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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 28, 2018 
 

Date: June 18, 2018 

Case No.: 2014-001994DRP 

Project Address: 278 Monticello Street 

Permit Application: 2014.09.09.5905 

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) 

 40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 7002/041 

Project Sponsor: Andy (Yang) De Chen 

 120 Gordon Way 

 Pacifica, CA 94044 

Staff Contact: Matt Dito – (415) 575-9164 

 Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org  

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

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project is to legalize numerous alterations completed without benefit of a building permit 

application, including the conversion of the front façade to stucco, adding one bedroom on the ground 

floor, adding two bedrooms and one full bathroom on the second floor, and adding one bedroom on the 

third floor. The project also proposes to remove a door installed on the front façade and a full bathroom 

on the ground floor, both installed without benefit of a building permit application. The project proposes 

a total of ten bedrooms and six full bathrooms. 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The project is on the east side of Monticello Street between Garfield and Shields Streets, in Assessor’s 

Block 7002, Lot 041, and located within an RH-1 (Residential – House, One Family) Zoning District and 

within a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The site is occupied by a three-story, single family dwelling that 

was originally constructed in 1942.  

 

In 2012, the property owner, also the Project Sponsor, filed Building Permit Application No. 

2012.11.07.3748 (plans enclosed), proposing a horizontal and rear addition to add a third story. The 

project proposed no changes to the façade of the existing two stories. The project resulted in a total of six 

bedrooms and four full bathrooms. The permit required neighborhood notification, pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 311. The notification was duly conducted and no requests for discretionary review were 

filed; subsequently the Planning Department approved the permit. On April 25, 2013 the permit was 

issued by the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”). 

 

mailto:Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org
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In March 2014, DBI opened Complaint No. 201460542 against the subject property for exceeding the scope 

approved on Building Permit Application No. 2012.11.07.3748. A Notice of Violation was subsequently 

issued, as the front façade of the building had been reframed and converted to a stucco material. 

 

In addition to the exterior work, the subject property had also added, without benefit of a building permit 

application, one bedroom on the ground floor, four bedrooms on the second floor, and one bedroom on 

the third floor. The subject property totaled 12 bedrooms and six full bathrooms, in addition to a study on 

the third floor. 

 

The Project Sponsor filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.09.09.5905, the subject building permit, in 

September 2014 to comply with the previously issued Notice of Violation, and to legalize all work done 

without an approved building permit.  

 

While the Planning Department was reviewing the subject building permit application, the Project 

Sponsor was issued a separate building permit (No. 2015.01.26.6602, plans enclosed to show existing 

layout) to legalize the entirety of the unpermitted work, without requiring Planning Department review. 

This permit was issued incorrectly, as the scope of work did require Planning Department review. 

 

On October 13, 2015, the Planning Department opened Enforcement Case No. 2015-013642ENF in 

response to a complaint that the subject property had been converted into either student or group 

housing.  

 

A site inspection on October 30, 2015 (photos enclosed) by the Planning Department confirmed that the 

subject property had been converted into an unauthorized Group Housing1 use, which is not permitted in 

the RH-1 Zoning District. The dwelling was occupied by 13 individuals, mostly college-aged students, all 

with separate contractual arrangements with the property owner (also the Project Sponsor). A Notice of 

Violation was subsequently issued for the violation. 

 

Building Permit Application No. 2015.01.26.6602, which was erroneously issued and legalized the 

unpermitted construction, was suspended on October 30, 2015 by DBI, with the Certificate of Final 

Completion having been revoked as well. 

 

The Project Sponsor then resumed work on the subject building permit application (No. 2014.09.09.5905) 

with the Planning Department. Since the October 2015 site inspection, the Project Sponsor abated the 

Group Housing violation, and the dwelling has remained mostly vacant since that time. The scope of 

work in the subject building permit application includes all outstanding issues with both the Planning 

Department and DBI. 

