6377. If the project includes multi building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a 
separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel 

will have an impact on you. Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 
If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will approve the 
application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made 

to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of Building 
Inspection. Submit an application form in person at the Board’s office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further 

information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



CASE NUMBER 	

0 1261552 
APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1 	Own ci Aç cant Information 

DR APPLICANT’S NAME; 

Richard Fowler 
DR APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

94114 415 	821-0196 
( 	 ) 22 Vicksburg St., San Francisco, CA 

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME; 

Richard Robertson and Pete Litwinowicz 
ADDRESS ZIP CODE. TELEPHONE: 

94114 415 	647-1389 
18 Vicksburg St., San Francisco, CA 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Same as Above 

ADDRESS: 
	

ZIP CODE; 
	

TELEPHONE. 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: 	 LOT DIMENSIONS; 	LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT: 

3627 	/007 	226 xlOO 	2,250 	RH2 

3 Project De(,( - ,, it fioli 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use i Change of Hours Li New Construction 0 Alterations X Demolition 0 Other 0 

Additions to Building: 	Rear 	Front 1 	Height C 	Side Yard i 

Present or Previous Use: Single family dwelling: 2 stories, no garage - 

Proposed Use: Single family dwelling: 5 stories (4 stories above 2-car garage) 

Building Permit Application No. 2012.06.21.3128 	 Date Filed: Ju12.Qj2 



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

	 12i552 M 

Prior Action 
	

YES 	 NO 

	

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 
	

ER 	D 

	

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

L 

	

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 
	

L 	IR 

5. flhanans Made to the Project as a RaSLIt of Mediafion 

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. 
No changes were made to the proposed project following discussions with the project sponsor or planning 
staff. The project sponsors - ponsors have not modiTed the project plÆnsin response to neighbors’feedback and 
suggested alternatives. Sixneighborsattended.the.spons.ors neighborhood notification meeting. All .sixift 
attendance voiced numerous concerns, many of which are listed in this request for discretionary review, and 
suggested -alternatives to -the proposed project. When the - 311 -  notice was mailed out -several months later, the 
proposed plans contained no changes or modifications. The assigned planner, Michael Smith, has been helpful 
in answering questions and address ----ing concerns regarding the proposed project but to my knowledge no 
changes-to thepanshave occurred asaresult. 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT GOAT? 2012 
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Application for D iscretionary  Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

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

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

Several factors merit disretionary review of this project: 

1. a. 	Historical Resource, Built in 187411 
The subject property, #18 Vicksburg, is designated a historical resource, the seventh in a row of eight Italianate 

--StickVictofians- built in-i 874-byRF. Fergus-onandc-ited-in-the 1968 survey1"Here-  Today - San Francisco’s ....................... 
Architectural Heritage’ 

(Continuedon attached pages ) . 	 -_ 	-------------------------------.------ ----- ----------------- 

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: 

A. UNSTABLE GEOLOGY 

b15 bkxk.ofvicksburg Street..has.a.histaryof.0n.stabie..geology -and   ..repeate....cae-in.s.durinc.garagc........................ 
excavation projects similar to - but less extensive than - the excavation work proposed. Every recent garage 
excavation on this block ttas resulted in- cave -in -anddam-age- to -adjacent -properties. These preceeding 
excavation projects occurred in 1992, 1995 and 2007 with approved engineering, using modern equipment 

(C6iŁd&iattàched pages)  

3. What alternatives or changes 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? 

The proposed top story and flat roof are incompatible with this 1874 Italianate Victorian which has been 
dintedihistb,9carresource. Unfortunately thØrº äfe æö hi Łsthätcoütd mäkØ Æn additicinarstory 

cceptabLe due to the Re .sid.e.n..jaIGU ideii.nes 	. ............- ................................ 	 ................. - .................................................... - 	 . - 

--Tcrprevent-the~~s-of th"ide setbackt-he Aevator-could be relocated within -the-existing-budding envelope- .--- 

T6iminimize Łxcavfion risk tothe subject property and ädjnt pro pe rt1Cs,H�hŁgaragŁ could b&scalØdbak 
- toa i-carg gewhickcou1dbehuilt..withoutexcavathg underneaththe existingbuilding envelope. 



160,552 0 
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: 	 ( 

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

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT TOO 072012 



iiAppl i cation irforDiscretionary  
CASE NUMBER: 

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) 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

PhotoQraphs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

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 
El Required Material. 

Optional Material, 
o Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

DR APPLICATION 

For Deat Use Only 

By: W, ~i"Iqp  ZV91 Date:_____ 



1. REASONS FOR REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 	
1 Z . 1-  55 

1. a. Historical Resource, Built in 1874 
The subject property, #18 Vicksburg, is designated a historical resource, the seventh in a row of eight 
Italianate Stick Victorians built in 1874 by P.F. Ferguson and cited in the 1968 survey, "Here Today: San 

Francisco’s Architectural Heritage". 

A 1995 fire destroyed the rear portion of the subject property, but fortunately its Italianate facade was 
carefully preserved during the reconstruction that followed. Its original building envelope were restored, 

except that the building’s width at rear was increased. 

From the street, the subject property retains the essential, character-defining features of a well preserved 

Victorian, including its original, finely detailed Italianate facade and gabled roof. 

