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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2016 
 
Date: June 27, 2016 
Case No.: 2015-000192DRP 
Project Address: 1520 FLORIDA STREET 
Permit Application: 2014.12.26.4521 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential - House, Two Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District; Bernal Heights Special Use District 
Block/Lot: 5505/002 
Project Sponsor: Jason Langkammerer 
 AT6 Architecture : Design Build 
 746 Natoma Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Staff Contact: Jeffrey Speirs – (415) 575-9106 
 Jeffrey.Speirs@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed project is to construct a three-story horizontal addition to the rear and side of an existing 
three-story, single family dwelling, and remove the rear portion of the existing structure on the 2nd floor 
for a new three- foot balcony. Rebuilding the front entry stair has also been proposed under this permit 
application.   
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject property at 1520 Florida Street is located on the west side of the subject block between Cesar 
Chavez and Precita Avenue.  The property has 25-feet of frontage along Florida Street with a lot depth of 
100 feet, and is currently developed by a 1,796 square foot three-story single-family dwelling constructed 
in 1917. The existing building projects approximately 3-feet into the required rear yard.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
On the subject block, the majority of the buildings are two to three stories with mixed architectural style. 
The adjacent properties to the north predominately face Cesar Chavez Street. The adjacent property to the 
north along Florida Street is developed by a three story four-family dwelling. The directly adjacent 
property to the south is a three story single-family dwelling   The subject block and adjacent blocks are 
located in RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District. 
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

mailto:Jeffrey.Speirs@sfgov.org
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CASE NO. 2015-000192DRP 
1520 Florida Street 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
August 11, 2014 
– September 10, 

2015 

September 10, 
2015 

July 7, 2016 302 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days June 27, 2016 June 27, 2016 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days June 27, 2016 June 27, 2016 10 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

0 0 0 

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0 
 
 
DR REQUESTOR 
The Discretionary Review Requestor is David Malizia, who lives at 3019 Cesar Chavez Street.  The 
Requestor’s rear yard abuts the subject property from the north. 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated September 10, 2015.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated May 13, 2016.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) 
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 
10,000 square feet).  
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
On December 17, 2015, the Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the Discretionary Review 
Application and the concerns listed by the Requestor.  The resulting comments include: 
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CASE NO. 2015-000192DRP 
1520 Florida Street 

 
•  The proposed building addition occurs within footprint of existing building and does not extend 

beyond the existing rear wall. 

•  Rear yard depths of buildings that face Caesar Chavez provide generous relief from the project; 
however due to site location and location of the project’s wall along the side property line that 
abuts adjacent rear yards, the project should be modified to provide a 3-foot side setback 
(minimum) along the north property line at the level of the third floor (uppermost floor). This 
setback is necessary to break up the building massing as viewed from the rear yards/midblock 
opens space. In the location of this setback, no decks should be proposed and the roof should be 
fire rated so not to require a parapet along the property line. 

•  Provided the requested setback is proposed, the project can be found to not create extraordinary 
or exceptional circumstances and may procced as an abbreviated DR. Without revisions the 
project should proceed with a full DR analysis to require the side setback. 

 
As a result of the RDT’s request for modifications to the project, the Project Sponsor revised the plans, 
providing a 3 foot setback at the top floor along the northern property line. RDT finds that the project is 
neither extraordinary nor exceptional and recommends an Abbreviated DR. 
 

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 May 13, 2016 
Reduced Plans 
 
JS:  G:\Documents\DRs\1520 Florida Street\DR Analysis - Abbreviated.doc  
 



Parcel Map 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
July 7, 2016 
Case Number 2015-000192DRP 
1520 Florida Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

DR REQUESTOR 



*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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1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On December 26,  2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.12.26.4521S 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: 1520 Florida St Applicant: Jason Langkammerer 
Cross Street(s): Btn Cesa Chavez & Precita Ave Address: 746 Natoma St 
Block/Lot No.: 5505/002 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94103 
Zoning District(s): RH-2/ 40-X Telephone: (415) 503-0555 

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 Residential 
Front Setback 0 No Change 
Side Setbacks 6”-0” ( west side) 

3’-0” ( east side) 
0  
0 

Building Depth 57 feet – 9 inches 52 feet – 6 inches 
Rear Yard 42 feet  No Change 
Building Height 27 feet – 6 inches No Change 
Number of Stories 3 No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces 1 1 plus 3  bicycle  racks 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
 
The proposal is to construct a three-story horizontal addition to the rear and side of an existing three-story, single family dwelling, 
and remove the rear portion of  the existing structure on the 2nd floor  for  a new  three- foot balcony.  Rebuilding the front  entry 
stair has also been proposed  under this permit application. 
 