 

                                                 

1 Pursuant to Planning Code Section 102, Group Housing is defined as a “Residential Use that provides lodging or 

both meals and lodging, without individual cooking facilities, by prearrangement for a week or more at a time, in a 

space not defined by this Code as a dwelling unit. Such group housing shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, 

a Residential Hotel, boardinghouse, guesthouse, rooming house, lodging house, residence club, commune, fraternity 

or sorority house, monastery, nunnery, convent, or ashram.” 
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The subject property is located in the Ocean View neighborhood, part of the Ingleside District, and within 

Supervisorial District 11. The subject property and surrounding neighborhood is entirely zoned RH-1, 

with the only exception being Merced Heights Playground to the south. The area is characterized by 

single-family dwellings, ranging from one to three stories. The nearest commercial areas are located along 

19th Avenue to the south, approximately two blocks away. 

 

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 

NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

BBN 10 days 
March 13, 2018 – 

March 26, 2018 
March 26, 2018 June 28, 2018 95 days 

 

The subject building permit application did not require neighborhood notification under the Planning 

Code; a Block Book Notification (BBN) request was filed by a neighbor of the subject property and was 

given a ten day notification. The Block Book Notification was scheduled to expire at the close of business 

on Friday, March 23, 2018. The Zoning Administrator granted a one-business day extension of the 

notification to the close of business on Monday, March 26, 2018. 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 

PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days June 18, 2018 June 16, 2018 12 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days June 18, 2018 June 18, 2018 10 days 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)    

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across 

the street 

   

Neighborhood groups    

 

As of June 18, 2018, the Department had not received any formal comments regarding the Discretionary 

Review request, though numerous neighbors reached out during the initial enforcement process to state 

their concern over the group housing use and number of bedrooms at the property. 

 



Discretionary Review – Full Analysis CASE NO. 2014-001994DRP 
June 28, 2018 278 Monticello Street   

 4 

DR REQUESTOR  

Adam Damico, occupant at 270 Monticello Street, a two-story single family home located two lots to the 

south of the subject property. Mr. Damico had previously filed multiple requests for Block Book 

Notification on the property, and was given a ten day notification period to review the subject building 

permit application.  

 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Issue #1: Originally approved as a six bedroom dwelling, the Project Sponsor proceeded to build 13 

bedrooms and convert the property to a Group Housing use. The neighborhood has already experienced 

the impact the additional bedrooms cause, including an increased police presence due to noise and 

loitering issues. Reducing the number of bedrooms from 13 to ten does not do enough to alleviate these 

issues. 

 

Issue #2: The building now blocks sun and invades privacy of neighboring properties. Parking has also 

been impacted due to the increased occupancy of the building. An increase of non-resident (i.e. friends of 

occupants) presence was observed while the Group Housing use was active. 

 

The Discretionary Review Requestor believes that a reasonable expectation is that the project be limited to 

the originally approved six bedrooms, per Building Permit Application No. 2012.11.07.3748. 

 

Reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information.   The Discretionary Review 

Application is an attached document. 

 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 

The Project Sponsor has revised the project based on the Department’s concerns and suggestions 

regarding the number of bedrooms and common space. This includes reducing the number of bedrooms 

from 13 to ten. The Project Sponsor has shown good faith in working with the Department by paying all 

fees related to Enforcement Case No. 2015-013642ENF (approximately $30,000) and keeping the property 

vacant while working to correct the issues. 

 

The DR Requestor’s concern regarding the size of the building is related to a previously approved permit 

(Building Permit Application No. 2012.11.07.3748) that underwent public notice and was subsequently 

approved when no members of the public filed a Discretionary Review request. 

 

Reference the Response to Discretionary Review for additional information.   The Response to Discretionary 

Review is an attached document. 