This building and its companion Victorians are frequently photographed by tourists and other passers-

by who admire their architecture, striking setting and grace. These buildings are national treasures to be 
protected, as specified by the Residential Guidelines: 

"DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Ensure that the character-defining features 

of an historic building are maintained. 

The overall purpose of these guidelines is to ensure that the 

character-defining features of an historic building are maintained, 

so that the building continues to convey a sense of time and place. 

Character-defining features include the following: 

� A building’s location and orientation on the site 

� Relationship to adjacent buildings or placement in a grouping 

of buildings 

� Overall form of the building 

� Materials, craftsmanship, and decorative details. 

Avoid removing or altering character-defining features of a building, 

especially those that are visible from the street or public way." 

Notably, the submitted plans do not clearly show the ornate detailing of 

subject property’s Italianate facade. As a result it may not be clear when 

viewing the plans the extent to which the proposed alterations are out of 

character for a building with this heritage. 

1. b. Historic Building Forms Should Not Be Changed 
#18 VICKSBURG 

The proposed alterations to #18 would convert its Victorian gabled roof to a flat roof and add a new top 

story above the height of the facade. This alters major, character-defining features of a designated historical 
resource, in violation of the Residential Guidelines: 

"Preserve the historic building form. If a building has a gabled roof, it should not be changed to 

a flat roof. Retain the original height and width of the facade." 

Even though the proposed top story would be set back from the facade, it nonetheless would be visible 

from the street and is an awkward, out-of-character modification to a protected historic resource. The 

proposed alterations are specifically prohibited by the Residential Guidelines. 

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION. 18 VICKSBURG STREET 	 PAGE 1 OF 8 



1. c. Character-Defining Features of Historic Building Should Be Maintained 

From the street, this row of 1874 Italianates is unusually well preserved. Most retain their original Italianate 

facades, building envelopes, gabled rooflines and side setbacks. None of the other surviving Victorians in 

this row has undergone the addition of a story above its original roofline. 

While some of the Victorians in the row have undergone renovations, they have not altered their character-

defining features and have not expanded their original building envelopes. In 1992 when an additional story 

was added to nearby #10 Vicksburg, it was created below the existing first floor and above the new garage. 

The proposed alterations to #18 would increase the building from 2 stories to 5 stories, setting another 

precedent for the surrounding buildings. The permit application indicates the proposed number of stories 

is "3 (with basement and garage)". This may not clearly convey that the proposed alterations will create a 

total of 5 stories, or put another way, 4 stories above a street-level garage. The vast majority of buildings in 

this RH-2 zoned neighborhood have 2 stories. A few have 3 stories. To my knowledge, there are no 5 story 
buildings in the area. 

"DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Ensure that the character-defining features of an historic building are 

maintained." 

"Character-defining features include the following: 

A building’s location and orientation on the site 

Relationship to adjacent buildings or placement in a grouping of buildings 

� Overall form of the building" 

1. d. Plans Do Not Show Correct Height of Adjacent Building 

The plans of the proposed facade (drawing G.1.1) do not show the correct existing height of #16 Vicksburg, 

the subject property’s adjacent uphill building. In reality the roofline of #16 has a different profile and is 
several feet shorter than shown. This is significant because the plans could create the false impression 

that the proposed increased height and bulk of the subject property, #18 Vicksburg, is compatible with 

neighboring buildings, when in fact the opposite is true. Per the Residential Guidelines: 

"GUIDELINE: Design the scale of the building to be compatible with the height and depth of 
surrounding buildings. 

It is essential for a building’s scale to be compatible with that of surrounding buildings, in order 

to preserve the neighborhood character." 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 

#22 	#18 	#16 

HEIGHT OF #16 VICKSBURG 
AS SHOWN (DRAWING G1.1) 

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 18 VICKSBIJRG STREET 

- S.. 	 -- �_% 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 

#22 	#18 	#16 

ACTUAL HEIGHT OF 
#16 VICKSBURG 

PAGE 2 OF 6 



4 ,) 4cc2 13 
1. e. Topography of Site Not Respected 

	 � 3. - 	- 
Because the plans do not accurately show the existing roofline of #16 Vicksburg, they obscure the fact that 

the proposed new roofline of #18 Vicksburg, which would extend the full width of the parcel, would actually 
be several feet higher than its uphill neighbor, #16. 

Currently the existing rooflines of the subject property and its surrounding buildings closely parallel the 

slope of Vicksburg Street, as required by the Residential Guidelines. When viewed from the sidewalk, the 
stepped rooflines create a rhythmical, staircased pattern. 

The proposed addition breaks this pattern and violates the Residential Guidelines requirement to respect 

the topology of the site and surrounding area. 

"GUIDELINE: Respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area. 

New buildings and additions to existing buildings cannot disregard or significantly alter the 

existing topography of a site. The surrounding context guides the manner in which new 

structures fit into the streetscape, particularly along slopes and hills. This can be achieved by 

designing the building so it follows the topography in a manner similar to surrounding buildings." 

