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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE JANUARY 8, 2015 
 

Date: December 24, 2014 
Case No.: 2013.0588DD 
Project Address: 987 – 991 DOLORES STREET  
Permit Application: 2014.05.06.4989 
Zoning: RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low-Density) District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3631/017 
Project Sponsor: Troy Kashanipour 
 2325 3rd Street, Suite 413 
 San Francisco, CA 94107 
Staff Contact: Michael Smith – (415) 558-6322 
 michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed. 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to demolish the existing detached garage located at the rear of the property on Quane 
Street and construct a detached, one-story over garage dwelling in the same location.  One of the 
dwellings from the front building on Dolores Street would be relocated to the proposed detached 
building.  The total number of dwellings on the lot would remain six dwellings.  In February 2014, the 
project was granted variances for exposure, rear yard, and parking pursuant to case No. 2013.0588V.   
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject property is located on the east side of Dolores Street, between 22nd and 23rd Streets, on the 
edge of both the Mission and Noe Valley neighborhoods.  The subject property is a through lot with 
frontage on both Dolores and Quane Streets.  The lot measures 30 feet in width and 117.5 feet in depth.  
The site is developed with a three-story over basement, six-family dwelling that was constructed in 1908 
and a detached two car garage located at the rear of the lot that was constructed at an unknown date.  
According to Assessor’s records, the residential building contains 5,205 square feet of habitable area.  
There is 23’-9” of rear yard open space located between the buildings on the lot.   
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject property is located on Dolores Street, a wide boulevard with a landscaped median that 
separates the Noe Valley and Mission neighborhoods.  The immediate neighborhood along Dolores Street 
is defined by three and four-story, multi-unit buildings that were constructed near the beginning of the 
20th Century.  Architecture is primarily Victorian and Edwardian era with a few locations of newer infill 
development.  All of the buildings on the east side of Dolores Street are through lots with rear lot 
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frontage on Quane Street where many of the properties have detached garage structures. There is a large 
brick institutional building across Quane Street to the east.  
 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
Aug. 28, 2014 – 
Sept. 27, 2014 

Sept. 29, 2014 Jan. 8, 2015 100 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days Dec. 29, 2014 Dec. 18, 2014 21 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days Dec. 29, 2014 Dec. 18, 2014 21 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 not received any comments from the other neighbors regarding this project. 
 
DR REQUESTOR  

1. Roxanne Anderson, owner/occupant of 3676 23rd Street, the upper flat located in the adjacent 
property to the south of the proposed cottage. 
 

2. Morgan Blum, owner/occupant of 3678 23rd Street, the lower flat located in the adjacent property 
to the south of the proposed cottage. 

 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue #1: The height and proximity of the proposed cottage would impact privacy and block light and air 
to the rear of the DR requestors’ respective dwellings. 
 
Issue #2: The location of the proposed cottage would make it difficult to maintain the back side of the DR 
requestors’ building, would block access to an exterior drain pipe, and would enclose an existing 
property line opening at the bottom of the stairs. 
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Issue #3: The DR requestors would like more information about how the proposed construction might 
impact their adjacent foundation 
 
Please reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information.   The Discretionary Review 
Application is an attached document. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 
The project sponsor is willing to address several of the DR requestors’ concerns.  
 
Preliminarily the sponsors have agreed to: 

• Install zero maintenance siding to the DR requestors’ rear blind wall and help install additional 
protective materials at this location. 

• Eliminate the south side skylight and use opaque frosted glazing on the south bedroom wall. 
• Relocate the furnace vent currently located on the exterior of the building. 
• Pay for pest control services after demolition and again before substantial completion of 

construction. 
• Restricted hours of construction. 

 
Reference the Response to Discretionary Review for additional information.   The Response to Discretionary 
Review is an attached document. 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
The proposal is to demolish the existing detached garage at the rear of 987 – 991 Dolores Street and 
construct a one-story over garage cottage in the same location.  One of the six dwelling units in the front 
building would be relocated to the new rear cottage which would have two bedrooms and two and one 
half baths.  DR is requested by the neighbors who own and occupy the two adjacent residential flats to the 
south. The DR requestors’ building is three-stories in height and is a noncomplying structure because it is 
located within the required rear yard.  The building fronts on 23rd Street with its rear windows looking 
out upon the neighboring rear yards.  
 