 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Prior to conducting the required Block Book Notification, the project was revised multiple times. The 

project was reviewed by senior Planning Department staff to ensure compliance with the City’s policies 

and goals. While the project originally proposed to retain all unpermitted work via legalization, staff 

instructed the Project Sponsor to incorporate changes to the proposed plans, such as:  
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1. Reduce the number of bedrooms from 13 to ten: While group housing is not tied to the number 

of bedrooms within a dwelling, the Department recognizes that a higher number of bedrooms 

can make it more likely for an issue to arise. As such, ten bedrooms were recommended based on 

an analysis of each floor, determining which bedrooms were extraneous. On the first floor, an 

increased bedroom size at the rear was recommended for livability reasons. Additionally, a 

bathroom was recommended for removal, as it was located in a storage area with no easy access 

for any particular bedroom. The ground floor will see an increase of one bedroom in an area 

previously used as a playroom. 

 

On the second floor, two bedrooms across from the living/dining room were eliminated to 

increase common space in the dwelling. In its current, unpermitted layout, the dwelling provides 

nearly no common space for residents, much more akin to a residential hotel (a form of Group 

Housing). An increase in common space would be more in-line with a dwelling. The second floor 

would see an increase of two bedrooms, in space previously used as a bathroom and family 

room, respectively. The bathroom is proposed for relocation. 

 

On the third floor, a study (which had been used as a small, 14th bedroom) was revised to remove 

the door and provide an open visual connection to the stairwell, eliminating it as a living 

quarters. The third floor would see an increase of one bedroom, in space previously used as a 

bathroom. The bathroom is proposed for relocation. 

 

2. Removal of a door at the front façade: The project proposed to legalize a door on the front façade 

of the ground floor that led into a storage area for the garbage receptacles. This alteration was 

unnecessary, as the receptacles could be retrieved with existing access from the garage. The door 

was subsequently removed. The façade has been reviewed by the Department’s preservation staff 

and given CEQA clearance. 

 

The project proposes no increase in mass or building volume. Any blockage of sunlight or privacy issues 

would not be the result of the subject permit, as the building’s current exterior dimensions were 

approved in 2012 after being duly noticed, pursuant to Planning Code Section 311. 

 

While the Planning Department sympathizes with the issues the Discretionary Review Requestor and 

neighborhood have dealt with, the core of the problem stemmed from the Group Housing use, not the 

number of bedrooms. Additionally, the Planning Code does not regulate the number of bedrooms 

permitted in a single-family dwelling. Were the dwelling occupied by a Planning Code-compliant unit, 

such as a family2, the property would not have created any neighborhood livability issues.  

                                                 

2 Pursuant to Planning Code Section 102, a Family is defined as a “single and separate living unit, consisting of either 

one person, or two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption or by legal guardianship pursuant to 

court order; plus necessary domestic servants and not more than three roomers or boarders; a group of not more than 

five persons unrelated by blood, marriage or adoption, or such legal guardianship unless the group has the attributes 

of a family in that it (a) has control over its membership and composition; (b) purchases its food and prepares and 

consumes its meals collectively; and (c) determines its own rules or organization and utilization of the residential 

space it occupies. A group occupying group housing or a hotel, motel, or any other building or portion thereof other 

than a Dwelling, shall not be deemed to be a family.” 
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As previously discussed, the proposed number of bedrooms was determined not by choosing a number, 

but by reviewing each individual bedroom and floor to ensure that each remained viable. The entirety of 

the dwelling was also reviewed to ensure that the increased number of bedrooms has the necessary 

amenities, such as a living room, office area, and storage space. While the project proposes an increase in 

the number of bedrooms, only minimal common space has been lost, with only a playroom on the first 

floor and a secondary family room on the second floor being lost. 

 

On the ground floor, a playroom measuring approximately 300 square feet is being converted into 

bedroom space, resulting in an existing bedroom being enlarged, and the creation of a new bedroom. 

 

On the second floor, a secondary living room of approximately 100 square feet is being converted into a 

bedroom. This represents approximately 8% of the living space on the second floor. An additional 

bedroom is being created by dividing an existing bedroom and moving a bathroom, with no loss of 

common space. 