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:  Max Setyadiputra 
Telephone: (415) 575-9180       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  max.setyadiputra@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/


Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1 . Owner/Applicant Information

USVIQ ~a11~la
ME:

Op APPLICANT'S ADDRESS:

3b19 Cesar Chavez St., San Francisco, CA
7JP CODE: ~ TELEPHONE:

94110 ~ ~ 415 312-3893

PROFER7Y OWNEN wH0 iS DOING THE PROJECT ON NMICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETfONARY REVIEW NAME:
Sabina Ahmed (owner) Jason Langkammerer (architect and building permit applicant)

AL'CHESS. IIF CODE. TELF_PHONE
746 Natoma St, San Francisco, CA 94103 , ~ 415 } 503-0555

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

j Same as Above Iv

ADDFESS:

E-MAILAQDRES ,
dcmalizia~gmail.com

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT:

1520 Florida Street, San Francisco, CA

~esar~~iavez and Precita Ave

DP CODE: 1 TELEPHONE:

i ~ \

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT. ~,~p XDJty¢.[ySIONS ' LOT AREA (SQ F~ Z ING D ST I T.

5505 / 002 
z5' i uu' 2500 sq ft ~i~-1-2~40~

3. Project Description

ZIP CODE:

94110
___--

HEIG T/BULK DISTRICT:
un~Cnown

Please check all thffi apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ❑ Alterations Pik' Demolition ] Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear JC Front . Elri~ht JC Side Yard ~C
residential single amity home with an in-law apartment on ground level

Present or Previous Use:
residential----- 

-_____ _ __. _ _ _ __. ___.

Proposed Use: _ _ _
~ 12/26/2014

Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:

o pc~0



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

PrbrAcdop VES NO

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

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

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

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.
The Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board held a meeting several months ago. Many
en igh~o~s;incTuaing mys-e1fi and rriy wifie, were present.'Tfie ove~a es ntiment was tF~at of opposition to
.tde prnposed_pXnjec#,-because ihe_pcaject_is~o. nut-~f-scale_with.#k~e.l~si.af..the_build[ngs ic~ihe..__~
neighborhood. With ensuing further discussion, the neighbors to the south of the property were able to
_get-the-architect anct-owrrerto~scate-backframtheirpropErtyline a Mtte-bit: — --_ _ ------

£} SAN FRANCISCO PUNNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review I~eq~~st

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

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What are flte exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies ar
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

This proposed project-goes higher and extends to the rear further than any other structure on the entire
block. This particular block has adjoining rear yards with no alleyway interrupting the green open space,
making it a unique and special urban oasis that especially helps offset the noise and bustle of Cesar 

--G#~avez Street:-T#~e prc3posed prt~jee~ +s unprecedented, at~d-wc»Ic# Brea#I~r-impact the t~enera~ #eeltng o#--
the neighborhood backyard open space.

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

-TMere are several neighbors-who wi~Fbe adversely impacted-by this proposed-project:- #}Maur+cio Solis
and Dora Estrada, residents and owners of 3007 Cesar Chavez since 2000, would be the most
impacted, as the project will extend completely over and up to their rear property line and up 3
addtt+cjnal f~oo~s-E~ecause-tFie eu~renf s#r-uctttre dflesr~'t even -e~~end tt~ Ehe-prope~y I+ne)~ eo+~pletel~- - -
boxing in their rear yard _on 2 sides. Their east property line is already completely flanked by the corner
property which extends the full length of their lot up 3 stories. 2)IVlargarite Olivier, resident and owner of
30~ 5 Gesar Ghavez #flr over-40-years, would #gave her property-encroached flr++n-a-similar fashi~, wi~h-

(continued on additional page)
3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to

the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question iil?

