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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE: JULY 28, 2016 
 
Date: July 21, 2016 
Case No.: 2015-001214VAR/DRP-02 
Project Address: 3636 21st STREET 
Permit Application: 201501155832 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
 Dolores Heights Special Use District 
Block/Lot: 3605/016 
Project Sponsor: Yishai Lerner 
 3636 21st Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Staff Contact: Marcelle Boudreaux – (415) 575-9140 
 Marcelle.Boudreaux@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposes alterations and expansions to an existing single-family dwelling within the Dolores 
Heights SUD. The scope of work includes modification of a portion of the gable roof to a flat roof, 
introduction of a top-level roof deck, and alterations to the façade and the interior. The scope of work also 
includes construction of a partial basement level in the rear, and reconfiguration and expansion of 
existing three-level rear decks and habitable space into a four-story rear addition comprised of habitable 
space and decks. Portions of this rear addition extend into the required rear yard and require a variance 
to proceed. The existing building is a two-story-over-full garage/living level single-family residence, built 
almost to the front property line. It is defined with a steeply pitched gable roof and shingle cladding with 
some Classical Revival detailing including columns flanking the recessed front entry and cornice and 
brackets.  
 
Specifically, the proposal would retain the front 18 linear feet of the existing gable roof, and box out the 
remaining gable roof into a flat roof. The proposed height does not exceed the 35 foot maximum. A 490 
square foot roof deck is proposed with access via roof hatch and internal stair from habitable space 
(kitchen) below. Façade alterations include replacing the wood shingles with horizontal wood siding, 
minor enlargement of window openings and window replacement, minor enlargement of garage door 
and garage door replacement, and entry door replacement. Because the property is located within the 
Dolores Heights SUD, the required rear yard is established at 45% of lot depth (51.3 feet required rear 
yard). The rear horizontal addition is proposed as follows: 

• New partial basement level with garden room and endless pool is proposed (extends 15.5 feet  
into the required rear yard); 

• First floor guest room and deck (extends 15.5 feet into the required rear yard line with an 
approximate 8 foot offset from the east neighbor; the habitable space extends 7.5 feet beyond rear 
yard line and the deck extends an additional 8 feet beyond the habitable space;);  
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• Second floor master bedroom (extends 11 feet beyond the required rear yard line, partially offset 
5 feet from the east neighbor and 3 feet from the west neighbor); and  

• Third floor deck with cable railing (extends 11 feet  beyond the required rear yard line, with an 
approximate offset 5 feet from the east neighbor and 3 feet from the west neighbor).  
 

The scope of work proposes to expand the residence from a two bedroom to a four bedroom dwelling, 
and from approximately 2,879 square feet to 4,495 square feet – an approximate increase of 1,616 square 
feet.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site is a residential lot approximately 24.7 feet wide by 114 feet deep. Located on the northern 
side of 21st Street, the lot slopes downward to the north. 21st Street slopes steeply upward towards the 
west. The lot contains a two story-over-full garage and living level, single-family dwelling constructed 
circa 1905; the property has been determined not an historic resource through Staff determination (Case 
No. 2015-001214ENV dated November 10, 2015). The existing building reads as generally three stories at 
the front and at the rear, height measuring approximately 27 feet 2 inches, and exhibits a building depth 
of approximately 72 feet from the front overhang to the rearmost deck. The existing building currently 
encroaches beyond the 45% rear yard line, which is measured at approximately 62.7 feet of lot depth from 
the front property line. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject block has seen several waves of development resulting in a disparate collection of residences 
in a range of styles. Due to the topography of the street and of the lots, buildings vary in their 
arrangement to the street – some focus the garage as the primary entry with a detached residence setback 
on the lot, some include a strong retaining wall feature and a pedestrian entry with the residence setback 
on the lot, and some include the residence at the street with a garage incorporated at the lowest level, 
such as the subject property. On the subject block of 21st Street, there is not a cohesive group of residential 
buildingsin architectural style, and shaped roofs and flat roofs are extant. The environmental review for 
the subject property noted that this block does not appear to qualify as an historic district.  
 
The surrounding properties are zoned RH-1, single-family residential, and this zoning district runs along 
the spine of Sanchez Street for about five blocks from approximately 22nd Street to Cumberland Street. 
This same RH-1 district has an overlay Special Use District - the Dolores Heights SUD. Within several 
blocks of the subject property, the zoning density increases to RH-2, RH-3 and RM-1 as the proximity to 
transit corridors along Church, Castro, 24th Street, Mission Street increases. At the corner of the subject 
block (at Castro Street), a 30-unit apartment building dates to the early 1960s.  
 
Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD) 
This SUD, similar to the Residential Design Guidelines, seeks  to preserve and provide for an established 
area with a unique character and balance of built and natural environment, with public and private view 
corridors and panoramas, to conserve existing buildings, plant materials and planted spaces, to prevent 
unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to encourage 
development in context and scale with established character and landscape. Planning Code Section 241 
codifies these actions through the establishment of a minimum required rear yard setback of 45% of lot 
depth in any zoning district and through the establishment of a 35 foot height limit to follow an upward 
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or downward slope of the lot. Further, this Code section permits Variances to be requested for exceptions 
to the rear yard or height requirements within this SUD.  
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
January 19, 2016 
– February 18, 

2016 

February 17, 
2016 

July 28, 2016 162 days* 

*Note: This was the first mutually agreeable date available between DR Filer and the project sponsor.  
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice - DR 10 days July 18, 2016 July 8, 2016 20 days 
Mailed Notice - DR 10 days July 18, 2016 July 8, 2016 20 days 

Posted Notice – 
Variance 

20 days July 8, 2016 July 8, 2016 20 days 

Mailed Notice - 
Variance 

20 days July 8, 2016 July 8, 2016 20 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 
The Department did not receive comments from adjacent neighbors, 
other neighbors on the block, neighbors directly across the street or 

neighborhood groups by time of publication 

Other neighbors on the block 
or directly across the street 
Neighborhood groups 

 

The Department has received one communication from a resident in the neighborhood in support of the 
building permit application as proposed. The neighbor felt the sponsor had been thoughtful in design, 
and hoped the sponsor and DR filers could come to a mutually agreeable solution. 

 
DR REQUESTORS 

• Carolyn Kenady, 3632 21st Street, is the adjacent neighbor to the east.  
• David Pennabaker, 3649 21st Street, is a neighbor across the street and two parcels uphill.  

 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
The DR Requestors noted similar concerns in their DR applications. The issues and alternatives below are 
the consolidated input. The individual applications are included for reference. 
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Issue #1: Maintain special characteristics of outstanding and unique area of Dolores Heights. 
 

Requestor’s Alternative #1: Remove the horizontal addition to the fourth story of the building. 
Requestor’s Alternative #2: Use a peaked roof with dormers or a gabled design to blend with the 
rooflines that step down the hillside.  

 
Issue #2: Preserve light and air for neighboring properties 
  

Requestor’s Alternative #1: Remove the horizontal addition to the fourth story of the building. 
Requestor’s Alternative #2: Remove the roof deck. 
Requestor’s Alternative #3: Retain existing gabled roof form and insert dormers as an alternative 
to horizontal extension. 
Requestor’s Alternative #4: Maintain current depth of the building, which exceeds Dolores 
Heights SUD. 

 
Issue #3: Preserve privacy of neighbors. 
 

Requestor’s Alternative #1: Eliminate windows on the east and west sides to protect bedrooms 
and bathrooms of adjacent neighbors. 
Requestor’s Alternative #2: Remove the roof deck from final plans to preserve neighbors’ 
privacy. 
Requestor’s Alternative #3: Eliminate endless pool from east property line, which is adjacent to 
neighbor’s rear deck. 
Requestor’s Alternative #4: Maintain current depth of the building, which exceeds Dolores 
Heights SUD, to maintain mid block open space. 

 
Issue #4: Preserve view from 21st Street, especially for visitors to the “Tom & Jerry” Christmas display at 
3650 21st Street. 
 

Requestor’s Alternative #1: Eliminate the horizontal addition to the fourth story and the roof 
deck to preserve public views.  
 

Issue #5: Soften the proposed façade of the proposed project. 
 
Requestor’s Alternative #1: The revised façade (horizontal wood siding) is more in keeping with 
the neighborhood character than the original proposal, however the shingled façade would also 
be in keeping. Recommend maintaining a peaked or gabled roofline to blend with the “organic” 
step progression of each home on 21st Street. 
Requestor’s Alternative #2: The rear façade looks like an office building and windows needs to 
be scaled to fit. Scaled down windows also concern privacy inside of 3636 21st Street living areas.  

 
Issue #6: Make other design changes to maintain character of the street and neighborhood. 
 

Requestor’s Alternative #1: Many other alternatives exist to provide the sponsor a livable home 
while maintaining the character and scale of the neighborhood and will provide more examples 
at the DR hearing. 
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For more details, see attached Discretionary Review Applications, dated February 17, 2016 (Carolyn Kenady) 
and dated February 16, 2016 (David Pennabaker).   
 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 
The sponsor has worked with the Department, neighbors and DR filers on revisions since Pre-Application 
Meeting and building permit application filing on January 15, 2015. Highlights of overall project 
modifications are included below: 
 

- Removal of existing deck and addition of setbacks on eastern property line to improve eastern 
neighbor’s light and air. 
-Remove exterior stairway along west wall in proposed design due to expressed design concerns 
from neighbor. 
-Increase depth (measured from front facade) of retained gabled roof from 15’ to 18’ due to RDT 
and neighbor concerns. 
- Reduce sight lines between adjacent neighbors at eastern elevation by reducing 2nd floor 
glazing and adding strategic horizontal louvers to 3rd floor. 
-Remove glazing in the front elevation gable face due to RDT/ neighbor concerns related to  
neighborhood character and solid-to-void ratio. 
- Return to period window styling for 2nd floor to enhance period detailing 
-Retained existing entryway to maintain period detailing/existing neighborhood character 
-Added more traditional gable to flat roof transition by aligning peaks. 
-Allowed pruned willow tree to regrow to original size (increasing privacy to northern 
neighbors). Will enhance or replace with additional foliage at similar height along rear property 
line. 
-Reduced excavation cubic volume by 70% due to concerns from northern neighbors. 
-Staggered floor levels and increased setbacks on rear facade to eliminate “office building look” 
and concerns of neighbors regarding privacy. Also, wood and steel material were added between 
levels. 

 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, from Yishai Lerner, property owner, for additional 
information. 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
The Residential Design Team (RDT) has reviewed the project two times, the first on May 13, 2015 during 
initial building permit application review. The proposal was again reviewed by the RDT on March 9, 
2016, specifically for concerns outlined by the DR filers, as noted above.  
 
After filing Discretionary Review, the proposal was reviewed by the RDT again with focus on the issues 
raised by the two DR filers. The RDT supported the rear horizontal addition at all levels at initial project 
review and continued to support after the DRs were filed, including the top floor (or fourth as referenced 
in the DR requestors’ applications). The RDT noted that the addition would not overly impact light and 
air within the rear yard mid block open space due to topography of the block and the adjacent lots. The 
midblock open space is defined. The RDT found that the proposed project matches with the adjacent 
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pattern of rear yard encroachment into the midblock open space and supported the variance request 
based on this pattern. 
 
Privacy concerns were reviewed. The RDT supported a 5 foot setback of the roof garden guardrails along 
the adjacent property to increase privacy between structures. The stairwell location was determined 
acceptable, but any roof deck not immediately dedicated to the stair or landing was requested to be 
setback. The sponsor submitted revisions which included a five foot setback of the roof guardrail. 
 
The RDT further recommended the reduction of lot line glazing along the east side. It was noted that 
these enhancements could include added translucency, clerestory location, size reduction, or other ways 
to shift view lines or visibility between adjacent structures. The sponsor submitted revisions which 
included reduction of the glazing at the master bedroom (second floor) and introduction of internal 
louvers at the glazed stair and wall area to shift the view line and enhance privacy for neighbor to the 
east.  
 
The sponsor is retaining approximately 18 feet of the existing gable roof at the front of the structure, and 
boxing out the rest of the roof to create a flat roof. No change in the roof shape was requested by the RDT 
in the initial project review or after the DR was filed, as the issue of roof-shape character in the rear of 
non-public facing portion of the proposal are not specifically addressed by the Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDGs). Further, the block consists of residences defined by a mix of shaped roofs and flat 
roofs. 
 
The RDGs protect major public views from public spaces, with reference to the Urban Design Element of 
the General Plan that “identifies streets that are important for their quality of views”. The publicly 
available views to the Bay from this portion of 21st Street have been deemed “good views” in the General 
Plan. The proposal does not impact the public’s views from 21st Street downhill (east) to the Bay. Due to 
the steep grade of this section of 21st Street and the downhill slope of the subject block, there are views of 
downtown and the northern part of the Bay from 21st Street across the subject property. In addition, the 
DR filers reference the public view impact for visitors to the holiday “Tom & Jerry” house at 3650 21st 
Street, located two houses uphill from the subject property. Although these views are not protected by 
the General Plan or the Residential Design Guidelines, the proposal will continue to allow for these views 
from many points along 21st Street across the subject property.  
 
The fenestration pattern of the rear elevation is not subject to the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs). 
Additionally, the RDGs do not address interior use issues such as the endless pool, but the RDT noted it 
would not support a glazed lot line condition at the pool.  
 
The RDT supported the proposed front façade alterations. The building has a minimal front setback from 
the street (approximately 4 feet). No front garden currently exists. The entry steps and driveway 
currently occupy this setback area, and the project does not propose to modify this footprint. The 
horizontal wood-siding is comptabile with the mixed architecture of the district, and the retention of the 
Classical Revival detailing illustrate a combination of architectural styles. The existing entry sequence, 
which is a covered, recessed entry, is proposed to be retained. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) 
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 
10,000 square feet). In addition, the property was determined not to be an historic resource (Case No. 
2015-001214ENV). 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The proposal was reviewed by the RDT on March 9, 2016, specifically for concerns outlined by the DR 
filers, as noted above.  
 

• The RDT continued to support the rear horizontal addition, with the massing reduction revisions 
included per the initial RDT request. 

• The rear yard fenestration pattern is not subject to the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs).  
• The RDGs do not address interior use issues such as the endless pool, but the RDT noted it would 

not support a glazed lot line condition at the pool.  
• At this meeting, the RDT did request a setback at the top-level roof deck to increase privacy, 

allowing for the parapet condition adjacent to the roof hatch/stairwell access to remain as 
proposed.  

• In addition, the RDT recommended the reduction of lot line glazing along the lightwell and along 
the east elevation for privacy concerns through the sponsor investigating a variety of methods.  

 
To summarize, the project sponsor submitted revisions to the Section 311 plans per input from the RDT, 
and DR filers, which addressed revisions as follows:  

• On the east elevation, reduced the glazing at the master bedroom (second floor) and introduced 
internal louvers at the glazed stair and wall area to enhance privacy for neighbor to the east;  

• On the top-level roof deck, setback the railings five feet from edge of building to enhance privacy 
for neighbors. 

 
The project does not create or contain 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 Photograph  
Photographs of street view - subject property and adjacent properties 
CEQA Class 1 Categorical Exemption Determination September 10, 2015 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Applications, dated February 17, 2016 (Carolyn Kenady) and dated February 16, 2016 (David 
Pennabaker) 
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Response to DR Applications by property owner Yishai Lerner 
3D Renderings 
Reduced Plans of 3636 21st Street, dated May 27, 2016, revised per RDT and neighbor input since January 
2015 
Sponsor submittal, Support letter and exhibits 
DR Filers -  Submittal of Additional Materials 
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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 block has seen several waves of development resulting in a disparate collection 
of residences in a range of styles. Roof styles are shaped and flat. 
 
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? 

  X 

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 building retains its relationship to the street and to the steep topography. The 
building has a minimal front setback from the street (approximately 4 feet). No front garden currently 
exists. The entry steps and driveway currently occupy this setback area, and the project does not propose 
to modify this footprint.  The addition would not overly impact light and air within that space due to 
topography of the block and the adjacent lots. The midblock open space is defined. The rear addition 
matches with the adjacent pattern of rear yard encroachment into the midblock open space and 
supported the variance request based on this pattern. 
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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 building retains its existing height and relationship to the street. The addition would 
not overly impact light and air within that space due to topography of the block and the adjacent lots. The 
midblock open space is defined. Side setbacks are proposed at the rear addition adjacent to the shorter, 
downhill neighbor, to reduce the mass.  The rear addition matches with the adjacent pattern of rear yard 
encroachment into the midblock open space and supported the variance request based on this pattern. 
 
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   



Discretionary Review – Full Analysis 
Hearing Date: July 28, 2016 

 11 

CASE NO. 2015-001214VAR/DRP-02 
3636 21st Street 

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:   The project proposes to retain the entry and garage location and sequences, and change 
the entry door and garage door in slightly modified openings.  
 
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: Slightly enlarged window openings are proposed, but the general location of windows is 
proposed for retention. The solid-to-void ratio will be maintained, compatible with the building and the 
district. Window replacements are high quality, in keeping with the neighborhood character. Horizontal 
wood siding is compatible with the mixed character of the neighborhood. 
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

3636 21st Street 3605/016
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

2015-001214ENV 2/12/2015

Addition/ Demolition ew Project Modification

Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Renovate 8~ Expand; Horizontal &Vertical Additions; Complete Interior &seismic retrofit; Addition
of basement level &roof terrace. Alterations/improvements &restoration to facade. Front &rear
landscaping &improvements to street &sidewalk.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

1Vote: If neither Class 1 or 3 a lies, an Environmental Evaluation A lication is re uired.

Class 1 —Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

❑ Class 3 —New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class_

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the ro'ect a licant must submit an Environmental A lication with a Phase I

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPAHTMENTZ%13!15



Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of

enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects

would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?

Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety

(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

a (2)feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in anon-archeological sensitive

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

1Voise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,

residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20°/o or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new

❑ construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a

geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new

❑ construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a

geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,

❑ new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental

Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the

CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Je8r1 Poling ~.A,,,oa,~,.a,~ ----

Archeological review completed.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS -HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (re er to Parcel In ormation Ma )

❑ Cate ory A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

✓ Cate o B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 ears of a e). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/45



STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

❑ 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

❑ 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

❑ 4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible Erom any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

❑ 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

❑ 7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

❑

8. Additions) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50%larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

❑✓ Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves-four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project

❑ 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

❑ 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

❑ 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

❑ 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

SAN FfiANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13115



8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): Per PTR form dated 11/9/2015 (attached)

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

PreseTVailon Planner Signahlre: Allison K. Vanderslice~:;:;,.,~_ ~...