- - 

 

FPROPI 

#22 #16 

EXISTING BUILDING ENVELOPE 
AND ADJACENT ROOFLINES 

- - S - 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 

#22 	#18 	#16 

PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE 
AND ADJACENT ROOFLINES 

EXISTING VICKSBURG ROOFL1NES NESPECT THE TOPOLOGY OF THE SITE. 
LEFT TO RIGHT: #22, #18, #16, #14, #12, #10, #8, #2-6 

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION: 18 VICKSBURG STREET 	 PAGE 3 OF 8 



#8, #2-6 
#14,#12,#10 

LEFT TO RIGHT: 
#22,#18,#16 

#2-6 

1. f. 	Side Setback Eliminated 
Regular side setbacks clearly delineate the surviving Victorian facades in this row. The side setbacks 

provide clear, unobstructed views of the sky and trees in rear yards and offset the Victorians’ characteristic 
outlines, eaves and mouldings. 

The adjacent uphill building, #16, is the exception to this pattern, it was destroyed and rebuilt in 1995. 

#16 now exceeds it original building envelope and looks out of scale compared to its finely detailed and 
proportioned neighboring Italianate structures. #16 lacks a side setback and fills the full width of its parcel. 

The proposed alterations to #18 would amplify and extend this anomaly, creating an uninterrupted mass of 

buildings spanning three parcels. Although the proposed addition of an elevator shaft is set back from the 

facade, it would still be visible from the street. 

ITALIANATE VICTORIAN FACADES WITH SIDE SETBACKS, 
BUILT 1874 

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION: 18 VICKSBURG STREET 	 PAGE 4 OF 8 
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1. g. Plans Do Not Clearly Show Proposed Front Entry 	

i *) . 1-  5 
The submitted plan and elevation views of the proposed front stairs conflict with each other. The plan 

(G1.1) indicates the front stairs and railings will be identical to the existing design. However, the elevation 

(also G1.1) indicates a different location of stairs and railings. The diagonal railings shown in the elevation 

view make it difficult to determine what is planned for the lower portion of the facade, which is where the 
proposed "storage level" will be situated. 

It is possible that this storage level could be converted to living space, making it all the more important to 

clearly show the proposed treatment of this section of the facade. 

��\ 
i/ 

E DECK 

PLAN (Gil) 
	

ELEVATION (Gl.l) 

1. h. Plans Do Not Clearly Show Proposed Grade Alongside Building 

The plans do not clearly indicate what is being proposed for the area near the southeast edge of the 

existing building. It is unclear whether the proposed alterations will reconstruct the grade alongside the 

south edge of the existing building to match its current height. Alternatively, it could be lowered in order 

to create a light well, if windows or other features are planned alongside the south side of the proposed 
storage level. 

1. i. Conditional Use Review Is Required 

Notwithstanding all other issues raised, this project is subject to Conditional Use review, due to the height 

of the proposed structure. The top of the proposed elevator shaft structure would be approximately 60 

feet tall measured from its actual, physical base at street level. Even if the existing grade at the base of the 

building’s current facade is used for the purpose of determining the allowable building envelope, this does 

not change the fact that the height of the proposed structure would reach nearly 60 feet. Section 253 does 

not exempt a building or structure from Conditional Use review if its lot has been excavated to the same 

level as the sidewalk. It states: 

... any building or structure exceeding 40 feet in height in a RH District, [...] shall be permitted 

only upon approval by the Planning Commission according to the procedures for conditional use 

approval in Section 303 of this Code..." 

Therefore the proposed structure is subject to the Conditional Use application and approval process per 
Section 253 of the Planning Code. 
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FIRE-RELATED ISSUES: 	 a 1! 
aw 

Fire-related issues, while not under the purview of the Planning Department, meconcern. 

Blocked Escape Route 
Currently the subject property has a side setback that provides an alternate escape route from the rear of 
the building in the event of fire. The proposed elevator shaft would block off this route. In the event of fire, 

the only means of exit for residents and fire crews alike would be through the building core: either via the 

front door or the proposed interior staircase which exits via the proposed garage. 

�� 

F7 

EXISTING SIDE SETBACK PROVIDES ESCAPE 
ROUTE FROM REAR 

----------r- =.  :##S )( 

#22 

PROPOSED ELEVATOR SHAFT 
BLOCKS ESCAPE ROUTE FROM REAR 

Inaccessible to Firefighters 
The proposed alterations would expand the existing 2-story structure to 4 stories above a new garage: a 

total of 5 levels. The proposed new rooftop would be nearly 60 feet above street level and inaccessible to 

firefighters, due to several factors: 

the existing facade is set back approximately 34 feet from the curb 

� the existing first floor is approximately 25 feet above the street, due to regrading 

� Vicksburg Street is 60 feet wide and has a lateral slope of approximately 8% 

� dense electrical and telephone wires block access to ladder trucks and hand-carried ladders 

This threat became real in 1995 when a fire consumed 16 Vicksburg and severely damaged its adjacent 

buildings, 18 Vicksburg and 14 Vicksburg. Responding fire crews had great difficulty containing the fire, due 

to the factors cited. 
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2. UNREASONABLE IMPACTS 

Unstable Geology 

This block of Vicksburg Street has a history of unstable geology and repeated cave-ins during garage 

excavation projects similar to - but less extensive than - the excavation work proposed. Every recent 

garage excavation on this block has resulted in cave-in and damage to adjacent properties. These 

preceding excavation projects occurred in 1992, 1995 and 2007 with approved engineering, using modern 

equipment and consistent with existing building code. They were all within 100 feet of the subject property. 