--T#~e prflpert~r-owfler eou1~+ ex~eflc# her proper#y Q~tt-towards-t fie ~ea~ and-#o-the-side- p~ope►~y-+fines on #13e
_ ground floor level, and could put a_rear deck or.patio on the second floor level. This would increase the
size of her home, still leave the vital open-space feeling of the neighborhood, and not negatively affect
the adjoining property owners.. _..._. _ -__ __. .. . . . - _ -,.. _... . -_ _ ._. .. . . _ _._ ..



1520 Florida Street

Question 2, continued: (from page 9 of DR application)

stories high.
3) Chris Hall and Kyra Ivanoff, residents and owners of 1526 Florida, (and previous long-term
renters of 1520 Florida St), have the issue of the project extending towards their north property
line.
4) David Malizia and Toy Broughton, owners and residents of 3017-3019 Cesar Chavez St.
since 2000, will feel the impact of the proposed construction in their view and sense of open
space.
5) Ros Broughton and Nerissa Gaspay, residents of 3017 Cesar Chavez since 2008, would feel
the impact similarly.
6) The members of the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board, as well as the other
neighbors from the block who were present at its meeting, felt that this project goes above and
beyond what is reasonable and expected for a home alteration on this block. Not only does it
extend beyond any other structures on the block and encroach on valuable open space, but it
also sets a bad precedent for future neighbors in this ever-changing vulnerable neighborhood,
to ask for and expect similar permits for such alterations.

All neighbors mentioned, as well as others, are in strong opposition to this proposed project.
Had the planning department made it more clear in their notification the necessary steps
involved in getting a discretionary review underway, they would have begun this process a lot
earlier within the 30-day review period. None of us are experts in this matter and were/are
unfamiliar with the standard procedures involved with making public comment on the permitting
process.

In addition, after the meeting with the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board, the
neighbors as well as the members of the committee fully expected to be approached by the
owner and architect to discuss possible changes. Other than what changes occurred to the
south property line, no changes were made, and no further conversations occurred. The Bernal
Heights East Slope Design Review Board, as far as we know, did not get the 30-day review
period notification.



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury Ehe following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: ~ Date: . ~ ~ ~~

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

~av`~-1~~~+?~ o~_
weer Authorized Agent (circle one)

5AN FgANCI&rp p'~,ANN~NG DE4'~FTMENT V.O6.G~ )911



Application for Dscretianary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applicaticros submitted to the Planning Department must he accompanie d by this checklist and gall required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REOUlRED MATER{ALS (please check. correct column) DR APPLICATIQN

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable ~J

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable P

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept. ~~

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

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

NOTES:
U Required Material.
Optional Material.

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

~,n~

SAP 1 0x€3;5

~'LP,NNING C~PAi~'
~,;,.

For Department Use Oniy

Application received by Planning Department:

BY: ~'Cj- O w2V~ ~ yv~~~('..r''0 __ Date { ~ ~ ~ ̂ ~ ~_
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Response to Discretionary Review (DRP) 

Supplemental Sheet 

1520 Florida St (Permit App # 2014.12.26.4521; Record Number: 2015-000192DRP) 

 

Question 1: 

There are two groups of concerned neighbors listed in the DR application: A) the adjacent south 

neighbor; and B) those on the north side of the proposed project along Cesar Chavez Street. 

A) As our proposed project is adjacent only to the south neighbor with any impacts to their property, we 

discussed the project with them several times in advance of the pre-application meeting.  We made 

several revisions to the building mass along the south side to alleviate their concerns and received an 

email from Christopher Hall on 11/13/2014 (see attached Exhibit A) indicating their support of our 

design.  Upon review with staff planner (Max Setyadiputra), further cut backs of our building were 

made on the south side (the rear stairs were removed, the back wall of the second level was pulled 

back, and even more of the south side of our building was cut back).  The initial support of the project 

by Mr. Hall has been reiterated in an email dated 3/11/2016 (Exhibit B).   

B) On the north side, we agree with the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board who said 

"though neighbors in attendance from Cesar Chavez Street to the north expressed concern about the 

presence of an additional wall potentially impacting light to their yards, the project would not 

substantially cast new shadow on these properties" (Exhibit C).  This is also reflected in the 

Residential Design Team (“RDT”) comments forwarded in Jeffrey Speirs email dated 1/6/2016 

(Exhibit D) stating that in their opinion the rear yards of the northern properties provide sufficient 

buffer between their buildings and the proposed project.  These two independent and impartial groups 

have reviewed the project and found that our proposed design does not adversely impact the DR 

applicant or the other listed northern neighbors.  