In February 2014, the Zoning Administrator granted a rear yard variance for the construction of the 
proposed cottage.  The DR requestors did not oppose the project at that time but are concerned now 
about how the proposed cottage will impact the rear of their building. The existing detached garage at the 
rear of the subject property which will be demolished is set back from the rear wall of the DR requestors’ 
building and it only one-story in height.  The proposed cottage would be two stories in height and extend 
to the south side property line, creating a blind wall at the rear of the DR requestors’ building.  Though 
the DR requestors are concerned about the ability to maintain the back side of their building, this 
proposed lot line condition is not unique and the sponsor has agreed to help relocate the DR requestors’ 
furnace vent pipe that encroaches onto their property. The proposed location of the cottage would also 
partially block an exterior stairway window and close off the opening at the bottom of the DR requestors’ 
rear stairs. This is not a significant impact to the DR requestors’ stairway because it is not conditioned 
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space that would be impacted. Furthermore, the Building Code does not require a window at this 
location.   
The proposed cottage would minimally impact light and air to the other windows at the rear of the DR 
requestors’ building.  The windows in question face north and service their kitchens. The locations of the 
windows combined with the heights of the existing buildings that surround this property do more to 
shadow these windows than the proposed cottage.  In addition, the southwest corner of the cottage is 
notched to maintain light and air to the DR requestors’ kitchen windows.  The windows at the top floor 
would not be impacted at all by the cottage because it would be one-story lower. 
 
The cottage’s windows are strategically designed to lessen their impact on DR requestors’ property. The 
bedroom window that is of concern to the DR requestors is approximately six feet above the floor level so 
that occupants of the cottage can only see out at an oblique angle.  Furthermore, the sponsor has agreed to 
make this window opaque.    
 
Although there is a close urban context at the rear of these properties there is precedent on Quane Street 
for two-story accessory buildings along this street and the accommodations that have been made by the 
sponsor help to eliminate any potential impacts to the adjacent properties. 
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review, 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301(1)(4) and 15303(a). 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The adjacent building’s rear property line windows within the stairway are not protected and do not 
provide light to habitable space. The ability to maintain the adjacent property’s side wall is a maintenance 
issue, and not relevant to the RDGs.  The proposed building’s design and architecture is consistent and 
compatible with the neighborhood character.  The project’s proposed windows are not directly aligned 
with, nor parallel to the adjacent property’s windows and will not substantially impact privacy.  
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the 
Commission, as this project involves new construction on a vacant lot.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 The proposed cottage has been designed in a manner to reduce its impact on light, air, and privacy to 

adjacent properties.   
 Many of the other issues raised by the DR requestors’ are concerns that should be worked out 

between neighbors at the construction phase.   

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed. 
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Attachments: 
Design Review Checklist 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Section 311 Notice 
DR Applications 
Context Photos 
3-D Rendering 
Reduced Plans 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined  
Mixed X 
 
Comments:  The subject property is located on a block with through lots that have rear frontage on 
Quane Street.  Development along Quane Street is very utilitarian in style with a mixed character.  Soyet 
me properties have no accessory structures at the rear while others have two-story accessory structures 
similar in scale to what is being proposed. 
 
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? 

X   

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? 

  X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?   X 
 
Comments: The proposed cottage would be located in approximately the same location as the 
existing detached garage at the rear of the subject property.  The block has no consistent rear yard pattern 
that would be impacted by the development.   
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BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Scale (pages 23  - 27)    

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

X   

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block open space? 

X   

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)    
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?  X   
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

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

X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   
 
Comments: The proposed cottage would measure 20’-6” in height above Quane Street.  Similar 
building heights can be found along this street to the north. The cottage would be notched at the 
southwest corner to reduce its impact on adjacent properties. 
 
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 sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 

X   

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

X   

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

X   

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

X   

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

X   

Garages (pages 34 - 37)    
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X   
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the building and the surrounding area? 

X   

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X   
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X   
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 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   X 
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building elements?  
Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 
buildings?  