There is every reason to expect that excavation work for the proposed garage and elevator shaft would 
cause unreasonable impacts on adjacent properties. 

Prior to each of the previous excavations, numerous test bores were drilled but failed to fully identify the 

nature of the geology, since it varies in unpredictable ways in each parcel. In some areas the soils were 

unstable and collapsed unpredictably, resulting in cave-ins. In other areas the rock was far more dense and 

impenetrable than indicated by tests. Accordingly, excavation timelines that were projected to take one 

year stretched to two years due to the density of the rock and difficulty of working within a narrow parcel. In 

every project, adjoining properties were damaged and required repairs, leading to protracted legal disputes. 

Moreover, in every project, the resulting damage to adjacent properties continued after the initial cave-in 

and repairs had been completed. This is because the underlying soils have continued to shift and settle for 

years after construction was completed. On two of the three projects, #8 and #22 Vicksburg, sewer lines 

have had to be replaced twice: both during the excavation and again within 5 years, due to ongoing ground 

movement. 

History of Garage Excavation Cave-Ins 

Years Excavation Site Volume Excavated Properties Description 

as measured from Damaged 

front property line 

1992- 10 Vicksburg Width: 22.5’ 8 Vicksburg Cave-in caused cavity under front stairs and 
1994 Depth: 30.0’ broke sewer line. Sewer line broke again -5 

Height: 20.0’  years later. 

1995- 16 Vicksburg Width: 22.5’ 14 Vicksburg No building existed on the construction site 
1996 Depth: 40.0’ 18 Vicksburg during excavation, as #16 and #18 had been 

Height: 20.0’ destroyed in a fire. Cave-in damaged the one 
existing adjacent building (#14) foundation, 
water line and sewer line. The same sewer 
line broke again -5 years later. 

2007- 44 Vicksburg Width: 28.0’ 22 Vicksburg Excavation did not extend under the building 
2008 Depth: 20.0’ 48 Vicksburg foundation, as is proposed for the 18 

Height: 20.0’ Vicksburg project. Cave-in occurred under 
front stairs of #22, damaged the foundation, 
broke sewer line, and caused numerous 
cracks. Sewer line broke again -2 years later. 

The proposed project at #18 Vicksburg is greater in scope, more complex and poses greater risk to 

adjacent properties than these previous excavations: 

� The proposed excavation work extends approximately 30 feet back from the facade and under the 
existing building envelope of #18 Vicksburg 
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� Access for digging equipment is more restricted due to the existing building overhead and the adjacent 
existing buildings 

The excavated void abuts the foundations of #16 and #22 for -50 feet and -30 feet, respectively 

Richard Robertson, the project sponsor, shared his concerns about the risk of cave-ins on Vicksburg Street 

in a letter to neighbor Will Sprietsma on Nov. 30, 2004 regarding planned foundation repairs: 

"I am concerned about soil movement on my property and the risk to the structural integrity 

of my adjacent building for the following reasons: [..] Our neighbors at #8 and #16 Vicksburg 

Street experienced a cave-in creating large voids that undermined their sewer piping and 

structures during recent construction on their adjacent property line. Those properties have 

similar soil conditions and this occurred during the dry season." 

This comment was in reference to replacing a section of old ciderblock foundation with reinforced concrete 

at the rear of #22 Vicksburg. The total area being repaired was at grade and less than 20 linear feet - far 

less extensive the proposed garage excavation at #18 which would span the full 22 112 foot width of the 

parcel by over 20 feet high by nearly 60 feet deep and remove all soils and rock underneath the first 30 feet 

of the existing building and abutting the adjacent foundations of #16 and #22 Vicksburg. 

Given his stated concerns regarding structural integrity and cave-ins, it is difficult to understand why Mr. 

Robertson has sponsored the immense, risk-prone excavation project under review. 
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Aflidavt Icr Notification Material Preparation 

t 

Affidavit for Notification Material Preparation 
Notification Map, Mailing List, and Mailing Labels 

Please submit this completed Affidavit with Notification Materials. Notication Materials are required 
for projects subject to Neighborhood Notification and certain Planning Department applications (e.g. 
Conditional Use Authorization, Variance, etc.). 

do hereby declare as follows: 

1. I have prepared the Notification Map, Mailing List, and Mailing Labels for Public notification in 

accordance with Planning Department requirements as referenced in the Planning Code. 

2. I understand that I am responsible for the accuracy of this information, and that erroneous information 

may require re-mailing or lead to suspension or revocation of the permit. 