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

❑ Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that

apply):

Step 2 — CEQA Impacts

Step 5 -Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

a llofurther environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

Planner Name: AIIISOtI ~/afld@C'S~IC@
Signature:

I I I~O~ ~. DigilaAy signed by AtlLsm K. VaiMersNce
DN: do=org, tlr-sFgov, dc=cilyplaimirig, ou=CiryPlannug,

Pro ect A royal AcHon~1 PP
au=Environmental Plann~g, m=Alison K Va~Merslice,

A~,~~.~e~d~~e~~..o~

Building Permit
anderslice oa~:2o,5.,,.,0,5,9:o6-0a~ar

-
lt lJiscretionary Keview betore the Planning Commission is requested,

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the

project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the

Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30

days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to deternune whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification' and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than

front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

❑ Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

❑ Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
❑ at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required ATE O

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in acwrdance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: 11/9/2015 Date of Form Completion 11/9/2015

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planner. Address:

Allmon Vanderslice 36 6 ; 1st Street

131ock/Lot Cross Streets

3605/016 Church and Sanchez Streets

CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:

B 2015-001214ENV

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

~ CEQA (~ Article 10;'11 ("` Preliminary/PIC (+' Alteration (' Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 02/12/2015

PROJECT ISSUES:

~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

The project proposes a horizontal and vertical addition, facade remodel, addition of a
basement level, addition of a roof terrace, complete interior remodel and seismic
upgrade, and landscaping. A Supplemental Information for Historic Resource
Determination form (Supplemental) was submitted by the project sponsor to aid this
review.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource Present (':Yes rNo ~ (~N/A

Individual Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 -Event C Yes (•' No Criterion 1 -Event: C` Yes (: No

Criterion 2 -Persons: (' Yes (• No Criterion 2 -Persons (~ Yes (: No

Criterion 3 -Architecture: ~ Yes (:: No Criterion 3 -Architecture: ~ Yes ~ No

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential• (': Yes (No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: ~ Yes ~ No

Period of Significance: ~~a Period of Significance: n/a

Contributor (' Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6376

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 1 1: ~ Yes ~ No ~• N/A

CEQA Material Impairment (~? Yes ~ No

Needs More Information: (` Yes (: No

Requires Design Revisions: (~ Yes ( No

DefertaResidentialDesignTeam: C`; Yes ( No

* If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or

Preservation Coordinator is required.

(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

Based on the Supplemental form completed for the subject property and additional
research by Department staff, the subject property at 3636 21st Street is not an historical
resource under CEQA.

Constructed in 1905, the building was built after the initial development of the Castro/
Upper Market neighborhood and the immediate area in the late nineteenth century. The
subject building does not appear to be associated with any significant events or trends in
the local area or San Francisco generally. Therefore, the subject property is not significant
under Criterion 1. Based on the Supplemental form prepared for the subject property and
research by Department staff, no significant persons are associated with the property.
Therefore, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 2.

The building is aone-and-half-story-over-garage single-family residence with a steeply
pitched gable roof and shingle cladding with some Classical Revival detailing including
columns flanking the recessed front entry and cornice and brackets. Fenestration consists
of the original wood double hung windows and replacement windows, include aluminum
sliders. Alterations to the subject building include the the replacement and reconfiguring
of windows, the addition of a garage and driveway and removal of secondary entrance and
windows on the lower level of the primary facade, and replacement of shingle cladding in
1970. Due to these alterations and the lack of architectural detail, the subject building is
not a good example of style, type, or period. The original architect or builder was not
identified nor is the building likely to be found a significant example of the work of a
master architect. Therefore, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 3.

The subject building is not significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criteria
typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built environment. The
subject building is not an example of a rare construction type.

The subject property does not appear to be within an identified or eligible historic district.
The subject block has seen several waves of development resulting in a disparate
collection of residences in a range of styles. As the subject block faces of 21st Street do not
appear to contain a cohesive group of residential buildings, and due to the fact that many
of the buildings have been altered, this block does not appear to qualify as an historic
district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator: Date:
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1650 Miss ion Street Suite 400   San Franc isco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On January 15, 2015  the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 201501155832 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: 3636 21st Street Applicant: Sonja Navin 
Cross Street(s): Church & Sanchez Sts Address: 1286 Sanchez St 
Block/Lot No.: 3605/016 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94114 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X/Dolores Heights SUD Contact: 415.641.7320/ sonja@levyaa.com         

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 x Façade Alteration(s)  Front Addition 
x  Rear Addition  Side Addition x  Vertical Addition 
PROJ ECT F EATU RES  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential Residential 
Building Depth ~70 feet (inc deck)  ~74 feet (inc deck) 
Rear Yard ~44 feet (to rear deck) ~40 feet (to rear deck) 
Building Height ~27 feet 8 inches (to midpoint of ridge); 

~33 feet 7 inches (to peak of ridge) 
No Change at street; finished floor of 
new roof deck ~ 32 feet 6 inches 

Number of Stories 3 at street No Change at street 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces 1 2 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
Facade alterations include removing shingles and adding horizontal wood siding, replacing windows, and replacing 
garage and entry doors. The vertical addition consists of boxing out the existing gable roof starting approximately 17 
feet beyond the front building wall  - the top of which will not be taller than the existing peak roof ridge. A roof deck 
is proposed above the vertical addition. At the rear, existing habitable space and rear decks will be reconfigured into 
a four level rear addition comprised of habitable space and decks, parts of which project into the required rear yard. 
Within the Dolores Heights SUD, encroachments beyond the 45% required rear yard require obtaining a Variance to 
proceeed. The Variance is scheduled for a public hearing before the Zoning Administrator on February 24, 2016 and 
will be noticed separately. 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:  Marcelle Boudreaux 
Telephone: (415) 575-9140       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  marcelle.boudreaux@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/
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PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

ADDRESS: '~; ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:
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2. Location and Classification

Please check ell that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ❑ Alterations ~] Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ~ Front ~ Height ~ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous Use: ~~~~ f Q„ 1/1/t~u'v~ Y~ ~ 1 ~.Q/1n (~
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Proposed Use: ~i~ ~(, ~ ~ t ~ G~-L~MCsZ
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4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

~, Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?

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

Did you participate 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 resu t, including an changes there were made to the roposed project. ~
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January 6, 2015 rN~f S~ ~^~~ 
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RE: Revisions to Proposed Plans for 3636 21St Street C~ ~~~~~ f~~~~~~.~
~ 

~.. 
~ (~

When we first met the issues that were raised were: l J ~ ~-y d~ ~''~~ ~~-'
~Q,~,.~~ ~l~ The amount of excavation proposed and relationship to underlying

~- y`'~~ ~ 3 ~ ~ , geology
The apparentmass of the proposal when viewed from the north

~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ neighbors
~-~-. The apparent mass of the proposal as experienced by the East

neighbors
~̀ ~ 'The prapased changes to the period facade

• The total floor area of the proposal

In Response we have made the following revisions
• The amount of excavation was reduced by +/- 70% from 494 cu yd.s to

150 cu yd.s
• The setback from the average of adjacent neighbors line at the terrace at

the main living level has been increased from 5'-0" to 10'-6" and the
associated rear wall of this level has been pushed back the same
amount

• Architectural elements that projected into the rear yard have been
removed.

• The setb from the~verage of adjacent neighbors line at the roof deck
has been increased from 5'-0" to 15'-0"

• The setback at the east property line, adjacent to the neighbors lightwell
has been increased from 5'-0" to 8'-0"

• With these recisions the interior floor area has been reduced by 250 sq.
ft. +/- from the proposed 4770 gross square feet

• With these revisions the roof deck area has been reduced by 120 sq. ft.
+/-

Building Statistics are Revised as follows:

Existing # of Dwellings is 1
Existing Gross Sq. Ft. 2296 (int)
Existing # of stories 3
Existing Ridge Height is 34'-6"
Existing Avg Roof Height 29'-6"
Height Limit 35'-0" above Grade
Existing Building Depth 64'-0"
Existing Building Depth 64'-0"

Proposed Dwellings is 1
Proposed Gross Sq. Ft. 4520 (interior)
Proposed # of stories 3
Proposed Ridge Height is 34'-6"
Proposed Average Roof Height 32'-9"

proposed Depth 78'-6" @basement
Proposed Dept ~ st & 2nd

Proposed Dept .63'-9" @ 3rd

9/6/2015



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

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 the exceptional and extraardinary 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.

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 ar the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

.~ ~ ~-act ~ SG~¢,~~-s

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

9
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Question 7: What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum
standards of the Planning Code. What are the exception 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 Po/icies or Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and cite specific
sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

a) Height and mass: The Residential Design Guidelines - IV -Building Scale and Form -state:
"Design the scale of the building to be compatible with the height and depth of surrounding
buildings." (pg. 24) The proposed project at 3636 21st Street ("Proposed Project") is exceptional
and extraordinary in its height and depth relative to the surrounding buildings.

Height. The proposed design is a four-story building reaching nearly 34 feet in height at sidewalk
level. This is out of proportion and incompatible with the adjacent properties to the east and the
west. For example, the eastern neighbor's building (3632/3632A 21St St.) is a 2-story building with
height of 29 feet above the sidewalk. The western neighbor's building is a 2-story cottage that is
approximately 24 feet above the sidewalk. At the rear, the proposed building will be 4 stories
(including excavated basement). It will rise ~50 feet above its adjacent downhill rear yard
neighbors at 3632 21st Street and 337 and 333 Liberty Street. The Residential Design
Guidelines for Building Scale at Mid-Block Open Space recommend that the property owner
"[d]esign the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at
the mid-block open space." (pg. 25) Here, the Proposed Project will be significantly taller than
other houses in the middle of 21st Street and Liberty Street.

Mass. The current house is 2,300 square feet with three bedrooms, living room, kitchen, dining
room, and basement area. The proposed design is 4,500 square feet (95% increase in square
footage.) The only added rooms appear to be a guest room at the first story (basement level) and
a library at the third story level. The added 1,600 square feet of ancillary living space creates
extraordinary and exceptional impacts on the adjacent neighbors which are outlined below in this
application.

Depth. Adding to the mass and scale, the proposed building will extend to a depth of 78' 6" at
the basement/garden level and to a depth of 73' 6" at the first and second floor levels and to a
depth of 63' 9" at the third floor level. This average depth of 72' exceeds the code-allowed depth
of 55% of the lot (62' 8") by ten feet. With its proposed depth 78'6" at the basement/garden level,
the proposed mass reduces the rear yard open space to 35' 6" (31 % of 114' deep lot.) The
Dolores Heights Special Use District (hereinafter referred to as the "Dolores Heights SUD",
Section 241 of the Planning Code) specifies that "[t]he minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to
45 percent of the total depth of the lot on which building is situated," which in this case should --
at aminimum -- be 51'4". In addition to the exceptional height and massing that is proposed, the
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Project Sponsor has also applied for a variance seeking to reduce the rear yard open space from
51' 4" to 35' 6" (31 % of 114' deep lot).

The mid-block open space is significantly reduced —especially for the Liberty Street properties
to the north whose backyards abut the rear of the Proposed Project, and the adjacent property to
the east (3632 21st Street.) The Residential Design Guidelines note: "Even when permitted by
the Planning Code, building expansions into the rear yard may not be appropriate if they are
uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of the other buildings that define the
mid-block open space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding residents feeling
"boxed-in" and cut-off from the mid-block open space." [Residential Design Guidelines — IV —
Building Scale and Form -Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space, page 26] The side setbacks in
the proposed design do not resolve the "boxed-in" views for neighbors on Liberty and 21st
Streets.

Loss of character/incompatible with the character of the neighborhood: Dolores Heights is
one of five areas named as an "outstanding and unique area" in the San Francisco General Plan.
Policy 2.7 recommends that the City "[r]ecognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that
contribute in an extraordinary degree to San Francisco's visual form and character." It describes
what makes Dolores Heights so unique: "a uniform scale of buildings, mixed with abundant
landscaping in yards and steep street areas. Rows of houses built from nearly identical plans that
form complete or partial block frontages, arranged on hillside streets as a stepped-down series of
flat or gabled roofs. Building setbacks with gardens set before Victorian facades and interesting
entryways." [Online document, no pagination]
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The predominant roofline design on the street is comprised of peaked/gabled roofs that blend in
with the slope of the hill. The Residential Design Guidelines recommend "[d]esign rooflines to be

compatible with those found on surrounding buildings". (Residential Design Guidelines — IV —
Building Scale and Forma —Building Form —Proportions, page 29] The proposed design would

replace this compatible facade/silhouette with a larger square, boxy structure extending behind

the 15 foot-deep peaked roof setback. The box will be completely visible from the street, both

uphill and downhill due to the grade of the street/hill. This large structure with windows on all

sides -designed to take advantage of views -does not seek to mirror the scale of the
neighborhood. It lacks the character of other residences in the neighborhood and is not

compatible with adjacent facades. The Residential Design Guidelines recommend "design the

building's proportions to be compatible with those found on surrounding buildings." The site is
located on a steep slope/hill and the proposed additions disregard the existing topography and do

not respect the site and surrounding area. The proposed design will break the organic step
progression of rooflines on the street.

The proposed design of the facade of the property is out of character with the neighborhood and

the history of the property itself. The current facade is comprised of shingles. The shingled facade

appears in photos extending back to the 1940s. The shingled design is complemented by a

peaked roof giving the property an appearance similar to the adjacent (west) uphill shingled

cottage and of the wood shingled and varied peaked roof of the adjacent (east) downhill property.
There are several homes on both sides of the street with shingled facades.

c) Loss of public views: This block of 21st Street is well-known for its views and for the "Tom &

Jerry Christmas" tree which is displayed at 3650 21st St from Thanksgiving through early January
every year since 1984. Many Bay Area residents and out-of-area tourists walk up and down the

street daily to see the views. During the holiday season, thousands of visitors take pictures of the
holiday tree and the view to the east. The proposed mass from the addition of 600 square feet to

the fourth story and the new roof deck on top of the fourth story with a solid parapet will block

public views of downtown, the Bay and East Bay from the 21st Street sidewalks.

This violates the Urban Design Element (Policy 1.1) of the General Plan which protects public
views - "Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open

space and water.... Overlooks and other viewpoints for appreciation of the city and its environs

should be protected and supplemented, by limitation of buildings and other obstructions where
necessary." [Online document, no pagination] The 21st Street block between Church and

Sanchez Streets is a public space that receives many visitors throughout the day, including
dozens of tourists who stop to admire and photograph the expansive city views.
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Question 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:

The Proposed Project, with its increased depth, mass, and design choices, creates many
unreasonable impacts on surrounding properties in the neighborhood. These impacts
demonstrate substantively that the proposed project design and the project sponsor's variance
request for rear extension should be denied. Below are the major impacts:

a) Loss of light and air: The proposed design will loom over the adjacent properties -especially
those to the north and east. The additional mass on the 4th story and the roof deck on top of it
will reduce light and air to four separate properties to the west, east, and north. The horizontal
box extension of the 4th story to a depth of 64 feet and the additional mass of opaque guardrails
on the roof deck on top of the 4th story will cast shadows into the windows, rooms, and gardens
of the adjacent properties to the west and east. Because of the steeply sloping hillside the
vertical extension will create an excessive towering effect on the Liberty Street neighbors to the
north of the property line. Their yards are 12 feet lower than the back of the Subject Property lot.
(The combined height and slope also impacts the property to the east.)

The proposed rear horizontal addition will extend 15 feet beyond the existing rear wall of the first
story (basement). It will extend 10 feet beyond the rear wall of the existing second and third
stories. This also reduces the light and air to the northern neighbors on Liberty Street -especially
during the winter months —and to the east and west neighbors on 21St Street.

The Proposed Project includes a side setback on the east side of the property at the first story
(basement) and second story. Because the setback is reduced substantially at the second and
third stories, the proposed side setback does not effectively mitigate the reduced light and air to
the bedrooms of the east property, whose sole windows face the light well.

b) Loss of privacy and quiet:
Decks. The building plans include three decks including a roof deck being added on top of the
4th story. These decks overlook the yards and windows of neighboring properties. The roof deck
in particular will invade the privacy of the residents of those homes and increase the noise level of
the neighborhood. The number and size of the decks is excessive and a burden on the
neighborhood.

Anyone standing on the second floor deck of the proposed design will be able to look directly into
the rearbedrooms of 337 - 341 Liberty Street and 333 Liberty Street. People standing on the roof
deck will be able to look into the bedrooms and bathrooms of 3632 - 3634 21st Street to the east
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of the property. Thus, the Proposed Project will directly infringe on the privacy of surrounding
neighbors within the most intimate areas of the neighbors' living areas.

Windows. The eastern-facing windows of the proposed design overlook the eastern adjacent
building (3632- 3634 21st St). Specifically, the windows overlook the eastern building's front
deck (over garage), rear first floor deck, and three windows in the building's side setback. These
windows significantly impact the privacy of the residents and should be removed or use opaque
glass.

Rear expansion. The proposed design includes windows and decks in the rear addition to the
building. This provides a direct view of the eastern neighbor's rear deck and garden and the rear
garden of the neighbors at 337 Liberty Street.

