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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: JULY 16, 2015 
 
Date: July 2, 2015 
Case No.: 2014.0395D 
Project Address: 735 - 737 CLAYTON STREET 
Permit Application: 2013.08.22.5028 
Zoning: RH-3 [Residential House, Three-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 1253/009 
Project Sponsors: Golden Properties LLC, Sergio Iantorno (member)  
 2170 Sutter Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94115 
 Contacts: Paolo Iantorno, George Price 
 Reuben, Junius, & Rose (representative) 
 One Bush Street, Suite 600 
 San Francisco, CA  94104 
 Contact:  Tuija Catalano 
 SIA Consulting Corporation (designers) 
 1256 Howard St. 
 San Francisco, CA 94103 
 Contacts: Amir Afifi, Reza Khoshnevisan 
Staff Contact: Sharon M. Young – (415) 558-6346 
 sharon.m.young@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
This is a request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2013.08.22.5028, proposing 
to add a third dwelling unit on the fourth floor of an existing two-unit residential building. On the fourth 
floor, interior alterations are proposed which include converting an existing unconditioned storage space 
(which was constructed as a social room during the late 1940s) into an approximately 1,850 square-foot 
dwelling unit. The proposal will not involve an expansion of the existing building envelope.  
 
The project sponsor submitted a revised proposal after the Section 311 notification period expired to 
remove the scope of work involving elimination of an illegal dwelling unit on the third floor and 
exploratory interior demolition work on the fourth floor which were filed under separate permits 
(Building Permit Application Nos. 2013.12.06.3597, 2014.01.21.6659, and 2014.01.15.6408). Under Building 
Permit Application No. 2013.08.22.5028, no additional work is proposed on the first through third floors 
of the building.   
 
The Planning Department verified with the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board that no no-fault 
eviction notices for the subject property have been filed at the Rent Board after December 10, 2013. 
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CASE NO. 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The Project Site is located on the west side of Clayton Street between Waller and Frederick Streets; Lot 
009 in Assessor’s Block 1253 in an RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. The subject lot is 3,123 square feet (25 feet wide by 125 feet deep) and is 
occupied by a four-story residential building. The existing building, constructed circa 1908, is not listed in 
the Planning Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey or the National or California Registers as having 
architectural significance. The Report of Residential Record (3-R), issued by the Department of Building 
Inspection (DBI) which typically establishes the legality of existing dwelling units, authorizes the use of 
this building as a two-family dwelling. On March 1, 1948, Building Permit Application No. 105465 was 
issued for Permit #96701 for a vertical addition to “add a social room on top” of the existing three-story 
residential building.   
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The project site is located within the Haight Ashbury Neighborhood. The surrounding neighborhood 
consists of a mix of three to four-story residential buildings with two and three units, as well as a few 
residential buildings with four or more units. The subject block, and the blocks around it are zoned RH-3 
(Residential, House, Three-Family) District zoning.   
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING 

TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
February 11, 2014 – 

March 13, 2014 
March 13, 2014 July 16, 2015 480 days* 

 
*The project sponsors had considered cancelling Building Permit Application No. 2013.08.22.5028 and 
filing the current scope of work under a separate permit and were engaged in negotiations with the DR 
Requestor to possibly work out a resolution. On April 17, 2014, the Board of Supervisors passed 
Ordinance No. 00-43-14 modifying Section 311 to not require noticing for the addition of new dwelling 
unit(s) within the existing buildable envelope.  In addition, the project sponsors requested additional time 
to seek a legal representative for their project. 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days July 6, 2015 July 6, 2015 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days July 6, 2015 July 6, 2015 10 days 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) -- 1 (DR Requestor) -- 
Other neighbors on the -- -- -- 



Discretionary Review – Abbreviated Analysis 
July 16, 2015 

 3 

CASE NO. 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 

block or directly across 
the street 
Neighborhood groups -- -- -- 

 
The Planning Department received correspondence from one neighbor asking the status of the proposed 
project and who indicated concerns regarding the proposal based on the property owners’ maintenance 
of the residential building with previous violations.  
 
DR REQUESTOR 

Norbert Joseph Verville, tenant and resident of 735 Clayton Street Unit #2A, second floor of the subject 
building.   
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated March 13, 2014.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated June 11, 2015.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical 
exemption.  
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
Because the proposed project does not involve exterior design modifications or an expansion to the 
existing building envelope, the proposed project did not require review by the Department’s Residential 
Design Team (RDT).  As such, a Design Review Checklist is not included with this analysis. 
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the 
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application 
Response to DR Application dated June 11, 2015 (and brief) 
Reduced Plans 
 



Zoning Map 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 



Parcel Map 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY AT  735 - 737 
CLAYTON ST &  DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY AT 735 CLAYTON ST #A 

(Unit 2 on 3rd floor) 



*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 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY AT  735 - 737 
CLAYTON ST &  DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY AT 735 CLAYTON ST #A 

(Unit 2 on 3rd floor) 



Aerial Photo* 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 

*The Aerial Maps reflect existing conditions in May 2012. 