3. I have prepared these materials in good faith and to the best of my ability. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 

Executed on this day, 	in San Francisco. 
Date 

Signature 

Name (Print), Title 

Relationship to Project, e.g. Owner, Agent (if Agent, give business name and profession )  

Project Address 

Block I Lot 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT VOS 092012 



March 19, 2014

San Francisco Planning Commission
c/o San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA  94013

RE: 18 Vicksburg Street, Permit Application 
 2012.1552D, for hearing on March 27, 2014
 Zoning: RH-2 

President Wu and Commissioners:

Summary and Requested Action

The existing building is a notable example of Italianate architecture in an intact row of Italianate 
KRPHV�WKDW�ULVH�WR�WKH�OHYHO�RI�VLJQLÀFDQFH�RI�1DWLRQDO�5HJLVWHU�DQG�ORFDO�$UWLFOH����GHVLJQDWLRQ�
DV�DQ�KLVWRULF�GLVWULFW��$WWDFKPHQW�����7KH�SURSRVDO�GRXEOHV�WKH�ÁRRU�DUHD�RI�WKH�EXLOGLQJ�
�DGGLQJ�������VI�WR�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�������VI�KRPH��E\�H[FDYDWLQJ�WZR�ÁRRUV�GRZQ�IRU�VWRUDJH�DQG�
JDUDJH��DGGLQJ�D�����VI��WK�ÁRRU�DERYH�WKH�FXUUHQW�URRI�OHYHO��ZLWK�QHZ�GHFNV�ERWK�LQ�IURQW�RI�
and behind this penthouse, and installing an elevator in the currently open side yard up to our 
property line. 

After a more complete CEQA review, we request your approval of the proposed project with 
the following changes:

1) Moving the elevator in from our property line by six inches;

2) Constructing sound walls around the elevator shaft to a 50 dBA (decibel) acoustical 
value;

3) Making all deck railings solid wall or glass and opaque;

4) Requiring opaque glass for the 2 west-facing penthouse windows and west-facing 
exterior door;

5) Removing the proposed rear decks;

6) Increasing the height of the existing property line fences between the subject 
property and our property to 6 feet, measured up from the surface of the existing 
rear deck.
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,QVXIÀFLHQW�&(4$�5HYLHZ

$V�ZH�GRFXPHQWHG�LQ�WKH�DWWDFKHG�OHWWHU�WR�WKH�(QYLURQPHQWDO�5HYLHZ�2IÀFHU��$WWDFKPHQW�����
WKH�&(4$�GRFXPHQW�IRU�WKLV�SURSRVDO�LV�LQVXIÀFLHQW�WR�IXOÀOO�&(4$�UHTXLUHPHQWV��7KH�&(4$�
document sidesteps the critical point: it never answers the question of whether or not the 
EXLOGLQJ�LV�VLJQLÀFDQW�XQGHU�&(4$��,W�LV�QRW�VXIÀFLHQW�WR�VLGHVWHS�WKLV�LVVXH�EHFDXVH�LW�LV�
SHUFHLYHG�E\�SODQQHUV�WKDW�WKH�SURSRVDO�ZRXOG�PHHW�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�WKH�,QWHULRU·V�*XLGHOLQHV�
IRU�5HKDELOLWDWLRQ��*XLGHOLQHV���7KH�*XLGHOLQHV�FDQQRW�EH�DSSOLHG�XQWLO�DIWHU�WKH�HOHPHQWV�
UHOHYDQW�WR�VLJQLÀFDQFH�DUH�LGHQWLÀHG��8QWLO�WKDW�LV�GRQH��LW�LV�QRW�SRVVLEOH�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�
or not those elements are impacted and to what extent. 

The preservation memo utilized as the documentation for the CEQA conclusions states the 
proposal “is minimally visible from the public right-of-way.” There is currently an open side yard 
between the existing building and ours. This is where the proposed elevator will be situated 
 — taking up the full width of the side yard. All but the lowest part of the elevator will be 100% 
visible from in front of the building. Moreover the elevator and penthouse will be visible from 
multiple vantage points along the sidewalk on the opposite side of Vicksburg Street. Therefore 
it is inaccurate to describe the proposed additions as “minimally visible from the public right-
of-way”. These shortcomings in the CEQA document would have never occurred if a full and 
proper historic study (HRE) of the building had been completed. It is ironic that such reports 
are routinely required for buildings that are of dubious historic value when one was not 
UHTXLUHG�IRU�D�EXLOGLQJ�WKDW�LV�VR�REYLRXVO\�PHHWV�1DWLRQDO�5HJLVWHU�FULWHULD�

The CEQA document must be made accurate and complete before the Commission can take 
any action on this project.

Requested Minor Changes

In addition to the revisions to the CEQA document which is not discretionary and must be done 
for state CEQA compliance, we are requesting relatively minor changes to a substantial project 
that doubles the size of the existing building.

To date, the project sponsors have refused to alter the project to minimize its impacts on 
neighboring properties. In several meetings we and other neighbors have made repeated 
requests to minimize the noise generated by the proposed elevator and the loss of privacy 
UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�SURSRVHG�SHQWKRXVH�OHYHO�DQG�UHDU�GHFN��1HLJKERU�$OH[DQGHU�
Johnson of 44 Vicksburg outlines his concerns regarding loss of privacy and his objection to 
the proposed project in an attached letter (Attachment 4.)  Despite months of meetings and 
QHJRWLDWLRQV��WKH�SURMHFW�VSRQVRUV�KDYH�UHIXVHG�WR�FRPSURPLVH�DW�DOO�³�WKH\�KDYH�QRW�PRGLÀHG�
D�VLQJOH�GHWDLO�LQ�WKHLU�SODQV�WR�DGGUHVV�QHLJKERUV·�IHHGEDFN�DQG�FRQFHUQV�



Page 3 of 3    18 Vicksburg Street 2012.1552D March 27, 2014 hearing

The elevator is proposed for location in the side yard between our properties and built right 
up to our property line. The noise from the elevator is likely to be heard more substantially in 
our house than in the subject house. For this reason we ask that the elevator be moved in six 
inches from the property line and, additionally, that a sound wall be built around the elevator. 
The 50 dBA threshold standard is the threshold standard the Board of Appeals recently 
imposed on the project at 1050 Valencia Street for a wall and elevator built several inches 
away from the property line of the Marsh Theater.