Endless pool. The proposed plans also include an "endless pool" situated next to the east
neighbor's property line. The east neighbor's only rear deck is located right above the fence line.
People in the endless pool will have a direct view of the deck which is used for bbq, eating, and
entertaining. Any noise from pool activities will carry to all neighbors.

c) Loss of public views: As previously noted the 21st Street hill ascends over 130 feet from
Church Street to the top of the hill at Sanchez Street. It provides stunning views of the San
Francisco downtown skyline, the Bay, and the East Bay (including Mt. Diablo). It is visited daily by
dozens of tourists and residents who come to enjoy the exceptional city views throughout the
year and during the year-end holidays. "Tom &Jerry's Christmas tree" at 3650 21st Street is
featured in Yelp, Trip Advisor, and Google Local as a "must-see" local attraction. The street is
also featured in The Stairway Walks in San Francisco and other tourist guides.

d) Risk to the stability of neighboring properties: The proposed project includes significant
excavation which causes risk of flooding, soil disturbance, erosion, and seismic damage to
downhill properties to the east and north. Dolores Heights has a natural spring at the top of the
hill. Through the early 20th century it provided local residents and grazing animals with water.
Residents on 21st Street found non-City water bubbling up through the soil when making
sidewalk alterations. Owing to this existing source of water, Dolores Heights' properties have
experienced more than typical flooding in lower level of buildings.

e) Risk from unmitigated wall on a slope: The building plans for a new basement include
excavation of over eight vertical feet and construction of a new retaining wall. This along with the
flooding risk poses risk of landslide or movement of the adjacent east property. The two
properties each touch their respective property lines from the sidewalk through to the east
property's side setback light well.
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Question 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 #7?

a) Maintain "special characteristics of outstanding and unique areas" Remove the horizontal
addition to the fourth story of the building. This is incompatible with the character of the
neighborhood. Use a peaked roof with dormers or a gabled design to blend with the rooflines that
step down the hillside.

b) Preserve light and air for neighboring properties: Remove the extension of the 4th story to the
rear of the building. The sponsor already has a large 4th story. Remove the proposed roof deck
on top of the proposed 4th story. With its 42" guardrail and opaque "fire-rated wall" effectively
creates a fifth story -- that at mid-lot is 36' 4" high (building height of 32' 6" listed on page 1 of 311
Notice + 40" fire wall.) This exceeds the 35' height allowed under the Dolores Heights SUD. In
addition, the horizontal roof extension and the roof deck impact the light and air of adjacent
residents and public views.

An alternative design to a horizontal extension is to add dormers to the existing peaked roof to
make the top floor more usable. The roofline would blend with the slope of the hill and with the
rooflines of other homes on the north side of the street. Nearly all adjacent roofs are peaked or
gabled.

Maintain the current depth of the building (64') which still exceeds the Dolores Heights Special
Use District allowed depth of 62' 8" (building depth of 55% in 114 deep lot.)

c) Preserve privacy of neighbors: Revise the building plans to eliminate the roof deck from the
final building to preserve the privacy of the neighbors. The remaining two decks and terraced
backyard will provide ample outdoor space for the house. Eliminate the windows on the east and
west sides of the proposed structure to protect the bedrooms and bathrooms of adjacent
neighbors. Eliminate the "endless pool" from the east property line where it is adjacent to the
neighbor's 50 square foot' rear deck. Maintain the current depth of the building (64') which
exceeds the Dolores Heights SUD allowed depth of 62' 8" (building depth of 55% in 114 deep lot.)
This will maintain the mid-block open space recommended by the Residential Design Guidelines
and mandated by the Dolores Heights SUD.

d) Preserve view from 21st Street: Eliminate the new proposed fourth story horizontal expansion
and the roof deck on top of the 4th story to preserve the public views from the 21st Street. As
Policy 1.5.16 of the Urban Design Element states: "Views from streets can provide a means for
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orientation and help the observer to perceive the city and its districts more clearly." [Online
document, no pagination]

e) Soften the proposed facade of the Proposed Project: The revised front facade is more in
keeping with the existing shingled facade and is more in character with the neighborhood than the
original proposed design. We recommend maintaining a peaked or gabled roofline that will blend
with the "organic" step progression of each home on 21st Street. The proposed boxed roofline
stands out and breaks the linear progression. A peaked/gabled roofline will also allow more air
and light to adjacent properties. The rear facade of the property with its large windows looks like
an office building design. The windows need to be scaled down to fit with the adjacent buildings.
Scaled-down windows also avoid privacy issues with adjacent neighbors being able to see inside
3636 21st Street bedrooms and other living areas.

fl Make other design changes to maintain character of the street and neighborhood: Many
other alternatives exist to provide the sponsor with a livable home while maintaining the character
and scale of the neighborhood. We will provide examples of how the sponsor can achieve this
during our testimony and exhibits at the Discretionary Review hearing. We believe that the
project sponsor can have a wonderful residence that he enjoys while maintaining benefits and
enjoyment for his neighbors.



Applicant's Affidavit

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

Signature: (~ l~ 1'~~/V~ ~~— -- Date: p~/ ~1~~-
f/ 

_ 
~

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

CA~'201-y N ~~G N,A-b ~ -- - --
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)
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Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Plamling 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.

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:
❑ Required Materiel.
~ Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners end owners of property across street.

DR APPLICATION
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For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Departrnent:

By: ~jw f•} (~-~ Date: ~/
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3605-016
Yishai Lerner
3636 21St St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-017
Vince A Pera
3640 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-059
Greg Montana
3639 21St St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-061
Mr. &Mrs. Dong
3633 21St St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-037
Parker Ranney
333 Liberty St
San Francisco CA 94114
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3605-015
Carolyn Kenady &Melissa Kenady
3632 21St St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-058
Daniel Gonzales &David Pennebaker
3649 21S` St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-060
Nancy Fleishmann
3637 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-062
Scorpion Properties
3627 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-036A
Philippe Vendrolini
337 Liberty St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-036
Benjamin Meyer
343 Liberty St
San Francisco CA94114
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I CASE NUMBER.

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
i .Owner/Applicant Information