SUBJECT PROPERTY AT  735 - 737 
CLAYTON ST &  DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY AT 735 CLAYTON ST #A 

(Unit 2 on 3rd floor) 



Site Photo 

FRONT VIEW OF SUBJECT PROPERTY AT  
735 - 737 CLAYTON ST &  DR 

REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY AT 735 
CLAYTON ST #A (Unit 2 on 3rd floor) Discretionary Review Hearing 

Case Number 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 
 



Site Photo 

REAR VIEW OF SUBJECT PROPERTY 
AT  735 - 737 CLAYTON ST &  DR 

REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY AT 735 
CLAYTON ST #A (Unit 2 on 3rd floor) 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 
 



Site Photo 
   (subject and opposite block) 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0395D 
735 - 737 Clayton Street 
 

SUBJECT PROPERTY AT  735 - 737 
CLAYTON ST &  DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY AT 735 CLAYTON ST #A 

(Unit 2 on 3rd floor) 





































 

  

 

 

 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 

June 26, 2015 

 

 
 

President Rodney Fong 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA  94103 

 

 

Re: 735-737 Clayton Street 

 Brief in Opposition to Discretionary Review Request 

  Planning Department Case No. 2014.0395D 

  Hearing Date:  July 16, 2015 

  Our File No.: 1916.22 
 

 

Dear President Fong and Commissioners: 

Our office represents Golden Properties, LLC, the owner of a property at 735-737 

Clayton Street, Assessor’s Block 1253, Lot 009 (“Property”).  The Property is currently 

improved with a 4-story residential building with two (2) dwelling units.  The Project Sponsor 

proposes to convert the existing fourth (4
th

) floor of the building into a family-sized unit without 

altering or otherwise impacting the existing two (2) units on the second and third floors in any 

way and without any changes to the existing building envelope (“Project”).  

The request for discretionary review (“DR Request”) was filed by Norbert Verville, an 

existing tenant on the third (3
rd

) floor (“DR Requestor”).  The DR Request should be denied 

because: 

 It does not establish exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that are necessary to 

justify the Commission’s use of special discretionary review powers; 

 The Project is minimal in scope without any impact on the DR Requestor’s unit and 

without any changes to the exterior building envelope, which are the basis for the DR 

Requestor’s reasons for filing the DR Request;  

 The Project complies with the Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines 

without requiring any permits beyond a building permit, and does not require (or request) 

any exceptions from Planning Code requirements; and 

 The DR Requestor’s modification request for the removal of pre-existing (since 1948) 

building envelope and floor area is excessive, unwarranted and inconsistent with City 

policies. 
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A. Building History and Description of the Property and Project  
 

The Project involves an existing residential building built in 1908.  The Property is 

located in the RH-3 zoning district, which principally permits three-family dwellings.  

According to the Property’s permit history and a 3R report, with the latter attached as Exhibit 

A hereto, the fourth floor of the building that is the subject of the building permit application 

and the DR Request was added in 1948 as a social room.  As of today, and at least since 1948, 

the building legally is, and has been, a two-family dwelling within the existing building 

envelope.  The two existing, legal units consist of a 1,836-sf unit on the second floor and DR 

Requestor’s 1,254-sf unit on the third floor.    

 

After 1948 and the addition of the existing fourth floor as a social room, there appears 

to have been at least few different uses therein.  It is our understanding that, for example in 

1955 the Property was listed as a convent, and in 1962 the building appeared to have been 

occupied by a rooming house called Woman’s House of Mercy.  At some point, the fourth 

floor social room had been divided into several rooms.  More recently, a notice of violation no. 

201258902 (“NOV”) was issued in 2012 whereby a third unit (noted in the NOV as the second 

floor with reference to 735A & B, which are located on the third level of the building) was 

required to be removed or permitted (the NOV has been copied onto the Project plans; see page 

A-2.3).  Compliance with the NOV was achieved with the removal of the unit under building 

permit application no. 2013.12.16.3597 and the issuance of a certificate of final completion 

and occupancy for the same on December 13, 2013 (copies of the building permit record and 

the certificate of final completion and occupancy are attached as Exhibit B hereto), including a 

revision thereafter under building permit no. 2014.01.21.6659 (copy of the building permit 

record attached as Exhibit C hereto).   