Our lot is “L-shaped” with our house at street front and a small cottage in the other portion 
of the lot, behind both our house and the subject property (Attachment 3). The proposed 
additions and rear decks will look directly on our yard and into the windows of the rear cottage, 
as well as other neighboring properties. Because of this unique circumstance we ask that the 
propsoed rear decks be removed and that the penthouse level’s west-facing windows and 
door be opaque glass. Finally, to retain as much privacy as possible and still allow such a 
substantial addition, we ask that the penthouse level railing be constructed of opaque materials 
and that the existing property line fences between our property and the subject property be 
increased to a height of six feet, as measured up from the surface of the subject property’s 
existing rear deck.

Exceptional and Extraordinary Circumstances

There are two clear exceptional and extraordinary circumstances: first is our “L-shaped” 
lot with rear cottage directly behind the subject property; second is the historic nature of 
the property and the properties around it. “L-shaped” lots with rear buildings are extremely 
rare. This cottage is also unusual in that it does not have an open street-facing front yard, 
as most rear cottages do. Instead, it faces the rear of the subject property and our property. 
It is surrounded by little open space and suffers from a lack of existing privacy. Without the 
proposed project changes it will have no privacy at all.

Sincerely,

Richard Fowler and Will Sprietsma 
22 Vicksburg St. 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Attachments
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February 14, 2014

Sarah Jones 
(QYLURQPHQWDO�5HYLHZ�2IÀFHU 
6DQ�)UDQFLVFR�3ODQQLQJ�'HSDUWPHQW 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
6DQ�)UDQFLVFR��&$������

5(��� ���������(��&HUWLÀFDWH�RI�'HWHUPLQDWLRQ�IURP�(QYLURQPHQWDO�5HYLHZ�GDWHG����������� 
� ���9LFNVEXUJ�6WUHHW

'HDU�0V��-RQHV�

,�EHOLHYH�WKH�DERYH�UHIHUHQFHG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�UHYLHZ�LV�GHÀFLHQW�E\�LWV�IDLOXUH�WR�SURSHUO\�DGGUHVV�
WKH�LPSDFWV�RQ�D�KLVWRULF�UHVRXUFH��7KHUH�DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�VHYHUDO�DVSHFWV�RI�WKH�KLVWRULF�
UHVRXUFH�UHYLHZ�ZKLFK�ZHUH�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�\RXU�SXEOLVKHG�SURFHGXUHV��SDVW�SUDFWLFH�DQG�&(4$�
*XLGHOLQHV��,�UHVSHFWIXOO\�UHTXHVW�DGGLWLRQDO�HQYLURQPHQWDO�UHYLHZ�WR�DGGUHVV�WKHVH�GHÀFLHQFLHV�

)LUVW��WKH�&HUWLÀFDWH�RI�'HWHUPLQDWLRQ�does not clearly state whether or not the property has 
been determined a historic resource under CEQA��7KH�&HUWLÀFDWH�UHDGHU�LV�OHIW�WR�JXHVV�ZKDW�
GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�KDV�EHHQ�PDGH��7KLV�FRQFOXVLRQ�PXVW�EH�FOHDUO\�VWDWHG�LQ�RUGHU�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKDW�
OHYHO�RI�HQYLURQPHQWDO�UHYLHZ�LV�UHTXLUHG�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��7KH�IROORZLQJ�SRLQWV�VSHDN�WR�WKLV�LVVXH�

� ;OL�7YVWLY[`�0UMVYTH[PVU�4HW�Z[H[LZ��¸7YVWLY[`�PZ�UV[�H�/PZ[VYPJ�9LZV\YJL¹�HZ�
KL[LYTPULK�I`�¸/9,9�+LJPZPVU����� ������¹��ZLL�([[HJOTLU[�����;OLYL�PZ�UV���� ������
/9,9�KLJPZPVU�VU�[OPZ�WYVWLY[ �̀�;OL�VUS`�KVJ\TLU[�KH[LK���� ������PZ�[OL�*LY[PÄJH[L�
VM�+L[LYTPUH[PVU�`V\�ZPNULK��@V\�KV�UV[�JVUJS\KL�PU�[OL�*LY[PÄJH[L�[OL�WYVWLY[`�PZ�UV[�
OPZ[VYPJ��@V\�MHPS�[V�JSHZZPM`�[OL�I\PSKPUN�HZ�LP[OLY�OPZ[VYPJ�VY�UV[�OPZ[VYPJ��;OL�VUS`�V[OLY�
KVJ\TLU[�VU�[OPZ�WYVWLY[`�YLNHYKPUN�OPZ[VYPJ�YLZV\YJLZ�PZ�H�TLTV�MYVT�/LPKP�2SPUL�[V�
4PJOHLS�:TP[O�KH[LK�1\S`�����������([[HJOTLU[����^OPJO�ZPTPSHYS`�MHPSZ�[V�JSLHYS`�Z[H[L�
^OL[OLY�[OL�I\PSKPUN�PZ�OPZ[VYPJ�VY�PZ�UV[�OPZ[VYPJ��;OH[�TLTV�KVLZ��OV^L]LY��PUKPJH[L�[OL�
:LJYL[HY`�VM�[OL�0U[LYPVY»Z�:[HUKHYKZ�MVY�9LOHIPSP[H[PVU��:[HUKHYKZ��^LYL�HWWSPLK�[V�[OPZ�
WYVQLJ[��^OPJO�PTWS`��I\[�HNHPU�do not state��[OH[�[OL�I\PSKPUN�PZ�PUKLLK�OPZ[VYPJ�

� ;OL�I\PSKPUN�PZ�TVZ[�JLY[HPUS`�OPZ[VYPJ��H[�TPUPT\T�HZ�H�JVU[YPI\[VY�[V�H�SVJHSS`�LSPNPISL�
OPZ[VYPJ�KPZ[YPJ[�\UKLY�(Y[PJSL����VM�[OL�7SHUUPUN�*VKL��0[�^HZ�JVUZ[Y\J[LK�PU������HUK�
PZ�VUL�VM�HU�PU[HJ[�YV^�VM�0[HSPHUH[L�:[PJR�Z[`SL�=PJ[VYPHUZ�I\PS[�I`�7�-��-LYN\ZVU��JP[LK�PU�
¸/LYL�;VKH �̀¹�(S[OV\NO�H�ÄYL�KLZ[YV`LK�[OL�IHJR�VM�[OL�I\PSKPUN��[OL�OPZ[VYPJ�MYVU[�MHJHKL��
^OPJO�PZ�[OL�KLÄUPUN�HYJOP[LJ[\YHS�MLH[\YL�VM�[OL�I\PSKPUN��^HZ�UV[�HɈLJ[LK�I`�[OL�ÄYL��ZLL�
WOV[V��([[HJOTLU[����

� 0�HT�H^HYL�VM�THU`�V[OLY�WYVQLJ[Z�^OPJO�OH]L�YLX\PYLK�L]HS\H[PVUZ�I`�H�X\HSPÄLK�
L_WLY[Z�PU�VYKLY�[V�KL[LYTPUL�OPZ[VYPJ�Z[H[\Z�HUK�^OPJO�PUJS\KL�L_[LUZP]L�KVJ\TLU[H[PVU�
Z\WWVY[PUN�[OL�JVUJS\ZPVU��0�KV�UV[�\UKLYZ[HUK�^O`�[OPZ�WYVQLJ[�^HZ�UV[�THKL�[V�MVSSV^�
[OL�ZHTL�YL]PL^�HUK�KVJ\TLU[H[PVU�Z[HUKHYKZ�YLX\PYLK�VM�V[OLY�WYVQLJ[Z��

5LFKDUG�)RZOHU
���9LFNVEXUJ�6W��

6DQ�)UDQFLVFR��&$������

Richard
Attachment 2
18 Vicksburg
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7HNL��

6HFRQG��QHLWKHU�WKH�&HUWLÀFDWH�RI�'HWHUPLQDWLRQ�QRU�WKH�����������PHPR�IURP�+HLGL�.OLQH�
WR�0LFKDHO�6PLWK�LGHQWLI\�WKRVH�DVSHFWV�RI�WKH�EXLOGLQJ�WKDW�DUH�GHÀQLQJ�IHDWXUHV�RI�DQG�
LPSRUWDQW�WR�WKH�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�KLVWRULF�UHVRXUFH��7KH�SXUSRVH�RI�WKH�DUFKLWHFWXUDO�DQG�
KLVWRULFDO�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�D�EXLOGLQJ�LV�GXDO��WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�D�SURSHUW\�LV�DQ�KLVWRULF�UHVRXUFH�
ZLWKLQ�WKH�PHDQLQJ�RI�&(4$�DQG�WR�GRFXPHQW�WKH�DVSHFWV�RI�WKH�UHVRXUFH�WKDW�DUH�UHOHYDQW�WR�
LWV�KLVWRULF�FODVVLÀFDWLRQ��,I�WKH�GRFXPHQWDWLRQ�LV�QRW�SURYLGHG��D�SURSRVDO·V�LPSDFW�RQ�D�KLVWRULF�
UHVRXUFH�FDQQRW�EH�DFFXUDWHO\�HYDOXDWHG�

7KLUG��SUHVHUYDWLRQ�VWDII�PLVVWDWHG�DQG�PLVDSSOLHG�WKH�VWDQGDUGV�LQ�WKH�&(4$�FKHFNOLVW. 
7KH�&(4$�FKHFNOLVW�GRHV�QRW�H[HPSW�SURSRVDOV�WKDW�DUH�´PLQLPDOO\�YLVLEOH�IURP�WKH�SXEOLF�ULJKW�RI�
ZD\�µ�DV�VWDWHG�LQ�WKH�-XO\����������PHPR�IURP�+HLGL�.OLQH�WR�0LFKDHO�6PLWK��7KH�&(4$�FKHFNOLVW�
RQO\�H[HPSWV�SURSRVDOV�WKDW�´DUH�QRW�YLVLEOH�IURP�LPPHGLDWHO\�DGMDFHQW�SXEOLF�ULJKW�RI�ZD\�IRU�
���·�LQ�HDFK�GLUHFWLRQµ��VHH�&(4$�FKHFNOLVW��DWWDFKPHQW�����7KH�SHQWKRXVH��WKH�JDUDJH�DQG�WKH�
HOHYDWRU�ZLOO�DOO�EH�YLVLEOH�IURP�LPPHGLDWHO\�DGMDFHQW�SXEOLF�ULJKW�RI�ZD\�ZLWKLQ�����IHHW��7KLV�LV�
DFNQRZOHGJHG�LQ�WKH�PHPR�IURP�+HLGL�.OLQH�WR�0LFKDHO�6PLWK��7KHUHIRUH�WKH�SURSRVDO�LV�PRVW�
FHUWDLQO\�QRW�H[HPSW�IURP�HQYLURQPHQWDO�UHYLHZ��

Fourth, WKHUH�LV�QR�GRFXPHQWDWLRQ�LQ�WKH�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�UHFRUG�WKDW�VXSSRUWV�WKH�ÀQGLQJ�
that the proposal “is minimally visible�µ�,Q�DGYDQFH�RI�WKH�ÀQGLQJ�WKHUH�ZHUH�QR�PRQWDJHV��QR�
�'�GUDZLQJV��QR�UHFRUGV�RI�DQ\�NLQG�WR�VXSSRUW�WKLV�FRQFOXVLRQ��$QG�LQ�IDFW�WKH�HOHYDWLRQV�DORQH�
SURYH�WKH�SURMHFW�ZLOO�EH�FOHDUO\�YLVLEOH��WKH�HOHYDWRU�ZLOO�EH�YLHZHG�IURP�GLUHFWO\�DFURVV�WKH�VWUHHW��
WKH�JDUDJH�ZLOO�EH�YLVLEOH�XS�DQG�GRZQ�WKH�VWUHHW��DQG�,�EHOLHYH�WKH�HOHYDWRU�DQG�SHQWKRXVH�ZLOO�EH�
YLVLEOH�IURP�WKH�VLGHZDON�VRXWK�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�VLWH�
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Alexander Johnson

44 Vicksburg St.

San Francisco, CA 94114

March 17, 2014

Re: Proposal for 18 Vicksburg

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing to express my strong objection to the scale of the construction proposal for 

18 Vicksburg Street.  My house (which I have owned and lived in for over 25 years) is 

two houses downhill from the proposed construction, on the same side of the street.  The 

addition of a third story and accompanying deck to 18 Vicksburg will, I believe, have a 

severely negative impact on the mid-block open space behind the proposed construction.  

For example, the proposed deck will tower over the backyards of many of the 

neighboring houses (including mine), profoundly affecting the atmosphere and 

appearance of the mid-block open space and impinging on the privacy and garden-like 

character of the existing backyards.   It is also worth pointing out that, because most of 18 

Vicksburg’s back yard is covered by a deck,  it contributes very little to the existing mid-

block open space.

Over the last year and a half, I met four times with the owners of 18  Vicksburg and the 

architect (twice with the owners, once with the architect, once with the owners and the 

architect together.)   These meetings were cordial and, at each of them, I expressed my 

concerns over the impact on the size of the proposed addition to the mid-block open 

space.  I even invited the architect to my house, so we could discuss the impact from the 

perspective of my back yard.  At that meeting, the architect brought up the possibility of 

shortening the deck, thereby lessening the impact.  He also brought up the possibility of 

putting up story poles so we could better assess the impact.

Despite my numerous good faith meetings with the architect and owners, absolutely 

nothing was changed in the plans to address my concerns.  Even the possibility of placing 

story poles was withdrawn at a subsequent meeting.  

Due to a prior commitment (made over a year ago) to speak at a scientific conference, I 

will not be in town to attend the hearing.  But I want to make my objections to the scale 

of the project absolutely clear; further, I want to make it clear that the owners and 

architect, although cordial, have consistently ignored my concerns.  I certainly hope that 

the planning commission has not been given the impression that there were no concerns 

from neighbors over this project.  

Finally, I should add that I am not opposed to construction projects; I did a major 

renovation on my house on Vicksburg Street eight years ago that involved a modest 

addition to the second floor and a new garage.  My architect and I met with neighbors and 

minimized the impact of the project on them; as a result, not a single objection was raised 
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at the planning commission hearing (the construction required a variance and thus a 

hearing).  That experience was very different from that involving 18 Vicksburg.  I 

sincerely hope, in making your decision, you will consider the negative impact of the 

project on the surrounding neighbors and the consistent unwillingness of the 

owners/architects to address neighbor concerns. 

Sincerely,

Alexander Johnson
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