__ ___ __
~~~1'ic~'~'~ii~~~dker

L.~ .~ .._ d'~ ,. ~...._

~~ ~ ,• t:
~. € ~":.

DP APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: :. ZIP CODE:
3649 21st Street 94114

__ _ _ __

', PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
Yishai Lerner

ADDRESS: 7JP CODE:
i 3636 21st Street 94114

__ _ _ .
TELEPHONE:

', ~ 415 531-0078

__ __
TELEPHONE:

', ~ 415 328-9474

__ _....

ZIP CODE: ! TELEPHONE:

' ~
_ _ _ __

2 (_..ovation and Classification

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

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

Additions to Building: Rear Front Height ~ Side Yard ❑
One amity Dwe ing

Present or Previous U se:
One Family Dwelling

Proposed Use:
201501155832 01 /15/2015

Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:

~O~IGINAL



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action - - - - — — — — — — — — — — ~ y, YES ~ NO

----- -------- _ ______________ --- --- y- . . 
- 

p J P PP 

'- __ ----------- — ----

Have ou discussed this ro ect with the ermit a licant. [~ i ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planners I; [~' ❑
i

---- — - -- _ _ T — -- --

_Did you participate in outside mediation on this cases ~ ❑ ~ [~
L ---- - - -- - - _ _ 1 __

5 Changes Made to the Project as a Res~ilt of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with. the applicant, planning staff ar gone through. mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.
The sponsor added a swimming pool, expanded the size of the roof deck, moved the roof deck which
required a firewall, added solar panels to the peak roof, changed the configuration of the lightwell to the
.East.
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Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

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 the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City's Genera] Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

See Attached.

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:

See Attached.

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

See Attached.



Applicant's Affidavit

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

Signature: .,~~~~l~, te: 02/16/2016

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

David Pennebaker

Owner / Authonzed Agenc (circle one)

sAN -,~rd risac ~.N~N~, oeFaN. r r r soe o~~ zc i
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3Question 1: What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the

minimum standards of the Planning Code. What are the exception and extraordinary
circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project conflicf

with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or Residential Design

Guidelines? Please be specific and cite specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

a) Height and mass: The Residential Design Guidelines - IV -Building Scale and Form -

state: "Design the scale of the building to be compatible with the height and depth of

surrounding buildings." (pg. 23) The proposed project at 3636 21st Street ("Proposed

Project') is exceptional and extraordinary in its height and depth relative to the

surrounding buildings.

Height. The proposed design is a four-story building reaching nearly 34 feet in height at

sidewalk level. This is out of proportion and incompatible with the adjacent properties to

the east and the west. For example, the eastern neighbor's building (3632/3632A 21St

St.) is a 2-story building with a height of 29 feet above the sidewalk. The western

neighbor's building is a 2-story cottage that is approximately 24 feet above the sidewalk.
At the rear, the proposed building will be 4 stories (including excavated basement). It

will rise 50-feet above its adjacent downhill rear yard neighbors at 3632 21st Street and

337 and 333 Liberty Street. The Residential Design Guidelines for Building Scale at
Mid-Block Open Space recommend that the property owner "[d]esign the height and

depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at the mid-block

open space." (pg. 25) Here, the Proposed Project will be significantly taller than other
houses in the middle of 21st Street and Liberty Street. This design will shade the

gardens of several properites to the East, West and North.

Mass. The current house is 2,900 square feet with three bedrooms, living room, kitchen,

dining room, and basement area. The proposed design is 4,500 square feet (55%
increase in square footage.) The only added rooms appear to be a guest room at the

first story (basement level) and a library at the third story level. The added 1,600

square feet of ancillary living space creates extraordinary and exceptional impacts on

the adjacent neighbors which are outlined below in this application. The proposed size

and mass of this project on a 25-foot wide lot is out of character with the neighborhood.

Depth. Adding to the mass and scale, the proposed building will extend to a depth of

78' 6" at the basement/garden level and to a depth of 73' 6" at the first and second floor

levels. This average depth of 76' exceeds the code-allowed depth of 55% of the lot (62'

8") by over 13 feet. With its proposed depth 78'6" at the basement/garden level, the
proposed mass reduces the rear yard open space to 35' 6" (31 % of 114' deep lot.) The

Dolores Heights Special Use District (hereinafter referred to as the "Dolores Heights

SUD", Section 241 of the Planning Code) specifies that "[t]he minimum rear yard depth

shall be equal to 45 percent of the total depth of the lot on which building is situated,"
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which in this case should -- at a minimum -- be 51'4". Thus, the proposed building

exceeds the Dolores Heights SUD's minimum open space requirement by more than

30%.

The mid-block open space is significantly reduced —especially for the Liberty Street
properties to the north whose backyards abut the rear of the Proposed Project, and the

adjacent property to the east (3632 21st Street.) The Residential Design Guidelines
note: "Even when permitted by the Planning Code, building expansions into the rear

yard may not be appropriate if they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on

the context of the other buildings that define the mid-block open space. An out-of-scale
rear yard addition can leave surrounding residents feeling "boxed-in" and cut-off from the

mid-block open space." [Residential Design Guidelines — IV —Building Scale and Form

Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space, page 26] The side setbacks in the proposed design

do not resolve the "boxed-in" views for neighbors on Liberty and 21st Streets.
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b) Loss of character/incompatible with the character of the neighborhood:

Dolores Heights is one of five areas named as an "outstanding and unique area" in the

San Francisco General Plan. Policy 2.7 recommends that the City "[r]ecognize and

protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an extraordinary degree to San
Francisco's visual form and character." It describes what makes Dolores Heights so

unique: "a uniform scale of buildings, mixed with abundant landscaping in yards and

steep street areas. Rows of houses built from nearly identical plans that form complete

or partial block frontages, arranged on hillside streets as a stepped-down series of flat or

gabled roofs. Building setbacks with gardens set before Victorian facades and
interesting entryways." [Online document, no pagination]

The predominant roofline design on the street is comprised of peaked/gabled roofs that

blend in with the slope of the hill. The Residential Design Guidelines recommend

"[d]esign rooflines to be compatible with those found on surrounding buildings".
[Residential Design Guidelines — IV —Building Scale and Form —Building Form —

Proportions, page 29]

The proposed design would replace this compatible facade/silhouette with a larger

square, boxy structure extending behind the 15 foot-deep peaked roof setback. The box
will be completely visible from the street, both uphill and downhill due to the grade of the

street/hill. This large structure with windows on all sides -designed to take advantage of

views -does not seek to mirror the scale of the neighborhood. It lacks the character of

other residences in the neighborhood and is not compatible with adjacent facades. The
Residential Design Guidelines recommend "design the building's proportions to be
compatible with those found on surrounding buildings." The site is located on a steep

slope/hill and the proposed additions disregard the existing topography and do not

respect the site and surrounding area. The proposed design will break the organic step
progression of rooflines on the street.
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The proposed design of the facade of the property is out of character with the

neighborhood and the history of the property itself. The current facade is comprised of

shingles. The shingled facade appears in a photograph thought to have been taken by

the assessors office between 1946 and 1951. This photograph was provided by the

History Center at the San Francisco Main Library. (See attached Photo and email from

History Center employee). A permit to install a garage was issued in 1955. You will see

that the photograph was taken prior to the garage installation. Although a permit was
issued to install shingles on the facade in 1970, it is clear that they were replaced at that

time, not originally installed. The shingled design is complemented by a peaked roof

giving the property an appearance similar to the adjacent (West) uphill shingled cottage

and of the varied peaked roof of the adjacent (East) downhill property. There are

several homes on both sides of the street with shingled facades, and/or peaked/gabled
roofs.

c) Loss of public views: This block of 21st Street is well-known for its views and for the
"Tom &Jerry Christmas" tree which is displayed at 3650 21st St from Thanksgiving

through early January every year since 1984. Many Bay Area residents and out-of-area

tourists walk up and down the street daily to see the views. During the holiday season,

thousands of visitors take pictures of the holiday tree and the view to the east. The

proposed mass from the addition of 600 square feet to the fourth story and the new roof

deck on top of the fourth story with a solid parapet wall will block public views of

downtown, the Bay and East Bay from the 21st Street sidewalks.

This violates the Urban Design Element (Policy 1.1) of the General Plan which protects

public views - "Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to

those of open space and water.... Overlooks and other viewpoints for appreciation of the

city and its environs should be protected and supplemented, by limitation of buildings

and other obstructions where necessary." [Online document, no pagination] The 21st

Street block between Church and Sanchez Streets is a public space that receives many

visitors throughout the day, including dozens of tourists who stop to admire and
photograph the expansive city views.

Question 2: The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and

expected as part of construction. Please explain how Phis project would cause unreasonable
impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be

adversely affected, please sfate who would be affected, and how:

The Proposed Project, with its increased depth, mass, and design choices, creates many

unreasonable impacts on surrounding properties in the neighborhood. These impacts

demonstrate substantively that the proposed project design and the project sponsor's variance

request for a rear extension should be denied. Below are the major impacts:
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a) Loss of light and air: The proposed design will loom over the adjacent properties -
especially those to the north and east. The additional mass on the 4th story and the roof

deck on top of it will reduce light and air to four separate properties. The extension of

the 4th story to a depth of 64 feet and the additional mass of opaque guardrails on the
roof deck on top of the 4th story will cast shadows into the windows, rooms, and gardens

of the adjacent properties to the west and east. Because of the steeply sloping hillside
the vertical extension will create an excessive towering effect on the Liberty Street

neighbors to the north of the property line. Their yards are 12 feet lower than the back of

the Subject Property lot. (The combined height and slope also impacts the property to
the east.)

The proposed rear horizontal addition will extend 15 feet beyond the existing rear wall of

the first story (basement). It will extend 10 feet beyond the rear wall of the second and

third stories. This also reduces the light and air to the northern neighbors on Liberty
Street -especially during the winter months.

The Proposed Project includes a side setback on the east side of the property at the first

story (basement) and second story. Because the setback is reduced substantially, the

proposed side setback does not effectively mitigate the .reduced light and air to the
bedrooms of the East property, whose sole windows face the light well.

b) Loss of privacy and quiet:
Decks. The building plans include three decks including a roof deck being added on top

of the 4th story. These decks overlook the yards and windows of neighboring properties.
The roof deck in particular will invade the privacy of the residents of those homes and

increase the noise level of the neighborhood. The number and size of the decks is

excessive and a burden on the neighborhood.

Anyone standing on fhe second floor deck of the proposed design will be able to look

directly into the rear bedrooms of 337 - 341 Liberty Street and 333 Liberty Street.

People standing on the roof deck will be able to look into the bedrooms and bathrooms

of 3632 - 3634 21st Street to the east of the property. People standing on the roof deck

will also be able to look into the living rooms and bedrooms of the houses located across

the street on 21St Street. Thus, the Proposed Project will directly infringe on the privacy

of surrounding neighbors within the most intimate areas of the neighbors' living areas.

Windows. The eastern-facing windows of the proposed design overlook the eastern

adjacent building (3632 - 3634 21st St). Specifically, the windows overlook the eastern

building's front deck (over garage), rear first floor deck, and three windows in the

building's side setback. These windows significantly impact the privacy of the residents

and should be removed or use opaque glass.
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Rear expansion. The proposed design includes windows and decks in the rear addition

to the building. This provides a direct view of the eastern neighbor's rear deck and

garden and the rear garden of the neighbors at 337-341 Liberty Street and 333 Liberty

Street.

Endless pool. The proposed plans also include an "endless pool" situated next to the

east neighbor's property line. The east neighbor's only rear deck is located right above

the fence line. People in the endless pool will have a direct view of the deck which is

used for bbq, eating, and entertaining. Any noise from pool activities will carry to all

neighbors.

c) Loss of public views: As previously noted the 21st Street hill ascends over 130 feet

from Church Street to the top of the hill at Sanchez Street. It provides stunning views of

the San Francisco downtown skyline, the Bay, and the East Bay (including Mt. Diablo). It

is visited daily by dozens of tourists and residents who come to enjoy the exceptional

city views throughout the year and during the year-end holidays. "Tom &Jerry's

Christmas tree" at 3650 21st Street is featured in Yelp, Trip Advisor, and Google Local

as a "must-see" local attraction. The street is also featured in The Stairway Walks in

San Francisco and other tourist guides.

d) Risk to the stability of neighboring properties: The proposed project includes

significant excavation which causes risk of flooding, soil disturbance, erosion, and

seismic damage to downhill properties to the east and north. Dolores Heights has a

natural spring at the top of the hill. Through the early 20th century it provided local

residents and grazing animals with water. Residents on 21st Street found non-City

water bubbling up through the soil when making sidewalk alterations. Owing to this

existing source of water, Dolores Heights' properties have experienced more than typical

flooding in lower level of buildings.

e) Risk from unmitigated wall on a slope: The building plans for a new basement include

excavation of over eight vertical feet and construction of a new retaining wall. This along with

the flooding risk poses risk of landslide or movement of the adjacent east property. The two

properties each touch their respective property lines from the sidewalk through to the East

property's side setback light well.
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Question 3: What alternatives or changes fo the proposed projecf, beyond the changes (if any)

already made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce

the adverse effects noted above in question #1 ?

a) Maintain "special characteristics of outstanding and unique areas" Remove the

horizontal addition to the fourth story of the building. This is incompatible with the

character of the neighborhood. Use a peaked roof with dormers or a gabled design to

blend with the rooflines that step down the hillside.

b) Preserve light and air for neighboring properties: Remove the extension of the 4th

story to the rear of the building. The sponsor already has a large 4th story. The
proposed roof deck on top of the proposed 4th story with its 42" guardrail and opaque

"fire-rated wall" effectively creates a fifth story -- that at mid-lot is 36' 4" high (building

height of 32' 6" listed on page 1 of 311 Notice + 40" fire wall.) This exceeds the 35'
height allowed under the Dolores Heights SUD. In addition, the horizontal roof extension

and the roof deck impact the light and air of adjacent residents and impacts public views.

An alternative design to a horizontal extension is to add dormers to the existing peaked

roof to make the top floor more usable. The roofline would blend with the slope of the
hill and with the rooflines of other homes on the north side of the street. Nearly all

adjacent roofs are peaked or gabled.

Maintain the current depth of the building (64') which still exceeds the Dolores Heights

Special Use District allowed depth of 62' 8" (building depth of 55% in 114 deep lot.)

c) Preserve privacy of neighbors: Revise the building plans to eliminate the roof deck

from the final building to preserve the privacy of the neighbors. The remaining two decks

and terraced backyard will provide ample outdoor space for the house. Eliminate the

windows on the east and west sides of the proposed structure to protect the bedrooms

and bathrooms of adjacent neighbors. Eliminate the "endless pool" from the east

property line where it is adjacent to the neighbor's 50 square foot rear deck. Maintain

the current depth of the building (64') which exceeds the Dolores Heights SUD allowed

depth of 62' 8" (building depth of 55% in 114 deep lot.) This will maintain the mid-block

open space recommended by the Residential Design Guidelines and mandated by the
Dolores Heights SUD.

d) Preserve view from 21st Street: Eliminating the new proposed fourth story horizontal

expansion and the roof deck on top of the 4th story will preserve the public views from

21st Street. As Policy 1.5.16 of the Urban Design Element states: "Views from streets

can provide a means for orientation and help the observer to perceive the city and its
districts more clearly."
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e) Soften the proposed facade of the Proposed Project: Keeping a shingled facade is

more in character with the neighborhood than the proposed design. We recommend

maintaining a peaked or gabled roofline that will blend with the "organic" step

progression of each home on 21st Street. The proposed boxed roofline stands out and

breaks the linear progression. A peaked/gabled roofline will also allow more air and light

to adjacent properties. The rear facade of the property with its large windows looks like

an office building design. The windows need to be scaled down to fit with the adjacent

buildings. Scaled-down windows also avoid privacy issues with adjacent neighbors

being able to see inside 3636 21st Street bedrooms and other living areas.

fl Make other design changes to maintain character of the street and neighborhood:

Many other alternatives exist to provide the sponsor with a livable home while

maintaining the character and scale of the neighborhood. We will provide examples of

how the sponsor can achieve this during our testimony and exhibits at the Discretionary

Review hearing. We believe that the project sponsor can have a wonderful residence

that he enjoys while maintaining benefits and enjoyment for his neighbors.



From: Thomas, Jeff (LIB) (Jeff.Thomas@sfpl.org)

To: davepsf@yahoo.com;

Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 5:39 PM

As best we can tell, these are the years when the date of the photo was not recorded somehow. Assessor
negative from other years either have the date written on the envelope in which the negative came to us, or the
photographer placed a plaque in front of the house that included the date.

Jeff

From: David Scott Pennebaker [mailto:davepsf@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Thomas, Jeff (LIB) <Jeff.Thomas@sfpl.org>
Subject: Re: Photograph of 3636 21st Street

Hi Jeff,

It's very helpful. May I ask how you narrow it down? Just in case someone asks me.

Thanks so much,

David

On Tuesday, July 21, 2015 3:27 PM, "Thomas, Jeff (LIB)° <Jeff: I~ho~nasCsfpl.org> wrote:

Hi David,

I can narrow it down a bit more.

Our best guess for when that particular photo was

Hope this helps.

aboutblank 1/3



From: David Scott Pennebaker [mailto:d~vepsf ~x~vahoo.com~
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 11:25 AM
To: Thomas, Jeff (LIB) <.Ieff.ThomasC~~sfpl.or~>
Subject: Re: Photograph of 3636 21st Street

Hi Jeff,

Thank you so much for the update and for working on this.

I really appreciate it.

Best Regards,
David

On Friday, July 17, 2015 10:23 AM, "Thomas, Jeff (LIB)" <.IePf:I'homas~u:sfpLor~> wrote:

Hi David,

Sorry to take so long to get back to you.

My best estimate is that the photo was taken sometime between 1942 and 1957.

I have been intending to verify this with photo curator and to double with her to see if there was any way to
narrow that down more.

She will not be in until Tuesday. However, I wanted to get back to you to let know that I am still looking into
this.

If you don't hear anything further from me next week, you can assume that I could not get any more specific
than 1942-1957

Let me know if you any other question.

From: David Scott Pennebaker [rnailto:dave,~sf ~l vahoo.co►Y~]
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 2:14 PM
To: Thomas, Jeff (LIB) <.Teff.ThomasC~'sfpl.or~>
Subject: Photograph of 3636 21st Street

Hi Jeff,

I've attached the photograph of the house at 3636 21st Street.

It would be wonderful to know when it was actually taken.

Thanks so much for your help.

Best Regards,

about:blank 2/3
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Application for Discretionary Review

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.

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:

❑ Required Material.

Optional Material.

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

~ ~ ^a .,'b+ aA,. ..~ .. +J

C k
..e r t .. ~

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By: 