  X 

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

  X 

 
Comments:   XXXXXX 
 
BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)    
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 
and the surrounding area? 

X   

Windows (pages 44 - 46)    
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood? 

X   

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

X   

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

X   

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)    
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

X   

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 proposed cottage will have a simple design that reflects the simple utilitarian 
character of the accessory buildings along Quane Street.   
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312) 
 

On May 6, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.05.06.4989 (New Construction), 

permit No 2014.05.06.4993 (Demolition) with the City and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  

Project Address: 991 Dolores Street Applicant: Troy Kashanipour 

Cross Street(s): 22
nd

 and 23
rd

 Streets Address: 2325 3
rd

  Street, Suite 413 

Block/Lot No.: 3631/017 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94107 

Zoning District(s): RM-1 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 431-0869 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to 

take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 

Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or 

extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary 

powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed 

during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if 

that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved 

by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 

Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 

be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in 

other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  

  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 

  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 

  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 

P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  

Building Use Garage  Dwelling 

Front Setback (measured from Quane) 3 feet, 5 inches 0 feet 

North Side Setback 0 feet No Change  

South Side Setback 7 feet, 9 inches 0 feet  

Building Depth 19 feet, 8 inches 23 feet, 1 inch 

Rear Yard (located between buildings) 23 feet, 9 inches No Change 

Building Height  10 feet 20 feet, 6 inches 

Number of Stories 1 2  

Number of Dwelling Units 0 1 

Number of Parking Spaces 2 1 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The proposal is to demolish the existing detached garage located at the rear of the property and construct a twostory dwelling in 
the same location.  One of the dwellings from the front building would be relocated to the proposed detached dwelling.  The total 
number of dwellings on the lot would remain six dwellings.  In February 2014, the project was granted variances for exposure, rear 
yard, and parking pursuant to case No. 2013.0588V.  See attached plans. 

 

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a 
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 

Planner:  Michael Smith 

Telephone: (415) 558-6322       Notice Date:   

E-mail:  michael.e.smith@sfgov.org     Expiration Date:   
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 

questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss 

the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have 

general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 

1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday.  If you have specific questions 

about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.  

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 

project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you. 

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 

www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 

Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems 

without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss 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, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 

Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 

Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the 

application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all 

required materials and a check 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. If the project includes multiple 

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 Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 

Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 

Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For 

further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 

575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of 

this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 

environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption 

Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be 

made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the 

determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the 

Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 

hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 

Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 

appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/




13. 058 8   
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionari Review Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? E 

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? El Ex 

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. 
see attached document 





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 maybe required. 

Signature: Mo rgan Blyp 	 Date: 09/25114 

Print name,J’icaftther owner, or authorized agent: 

(circle one) 

~c) 



CASE MJM5. 	 , 

I 

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 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Lu: 

U 
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: 

Li 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: 



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

The owner attempted to alleviate our concerns by volunteering to frost on of the 
windows peering into our house, by creating a small slant in the roof to permit a 
modicum of light to reach the affected side of our dwelling. The change does little 
to alleviate the intrusion and blockage of view and light, while adding an 
unattractive architectural detail that further contributes to the awkward contrast 
between the angular modernity of the new structure against the classic lines of the 
main Edwardian structure. The attempt does not provide any significant positive 
impact on our dwelling. 

Owner had agreed several months ago to construct a three-dimensional physical 
mockup of the outline of the proposed house on-site, purportedly to ease our 
concerns by seeing the impact of the proposed structure on our view, light, and 
accessibility for maintenance and repairs to our structure. Unfortunately, only a 
limited version of this mock-up didn’t occur until last Thursday, September 25, 
2014, giving us one working day before the discretionary review application was 
due. The owner waited over six months before honoring his agreement, and finally 
did so when his architect is out of the country and has been for some time, and is 
therefore unavailable for comment and possible revisions to the Owner’s scheme. 

Owner’s agreement to connect us with the architect to address some of our concerns 
has been wholly frustrated by Owner, who never made the architect available at all 
before this Application for Discretionary Review was due, contrary to his promise, 
and lacking good faith. 

Discretionary Review Request 

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? 