 

The third floor sees no significant loss of common space, as none existing prior, and the addition of a 

bedroom comes from dividing the existing bedrooms. 

 

Group Housing uses are not impacted or defined by the number of bedrooms, but simply the number of 

occupants. While ten, or thirteen, individual bedrooms may appear to be conducive to Group Housing, 

the City has seen an increase in communal living with shared bedrooms; six double occupancy bedrooms 

would serve the same purpose. Additionally, it is not reasonable to expect a single-family dwelling to 

have no more than six bedrooms, as each family unit that occupies a dwelling is unique, with their own 

needs. Rather than limit the number of bedrooms, the Department believes Code-compliance from a use 

perspective will have a greater impact on the neighborhood. Regardless of the number of bedrooms in the 

dwelling, it should be occupied by a unit meeting the definition of family. Without any Planning Code 

requirement limiting the number of bedrooms in a single-family dwelling, nor an issue with any 

individual bedroom, the Department believes the project should be approved as proposed. 

 

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). 

 

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

 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 The project proposes no increase in mass or building volume. 

 The Planning Code does not regulate the number of bedrooms permitted in a single-family 

dwelling. 

 Previous issues arose from a Group Housing violation, which is not impacted or defined by the 

number of bedrooms. 
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 When occupied in a Planning Code compliant manner, the dwelling will not cause the issues that 

the previous Group Housing use caused. 

 The Planning Department has reviewed each individual bedroom and floor to ensure that the 

necessary amenities are on each floor and available to each bedroom. 

 The project has previously been revised to include more common space and removal of 

bedrooms. 

 

Attachments: 

Block Book Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Aerial Photographs  

Context Photos 

DR Application 

Response to DR Application dated June 14, 2018  

Photos from site inspection on October 30, 2015 

Plans for Building Permit Application 2012.11.07.3748 

Plans for Building Permit Application 2015.01.26.6602 

Reduced Plans 

 

  

MD: M:\Planning Production\ID2\A4A7DACD-B0DC-4322-BD29-F6F07103C6E0\0\999000-999999\999553\L\L\DR - Full Analysis 

(ID 999553).docx  
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 
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1. Owner/Applicant Information

'g3.APP'd1CANTiS 4.4hdC

;Adam Damico "
_..._

DR APPLJGAFJT.'S ADDF~"~'= _ __~_

270 Monticello St 94132

PROPER u;.i,EEi V~HO IS.,~OWC, THFPACJECi J'. WHICH YDU AR REOU~STINGDSC~ECI'JNAF'f REl~IEWW,.j

Andy Chcn ~ 
_ _ . _ _:.

ADCAESS --. ?IPCODE'!

278 Monticello St 84132

Gi.14~`r~~~7R A['PGCATI~t:.

'saz _ ,:,. ~ ~ Adam f]~~niicr~

iEt~PHONE

(510 ) 334-7776

iE.t~r1.~NL-.

{ )

_ . _ _..__
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i

2. Location and Classification

STaE~rADCRESSGF'FACJECT. _~= Ci]OEt':

;278 Monticello St 9413?
S F~~<.3~ FTFE~;.

Barfield St.
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7002 1041

~ ~
3. Project Description

i

Please check all that apply
i

Change of Use ~ Change of Hours ❑ Nev~~ Construction ❑ Alterations ~ Demolition ❑ Other

Additions to Building: Reaz ~ Front ~ Height [~ Side Yard ❑
Ri 2BR single family home

Present or Previous Use:
R310 BR 6 Bath Group Housing

Proposed Use:
2014.09.09.5905

Building Permit Application No. _____ _. Date Filed:
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4, Actions Prior to a Discretionary Reviev~ Request
i

Prior Aclion ~ YES j NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ~ [~ ~ ❑

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

' [~ ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ~ [~ ❑

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicazlt, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