_ 
~~i~' ~1n _ Date: ~~'T! /~
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3605-016
Yishai Lerner
3636 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-017
Vince A Pera
364Q 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3b20-059
Greg Montana
3639 21S` St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-Obl
Mr. &Mrs. Dong
3633 219' St
San Francisco CA 94114

3505-037
Parker Ranney
333 Liberty St
San Francisco CA 94114
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3605-015
Carolyn Kenady &Melissa Kenady
3632 21g` St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-058
Daniel Gonzales &David Pennebaker
3649 21s` St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-060
Nancy Fleishmann
3637 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

362Q-062
Scorpion Properties
3627 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-036A
Philippe Vendrolini
337 Liberty St
San Francisco CA 94114

~ 3605-036
Benjamin Meyer
343 Liberty St
San Francisco CA94114
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3605-01G
Yishai Lerner
363b 21St St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-017
Vince A Pera
3640 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-059
Greg Montana
3639 21St St
San Francisco CA 94114

362Q-061
Mr. &Mrs. Dons
3633 21~` St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-037
Parker Ranney
333 Liberty St
San Francisco CA 94114
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3605-015
Carolyn Kenady &Melissa Kenady
3632 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

362Q-058
Daniel Gonzales &David Pennebaker
3649 215 St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-060
Nancy Fleishmann
3637 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3620-062
Scorpion Properties
3627 21st St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-036A
Philippe Vendrolini
337 Liberty St
San Francisco CA 94114

3605-036
Benjamin Meyer
343 Liberty St
San Francisco CA94114
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DR RESPONSE BY OWNER 







1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned 
parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to 
the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition to reviewing the 
attached DR application.) 

We have worked diligently over the last 18 months to come to an 
agreement on plans with this group of neighbors (led by the two DR 
filers: Carolyn Kenady and David Pennebaker). They have made it 
abundantly clear they will not agree to any designs that alters the 
existing roofline of the 3rd floor.  This is untenable for us, as the reason 
I purchased the property was primarily for the 3rd floor, and views from 
it. Specifically, I purchased this home because of these views with full 
awareness of the lower height limits specified by the planning code for 
the Dolores Heights SUD. By definition there is space in which for me 
to be able to alter and expand the 3rd floor within the allowable height 
limits to meet my objectives. In spite of this basic disagreement, I 
persevered in attempting to accommodate all the reasonable concerns 
my neighbors expressed, even though they made it abundantly clear they 
would file a DR to my project and pursue all delays possible regardless 
of these considerations. I worked in good faith and at significant time 
and effort to resolve the issues as evidenced by the project history, 
numerous meetings and correspondences with all interested parties.

I believe my Architect (Ross Levy) and I have come up with a set of 
plans that minimizes neighbor and neighborhood impact while still 
achieving my goals and addressing the issues brought up in these DRs 
and in the multiple neighbor outreach meetings.

Also to briefly comment on the specific issues specified:
 
1a) 

Height: Not increasing the height of the building, new addition is 
“horizontal” per Code and does not exceed the height of the existing 
peak nor the height limit for the Dolores Heights Special Use District.



 
Mass: I am expanding the existing 2900sf 2 bedroom property to 4 
bedrooms (Plus a rec/gym room downstairs).  This expansion will afford 
me the space to start and raise my family in San Francisco for the 
duration.  Additionally, while there are no specified limits on size in the 
Dolores Heights SUD, this expansion is well within the extra restrictions 
that other districts such as Corona Heights have adopted.

Depth: While I am requesting a variance to push the north wall slightly 
into the Rear Yard Setback, I am only doing so to the average of my east 
and west neighbors and only for 2/3rds of the building width. This 
footprint is currently occupied by an existing non-conforming northern 
deck so impact to neighbors is no greater and possibly better then what 
they are accustomed to.  For the eastside 1/3rd of the deck, I'm 
eliminating the existing deck mass in the interest of the DR filer Carolyn 
Kenady to address light and air concerns. 

The RDT is supportive of the proposal as specified in the “Notice of 
Planning Department Requirements #3 - March 11th 2016” in response 
to these DRs:

“RDT supports the proposed project’s rear horizontal addition as 
shown. The horizontal addition, significantly down-sloped from the 
properties on the other side of the mid-block open space, does not 
overly impact light and air within that space.”

1b)

Loss of Character/incompatible with the character of the neighborhood:

In our CEQA Categorical exemption declaration the preservation team 
meeting had the following to say: 

“the subject building is not a good example of style, type, or 
period… the subject property does not appear to be within an 



identified or eligible historic district. The subject block has seen 
several waves of development resulting in a disparate collection of 
residences in a range of styles. As the subject block faces of 21st 
Street do not appear to contain a cohesive group of residential 
buildings, and due to the fact that many of the buildings have been 
altered, this block does not appear to qualify as an historic district.”

I believe this is a good summation of why the concerns in this section 
are not valid. Regardless, even with the CEQA exemption we strove to 
leave the period facade intact/restored

1c)

This is not a Public View corridor according to RDT.  Additionally, the 
impact to views will be insignficant 

2)

Loss of light and air: Again as acknowledged by RDT (above), by 
enlarging the eastern setbacks and removing the eastern portion of the 
existing deck, I am effectively increasing the light and air to the eastern 
property. This was true both in the initial design and improved in 
response to RDT feedback (Notice of PDR #2) by reducing mass in the 
NE corner of the 3rd floor as requested.  
 
Loss of privacy and quiet: I worked hard to make sure the decks do not 
directly look into any of the eastern neighbors windows.  The only 
window where there was visibility was from the existing 2nd floor deck 
on the eastern property line which has been removed (see above).  At the 
request of RDT in Notice of PDR #3, additional privacy enhancements 
were added including removing ~50% of the second floor glazing and 
adding privacy louvers to the 3rd floor. Visibility into rear windows of 
the northern neighbors on liberty st was also discussed. While this 
concern is limited as the structures are 100’ +/- from the proposed rear 
wall of our project, we still included features in the interest of these 



neighbors in the form of unit is unchanged of steeper sight lines to 
reduce visibility. Finally there was some misunderstanding of the 
endless pool.  It is 7ft below the eastern property line fence and as such 
has no visibility in that direction. A new retaining wall provides sound 
isolation.
 
Additional comments:

Risk: We have reviewed the plans with both structural and geotechnical 
engineers with no issues raised. The nominal excavation proposed is a 
lower volume then the typical garage that is commonly added on the 
southern side of this block.

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you 
willing to make in order to address the concerns of the DR requester 
and other concerned parties? If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate 
whether they were made before or after filing your application with the 
City. 

We have worked diligently and consistently with our neighbors and with 
RDT to solve and accommodate all issues they raised (Please see attached 
Outreach meetings and email log). All the reasonable issues raised by our 
neighbors have been addressed (see project design and revision history log 
attached). As such we feel that there is little left to change.  However we are 
always open to reasonable requests.

✓ Highlights of changes:

✓ Removal of existing deck and addition of setbacks on eastern property 
line to improve eastern neighbors light and air. 
✓ Remove exterior stairway along west wall in proposed design due to 
expressed design concerns from neighbor
✓ Increase depth (measured from front facade) of retained gabled roof 
from 15’ to 18’ due to RDT and neighbor concerns.
✓ Reduce sight lines to eastern property by reducing 2nd floor glazing 
and adding strategic horizontal louvers to 3rd floor.
✓ Remove triangular glass glazing facade on 3rd floor due to RDT/



and adding strategic horizontal louvers to 3rd floor.
✓ Remove triangular glass glazing facade on 3rd floor due to RDT/
neighbor concerns
✓ Return to period window styling for 2nd floor to enhance period 
detailing
✓ Added back in removed sunken entryway to maintain existing period 
design
✓ Added more traditional gable to flat roof transition by aligning peaks
✓ Allowed pruned willow tree to regrow to original size (increasing 
privacy to northern neighbors).  Will enhance or replace with additional 
foliage at similar height along rear property line
✓ Reduced excavation cubic volume by 70% due to concerns from 
northern neighbors
✓ Staggered floor levels and increased setbacks on rear facade to 
eliminate “office building look” and concerns of neighbors regarding 
privacy.

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue 
other alternatives, please state why you feel that your project 
would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties. 
Include an explaination of your needs for space or other personal 
requirements that prevent you from making the changes requested 
by the DR requester. 

As expressed above, my architect Ross Levy and I have worked exhaustively 
on a design that we feel meets my goals for space, adheres to the Planning 
Code and the additional restrictions of the Dolores Heights Special Use 
District. It has been approved and reviewed by the Residential Design Team, 
and tacitly by the interested neighbors who attended meetings but did not feel 
the need to file DR. This is a design that meets my living requirements as I 
establish my family in the city and neighborhood I have fallen for.  I spent 13 
years living in the Valencia corridor while trying to find a property in the 
surrounding hills where I enjoy a view home with my family. More than that, 
it is the culture of San Francisco that inspires this project. As an aspiring chef  
I am excited to have a space where I can cook for and host my extended 
family with a new modern kitchen, connected dining/living space. As a 
maker, the addition of the basement room provides for exercise and project 
space and allows for better use and access to the typical (on this side of my 



block due to the slope) unused garden area.  On the design side we have 
striven to maintain/enhance the period facade/front while providing a more 
modern living interior and rear with clean and unassuming architectural 
details that are consistent with contemporary space planning and construction 
technique.

We feel that this is an appropriate response to the context and an equitable 
response to our neighbors. We began with these priorities as we sought to 
accommodate the program for a family home. We have refined our scheme as 
issues have been brought to our attention to minimize impacts whether real, 
or perceived. We understand that change is a difficult issue and that there is 
an implied sense of extended property right that comes with having lived in 
San Francisco for a long time. We respect our neighbors, have worked 
diligently with them and look forward to a fair resolution.
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

Can you two meet me and Carolyn on weds evening 

Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 10, 2014 at 12:42 PM
To: Carolyn Kenady <ckenady@sbcglobal.net>

I agree and absolutely I can be available any time after 6 whenever works well for you  

~Y is mobile

On Dec 10, 2014, at 12:12 PM, Carolyn Kenady <carolyn_kenady@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Hi Yishai ­  

If you're home this eve (Wed Dec 10) and have a minute to talk (in between storm prep, sandbagging, etc),
I'd like to stop by for a few minutes to talk live.  I'm not a big fan of trying to dialog via email.  LMK if that
will work.    
 
Carolyn 

Carolyn Kenady 
408­218­3115 
ckenady@sbcglobal.net 
http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady 

On Wednesday, December 10, 2014 11:19 AM, Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> wrote: 

Parker, and neighbors

I am looking forward to having a dialogue with all my neighbors and I am hopeful that we can have a
productive conversation about my plans for 3636 21st st. Many of us will be neighbors for a very very long
time and as such I am open to whatever process is best and most friendly for all. I am interested in speaking
with everyone both in smaller groups, so I can get their individual input, as well as back in a larger group for
an open discussion. I feel that saying you (and the rest of the neighborhood) are in opposition to my plans
without having seen the modifications I have made in good­faith given your (and David's, Sam's, Carolyn's
and Philippe's) suggestions from our first meeting is not helpful in continuing our dialogue and working
together to mitigate your concerns.  I hope and trust we can move forward in a more productive manner.

As per your request, my house will be open next week Tuesday 12/16/14 from 6:30­8 if anyone would like to
come by and chat.  If then doesn't work I am happy to come meet you when and wherever is convenient to
review and discuss the plans.

Thank you,

Yishai Lerner
415­328­9474

On Tue, Dec 9, 2014 at 10:52 AM, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> wrote: 
I am including our neighbors on the hill. I am not a big fan of this 
game of only contacting a few of us at a time. I hope you understand 
that we are united in our opposition to your plans. 

Thanks, 

Parker Ranney 

Yishai Lerner


Yishai Lerner
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VP of Operations 
Smule 
Cell: 415­613­9279 

On Tue, Dec 09, 2014 at 10:44:17AM ­0800, Parker Ranney wrote: 
: Hello Yishai, 
: 
: We will contact everyone on the hill but I can best guess that no one 
: will want to meet until after Friday. I am sure you are aware of the 
: pending storm that is bearing down on the Bay Area. It will hit about 
: that time on Wednesday. 
: 
: I rather have everyone safe and truly feel that a few days will not 
: impact your plans. This will be a long process for all us. 
: 
: Thanks, 
: 
: Parker Ranney 
: VP of Operations 
: Smule 
: Cell: 415­613­9279 
: 
: On Mon, Dec 08, 2014 at 09:36:25PM ­0800, Yishai Lerner wrote: 
: : I would like to show you two the latest set of plans based upon the 
: : feedback and get your thoughts.  I was thinking 7:30 but can adjust based 
: : upon when works for you.  I plan to invite Sam and David too once we set a 
: : time. 
: : 
: : Yishai 
: ­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 
­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 

Yishai Lerner
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

Reminder 1/6/2014 Architectural plan update meeting for 3636 21st st 

Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 2:04 PM
To: philippe vendrolini <vendrolini@gmail.com>, David Scott Pennebaker <davepsf@yahoo.com>, Wendy Tice­Wallner
<wtice­wallner@comcast.net>, "ckenady@sbcglobal.net" <ckenady@sbcglobal.net>, "moopera@aol.com"
<moopera@aol.com>, "sam_fleischmann@yahoo.com" <sam_fleischmann@yahoo.com>, "daniel.e.gonzales@gmail.com"
<daniel.e.gonzales@gmail.com>, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com>
Cc: ross levy <ross@levyaa.com>

Thanks for bearing with me during my flight issues last month, lets try this again. :) 

I will have my house open 6:30­8 next Tuesday the 6th and available to discuss the updated plans (based upon the
feedback from our Oct 28th meeting) or any other comments or concerns you might have. I also have some rough
renderings of what the structure of my building might look like from a few of your residences.

Looking forward to seeing you there

Yishai Lerner
415­328­9474
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

plans/rendering 

Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 6:26 PM
To: Philippe Vendrolini <vendrolini@gmail.com>
Cc: Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com>

Here you go, sorry for the delay I was at CES all day.

This doesn't include any of the feedback from the last meeting though my architect and I talked afterwards and we have
some ideas on how to alleviate some of the concerns discussed, including Parker's suggestion of possibly removing some
of the mass on the North east corner of the 3rd floor.  Looking forward to hearing what you all come up and then working
together on refinements.

On Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 10:05 AM, Philippe Vendrolini <vendrolini@gmail.com> wrote:
Yishai, 
 
Could send us the plans/rendering we saw on Tuesday at your house about your project? 
It would be helpful to have something tangible in front if us for our meeting tomorrow. 
Thanks, 
 
Philippe. 
 

2 attachments

renderphotoset.pdf 
9818K

planset.pdf 
152K
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

Any feedback from the meeting on Saturday? 
1 message

Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9:17 AM
To: Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com>

I am planning to submit plans ASAP but wanted to hear back from you. As my architect mentioned we have until they
send out notices to update the submitted plans but basically as soon as I submit it starts a clock.  I hope we can work out
something together.  I am free tonight to discuss if you would like.

Yishai



Yishai Lerner

Yishai Lerner



 
 
May 15, 2015 
 
Yishai Lerner 
3636 21st Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
 
Dear Yishai,  
 
We’re glad that you could join our meeting with the City Planner on Tuesday, May 12.  
To follow up on our questions at the meeting, we hope that you can provide the 
following: 

• Verify the slope of lot based via a surveyor’s measurement as suggested by 
Marcelle Boudreaux 

o drawn from the sidewalk edge (assuming inner towards the property) to 
the rear of the property (assuming an average point)   

• Provide corrected drawings especially regarding  
o the roof deck 
o alignment of the front of your building relative to 3640 21st Street (Vince 

Pera’s building) 

We’d like to continue the dialog with you to see if there are areas where we can agree 
on a design that’s compatible with the neighborhood, especially in terms of the scale 
and mass of the proposed structure relative to the buildings adjacent to yours.  Please 
let us know when you can meet.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Your Neighbors 
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

Follow­up Letter Regarding the Meeting 

Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> Wed, May 20, 2015 at 10:23 AM
To: Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>
Cc: liberty@parker.ac, ross levy <ross@levyaa.com>

Excellent! I will propose those times and dates with everyone and will have 
an answer before this weekend. 

Thanks, 

Parker Ranney 
VP of Operations 
Smule 
Cell: 415­613­9279 

On Tue, May 19, 2015 at 11:56:17PM ­0700, Yishai Lerner wrote: 
: Hi All, 
: 
: I am out of town all the following week.  I will be back on June 2nd and 
: can do that night or any other night later that week with the sole caveat 
: that I wouldn't be able to meet Thursday until after 8:30pm. 
: 
: Let me know what night and time works best for everyone. 
: 
: Best, 
: Yishai 
: 
: On Tue, May 19, 2015 at 10:09 AM, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> wrote: 
: 
: > Hello Yishai, 
: > 
: > I forwarded your email to the neighbors. Unfortunately, most everyone 
: > has conflicts this week. We agree this is important and are able to meet 
: > next week. Would you have times available next week? 
: > 
: > Thanks, 
: > 
: > Parker Ranney 
: > VP of Operations 
: > Smule 
: > Cell: 415­613­9279 
: > 
: > On Mon, May 18, 2015 at 09:23:56AM ­0700, Parker Ranney wrote: 
: > : I am forwarding to the email list. 
: > : 
: > : Thanks, 
: > : 
: > : Parker Ranney 
: > : VP of Operations 
: > : Smule 
: > : Cell: 415­613­9279 
: > : 
: > : On Sun, May 17, 2015 at 08:48:53AM ­0700, Yishai Lerner wrote: 
: > : : Hi Parker, Neighbors and DHIC representatives, 
: > : : 
: > : : I'm happy to continue the dialog as well.  How does Wednesday May 20th 
: > at 
: > : : 6:30pm or Thursday the 21st at 8:30pm work for your group?  We will 
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: > update 
: > : : the plans as requested.  I have requested a Survey be done but I am 
: > : : doubtful I will have the results this week, however I don't think that 
: > : : should stop us from re­engaging on these discussions. 
: > : : 
: > : : On Fri, May 15, 2015 at 1:24 PM, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> 
: > wrote: 
: > : : 
: > : : > Hello Yishai, 
: > : : > 
: > : : > Attached is the letter proposed by your neighbors regarding the 
: > recent 
: > : : > meeting. I have CC'd the neighbors and representatives of the DHIC. 
: > : : > 
: > : : > Let me know if you have any questions or comments. 
: > : : > 
: > : : > Thanks, 
: > : : > 
: > : : > Parker Ranney 
: > : : > VP of Operations 
: > : : > Smule 
: > : : > Cell: 415­613­9279 
: > : : > 
: > : : > 
: > : ­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 
: > ­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 
: > 
­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

Meetings

Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 30, 2015 at 10:06 AM
To: Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com>
Cc: ross levy <ross@levyaa.com>, liberty@parker.ac, plu@doloresheights.org, Sonja Navin <sonja@levyaa.com>, ross levy
<rlevy63@gmail.com>, philippe vendrolini <vendrolini@gmail.com>, David Scott Pennebaker <davepsf@yahoo.com>, Wendy
Tice­Wallner <wtice­wallner@comcast.net>, "ckenady@sbcglobal.net" <ckenady@sbcglobal.net>, "moopera@aol.com"
<moopera@aol.com>, "sam_fleischmann@yahoo.com" <sam_fleischmann@yahoo.com>, "daniel.e.gonzales@gmail.com"
<daniel.e.gonzales@gmail.com>
Bcc: "Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)" <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>

Hi Neighbors,

I wanted to update you on the current state of my plans for my home at 3636 21st St.  I haven’t heard back from the group on

getting together to discuss your feedback so I will plan to submit updated designs to the Planning Department on July 6th.  I hope

we can still find a time to meet before then but if not I will try my best to accommodate my understanding of your concerns (as

previously voiced in our last two meetings at my house)

Thanks and have a great holiday weekend!

Best, 

Yishai

On Sat, Jun 13, 2015 at 8:51 AM, Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Parker et al,

Here are the updated drawings as requested.  We added the roof deck railings to all the elevations per your email and