I expressed a concern on Oct 22, 2013 via email about privacy and design of the 
building. I was told by Mr. Vu, "Tomorrow’s variance hearing is the first of many 
steps /requirements before permits may be issued to construct the building, which 
will take at least six months to procure" This email was confusing and very unclear 
of what was necessary at the time. I did not realize until recent conversations with 
Michael Smith that variance for building to property line was issued at that time. 
(see attached email). 

My concerns have stayed consistent and have been expressed to the owner and city 
commission since learning about this project. 

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? 

2 



The proposed proximity of the building would make it impossible to maintain the 
north side of our house. Caulking, weather-proofing, painting, repair of inevitable 
leaks, potential dry rot, and other necessary home repairs have been completely 
ignored in the granting of the variance. The side of my home, up to which the 
subject structure will be built will not seal my property from weather and wear, but 
it will prevent the sun from drying out the entirety of the exterior wall of my home, 
and no one will be able to maintain that wall, for so long as my neighbor’s structure 
exists (or until my walls collapse from neglect). The new construction requires 
modification of our current building. The new construction covers the bottom 1/4  of 
our window (see photo for an illustration); it would require relocating our gutter; it 
will cover the light and open space of our stairwell (see photo). These are major 
changes to our house and will be both expensive and inconvenient. And in the end, 
no matter how much money we are compelled to spend in support of our neighbor’s 
expansion schemes, it will not be enough to save the affected exterior wall. 

The height of the building would severely impact the light into our kitchen, office 
and dining room. The proximity of the building would severely impact the privacy 
of our home. The proposed dwelling would look directly into all north facing rooms 
in our home. 

The proximity of the proposed dwelling would take away the entire view we have of 
San Francisco. The kitchen and office windows would only see the new dwelling. 
We are concerned that the building of a new dwelling might undermine the current 
foundation of our home (3678-3676 23rd Street). We were told by the owner that 
the new development would be supported by a large steel rod (see attached 
drawing). This steel rod would be drilled in within a few inches of our foundation. 
We are greatly concerned about the impact this will have on our foundation of a 100 
year old home. 

The owners of 3676 23rd Street -- John Anderson and Roxanne Garibay -- are also 
negatively impacted by the building. They recently purchased their home and were 
unaware of the project’s scope -- this construction potentially impacts their home’s 
foundation as well. 

These are not just collateral effects, they will diminish our enjoyment and the value 
of our property. See the photos for an example. The shame is that the Owner could 
accomplish everything he truly needs without such an imposition on us and our 
property rights. 

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

I would like to see the proposed project use the existing building envelope 
(footprint and height). I would like to see them not include the additional second 
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floor bedroom that is built to the property line. Making these modifications would 
address our primary concerns listed above. 

A structural engineer should be required at this stage of the process to review the 
current plans and opine on any possible impact on our house and foundation. We 
would like to see any support poles relocated several feet away from our foundation 
and the property line. 
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Response to Variance Decision Findings 

There is no support in fact or theory to support the Department’s Findings and the 
Decision based upon the Findings. 

As to Finding 1: 
The hearing on October 23, 2013 was represented by Planning Department Staff 
Doug Vu and Owner as being anything but definitive. I expressed a concern in my 
email of Oct 22, 2013 about my loss of privacy and the inappropriate design of the 
building. In response to my concern that I could not physically attend the hearing, 
Mr. Vu represented that the hearing was "the first of many steps/requirements 
before permits may be issued..." and at no time indicated that the Variance was 
subject to formal granting at the hearing. Mr. Vu’s email was confusing and very 
misleading about what was necessary for me to do, and what the consequences to 
my rights that were at stake at the time. I did not realize until recent conversations 
with Michael Smith of the Planning Department that a variance for building to the 
property line was issued at that time. (see attached email). 

My concerns have stayed consistent and have been expressed to the owner and city 
commission since learning about this project. 

The Owner has shown no special need or circumstance except to replace an 
unpleasant one-story structure with a more modern but no less inappropriate two-
story structure, potentially enriching the Owner at the expense of my privacy, 
enjoyment, and the long-term integrity of my structure. 

Staff’s recitation of the "historic resource" of the Owner’s existing Edwardian style 
building is entirely mocked by the variance that would permit an encroaching 
modern, density-adding building beside it. The Findings are not factual and are 
barely discernible in their purpose. 