 

Question 2: 

We were unable to come to an agreement on any mutually acceptable revised design despite lengthy 

negotiations with the group of northern neighbors listed in the DR application.  Therefore, we are 

submitting our revised drawings which meet the guidance set out by the RDT and which represent our 

good faith accommodation of the north side neighbors’ requests.  We have followed the prescribed 

process for alerting the neighbors of the proposed project and addressing specific concerns as follows: 

A) Prior to Submittal:  We negotiated a mutually acceptable design revision with the south neighbor, Mr. 

Hall, as outlined above Q1.A. 

B) Pre-application Meeting (combined with Bernal Review Board meeting) on 11/12/2014:  All questions 

raised at the pre-application meeting by present neighbors and Bernal review board were responded 

to. We sent individual copies of plans to anyone who requested them. The Bernal Review Board gave 

their favorable opinion in their December 20, 2014 letter (Exhibit C). 

C) During the Official 311 Neighbor Notification Period:  We heard from project planner Mr. Setyadiputra 

that Ms. Estrada of 3007 Cesar Chavez had expressed concern to him over the affect the proposed 

project will have on the wind patterns in her back yard.  We reached out to Ms. Estrada in an effort to 

address her concern. After several attempts to reach her we finally did and discussed the possibility 

of a 3’ setback to help alleviate her concerns which was rejected.   

We did not hear from any other neighbors either directly or via Mr. Setyadiputra.   

We received an email only after Mr. Malizia had filed the DR on the final day of the 311 period.  Prior 

to filing the DR, neither the planner Mr. Setyadiputra nor I had not heard from Mr. Malizia and were 

not given an opportunity to discuss his concerns. 



D) After the Request for Discretionary Review (“DR”) was Filed:  After the DR was filed, we contacted 

each of the parties on the DR in person, on the phone, or via email and discussed with the northern 

neighbors their concerns on several occasions.  We again offered the 3’ setback and even increased 

the setback in our final offer to the northern neighbors.  However, these proposals were not 

acceptable and no alternate option was proposed by the northern neighbors other than completely 

removing the proposed upper level addition.  We feel that complete elimination of any expansion of 

this level is an unreasonable request that does not work for our family’s needs, especially in light the 

minimal impact this third floor plan has on the wind patterns, view, or ground level rear yard of their 

properties.   

We have followed the recommended process outlined by the Planning Dept and have been diligent and 

responsive to the neighbors’ concerns and Planning/RDT recommendations. We have made many 

revisions and have offered additional accommodations, including the setback outlined in the revised 

drawings, in our efforts to come to a mutually acceptable solution.  Unfortunately, we did not find a 

resolution. 

Please see Exhibit E for dates and notes of our neighbor outreach during this process. 

 

Question 3: 

As stated above, two separate and impartial review groups (RDT & Bernal Heights East Slope Review 

Board) have concluded that our project does not pose a significant impact on the adjacent properties to 

the north.  We agree.  We also note that in the original project review by the RDT, no setback was 

required on the north side.    We have nevertheless provided a setback as noted in the revised guidance 

of the RDT and our final revised design, as submitted, along with all previous revisions already made are 

an extremely fair, good-faith accommodation to the DR requesters concerns. 

Redesigning the project to meet the DR requesters requirement that the entire upper level addition be 

removed would be an unreasonable loss of a significant amount of family living space, significantly 

impacting the value and livability of the home.  Please also note that no further rear expansion is allowed 

by Planning code at any other level of the house making alternate expansions on other floors not 

possible. 
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Outreach and Communication Timeline and Notes: 1520 Florida St Neighbors 

A) Informal conversations prior to submittal 

• 8/16/14-9/9/2014 – Multiple meetings and discussions with south side neighbors Chris Hall and 

Kyra Ivanoff. 

• 9/9/14 -11/12/2014 – Revisions of plans 

• 11/12/2014 – Emailed revised plans to south neighbors 

• 11/13/2014 – Received email in support of revised design from Mr. Hall 

 

B) Pre-application meeting (combined with Bernal Review Board meeting) on 11/12/2014 

• Neighbors Mr. Malizia, Mr. Hall, Ms. Ivanoff, and Mr. Broughton in attendance. 