added a center line from the front sidewalk of the house to our measurement of the lot elevation at the rear.  We also
included the 20% CEQA slope trigger line for comparison purposes.

Please let me know if this coming Thursday the 18th after 8:30pm or anytime Tuesday the 23rd work for our next
meeting.

Have a great weekend!
Best,

Yishai

On Thu, Jun 11, 2015 at 2:33 PM, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> wrote: 
Excellent, thank you very much! 

Thanks, 

Parker Ranney 
VP of Operations 
Smule 
Cell: 415­613­9279 

On Thu, Jun 11, 2015 at 02:31:20PM ­0700, Yishai Lerner wrote: 
: Hi Parker et al, 
: 
: I was hoping to have the survey results you asked for so we can be more 
: accurate but they are still in progress. In the meantime I had my architect 
: revise the existing drawings to add the information you requested and will 
: send to you and the group tomorrow.  I'm hoping next Thursday will work, 
: but if not I can also do Tuesday the 23rd. 
: 
: Yishai 
: 
: 
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: 
: On Tue, Jun 9, 2015 at 3:06 PM, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> wrote: 
: 
: > Hey Yishai, 
: > 
: > To reduce the time to meet and help scheduling, do you have the drawings 
: > we can reference before the meeting? 
: > 
: > Thanks, 
: > 
: > Parker Ranney 
: > VP of Operations 
: > Smule 
: > Cell: 415­613­9279 
: > 
: > On Mon, Jun 08, 2015 at 03:06:44PM ­0700, Yishai Lerner wrote: 
: > : I am out of town next tuesday, does 8:30pm this or next thursday work? 
: > : 
: > : Best, 
: > : Yishai 
: > : 
: > : On Mon, Jun 8, 2015 at 2:59 PM, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> wrote: 
: > : 
: > : > Hey Yishai, 
: > : > 
: > : > Would Tuesday next week work for you? Everyone is busy tonight and 
: > : > tomorrow. 
: > : > 
: > : > Thanks, 
: > : > 
: > : > Parker Ranney 
: > : > VP of Operations 
: > : > Smule 
: > : > Cell: 415­613­9279 
: > : > 
: > : > On Thu, Jun 04, 2015 at 09:43:55PM ­0700, Yishai Lerner wrote: 
: > : > : Hi Parker, neighbors and DHIC, 
: > : > : 
: > : > : We'll send you updates plans as requested ASAP.  Also I suggest we 
: > put a 
: > : > : meeting date on the books as given everyone's busy schedules, I would 
: > : > : suggest Tuesday June 9th evening but am aware some of you may be 
: > : > basketball 
: > : > : fans but if that doesn't work, how about Monday June 8th? 
: > : > : 
: > : > : Best, 
: > : > : Yishai
: > : > : 
: > : > : On Mon, Jun 1, 2015 at 3:38 PM, Parker Ranney <parker@smule.com> 
: > wrote: 
: > : > : 
: > : > : > Hello Yishai, 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : > I hope all is well. 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : > Your neighbors, the DHIC, and others met yesterday to discuss your 
: > : > project 
: > : > : > and a meeting with you and your architect to discuss a compromise. 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : > Before we can continue, we would like to ask you for updated 
: > drawings 
: > : > : > per our meeting with Marcelle Boudreaux. 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : > The most important updates to the drawings as discussed in our 
: > : > : > meeting would be: 
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: > : > : > 
: > : > : >         1) slope line: a straight line drawn from the house­side of 
: > : > : >         the sidewalk to the back of the lot and should be included 
: > in 
: > : > : >         all side­elevations 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : >         2) elevations: make these consistent with the floor plans, 
: > : > : >         specifically the roof deck 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : > I updated everyone on your potential vacation plans. We understand 
: > that 
: > : > : > it may take some time for your architect to update these drawings. 
: > : > Please 
: > : > : > let us know when this work can be completed and you would be able 
: > to 
: > : > meet. 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : > Sincerely, 
: > : > : > 
: > : > : > Your Neighbors and the DHIC 
: > : > : > 
: > : > ­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 
: > : > 
: > ­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 
: > 
­­­ end quoted text ­­­ 
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

Meeting July 6 5:30 

John O'Duinn <john@oduinn.com> Sun, Jul 5, 2015 at 1:50 PM
To: Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>, Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com>

hi; 

Yep, I've adjusted schedule to fit. See you tomorrow at 5.30pm at 
Carolyn's house. 

If it turns out your architect cannot make it tomorrow (its short notice 
after all), please let us know when does work, ok? 

John. 
===== 
On 7/5/15 10:25 AM, Yishai Lerner wrote: 
> Your house sounds great, see you then! 
> 
> On Sat, Jul 4, 2015 at 2:30 PM, Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com 
> <mailto:carolynkenady@gmail.com>> wrote: 
> 
>     And location ... we can meet at my home ... unless you'd prefer to 
>     host.Â  LMK.Â  Thx 
> 
>     Carolyn 
> 
>     Carolyn Kenady 
>     carolynkenady@gmail.com <mailto:carolynkenady@gmail.com> 
>     408­218­3115 <tel:408­218­3115> 
>     http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady 
> 
>     On Sat, Jul 4, 2015 at 2:12 PM, Carolyn Kenady 
>     <carolynkenady@gmail.com <mailto:carolynkenady@gmail.com>> wrote: 
> 
>         Hi Yishai ­Â 
> 
>         Confirming Monday at 5:30pm ... besides John & me we have David 
>         Pennebaker, Parker Ranney, & Melissa Kenady.Â  Sam & Phillipe 
>         are out of town.Â 
> 
>         Carolyn 
> 
>         Carolyn Kenady 
>         carolynkenady@gmail.com <mailto:carolynkenady@gmail.com> 
>         408­218­3115 <tel:408­218­3115> 
>         http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady 
> 
>         On Sat, Jul 4, 2015 at 11:51 AM, Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com 
>         <mailto:yishai@gmail.com>> wrote: 
> 
>             Same feelings here.Â  It was good to know you are all still 
>             engaged.Â  And nice meeting you John as well. 
> 
>             I'm still waiting for confirmation from my architect but 
>             lets assume that Monday at 5:30 works :) 
> 
>             Happy 4th of July! 
> 
>             Yishai 
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> 
>             On Fri, Jul 3, 2015 at 4:46 PM, Carolyn Kenady 
>             <carolynkenady@gmail.com <mailto:carolynkenady@gmail.com>> 
>             wrote: 
> 
>                 Hi Yishai ­ 
>                 We were glad to see you today.Â  I've put out an email 
>                 to those in town to organize a meeting w/ you Monday eve 
>                 at 5:30pm.Â  How does that work for you? 
[Quoted text hidden]
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

Follow up re: 3636 21st St 

Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 24, 2015 at 7:58 PM
To: Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>
Cc: Ross Levy <ross@levyaa.com>

Thanks Yishai and Ross ­ 
I forwarded on to other neighbors and will review myself over the weekend/ early part of next week.
Carolyn 

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 23, 2015, at 1:19 PM, Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Carolyn, 

Sorry for the delay, 

I have had spotty coverage and then it took a while to get files for you that will work well..  Attached is a 3D
model (in Sketchup a free app) of the roofline that is under review by the city.

Also I have attached a simplified outline of the extents of your building, the brainstorming thoughts we were
discussing for m building and Vince's by level.  It should give you a better idea of what was being
discussed.  This would require me to change my interior plans significantly but if we can come to an
agreement with your group, I am willing to start over and look at how that might work on my side.

Comments about your specific questions inline below:

On Thu, Sep 17, 2015 at 4:23 AM, Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Yishai ­

I hope you had a happy Rosh Hashanah.  Thanks for meeting with me and other neighbors last
Thursday.  You were going to send over the computer program that enables better visualization/modeling
of roofline.  What's status on that?

And I want to review your proposed rear design changes with my sister.  Can you provide the new
dimensions or an overlay of the new on your current plans?  

My notes on your revised rear design are incomplete ... please confirm/ edit what I have below:

For garden & first floor:  eight foot setback from east property line and building depth of ?? feet 

Garden level would be unchanged and extend to the same depth as your garden room.  I don't have an
exact measurement on me, Ross can you provide?  The First floor extends to the same depth as your first
floor.  I believe this to be about 68 ft but would have to verify.

for 2d floor:  five foot setback from east prop line; depth is + three feet beyond garden/first floor
depth.

Correct except only from the first floor depth as mentioned above. 

For 3d floor:  same setback as 2d floor; deck on top of 2d floor bump­out ­ extending back ~ ten
feet and filling width of 2d floor.  Please confirm depth of deck and depth of the 3d floor structure

If you mean same setback as existing 2nd floor not including the deck, then yes.  The depth is 60ft.

All of the above hopefully are clear from the plans attached.  Also I am open to creating some kind of
wall/plant/ivy feature between our two first floor decks if that eases your privacy concerns.  Let me know
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your thoughts.
 
Thanks!

Carolyn

Carolyn Kenady 
carolynkenady@gmail.com 
408­218­3115
http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady

On Tue, Sep 8, 2015 at 2:33 PM, Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> wrote: 
Perfect lets do it, sorry for the late reply I missed this email while gone and only just saw it. 

~Y is mobile

On Sep 4, 2015, at 2:49 PM, Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Yishai ­  

I polled our group of neighbors and have majority who can meet on Thursday Sept. 10 at
7pm.  How does that work for you? 

Carolyn

Carolyn Kenady 
carolynkenady@gmail.com 
408­218­3115
http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady

On Tue, Sep 1, 2015 at 7:29 PM, Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> wrote: 
 Hi Yishai ­  

Not sure if you're still in town ... when we spoke on Friday you said you'd send over
what you have on the roof views and your thoughts re: the rear of the building.  Then
you wanted to meet next week (Sept 7) before you start traveling this fall.  Does that
still work?   What days next week are you available ­­ at 5:30pm onward?  Thanks! 

Carolyn

Carolyn Kenady 
carolynkenady@gmail.com 
408­218­3115

<8_5 x 11 building footprint Layout1 (1).pdf>

<proposed_9­17­2015_noint.skp>
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Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>

surveyor's report 

Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> Wed, Jan 13, 2016 at 12:05 PM
To: Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com>
Cc: Melissa Kenady <melissakenady@gmail.com>

Hi Yishai ­  

Very nice of you to offer ... thank you.  Yes, of course, would love to see the new plans.  I will be out in early evening ... but
Melissa's around late afternoon/evening.  Call her at 310­977­3678 before stopping by to confirm she's at home.    
Carolyn

Carolyn Kenady 
carolynkenady@gmail.com 
408­218­3115
http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady

­­­­­­­­­­ Forwarded message ­­­­­­­­­­ 
From: Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Jan 13, 2016 at 11:59 AM 
Subject: Re: surveyor's report 
To: Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> 

Hi Carolyn,  

I have finalized plans with the city. I'd love to drop off a large printed set for you tonight so you can review before the city
sends out the official docs next week. Does that work for you?

On Mon, Nov 30, 2015 at 8:50 PM Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> wrote: 
Agree ­ and I'm eager to hear what's changed on the plans you're submitting this week.  
Carolyn 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 30, 2015, at 8:38 PM, Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> wrote: 

Thanks Carolyn,

I think from my understanding surveyors only measure existing which is why it's on the existing drawings. 
I can see if we can overlay the height limit lines on the proposed plans but it probably makes sense to do
it on the updated plans I am submitting this week.  

~Y is mobile

On Nov 30, 2015, at 7:45 PM, Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Yishai ­  

I hope that you enjoyed your Thanksgiving.   

Thanks for sending the attached.  I've just quickly printed and reviewed ...  I need a
magnifying glass! 

One immediate question:  these views of the West and North elevations measure the
current building relative to the elevation/grade.  It doesn't show the new plans relative to the
elevation/ grade.  How & where do these survey measures of the existing building line up
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against the proposed project on the architectural plans that you've filed with the City.   

Carolyn

Carolyn Kenady 
carolynkenady@gmail.com 
408­218­3115
http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady

On Mon, Nov 30, 2015 at 4:08 PM, Yishai Lerner <yishai@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Carolyn,

Hope you had a great Thanksgiving.  I just got the final version of the elevations with the
surveyor data (attached).  Let me know if you have any questions.

Best,
Yishai

On Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 7:15 PM, Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Yishai ­ 

You were going to send me the surveyor's report.  Following up ... can you send over? 
Will help greatly with reviewing your plans.   Thanks! 
Carolyn

Carolyn Kenady 
carolynkenady@gmail.com 
408­218­3115
http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady
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July 18, 2016 

 

President Rodney Fong 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 

 Re: 3636 21
st 

Street (3605/016) 

  Brief in Support of the Project (and in Opposition of a DR Request) 

  Planning Department Case no. 2015-001214DRP 

  Hearing Date: July 28, 2016 

Our File No.:  10429.01 

 

Dear President Fong and Commissioners: 
 

Our office represents Yishai Lerner, the owner of the property at 3636 21
st
 Street, 

Assessor’s Block 3605, Lot 016 (“Property”).  The Property consists of an approx. 24.7' x 

114' lot, which is improved with a three-story single-family residence.  The project sponsor 

has lived at the Property for approx. 3 years and in the neighborhood for more than 15 years, 

and is proposing a renovation and modest addition to his home in order to accommodate his 

future plans and to be able to stay in this neighborhood.  The project will result in an overall 

renovation of the house and an approx. 1,600-sf addition to an existing approx. 2,900-sf 

home (“Project”). 
 

Discretionary Review (“DR”) requests was filed by Carolyn Kenady (adjacent 

neighbor at 3632 21
st
 Street) and David Pennebaker (uphill neighbor across the street at 3649 

21
st
 Street).  Notwithstanding the DR filings and the hearing date, the Project sponsor is 

hopeful of being able to resolve the DR prior to the hearing date.  Most recently, the Project 

sponsor met with Ms. Kenady and Mr. Pennebaker just yesterday (Sunday, July 17
th

), and the 

parties are working to see if a mutually agreeable project scope could be agreed upon without 

the necessity for a DR hearing.    

 

The DR request should be denied and the Project should be approved because: 
 

 Project is Code compliant and consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines; 
 

 Project is appropriately sized and the scope is consistent with the neighborhood 

context without asking for more than a reasonable addition and configuration; 
 

 Project allows the Project sponsor to increase the number of bedrooms thus being 

able to accommodate future plans and by making the house more appropriate for a 

family; and 
 

 No exceptional or extraordinary circumstances have been established that would be 

necessary in a DR case or to justify denial of the Project.  
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July 18, 2016 
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A. Project Description 

 

 The existing Property is used by the Project sponsor as his home and will continue to 

be used as such after the completion of the Project.  The existing building is a three-story 

home that extends up to the 45% rear yard setback line with decks extending further into the 

rear yard on the first and second floors.  The Project will increase the building’s square 

footage by approx. 1,600 sf, with much of the addition occurring at a new basement level 

(731 sf or 45% of the addition) and via a change to the shape of the building’s top floor and 

roofline in order to expand habitable space on the third floor without adding an actual new 

floor (with third floor addition consisting of 564 sf or 35% of the total addition).  The Project 

will result in an increase from a 2BR building to a 4BR building, thus resulting in a more 

family-friendly house.    

 

B. Outreach and Project History 

 

 The Project has been pending for almost two (2) years, with the first notification to, 

and meeting with, the neighbors having occurred in October 2014.  The Project sponsor has 

been responsive to many requests for further information and materials, and the Project has 

been revised on many occasions through-out the process.  A summary of the key meetings 

with neighbors and an overall timeline for the Project is attached as Exhibit A.  Even as we 

approach the DR hearing, the Project sponsor has met and is discussing with the DR 

Requestors and we remain hopeful of reaching a solution.    

 

C. The Standard for Discretionary Review Has Not Been Satisfied 
 

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”.  Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances have 

been defined as complex topography, irregular lot configuration, unusual context, or other 

circumstances not addressed in the design standards. 

 

The DR power provides the Planning Commission with the authority to modify a 

project that is otherwise Code compliant, and while the Commission has a lot of latitude in 

hearing DR cases, the DR power can be exercised only in situations that contain exceptional 

or extraordinary circumstances.   No such circumstances exist here.   

 

The Project sponsor had previously prepared a DR response, which is included in 

your packets and also as Exhibit F to this brief. 

                                                 
1
 Planning Department publication for the Application Packet for Discretionary Review; emphasis added. 
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Although two (2) separate DR requests were filed, the content and reasons for the 

filings are substantially identical.  Between the two DR Requests, the DR Requestors have 

not established any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that are necessary in a DR 

case, and thus the DR should be denied as more particularly shown below in the analysis of 

the arguments made by the DR Requestors.   

 

Proposed Height and Mass is reasonable and not inconsistent with the neighborhood. 

While the Project is proposing an increase in building floor area and an expansion of the 

existing envelope, the addition is not out of character and does not result in exceptional 

height or massing.  With respect to height, the existing building is 33’ 7” in height, which 

will remain the building height after the Project is completed; so that although the Project 

will expand the building envelope at the top floor and includes an addition of a roof deck, 

there will be no increase in the building’s height as it is calculated and measured under the 

Planning Code.  The existing (and the identical proposed) height and volume at the top floor 

are not inconsistent with the neighborhood.  Other buildings on 21
st
 street between Church 

and Sanchez on both sides of the street include a wide variation of heights and roofline 

styles.  Exhibit B includes a photo collage of the different buildings on the block face and 

those across the street along with their approximate heights.  A significant majority of the 

existing buildings are more than 30’ in height with many reaching or exceeding 35’.  The 

existing roofs on 21
st
 Street (between Church and Sanchez) also include considerable variety, 

from gabled roof to flat roofs, so that there is no “cookie-cutter” standard or a predominant 

style or shape.  Thus, the building height is entirely consistent with the heights on 21
st
 Street.     

 

With respect to massing, the greatest increase in floor area for the Project will be 

completed at the Project’s new basement level, and thus 731 sf or 45% of the total addition 

will be completed at a location that minimizes any potential impacts to or visibility by the 

neighbors.  The building’s rear wall will be extended slightly, but only to an extent that 

complies with the Planning Code’s rear yard averaging provisions.  Thus, the rear expansion 

is reasonable and consistent with the rear yard wall locations for the two (2) adjacent 

properties.  The expansion of the third floor allows the Project to increase habitable floor area 

by “boxing” out the envelope and without increasing the overall building height.      

 

Mid-block Open Space is not impacted by the Project. The Project will extend slightly 

into the 45% rear yard setback area by averaging the rear yard setback based on existing 

conditions for the two neighbors (as permitted by the Code). The amount of the extension 

into the rear yard setback varies between the different floors and does not cover the entire 

width of the Property at any level.  The Project does not have any sizeable impact on mid-

block open space, in part due to the minimal scope of the rear addition, and in part due to the 

fact that the Project will at no point exceed the extent to which the adjacent neighbors’ 

improvements encroach into their rear yard setback areas.  The Project results in an 

extremely minimal impact on mid-block open space, and in light of the location and extent of 

the adjacent neighbors’ building walls and decks, the actual impact is negligible, if any.  No 

neighbor will be “boxed-in” or cut-off from the mid-block open space as a result of this 

Project. An aerial of the subject block and the existing mid-block open space and the building 
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outlines is included as Exhibit C and evidences the minimal, if any, impact the Project will 

have on mid-block open space.    

 

Project is Consistent with Existing Context and Character.  The existing 

neighborhood lacks "defined visual character" that is recognized in the Residential Design 

Guidelines (“RDG”) due to the mix of building styles, materials, shapes, rooflines, and 

overall design, as is illustrated in the photo collage included as Exhibit B.  Neither the size 

of the Project nor the proposed features are exceptional or extraordinary for the existing 

context.  The Project incorporates setbacks at the appropriate locations and configures the 

additional building areas in a way that is least impactful to the neighbors.  The Property is 

located in the 40-X height and bulk district, and the Dolores Heights SUD (thus triggering a 