~llane~C.l]ief_lnspEntnr Patrirk ~'Rinrdan and Sc In~p~ctnr~e[nie Curran met with neighbors and ronfirmPd

that the construction had exceeded the scope of the approved permit. The property owner made a verbal
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takanto rPmad~r the dam___ a~nP. Tha pYp.narty thefLptD.CEE.dEdtfllle~Lr.iinie~l hv_upl~iatfis~fl2lndividiial~,
resulting regularly in excessive nuisiances including loud music and profane languageafter 10pm and well
in o ear y morrnng ours, increase oo ra is iy n ivdidua s w o ono rest e on f ~e~ s ee , requen ire
alarms,~aztiec ~a r~llpslni Pring~~rha_si~eEi~vho.~Jn~ni~esid.jai_the~ddress,in~reasE.d_securiiy_cnncerns__

i

i
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Discretionary Review Request

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

1. What aze the reasons for requesting Discretioi~~uy Review? The project meets the nunimum standards of the
Planning Code. What aze the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discrefionary Revieti~ of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or flte Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific azid site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

The rooert~ owner has sha~r_~tliste_gard far the~~rmitiiag_ptQaess. This is an R-1 zoned ~rope[t~t, however
the past permits state that it is zoned R-3. The owner was approved for 6 bedrooms and proceeded to build 14 
—tre-drourr~ T~hi~~ut~af-s~ap~w~rk~h~ul~d~rave-tre~e~rid~rrtif~ed-~yDBrbut-wa~rrotfors~m ~rr-de~plt~--
freouentvisits by_iiis~ector~. This_pe' horho_o.d_hzs~lready exRerienced what impact this address has nn the
neighborhood while it is occupied, which includes more police response to noise and loitering than this street

'tioTr-of 4-be~ro~r~wh-en the
hedronms. There is nn mentinn of remnvinn rnnms that wera allnwerl to hP hi~ilt nrPvious y_

2. The Residential Design Gui3elines 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,ptoperty, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

In addition tn_th~lm.prAp.Erznning,_itlsl~.elisve~that_this.cnnstCucii.orLhas~eyaWe.diJ~.sy[roL.n~ing-- ---
propertiesdue tothe increased density, noise effect on privacy and encroachment of views. The building now
~k~smrt~~lro~~ o ~ ~Ir~r~~s`~`~o~rttr~~ ~ ~ ~Parktrr~
~13Sad.V_efSPl~ affPrted due to inrreased density of the hlnrk_ flux to tha natiira of the dr.mngranhir.
occupying the huilding, an increase ofnon-resident presense was observed, which can be a concern forthe
t~~e~"f~i~i~boeYroa-d~tt?~i~ (s~r~gt~f~~~i~~"~t~t~rig,~`~tir~d~-~f~e~~~i~~is~~ can~~rrrtt~~t"tlri~trUiftlin~j-lTrayt~--
~nerating as.a hiislll.ess~s~pp_nSE~t~3o..investme-n~prn~~hased nn existinn~fipitinns_

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

~CehEliexe that.a_reasonabi.e_exp.eatatinais_th~Lth~_plal~r.~b~JtmiterLtashe otigin.ally_ap.Roved 6 getltoams.—
as stated on permit 201211073748.
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278 Monticello is zoned for RH-1 with a building code designation of R-3 as a single family house.  The additional bedrooms were created by a revision permit and the previous tenants who caused the concerns had moved out approximately two years ago.  We feel that the proposed project should be approved because we are committed to work with the neighbors and prepared to reduce the number of bedrooms as suggested by the Planning Department. 

simon
Typewritten Text
The original vertical and horizontal addition was approved, inspected and final.  The current application will reduce the number of bedrooms as suggested by Planning and the next tenant will be a family instead of a group of friends. 
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We are prepared to make the changes mentioned above. 

simon
Typewritten Text
Andy Chen
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(415) 971-0789
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ydc780263@yahoo.com 
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2015.01.26.6608 - Approved in error, suspended
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