As to Finding 2: The cause of any "practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship" 
accruing to the Owner is entirely as a result of the over-reaching scope of Owner’s 
scheme. Staff bootstraps the existence of the noncomplying structures already on 
the subject property into an argument that by dint of them, the Owner cannot 
expand the main residence, so therefore, Owner should be permitted to construct 
even more noncomplying and intrusive structures. 
Staff appears to take as a given that Owner must be permitted the variance because 
how else to obtain the extra parking that Owner will need to accommodate the 
materially-expanded parking necessitated by the expansion! 

As to Finding 3: Staff has decided that the "variance is necessary for preservation 
and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the subject property, possessed by 
other property in the same class of district." Yet, there is no description of such a 
"substantial property right," only a regaling of the development advantages to the 
subject property by a "substantial expansion of the living area" of the subject 
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property through "increasing the size off two dwellings." Staff doesn’t address any 
qualitative advantage in this result: the virtue appearing to be that additional space 
for the subject property is in itself a worthy quantitative goal, no matter how 
materially the neighbors are harmed by it. 

As to Finding 4: The core untruth of Staffs Finding 4 is that the variance would not 
be "materially injurious to the property or improvement in the vicinity." Even if The 
Planning Department is totally blind to the invasion of privacy that would result 
from construction consistent with the variance, even if the loss of light and air and 
an open view could be avoided by an alternate design, even if my property rights 
and the intrinsic value of the substantial investment I have made in my property 
were not going to be significantly diminished by the variance being carried out as 
granted, there has been no mention or notice of the severe consequences of the 
variance to the care, longevity, and structural integrity of my home. 

The proposed proximity of the building would make it impossible to maintain the 
north side of our house. Caulking, weather-proofing, painting, repair of inevitable 
leaks, potential dry rot, and other necessary home repairs have been completely 
ignored in the granting of the variance. The side of my home, up to which the 
subject structure will be built will not seal my property from weather and wear, but 
it will prevent the sun from drying out the entirety of the exterior wall of my home, 
and no one will be able to maintain that wall, for so long as my neighbor’s structure 
exists (or until my walls collapse from neglect. The new construction requires 
modification of our current building. The new construction covers the bottom … of 
our window (see photo for an illustration); it would require relocating our gutter; it 
will cover the light and open space of our stairwell (see photo). These are major 
changes to our house and will be both expensive and inconvenient. And in the end, 
no matter how much money we are compelled to spend in support of our neighbor’s 
expansion schemes, it will not be enough to save the affected exterior wall. 

The height of the building would severely impact the light into our kitchen, office 
and dining room. The proximity of the building would severely impact the privacy 
of our home. The proposed dwelling would look directly into all north facing rooms 
in our home. 

The proximity of the proposed dwelling would take away the entire view we have of 
San Francisco. The kitchen and office windows would only see the new dwelling. 
We are concerned that the building of a new dwelling might undermine the current 
foundation of our home (3678-3676 23rd Street). We were told by the owner that 
the new development would be supported by a large steel rod (see attached 
drawing). This steel rod would be drilled in within a few inches of our foundation. 
We are greatly concerned about the impact this will have on our foundation of a 100 
year old home. 

The owners of 3676 23rd Street -- John Anderson and Roxanne Garibay -- are also 
negatively impacted by the building. They recently purchased their home and were 
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Photo 3 

The blue tarp was erected to show the height of the proposed project and its proximity to my 
building. As highlighted by the photo and illustration, the proposed width of the project would 
cover the air and light into my building’s stairwell. 
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Affidavit for Notification Material Preparation 
NOTIFICATION MAP MAILING LIST AND MAILING LABELS 

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

L Kristin Allison 	 . do hereby declare as follows: 

1. 1 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, September 26, 2014 	in San Francisco. 
Date 

Signature 

Kristin Allison 
Name(Print) Title 

Agent - Notification Maps. corn 
Relationship to Project a 	Owner Agent( if Agent, give business name and professor) 