maximum height of 35’), on a street where majority of the buildings are similar e.g. with 

respect to height. 

 

The neighborhood also contains a variety of building sizes and massing.  A sample 

listing of nearby buildings that exceed 3,500 or 4,000 sf along with a corresponding map 

with locations is included as Exhibit D.  As shown in the map/list, the neighborhood 

includes many similarly sized or much larger buildings through-out the immediate context.  

The Property will remain a three-story building and the additional floor area has been 

positioned and configured in a way that is intended to minimize its visibility and impact.  The 

Project also does not include any exceptional or extraordinary features.  The front façade for 

the building will be altered, however, the overall proportions at the front, including the 

location and placement of windows and other openings remains substantially similar to the 

current design, and the overall shape with the gabled roof shape will be retained by 

extinguishing the addition at the third floor.  Moreover, originally the proposal was to 

propose a modern interpretation of the front façade, however, the Project was changed in this 

regard to the pending approach of reconditioning the existing façade.  The Project includes a 

roof deck, which is neither unusual or extraordinary in this neighborhood.  Photos of sample 

roof decks and their locations are noted in Exhibit E.    

 

Overall, the Project proposes a fair and reasonable addition and renovation that is not 

intended to maximize building height or area, but rather to produce some additional floor 

area taking the neighboring buildings into consideration.    

 

No Loss of Protectable Public Views.  The Priority Planning Policies and the Urban 

Design Element of the General Plan do provide some protection for vistas.  The Priority 

Policies call for the City to consider the impact a project could have on “our parks and open 

space and their access to sunlight and vistas,”
2
 and the Urban Design Element of the General 

Plan states that the City should “recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular 

attention to those of open space and water.”
3
  The Project is consistent with both of these 

Planning guidelines, and the expansion of the third floor does not obstruct any major views.   

                                                 
2
 Plan. Code §101.1(b)(8) (emphasis added). 

3
 Urban Design Element, Policy 1.1 (emphasis added). 
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Specifically, although 21
st
 Street is a public space, its purpose is for a pedestrian and 

vehicular thoroughfare, not as a park or open space.  The public right of way is akin to any 

other right of way in the City - and views from such right of ways are not entitled any special 

protection from the impacts of development.  While the Urban Design Element does not 

explicitly concern only impacts on views from public parks and open spaces, it does limit 

protection to only “major views . . . with particular attention to those of open space and 

water.”
4
   The public right of way at 21

st
 Street is abutted on both sides by other residential 

buildings, many of which are taller than the Project.  The street also includes street trees and 

other landscaping, so that effectively the “view” any vehicle traveling downhill (or uphill) on 

21
st
 Street would have during the limited moments when the Property is within his/her 

sightline would be minimally impacted, if at all.  Any such sightline is certainly not 

expansive, and thus it cannot reasonably be characterized as a “major view” that would 

warrant preservation pursuant to the Urban Design Element.   

 

Admittedly, the expanded third floor may alter private views from few of the homes 

across the street, however, neither the Planning Code nor the Residential Design Guidelines 

protect views from private property.
5
       

  

There is no (exceptional or other) Loss of Light, Air or Privacy to the Neighbors.  The 

Project sponsor and architect have spent considerable time in designing the Project in a way 

that will have minimal impact on the most immediate neighbors.  For example, with respect 

to the neighbor to the east (Ms. Kenady), the new building area is set back approx. 8’ on the 

first floor and 5’ on the second floor and any new decking is similarly positioned further 

away from Ms. Kenady’s property.  The existing deck on the second floor actually covers the 

entire width of the Property, from one side property line to other, and the Project will provide 

more sensitivity in this regard by providing the proposed side setbacks thereby increasing 

access to light and air as well as privacy to Ms. Kenady.  The intent of the Project is not to 

result in windows, decks or other features that would unreasonably interfere with the 

neighbor’s privacy and the Project sponsor has been open to reasonable modification that 

could alleviate any such issues.  In sum, the Project does not unreasonably interfere with the 

neighbors’ light, air or privacy.   

 

Project does not Jeopardize Stability of Neighboring Properties. Project sponsor has 

been fully cooperative with the neighbors and even had a soils study completed in order to 

obtain additional information and address the concerns that were voiced earlier with respect 

to soil stability.  Overall, the Project will be built in accordance with all existing Building and 

other Code requirements, which will be more closely reviewed during the building permit 

process.   

 

 

                                                 
4
 Urban Design Element, Policy 1.1 (emphasis added). 

5
 Residential Design Guidelines, at 18.  
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D.   Conclusion 
  

No exceptional or extraordinary circumstances relating to the Project were provided 

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

The Project is appropriate and compatible for the context, considerate to the neighbors, and 

as a Code compliant, minimal addition, the Project should be approved.     

 

While we remain hopeful that as a result of pending discussions with the DR 

Requestors we are successful in resolving the DR prior to the hearing date, in the event the 

hearing takes place, for all of the above reasons, we respectfully request the Planning 

Commission to deny the DR and approve the Project as proposed, thus allowing the Project 

to move forward.  Thank you for your consideration. 

 

 Please contact me should you have any questions. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

 
Tuija I. Catalano 

 

Enclosures: 

Exhibit A – General timeline for project and neighbor meetings   

         Exhibit B – Photo collage of 21
st
 Street between Church and Sanchez 

 Exhibit C – Aerial map of the subject block (with existing buildings and mid-block OS) 

 Exhibit D – Neighborhood map and listing of larger buildings  

 Exhibit E – Sample photos and map of nearby roof decks and enclosures 

 Exhibit F – Original DR Response by Project sponsor 

 

cc: Vice President Dennis Richards 

Commissioner Michael Antonini  

Commissioner Rich Hillis 

Commissioner Christine Johnson 

Commissioner Kathrin Moore 

Commissioner Cindy Wu 

 John Rahaim – Planning Director 

 Scott Sanchez – Zoning Administrator 

 Jonas Ionin – Commission Secretary 

 Marcelle Boudreaux  – Project Planner 

 Russ Levy – Project Architect 

 Yishai Lerner – Project Sponsor 



3636 21st St Neighbor Meetings and Key Events

10/13/2014 Pre-Application Meeting #1 notification to neighbors

10/28/2014 Pre-Application Meeting #1 Ross/Yishai/Neighbors

1/6/2015 Pre-Application Meeting #2 with updated plans from issues raised in
Oct meeting Ross/Yishai/Neighbors

1/13/2015 David (3649 21st) and Carolyn (3632 21st) delivered letter from
neighbors in opposition to any roofline changes

1/15/2015 Initial plans submitted to Planning & DBI (following letter from
neighbors)

2/12/2015 CEQA Environmental Review filed

2/12/2015 Revision #1 submitted to Planning & DBI (minor fixes)

5/11/2015 PDR #1 received from RDT

5/15/2015 Planner site visit to Carolyn's property - Survey and Plan
Clarifications requested - Yishai/Marcelle/Neighbors

5/21/2015 PDR #2 received from RDT

6/13/2015 Survey slope results and plan updates sent to neighbors

7/6/2015
Site visit to Carolyn with her architect to discuss plans -
Ross/Yishai/John O'Duinn/Neighbors - Yishai proposed rear
extension compromise

7/23/2015 Sent 3D model to Carolyn of Roofline/Horizontal extensions (as
requested by neighbors to propose alternative potential roofline)

8/13/2015 Variance Intake

9/10/2015 Site visit to Carolyn for further discussions

11/9/2015 Categorical Exemption fom CEQA received

12/11/2015 Revision #2 submitted to Planning & DBI (based on latest neighbor
feedback before they stopped communication)

2/17/2016 DR requested by David and Carolyn

3/11/2016 PDR #3 received from RDT

5/24/2016 Revision #3 submitted to Planning & DBI (improvements based on
PDR #3)

7/11/2016 Revision #4 submitted to Planning & DBI (formatting for
commission hearing, demo calcs, final copy)

7/17/2016 Met with David and Carolyn, all parties seeking if a compromise
before hearing is possible
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3660 21st St.
UNDER CONSTRUCTION

3666 21st St.
27’4”

3676 21st St.
31’10”

3680 21st St.
32’2”

3640 21st St.
25’3”

3650-46 21st St.
35’8”

3690 21st St.
UNKNOWN

SUBJECT PROPERTY

3600 21st St.
46’2”

3632 21st St.
29’2

3622 21st St.
37’9”

801 Sanchez St.
UNKNOWN 

3677 21st St. 
 55’7”

3651 21st St.
35’6”

3669 21st St.
37’2” 

3663 21st St.
40’5” 

3655 21st St.
45’1”

3649 21st St.
33’1”

3639 21st St.
35’8”

3637 21st St.
39’6”

3631 21st St.
 UNKNOWN

3627 21st St.
31’2”

3625 21st St.
37’4”

3615 21st St.
35’

3619 st St.
27’1”

3609st St.
33’2”

3605 21st St.
UNKNOWN

3601 21st St.
UNKNOWN

3636 21st St.
33’7”

Images not to Scale
Heights measured as peak to center line sidewalk

EXHIBIT B
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Block / Lot Address Conditioned SF Distance
3605 073 3600 21ST ST 22,624 165'
3606 001 3809 20TH ST 17,552 918'
3606 084 3590 21ST ST 15,957 352'
3605 051A 390 LIBERTY ST 12,548 400'
3620 077 3618 22ND ST 11,898 601'
3606 008 211 LIBERTY ST 10,518 768'
3605 072 3939 20TH ST 7,072 405'
3606 023 3560 21ST ST 7,056 481'
3606 079 3821 20TH ST 6,423 847'
3606 034 267 - 275 LIBERTY ST 6,344 426'
3605 023 775 - 777 SANCHEZ ST 6,208 296'
3621 005 824 SANCHEZ ST 6,120 567'
3605 001A 800 CHURCH ST 5,945 479'
3606 004 730 DOLORES ST 5,920 863'
3620 005 300 HILL ST 5,778 388'
3621 006 400 HILL STREET 5,668 574'
3606 003 714 - 718 DOLORES ST 5,400 888'
3606 003A 720 - 726 DOLORES ST 5,400 875'
3606 010 770 DOLORES ST 5,156 782'
3619 016 878 DOLORES ST 4,884 955'
3606 083 841 - 849 CHURCH ST 4,875 429'
3606 082 290 - 294 LIBERTY ST 4,875 410'
3606 068 3873 - 3877 20TH ST 4,855 623'
3621 085 849 NOE ST 4,854 1014'
3621 084 490 HILL ST 4,742 965'
3620 051 801 SANCHEZ ST 4,733 351'
3619 001 800 - 804 DOLORES ST 4,653 868'
3619 083 3541 - 3543 21ST ST 4,650 645'
3620 004 932-934 CHURCH ST 4,648 342'
3619 034 985 CHURCH ST 4,626 647'
3619 072 69 CHATTANOOGA ST 4,450 819'
3619 002 806 - 808 DOLORES ST 4,442 813'
3605 063 3945 20TH ST 4,438 407'
3620 035 327-329 HILL ST 4,392 454'
3620 053 3677 - 3681 21ST ST 4,343 272'
3621 097 3707 21ST ST 4,295 509'
3621 098 3701 21ST ST 4,294 477'
3621 099 806V SANCHEZ ST 4,294 547'
3604 026A 3790 - 3792 21ST ST 4,242 953'
3621 096 3717 21ST ST 4,215 542'
3605 019 3660 21ST ST 4,198 112'
3619 014 864 - 868 DOLORES ST 4,180 946'
3620 034 333-335 HILL ST 4,179 451'
3606 076 3837 - 3839 20TH ST 4,125 795'
3621 032 891 NOE ST 4,105 1075'
3619 008 834 - 838 DOLORES ST 4,074 869'
3619 009 840 - 844 DOLORES ST 4,074 928'
3605 035 347 - 349 LIBERTY ST 4,050 124'
3606 065 3889 20TH ST 4,025 554'
3604 053A 482-484 LIBERTY ST 4,018 920'
3619 013 860 - 862 DOLORES ST 4,000 971'
3606 017 3528 - 3530 21ST ST 3,992 683'
3606 035 259 - 265 LIBERTY ST 3,980 511'
3619 047 921 - 925 CHURCH ST 3,930 383'
3619 007 832 DOLORES ST 3,928 846'
3604 019 3746 - 3748 21ST ST 3,915 692'
3619 049 909 - 917 CHURCH STREET 3,914 351'
3619 044 937 - 941 CHURCH ST 3,870 443'
3619 085 3531 - 3533 21ST ST 3,867 712'
3605 038 329-331 LIBERTY ST 3,839 124'
3605 060 3959 - 3961 20TH ST 3,827 447'
3606 078 3827 - 3831 20TH ST 3,784 822'
3619 042 947 CHURCH ST 3,782 504'
3621 028 3782 - 3784 22ND ST 3,776 1118'
3619 078 31 - 33 CHATTANOOGA ST 3,740 700'
3619 037 971 - 973 CHURCH ST 3,720 589'
3605 071 765 SANCHEZ ST 3,720 325'
3619 080 17 - 19 CHATTANOOGA ST 3,700 681'
3619 015 870 - 872 DOLORES ST 3,700 950'
3606 012 784 - 788 DOLORES ST 3,650 792'
3605 077 300 LIBERTY ST 3,640 324'
3606 046 222 - 224 LIBERTY ST 3,624 745'
3604 002 706 SANCHEZ ST 3,600 622'
3605 084 385 LIBERTY 3,545 300'
3605 058 3971 20TH ST 3,514 437'
3619 011 850 DOLORES ST 3,510 887'
3605 047 350 LIBERTY ST 3,500 298'
3620 090 368 HILL ST 3,500 342'
3621 086 845 NOE ST 3,498 963'
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1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned 
parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to 
the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition to reviewing the 
attached DR application.) 

We have worked diligently over the last 18 months to come to an 
agreement on plans with this group of neighbors (led by the two DR 
filers: Carolyn Kenady and David Pennebaker). They have made it 
abundantly clear they will not agree to any designs that alters the 
existing roofline of the 3rd floor.  This is untenable for us, as the reason 
I purchased the property was primarily for the 3rd floor, and views from 
it. Specifically, I purchased this home because of these views with full 
awareness of the lower height limits specified by the planning code for 
the Dolores Heights SUD. By definition there is space in which for me 
to be able to alter and expand the 3rd floor within the allowable height 
limits to meet my objectives. In spite of this basic disagreement, I 
persevered in attempting to accommodate all the reasonable concerns 
my neighbors expressed, even though they made it abundantly clear they 
would file a DR to my project and pursue all delays possible regardless 
of these considerations. I worked in good faith and at significant time 
and effort to resolve the issues as evidenced by the project history, 
numerous meetings and correspondences with all interested parties.

I believe my Architect (Ross Levy) and I have come up with a set of 
plans that minimizes neighbor and neighborhood impact while still 
achieving my goals and addressing the issues brought up in these DRs 
and in the multiple neighbor outreach meetings.

Also to briefly comment on the specific issues specified:
 
1a) 

Height: Not increasing the height of the building, new addition is 
“horizontal” per Code and does not exceed the height of the existing 
peak nor the height limit for the Dolores Heights Special Use District.
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Mass: I am expanding the existing 2900sf 2 bedroom property to 4 
bedrooms (Plus a rec/gym room downstairs).  This expansion will afford 
me the space to start and raise my family in San Francisco for the 
duration.  Additionally, while there are no specified limits on size in the 
Dolores Heights SUD, this expansion is well within the extra restrictions 
that other districts such as Corona Heights have adopted.

Depth: While I am requesting a variance to push the north wall slightly 
into the Rear Yard Setback, I am only doing so to the average of my east 
and west neighbors and only for 2/3rds of the building width. This 
footprint is currently occupied by an existing non-conforming northern 
deck so impact to neighbors is no greater and possibly better then what 
they are accustomed to.  For the eastside 1/3rd of the deck, I'm 
eliminating the existing deck mass in the interest of the DR filer Carolyn 
Kenady to address light and air concerns. 

The RDT is supportive of the proposal as specified in the “Notice of 
Planning Department Requirements #3 - March 11th 2016” in response 
to these DRs:

“RDT supports the proposed project’s rear horizontal addition as 
shown. The horizontal addition, significantly down-sloped from the 
properties on the other side of the mid-block open space, does not 
overly impact light and air within that space.”

1b)

Loss of Character/incompatible with the character of the neighborhood:

In our CEQA Categorical exemption declaration the preservation team 
meeting had the following to say: 

“the subject building is not a good example of style, type, or 
period… the subject property does not appear to be within an 



identified or eligible historic district. The subject block has seen 
several waves of development resulting in a disparate collection of 
residences in a range of styles. As the subject block faces of 21st 
Street do not appear to contain a cohesive group of residential 
buildings, and due to the fact that many of the buildings have been 
altered, this block does not appear to qualify as an historic district.”

I believe this is a good summation of why the concerns in this section 
are not valid. Regardless, even with the CEQA exemption we strove to 
leave the period facade intact/restored

1c)

This is not a Public View corridor according to RDT.  Additionally, the 
impact to views will be insignficant 

2)

Loss of light and air: Again as acknowledged by RDT (above), by 
enlarging the eastern setbacks and removing the eastern portion of the 
existing deck, I am effectively increasing the light and air to the eastern 
property. This was true both in the initial design and improved in 
response to RDT feedback (Notice of PDR #2) by reducing mass in the 
NE corner of the 3rd floor as requested.  
 
Loss of privacy and quiet: I worked hard to make sure the decks do not 
directly look into any of the eastern neighbors windows.  The only 
window where there was visibility was from the existing 2nd floor deck 
on the eastern property line which has been removed (see above).  At the 
request of RDT in Notice of PDR #3, additional privacy enhancements 
were added including removing ~50% of the second floor glazing and 
adding privacy louvers to the 3rd floor. Visibility into rear windows of 
the northern neighbors on liberty st was also discussed. While this 
concern is limited as the structures are 100’ +/- from the proposed rear 
wall of our project, we still included features in the interest of these 



neighbors in the form of unit is unchanged of steeper sight lines to 
reduce visibility. Finally there was some misunderstanding of the 
endless pool.  It is 7ft below the eastern property line fence and as such 
has no visibility in that direction. A new retaining wall provides sound 
isolation.
 
Additional comments:

Risk: We have reviewed the plans with both structural and geotechnical 
engineers with no issues raised. The nominal excavation proposed is a 
lower volume then the typical garage that is commonly added on the 
southern side of this block.

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you 
willing to make in order to address the concerns of the DR requester 
and other concerned parties? If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate 
whether they were made before or after filing your application with the 
City. 

We have worked diligently and consistently with our neighbors and with 
RDT to solve and accommodate all issues they raised (Please see attached 
Outreach meetings and email log). All the reasonable issues raised by our 
neighbors have been addressed (see project design and revision history log 
attached). As such we feel that there is little left to change.  However we are 
always open to reasonable requests.

✓ Highlights of changes:

✓ Removal of existing deck and addition of setbacks on eastern property 
line to improve eastern neighbors light and air. 
✓ Remove exterior stairway along west wall in proposed design due to 
expressed design concerns from neighbor
✓ Increase depth (measured from front facade) of retained gabled roof 
from 15’ to 18’ due to RDT and neighbor concerns.
✓ Reduce sight lines to eastern property by reducing 2nd floor glazing 
and adding strategic horizontal louvers to 3rd floor.
✓ Remove triangular glass glazing facade on 3rd floor due to RDT/



and adding strategic horizontal louvers to 3rd floor.
✓ Remove triangular glass glazing facade on 3rd floor due to RDT/
neighbor concerns
✓ Return to period window styling for 2nd floor to enhance period 
detailing
✓ Added back in removed sunken entryway to maintain existing period 
design
✓ Added more traditional gable to flat roof transition by aligning peaks
✓ Allowed pruned willow tree to regrow to original size (increasing 
privacy to northern neighbors).  Will enhance or replace with additional 
foliage at similar height along rear property line
✓ Reduced excavation cubic volume by 70% due to concerns from 
northern neighbors
✓ Staggered floor levels and increased setbacks on rear facade to 
eliminate “office building look” and concerns of neighbors regarding 
privacy.

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue 
other alternatives, please state why you feel that your project 
would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties. 
Include an explaination of your needs for space or other personal 
requirements that prevent you from making the changes requested 
by the DR requester. 

As expressed above, my architect Ross Levy and I have worked exhaustively 
on a design that we feel meets my goals for space, adheres to the Planning 
Code and the additional restrictions of the Dolores Heights Special Use 
District. It has been approved and reviewed by the Residential Design Team, 
and tacitly by the interested neighbors who attended meetings but did not feel 
the need to file DR. This is a design that meets my living requirements as I 
establish my family in the city and neighborhood I have fallen for.  I spent 13 
years living in the Valencia corridor while trying to find a property in the 
surrounding hills where I enjoy a view home with my family. More than that, 
it is the culture of San Francisco that inspires this project. As an aspiring chef  
I am excited to have a space where I can cook for and host my extended 
family with a new modern kitchen, connected dining/living space. As a 
maker, the addition of the basement room provides for exercise and project 
space and allows for better use and access to the typical (on this side of my 



block due to the slope) unused garden area.  On the design side we have 
striven to maintain/enhance the period facade/front while providing a more 
modern living interior and rear with clean and unassuming architectural 
details that are consistent with contemporary space planning and construction 
technique.

We feel that this is an appropriate response to the context and an equitable 
response to our neighbors. We began with these priorities as we sought to 
accommodate the program for a family home. We have refined our scheme as 
issues have been brought to our attention to minimize impacts whether real, 
or perceived. We understand that change is a difficult issue and that there is 
an implied sense of extended property right that comes with having lived in 
San Francisco for a long time. We respect our neighbors, have worked 
diligently with them and look forward to a fair resolution.





































Planning Commission Discreti
onary Hearing

and Hearing On Application for
 Zoning Variance for

3636 21st Street

RE: Building Permit Applicatio
n No. 201501155832

July 28, 2016

Supplemental Materials for

Planning Commissioner and Zoning 
Administrator

Submitted by Carolyn Kenady and Da
vid Pennebaker,

Discretionary Review filers and oppone
nts of Zoning

Variance



July 19, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