 

After the receipt of the NOV, on August 22, 2013 the Project Sponsor also filed 

building permit application no. 2013.08.22.5028 to legalize the fourth floor area as a dwelling 

unit, which is permitted under the RH-3 zoning (“Building Permit”) (copy of the building 

permit record is attached as Exhibit D).  The DR Request was filed on this Building Permit.   

 

The Building Permit that is the subject of the DR Request originally included some 

interior remodeling on all floors of the building.  However, after the filing of the DR Request, 

the Building Permit and related plans were revised so that no work is proposed to the 

building’s existing second and third floors, wherein the DR Requestor’s unit and the other 

legal unit are located.  Despite the revisions, the DR Requestor has not withdrawn the DR 

Request.  The DR Requestor also did not contact the Project Sponsor prior to the filing of the 

DR Request regarding his concerns. 

 

The Project that is the subject of this DR Request is shown on the plans (with the last 

revision date of January 26, 2015) that are provided in the Commission packets.  In sum, the 

Project proposes to convert the currently existing storage area on the fourth floor into a 

dwelling unit.  No changes are proposed at the first, second or third floors.  The only exterior 
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alterations involve the reinforcement of the staircase and fire rescue at the rear of the building, 

which do not result in expansion of building envelope.     

  

B. The Standard for Discretionary Review Has Not Been Met 

Discretionary review is a “special power of the Commission, outside of the normal 

building permit approval process.  It is supposed to be used only when there are exceptional and 

extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed project.”
 1  

 The discretionary review 

authority is based on Sec. 26(a) of the Business & Tax Regulations Code, and moreover, 

pursuant to the City Attorney’s advice, it is a “sensitive discretion … which must be exercised 

with the utmost restraint”. 

No exceptional or extraordinary circumstances relating to the Project have been provided 

by the DR Requestor that would justify Planning Commission’s exercise of its DR power.  The 

Project is exceptional only in a positive sense by being able to add family housing to the City’s 

housing stock.  Thus, the DR Request should be denied.  

C. Response to Discretionary Review Comments 

The DR Requestor’s main objection is the size and location of the (existing) fourth floor.  

The DR Requestor’s primary reasons for filing the DR Request appear to be the upper floor unit 

not being “subordinate to the primary façade” and being “out of character,” and a demand that 

the upper floor be subjected to a 15-foot setback in order to conform to the Residential Design 

Guidelines (“RDG”).  The DR Requestor also argues that the design is not compatible with the 

historic character of the house or the neighborhood.  None of DR Requestor’s arguments justify 

taking discretionary review and none of the citations to RDG are relevant to the Project, as is 

explained in greater detail below. 

1. Project involves existing building with an existing fourth floor, not new construction.     

The RDG provide for a variety of guidelines so that “…some of the guidelines may 

conflict, and certain guidelines may not apply to a project…”, and thus “…it is necessary to 

identify the particular issues related to a project to use [the RDG] effectively.”
2
  In this case, the 

DR Requestor fails to acknowledge that the fourth floor that is the subject of the Building Permit 

and the Project is an existing fourth floor.  No new construction is proposed that would in any 

way alter the exterior façade, location, size or the appearance of the existing fourth floor.   

In terms of building scale, the RDG addresses the compatibility of building height and 

depth within the existing context.  The 15-foot upper floor setback recommendation expressly 

applies to projects that are “modifying the height and depth of the building.”
3
  This is not the 

case here.  No modifications are proposed to exterior height, depth or any other feature, and thus 

                                                 
1
 Planning Department publication for the Application Packet for Discretionary Review; emphasis added. 

2
 RDG, “How are the Guidelines Used”, p. 5. 

3
 RSD, p. 25. 
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the RDG recommendations in this regard simply do not apply to the Project in the way suggested 

by the DR Requestor.  

The DR Requestor also suggests that the “addition does not respect the topography of the 

surrounding area”.  The topography is the setting existing before the Project is completed, which 

in this case is the same as the topography before and after the Project completion since no 

exterior alterations are proposed.  The RDG recommendations with respect to topography apply 

expressly to new buildings and additions to existing buildings, which are not relevant to the 

Project.   

 The Project involves a mere change of use, without exterior alterations.  The existing 

fourth floor is already part of the pattern, context and topography of the neighborhood.  The 

Project simply seeks to make use of an underutilized space on the fourth floor in order to add a 

unit within an existing building, without changing the building envelope.          

2. The “proposed design” does not detract from historic character, since no exterior 

design is being proposed. 