991 Dolores 

3631 /017 
Block 1 Lol 



3630-012 
LANE, JAY H 
984 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

09 L8/09l.9 0k9AV39 A8 3qdwoo WW L9 X WW 9ZILlwjol ap ionbn 
C9 L 9fog t9q LaAv 4M 9lqqudwoo,, gjq 7, x , z;s 	(c 	( fl 
3630-013 	 3630’-013 
WARE, W 	 RESIDENT 
986 DOLORES ST 	 988 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 	SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3630-014 
LUCCHESI, ROMANDO 
435 17TH AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121 

3630-014 
RESIDENT 
996 DOLORES ST APT 3 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-014 
BUSINESS OWNER 
180 FAIR OAKS ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-036 
CASTOLDI, CHARLOTTE 
979 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-047 
BLUM, MORGAN 
3678 23RD ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3630-014 
RESIDENT 
996 DOLORES ST APT 1 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3630-014 
RESIDENT 
996 DOLORES ST APT 4 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-017 
COSTANZA, GIANMATTEO 
987 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-037 
MAZNIKER, BORIS 
981 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-048 
ANDERSON, JOHN 
3676 23RD ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110  

3630-014 
RESIDENT 
996 DOLORES ST APT 2 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-014 
ARCHDIOCESE, OF S F 
1301 POST ST STE 102 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 

3631-017 
RESIDENT 
989 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-038 
FORGET, GUILLAUME 
983 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

3631-049 
WHEELER, MARGARET 
995 DOLORES ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

APPLICANT 
ROXANNE ANDERSON 
3676 23RD ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 

label size 1 ,’ x 2 518" compatible with Averj 915160fal6o 
Etiquette de format 25 mm x 67 mm compatible avec Avery’516O/860 



Antonio Diaz, Project Director 

People Organizing to Demand Environmental 
and Economic Rights (PODER) 

474 Valencia Street #125 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

David Campos 
Supervisor, District 9 
Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Canton B Goodlett Place, Room #244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Jason Henderson 

Vice Chariman 
Market/Octavia Community Advisory Comm. 

300 Buchanan Street, Apt. 503 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

John Barbey, Chairperson 

Liberty Hill Resident Association 
50 Liberty Street 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

Lucia Bogatay 

Board Member 

Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association 
3676 20th Street 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

Pam Hemphill 
Co-Chair 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club-DRC 
P.O. Box 14426 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Philip Lesser 

President 

Mission Merchants Association 
555 Laurel Avenue #501 

San Mateo, CA 94401 

Brent Plater 

Wild Equity Institute 
474 Valencia Street Suite 295 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Erick Arguello, President 
Calle 24 Merchants and Neighbors 

Association 
1065 A Hampshire Street 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

Jeff Parker 

Steering Committee Member 
Friends of Upper Douglass Dog Park 

750 27th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94131 

Judith Berkowitz, President 
East Mission Improvement Association (EMIA) 

1322 Florida Street 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

Luis Grandados 

Executive Director 
Mission Economic Development Association 

2301 Mission Street #301 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

Peter Heinecke 

President 
Liberty Hill Neighborhood Associaton 

30 Hill Street 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

Robert Hernandez 

1333 Florida Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

Buddy Choy 

President 

Coleridge St. Neighbors 

157 Coleridge Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

Ian Lewis 
HERE Local 2 

209 Golden Gate Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Jim Meko 

Chair 
SOMA Leadership Council 

366 Tenth Street 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Keith Goldstein 
Potrero-Dogpatch Merchants Association 

800 Kansas Street 

San Francisco, CA 94107 

Marvis Phillips 

Land Use Chair 
Alliance for a Better District 6 

230 Eddy Street #1206 
San Francisco, CA 94102-6526 

Peter Cohen 

Noe Street Neighbors 
33 Noe Street 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Sean Quigley 

President 
Valencia Corridor Merchant Association 

1038 Valencia Street 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

Ted Olsson 	 Tony Kelly 	 Zoee Astrachen 

Member 	 President 	 Principal 

Market/Octavia Community Advisory Comm. 	Potrero Boosters Neigborhood Association 	 Central 26th Street Neighborhood Coalition 

30 Sharon Street 	 1459 - 18th Street, Suite 133 	 3443 26th Street 

San Francisco, CA 94114-1709 	 San Francisco, CA 94107 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 
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