 

C) During the official 311 neighbor notification period 

• 8/19/2015 – Call with Max Setyadiputra who informed me that Dora Estrada at 3007 Cesar 

Chavez is concerned about the projects impact on her property.  Specifically, she thought it 

would block views (Max explained that private views aren’t protected by Planning code) and 

have an adverse effect on the wind patterns to her rear yard.  He recommended calling her.  

• 8/19, 5pm – Called Mrs. Estrada.  No answer, left message 

• 8/20, 11:30am – Called Mrs. Estrada.  No answer, did not leave message 

• 8/25, 11:30am – Called Mrs. Estrada.  No answer, left message 

• 8/31, 11am – Called Mrs. Estrada.  No answer, left message 

• 9/2, 11am – Called Mrs. Estrada.  No answer, left message 

• 9/2, 11am – Called Mrs. Estrada.  Finally reached her.  Asked her what concerns she has about 

our project and she reiterated what Max previously said.  I asked if there are any concessions 

she would like for us to make and that I would bring them to the property owner.  She does not 

like the added height to the upper level (where our addition is).  I said we would likely not 

consider completely removing such a significant portion of our project but would consider 

setting it back from her property line.  She said that would not help. 

• 9/8 – Emailed Mr. Setyadiputra and explained my discussions with Mrs. Estrada and said we 

cannot comply with her request to remove the entire addition.  Since she is not interested in our 

setback concession, we will not be making any changes to the project. 

 

D) After the Request for Discretionary Review (“DR”) was filed (Exhibit E).    

• 11/17/2015 – Called David Malizia.  Explained the delay in reaching out was due to the 

planning dept delay in reassigning the planner and we wanted to understand the process 

before engaging with him.  I asked about the group of neighbors he has listed on the filing 

and he said if we can satisfy the concerns of the 3007 and 3015 Cesar Chavez residents, he 

would be willing to drop the DR.  I explained we would like to meet with each neighbor 

individually to focus on their individual concerns, which he was fine with.  We will start with 

Mr. and Mrs. Estrada in 3007. 

Jason Langkammerer
Text Box
EXHIBIT E



• 11/25/2015 – Meeting with Sabina Ahmed and Mrs. Estrada.  In short, we reviewed 

drawings and outlined the proposed design and Mrs. Estrada reiterated that she wanted the 

entire upper level addition to be removed.  We offered a side setback of 2-3 feet but that 

was unacceptable.  I asked what middle ground concession would be acceptable and she 

said that she wanted the entire addition to be removed.  Her husband is out of the country 

for an extended trip but she will try to reach out to him to get his thoughts on the issue. 

• 12/3/2015 – Sabina Ahmed called Mr. Malizia, then called Margarite Olivier, owner of 3015 

Cesar Chavez.  Ms. Ahmed explained the project to her and said we are in talks with Mrs. 

Estrada.  Ms. Olivier discussed a few of her questions with Ms. Ahmed and said she was 

satisfied with the project and does not need to meet in person. 

• 12/17/2015 – Meeting with Sabina Ahmed and David Malizia, Ros Broughton, and Nerissa 

Gaspay (all residents of 3017-19 Cesar Chavez).  We discussed the project, our previous 

discussions with other neighbors and our desire to find some middle ground.  We discussed 

a 3-ft side setback which was not acceptable.  In that meeting Mr. Malizia said he had just 

heard from Mrs. Estrada who had reached her husband and he was also unwilling to accept 

anything less than a full removal of the upper level addition.  If we did not satisfy Mrs. 

Estrada, then he was not going to be satisfied. 

• 2/9/2016 – Call with Mr. Malizia.  I explained that we had heard back from the RDT 

regarding their support for a 3-ft setback on the north side. However, in an effort to find a 

win-win solution and set the neighbor relationship on positive footing, we will offer an 

additional setback on the condition that Mr. Malizia drop the DR.  I followed up with email 

the next day. 

• 2/25/2016 – Email from Mr. Malizia stating that he has discussed the offer with the other 

neighbors and they will be proceeding with the DR. 
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