The DR Requestor argues that “the proposed design detracts from the historic character 

of the house and neighborhood”, and further that the “window treatment of the proposed addition 

is inconsistent with the overall historic character of the building and neighborhood”.  The 

building at the Property was built in 1908 with the fourth floor addition dating back to 1948 

(both having occurred before the adoption of the RDG).  Although the existing building has not 

been listed in any historic register and otherwise has not been recognized as a historic building, 

due to its age the building is a potential historic resource.  Nevertheless, with respect to RDG 

recommendations for historic properties, the guidelines apply to the removal or alteration of 

(character-defining) features.  In this case, no addition, removal or alteration of any of the 

exterior features is proposed, and thus, whether the subject building or any of the surrounding 

buildings are historic is irrelevant for the purpose of evaluating an interior change of use at the 

Property, as is proposed by the Project. 

In fact, and quite to the contrary of the DR Requestor’s arguments, even if the subject 

building was historic (which has not been determined) and even if exterior alterations were 

proposed (which is not the case), the RDG recommend that the windows be kept in their original 

locations and maintain their original style, trim and functional features, and not be relocated or 

otherwise changed, as the DR Requestor suggests. 

3.  The Project is consistent with the General Plan Objectives and Policies. 

The DR requestor contends that the Project conflicts with certain General Plan Housing 

Objectives and Policies.  These contentions are unfounded, as noted below: 

 

Objective 2, Policy 2.2 and 2.3:  Contrary to the DR Requestor’s claim, the Project will 

not merge residential units or remove any existing units for parking.  The building is 
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currently a two-unit building and the Project will add a third unit, consistent with RH-3 

zoning, to the building without impacting the existing two units.   The Project actually 

promotes Objective 2 Policies by using existing storage space to add a unit.    

 

Objective 3, Policy 3.1:  The DR Requestor further claims that the Project is inconsistent 

with Policy 3.1 because it “calls for the complete remodeling of the first and second 

floors” and “will remove rent controlled units from the market.”  These claims are 

inaccurate.  The Project originally proposed minor, interior modifications to the existing 

two units, however, the Project was revised and no alterations are proposed to the 

existing two units, and thus the Project has no impact on the current occupants of those 

units, including the DR Requestor.  Contrary to the DR Requestor’s statement, the Project 

does not remove (or in any way impact) any rent controlled units.  

 

In sum, not only does the Project further Objectives 2 and 3, it also promotes other 

General Plan policies such as Objective 4, Policy 4.1 (Develop new housing, and encourage the 

remodeling of existing housing, for families with children).  By adding a unit with multiple 

bedrooms, the Project provides a new family sized house unit, which is ideal for a family.   

 

D. Conclusion 

The DR Request should be denied.  The DR Requestor has not established exceptional or 

extraordinary circumstances about the Project to justify the Commission’s exercise of its special 

discretionary review powers.  The Project is reasonable and relatively minor in scope.  The 

Project provides an opportunity to add a new family-sized housing unit into an existing building 

without any vertical or horizontal expansion of existing building envelope.  The modifications 

suggested by the DR Requestor along with the citations to RDG guidelines, apply to new 

construction projects, not to a project without any exterior changes.   

We respectfully request the Planning Commission to not take discretionary review, and 

to allow the Project to move forward.  Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

 

 

 

 

Tuija I. Catalano 
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Exhibits: 

 Exhibit A – 3R report 

 Exhibit B – Building permit no. 2013.12.06.3597 and CFCO, dated Dec. 13, 2013 

 Exhibit C – Building permit no. 2014.01.21.6659 

 Exhibit D – Building permit that is the subject of the DR (no. 2013.08.22.5028) 

 

 

cc: Vice President Cindy Wu 

Commissioner Michael Antonini  

Commissioner Rich Hillis 

Commissioner Christine Johnson 

Commissioner Kathrin Moore 

Commissioner Dennis Richards 

 John Rahaim – Planning Director 

 Scott Sanchez – Zoning Administrator 

 Jonas Ionin – Commission Secretary 

Sharon Young – Project Planner 
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312) 
 

On August 22, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.08.22.5028 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: 735-737 Clayton Street Applicant: Aidin Massoudi 
Cross Street(s): Waller & Frederick Address: 1256 Howard Street 
Block/Lot No.: 1253/009 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94103 
Zoning District(s): RH-3 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 922-0200 

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 Residential No Change 
Front Setback None No Change 
Side Setbacks None No Change  
Building Depth Approx. 87 feet No Change 
Rear Yard Approx. 28 feet No Change 
Building Height 40 feet No Change 
Number of Stories 3 over garage No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 2 3 
Number of Parking Spaces 3 No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal is to legalize a third dwelling unit on the fourth level. The project includes removing a second kitchen on the third 
level, interior alterations on all levels, and new landscaping at the front of the building. No expansion to the existing building are 
proposed. See attached plans. 
 

 
For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Christine Lamorena 
Telephone: (415) 575-9085              Notice Date: 02/11/2014  

E-mail:  christine.lamorena@sfgov.org     Expiration Date: 03/13/2014  



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/
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