San Francisco Planning Comm
ission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Building Permit Applicat
ion No. 201501155832

(3636 21St Street)

Dear President Fong and Planni
ng Commissioners:

David Pennebaker and I filed a request for Discretionary R
eview, and we oppose the

rear yard Variance requested by t
he project sponsor for the above-

listed Building Permit

Application. Both actions will be heard by the C
ommission on July 28, 2016.

To assist you and the Commissione
rs as you prepare for the hearing,

 we are providing

the following supplemental inform
ation:

• Section 1: Application for Discretio
nary Review submitted by David P

ennebaker

on February 17, 2016

• Section 2: Opposition to Variance 
application

• Section 3: Letters from our neighbo
rhood organization and from our n

eighbors

who oppose the project as propose
d

• Section 4: Exhibits to be used duri
ng our presentation at the July 28 h

earing

We appreciate your careful review 
of these materials and the time that 

you've afforded

us to present why the Commission s
hould take Discretionary Review an

d why the

Zoning Administrator should deny th
e Application for Variance.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Carolyn enady

3632 21St Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Enclosures



July 19, 2016

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Admi
nistrator

Office of the Zoning Administra
tor

1650 Mission Street, Ste 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Building Permit Application
 No. 201501155832

(3636 21 S̀  Street)

Dear Mr. Sanchez:

David Pennebaker and I filed a request for Discretionary
 Review, and we oppose the

rear yard Variance requested by
 the project sponsor for the abov

e-listed Building Permit

Application. Both actions will be heard by the
 Commission on July 28, 2016.

To assist you and the Planning Co
mmissioners as you prepare for

 the hearing, we are

providing the following supplemen
tal information:

• Section 1: Application for Discretio
nary Review submitted by David 

Pennebaker

on February 17, 2016

• Section 2: Opposition to Variance 
Application

• Section 3: Letters from our neigh
borhood organization and from o

ur neighbors

who oppose the project as propose
d

• Section 4: Exhibits to be used dur
ing our presentation at the July 2

8 hearing

We appreciate your careful review
 of these materials and the time tha

t you've afforded

us to present why the Commission
 should take Discretionary Review

 and why you as

the Zoning Administrator should d
eny the Application for Variance.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

;~~~,, /~C~~s
C~~a  n  ~Kenady

3632 21St Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Enclosures



LIGATION FOR

ApF~Eication for Discretionary Review

D~scret~~nary
1 . Owner/Applicant Information

ev~ew FFg ~ 7LU;

G~TY ~ CC~U~ ~~`~ l~r-

~̀~[9~P~'i~'~ii~ ker F'

DR APPlJCAMTS ADQfiESS: 
~ .

3649 21st Street

~_~` ...__._ __~_..__~. __.____ ~T __~ _____

~
_ ..+._...____ 

21P CODE: 
_.__~ .` 

TELEPHONE: 
_'_.___~_.~.

g4~ 14 ' ~ 4~ 5~ 531-0078

_ ____. ~ -------------

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON W}iICH YOU
 ARE fiE0U6TIN0 DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

Yshai Lerner
~

ADQR SS: -~ .~.

363~ 21st Strut

~~_._..._._._v.________ _______. ~___~

`~~T~~ - 71P C06E: ~TELEPHGkE: .-

~ 94114 ~ ~ ~ 415 ~ 328-9474

______ _.

CONTACT FQR DR APPLlCAT10N:

S~,a~~~ a
RDDRESS

~aveps~~yahoo.com

~ aP coos: ~ r~HON~:

2. Location and Classification

__ 1

STAEEf AOURESS OF PRQJECT ~ 
1 ~p CODE Y~

3636 21st Street 94114 ~

~OSS THE
anc~isz~treet 

;

~- -- ---_ -------~ ~. _^_ ~ _____ ..~._ _.~.______.__.__ ___ _ ~_ ___._ . ___ _____ ____.__ . J

ASSESSORS BlOC1</LOT:~T ~lAT Q MENSIONS: y~LDT AREA (SO r i~. ~ Z ING DISTRtCF~ ~~ H GHTJ$U!K ISTRI ~

3805 / 01fi ~ ; ~~i ~olores ~leig~its - 35ft

____.__ __.~_~_.~.._ __~__~__ __~__ ~ .~__$peciai_ Use District _a

3 Project Description

Please check all that ePP~Y

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ❑

AddiEions to Buildin Rear Font Hei ht ~
~' one amity bwe~ing g

Present or Previous Use:
One Family Dwelling

Proposed Use:
201501155832

Alterations ~ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Side Yard ~ ~`~

01 /15/2Q15

Bui3ding Permit Application No. Date Filed:



~'A;_ MjM~'~;"

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Reviev~
r er Appi;ca«t In~onnat~on

[~~a~cf'~~nl~~~'~ker

OR APPJCA4T S ADOP.ESS

3649 2i st Street
L' CAD=

94114
TES~HC•Nc

~ 41 ~~ 531-0078

PROPERTY OWNER WHO S GOING THE PROJECT QN Wk
iCH YDU ARE REOUESANG OISCAESIONAPY REVIEW NAME

Yshai Lemer

ADDRESS
3636 21st Street

~~ •.~Ct

94714
TELEPFSONE

~ 415 } 328-9474

CONTACT FOR DR APPLtCAT _ N

Same as Above

ADpnESS 
Zia ~~G~: TELEPHONE

t

dNAf ADG 55

aveps~ yahoo.com

% L~~C~r~.IQ'Z ?r`CI ~`.;~1~51#ICr"~tlOtl

STREET ADDRESS OF PRQJ~C? 
CIF ~ ~C~F

3636 21st Street 94114

~ROSS TREETanc~ez treat

q$SC~SORS $LOCK~LOi GJT ~ MENSIONS LOT AREA (SO Fl) Z ING - 5-=: -:~ H IGHIBUUC 5TH T

3645 / 01fi 
~~1 olares ~eig~ts - 35~t

Special Use District

3 Project Descn~lion

Please cneck ali If et aApry

Change ~}f L;~c ❑ Ch~n~c i~f Huur4 `e~c Ccfn~trucfiun riltrratiuns ~ Dcm~~litiun Othrr

Additions to Buitding: Rear E rcint '~ Flc~~ht G~ Side Yana
One~amily Dwelling

['regent nr f'r~t iciu~ [J~~:
One Family Qwelling

f'rupus~~d lJst:
201501155832 0 i i15/20 i 5

Building; ['crm~t .~pp2irati~n \~~. 
D~~t~ Filed.



Act~cns Pn~.~r co a Giscreh:~r~~rr R~~~ie~J~! R~t~U~

t~w~Aa~o~ ra ~;o

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

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

pid you participate in outside mediation on this case?

5 Changes Made to the Pra~ect as a Result of ~v1ecl~at;~Vn

If }~o~t hoe~e discussed the project with the applicant, planning stiff car gone thre~u
bh rne~3iation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the prupc3sed pre~jec
t.

The sponsor added a swimming pool, expanded the size of the roof deck, mov
ed the roof deck which

required a firewali, added solar panels to the peak roof, changed the configuration
 of the fightwetf to the

East.



-ti,~ rA.~utr ~~

Discretionary Review Request

In the spice belutiti• and on s~par~~te paper, iF necess
ary, please present fact~ sufficient to ansti.~r each qu~tition.

i. 1Vhat are the r~a5ims fcir requesting Dis~rcti«nary 
Rc~•i~tti? The project meets the minimum standard~ of the

[Tinning Code. t•Vh~t arc the ex~eptiunai and extrau
rdin~ry circumstances that justify Di<cretianary Kevic~~ cif

the project? Hcstiv dues the project conftitt tti•ikh the City's General Plan nr
 the Planning Cndc`s Prieirity I'olicie5 ur

€tesidcnt~al bcsign Gt~i~ielines? ['lease be specific and
 site spedric sections of the Residential D~si~n Guidelines.

See Attached.

2. The R~sitientt~tl Design Guid~ltn~s a~sum~ ~cim
e impacts tc~ b~ reasun~bl~ and ~rptct~d as p:~rt cif ce>nstruct~~~R.

Pleatic expliin hi~ti~ this project ~cuuld cause unr~>a~c~
nablr impacts. If yc~u bclic~~e ~nur properh, the property- ~~f

<~thrrti sir the nei~h~c~rhuod a•uuld be advcrscly ZfF
ucic~l, plc~se state c~ hu ~~ciulci be affected, and h~~~~:

fee Attached.

3. What iiternati~•eti e,r ~h,~n~;eti t~+ fire ~rup~~sed proje
ct. bet utid the changr~ {if ant) ilr~a~i~~ made «ui~ld respimd

 t~~

tha excepti<mal an~1 extrac~r~iinin circumstances a
nd reduce the adcerce eFf~tts noted above in question ~1?

See Attached.
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3Question 1: What are fhe reasons
 for requesting Discretionary Review

? the project meets the

minimum standards of the Plannin
g Code. What are the exception and

 extraordinary

circumstances that justify Discretio
nary Review of the project? How does t

he project conflict

with the City's General Plan or the P
lanning Code's Priority Policies or Resi

dential Design

Guidelines? Please be specific and cit
e specrftc sections of the Residential

 Design Guidet~nes.

a) Height and mass: The Resid
ential Design Guidelines - IV -Buildin

g Scale and Form -

state: "Design the scale of the buil
ding to be campatibEe with the height and

 depth of

surrounding buildings." {pg. 23} Th
e proposed project at 3638 21st Street (

"Proposed

Project") is exceptional and extraord
inary in i#s height and depth relative to th

e

surrounding buildings.

Height. The proposed design is a f
our-story building reaching nearly 34 fe

et in height at

sidewalk level. This is out of prop
ortion and incompatible with the adjacen

t properties to

t1~e east and the west. For exam
ple, the eastern neighbor's building (363

2/3632A 215̀

Sk.) is a 2-s#ory building with a heig
ht of 29 feet above the sidewalk. The we

stern

neighbor's building is a 2-story cotta
ge that is approximately 24 fee# above t

he sidewalk.

At the rear, the proposed building w
ill be 4 stories {including excavated ba

sement). It

wilt rise 50-feet above its adjacent do
wnhill rear yard neighbors at 3632 21st S

treet and

337 and 333 Liber#y Street. The R
esidential Design Guidelines for Buildi

ng Scale at

Mid-Block Qpen Space recommend
 that the property owner "[dJesign the he

ight and

depth of the building to be compati
ble with the existing building scale at the

 mid-block

open space." {pg. 25} Here, the 
Proposed Project will be significantly tal

ler than other

houses in the middle of 27 st Street
 and Liberty Street. This design will shad

e the

gardens of several pr4perites t~ th
e East, West and North.

Mass. The current house is 2,900
 square feet with three bedrooms, livin

g room, kitchen,

dining room, and basement area. 
The proposed design is 4,500 square fee

t {55%

increase in square footage.) The 
only added rooms appear to be a guest ro

om at the

first story (basement leve{) and a 
library at the third story level. The added

 1,604

square feet of ancillary living space
 creates extraordinary and exceptional

 impacts an

the adjacent neighbors which are o
utlined beEow in this application. The p

roposed size

and mass of this project on a 25-fo
ot wide lot is out of character with the nei

ghborhood

Depth. Adding to the mass and scal
e, the proposed building will extend to a

 depth of

78' 6" at the basement/garden leve
l and to a depth of 73 6° at the first and se

cond floor

levels. This average depth of 76' e
xceeds the code-allowed depth of 55% 

of the lot {62'

8") by over 13 feet. With its propose
d depth 78'6" at the basement/garden

 level, the

proposed mass reduces the rear yar
d open space to 35' 6" (31 °/o of 174' dee

p lot.} The

Dolores Heights Special Use District
 {hereinafter referred to as the "Dolores

 Meights

SUD", Section 241 of the Planning
 Code) specifies that "[tjhe minimum re

ar yard depth

shall be equal to 45 percent of the 
total depth of the lot on which building is si

tuated,"
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which in this case should -- at
 a minimum -- be 51'4". Thus

, the proposed building

exceeds the Dolores Heigh
ts SUD's minimum open spa

ce requirement by mare than

30%.

The mid-block open spac
e is signifcant(y reduced —esp

ecially for the Liberty S#reet

properkies to the north whos
e backyards abut the rear of

 the Proposed Project, and the

adjacent property to the ea
st {3fi32 21st S#rest.) The Res

idential Design Guidelines

note: "Even when permitte
d by the Planning Code, buildi

ng expansions inka the rear

yard may not be appropriat
e if they are uncharacteristica

lly deep or tail, depending on

the context of the other bu
ildings that define the mid-blo

ck open space. An out-of-scale

rear yard addition can leav
e surrounding residents feeli

ng "boxed-in" and cut-aff from th
e

mid-block open space." [Re
sidential Design Guidelines 

— IV —Building Scale and Form

Scale at the Mid-Block Ope
n Space, page 26J The side

 setbacks in the proposed desi
gn

do not resolve the "boxed
-in" views for neighbors on Li

berty and 2~st Streets.
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b) Loss of characterlincompatible witf~ the
 character of the neighborhood:

Dolores Heights is one of five areas named as
 an "outstanding and unique area" in the

San Francisco General Pfan. Policy 2.7 rec
ommends that the City "jr]ecognize and

protect outstanding and unique areas that contri
bute in an extraordinary degree to San

Francisco's visual form and character." It describes what makes Dolores Heights so

unique: "a uniform scale of buildings, mixed wit
h abundant landscaping in yards and

steep street areas. Rows of houses built from 
nearly identical plans that form complete

or partia{ block frontages, arranged on hillside str
eets as a stepped-down series of fiat or

gabled roofs. Building setbacks with gardens set
 before Victorian facades and

interesting entryways." [online document, no 
pagination]

The predominant roofline design on the street is
 comprised of peaked/gabled roofs that

blend in with the s{ope of the hill. The Resident
ial Design Guidelines recommend

"[dJesign rooflines to be compatible with tho
se found an surrounding buildings".

[Residential Design Guidelines — IV —Building
 Scale and Farm —Building Form —

Proportions, page 29]

The proposed design would replace this compati
ble facade/silhouette with a larger

square, boxy structure extending behind the 1
5 foot-deep peaked roof setback. The box

will be compleEely visible from the street, both
 uphill and downhill due to the grade of the

street/hill. This large structure with windows
 on all sides -designed to take advantage of

views -does not seek to mirror the scale of t
he neighborhood. It lacks the character of

other residences in the neighborhood and is not
 corrtpatible with adjacent facades. The

Residential Design Guidelines recommend "de
sign the building's proportions to b2

compatible with those found on surrounding
 t~uildings." The site is located on a steep

slope/hill and the proposed additions disreg
ard the existing topography and do not

respect the site and surrounding area. The prop
osed design will break the organic step

progression of rooflines on the street.
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The proposed design of the facade of t
he property is out of character with the

neighborhood and the history of the pro
perty itself. The current facade is comprised of

shingles. The shingled facade appears 
in a photograph thought to have been taken by

the assessors ofFice between 1946 an
d 1951. This photograph was provided by the

History Center at the San Francisco Main L
ibrary. (See attached Photo and email from

History Center employee). A permit to ins
tall a garage was issued in i 955. You will see

that the photograph was taken prior to 
the garage installation. Although a permit was

issued to install shingles on the facade
 in 1970, it is clear that they were replaced at that

time, not originally instaEled. The shingled
 design is complemented by a peaked roof

giving the property an appearance simi
lar to the adjacent (West) uphill shingled cottage

and of the varied peaked roof of the adj
acent {East) downhill property. There are

several homes an both sides of the str
eet with shingled facades, and/ar peaked/gabled

roofs.

c) Loss of put~lic views: This block
 of 21st Street is well-known for its views and fo

r the

"Torn ~ Jerry Christmas" tree which is di
splayed at 3650 21st St from Thanksgiving

through early January every year since 
1984. Many Bay Area residents and out-of-area

tourists walk up and down the street dai
ly to see the views. During the holiday season,

thousands of visikors take pictures of the 
holiday #ree and the view to the east. The

proposed mass from the addition of 640
 square feet to the fourth story and the new roo

f

deck on top flf the fourth story with a soli
d parapet wall will block public views of

down#own, the Bay and East Bay from 
the 21st Street sidewalks.

This violates the Urban Design Element (
Policy 1.1) of the General Plan which protects

public views - "Recognize and protect m
ajor views in the city, with particular attention to

those of open space and water.. . . Overlooks and other viewpoints for apprecia#io
n of the

city and its environs should be protected 
and supplementecE, by limitation of buildings

and other obstructions where necessary.
" [Online document, no pagination] The 21st

Street clock between Church and Sanc
hez Stree#s is a public space khat receives many

visitors throughout the day, including doz
ens of tourists who stop to admire and

photograph the expansive city views.

Question 2: The Residential Design Guidelin
es assume some impacfs to be reasonable and

expected as part of consfrucfron Pleas
e explain how this project would cause unreason

able

impacts. If you believe your properfy the
 properly of others or the neighborhood wo

ulaf be

adversely affected, please state who wo
uld be affected and how:

The Proposed Project, with i#s increased 
depth, mass. and design choices, creates many

unreasonable impacts on surrounding p
roperties in the neighborhood. These impacts

demonstrate substantively that the prop
osed project design and the project sponsor's va

riance

request for a rear extension should be de
nied. Below are the major impacts:
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a) Loss of light and air: 
Thy proposed design will loa

m over the adjacenE properties -

especially those to the north 
and east. The additional mass 

on the 4th story and the roof

deck on top of it wilt reduce
 light and air to four separat

e properties. The extension of

the 4th story to a depth o
f 64 feet anc! the additional ma

ss of opaque guardrails on the

roof deck an top of the 4th
 story will cast shadows into 

the windows, roams, and gardens

of the adjacent properties 
to the west and east. Becaus

e of the steeply sloping hillside

the vertical extension wiH c
reate an excessive towering 

effect an the Liberty Street

neighbors to the north of t
he property line. Their yards a

re 12 feet lower than the back of

the Subject Property lot. 
(The combined height and slop

e also impacts the property to

the east.}

The proposed rear horizonta
l addition will ex#end 15 feet 

beyond the existing rear wall of

the first story {basement}.
 It will extend 10 feet beyond the

 rear wall of the second and

third stories. Tf~is also redu
ces the light and air to the nort

hern neighbors on Liberty

Street -especially during t
he winter months.

The Proposed Project includ
es a side setback on the east

 side of the property at the first

story (basement) and secon
d story. Because the setback 

is reduced substantially, the

proposed side setback does
 not effectively mitigate the re

duced light and air to the

bedrooms of the East proper
ty. whose sole v~indows face t

he light well.

b} Loss of privacy and qu
iet:

Decks. The building plans in
clude three decks including a

 roof deck being added on top

of the 4th story. These de
cks overlook the yards and wi

ndows of neighboring properties.

The roof deck in particular
 will invade the privacy of the re

sidents of those homes and

increase the noise level of t
he neighborhood. The numbe

r and size of the decks is

excessive and a burden on 
the neighborhood.

Anyone standing on the sec
ond floor deck of the proposed

 design will be able fo_ look

directly into the rear_bedroams
 of 337,_341 Liberty Street and

 333 Liberty Street.

People standing on the roo
f deck will be able to look into 

the bedrooms and bathrooms

of 3632 - 3fi34 21st Sfreet t
o the east of the ~aroperty~ People standing on the roof dec

k

will also be able to look into th
e living roams and bedrooms

 of the houses located across

the street on 21 S' Street. Thu
s, the Proposed Project w[II dir

ectly infringe on the privacy

of surrounding neighbors with
in the most intimate areas of

 the neighbors' living areas

Windows. The eastern-faci
ng windows of the proposed d

esign overlook the eastern

adjacent building (3632 - 36
34 21st St) Specifrca(ly, the windows overlo

ok the eastern

building's front deck (over gar
age), rear first floor deck an

d three windows in the

building's side setback. Thes
e windows significantly impac

t the privacy of the residents

and should be removed or us
e opaque glass.
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Rear expansion. The proposed design incl
udes windows and decks in the rear addition

to the building. This provides a direct view
 of the eastern neighbflr's rear deck and

garden and the rear garden of the neighbors
 at 337-341 Liberty Street and 333 Liberty

Street.

Endless pool. The proposed plans also i
nclude an "endless pool" situated next to the

east neighbor's property line, The east neig
hbor's only rear deck is located right above

the fence line. People in the endless pool wi
ll have a direct view of the deck which is

used for bbq eating, and entertaining Any noise from pool activities will carry to all

neighbors.

c) Loss of public views: As previously n
oted the 21st Street hill ascends aver 134 feet

frflm Church Street to the top of the hill at 
Sanchez Street. It provides stunning views of

the San Francisco downtown skyline, the 
Bay, and the East Bay (including Mt. Diablo). It

is visited daily by dozens of tourists and re
sidents who come to enjoy the exceptional

city views throughout the year and during 
the year-end holidays. "Tam &Jerry's

Christmas tree" at 3650 21st Street is feat
ured in Yelp, Trip Advisor, and Googfe Local

as a "must-see" local attraction. The street 
is also featured in The Stairway Walks in

San Francisco. and other tourist guides.

d) Risk to the stability of neighboring 
properties: The proposed project includes

significant Excavation which causes risk of f
looding, sail disturbance, erosion, and

seismic damage to downhill properties to t
he east and nor#h. Dolores Heights has a

natural spring ai the top of the hill. Through 
the early 20th century it provided focal

residents and grazing animals with water. 
Residents on 21st Street found non-Ci#y

water bubbling up through the soil when maki
ng sidewalk alterations. Owing to this

existing source of water, Dolores Fleights' p
roperties have experienced more than typical

flooding in lower level of buildings.

e) Risk from unmitigated wall on a slop
e: The building plans for a new basement include

excavation of over eight vertical feet and c
onstruction of a new retaining wall. This along with

tf~e flooding risk poses risk of landslide or mo
vement of the adjacent easf property. The two

properties each touch their respective propeR
y fines from the sidewalk through fa the East

property's side setback light well.
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Question 3: What a/ternafives or changes
 to fhe proposed projecf, beyond fhe changes (

if any)

already made would respond to the e
xcepfiana! and extraordinary circumstances and

 reduce

the adverse effects noted above ~n qu
estion #1 ?

a) Maintain "special characteristics 
of outstanding and unique areas" Remov

e the

horizontal addition to the fourth story of
 the building. This is incompatible with the

character of the neighborhood. Use a p
eaked roof with cEormers or a gabled design to

blend with the roaflines that step down
 the hillside.

b) Preserve light and air for neighbo
ring properties: Remove the ex#ension of t

he 4th

story to the rear of the building. The sp
onsor already has a large 4th story. The

proposed roof deck on top of the propos
ed 4`" story with its 42" guardrail and opaque

"fire-rated wall" effectively creates a fifth 
story -- that at mid-lot is 36' 4" high {building

heigh# of 32' 6" listed on page 1 of 311 No
tice + 40" fire wall.) This exceeds the 35'

height allowed under the Dolores Heigh
ts SUD !n addition, the horizonkal roof extension

and the roo#deck impact the tight and
 air of adjacent residents and impacts public vie

ws.

An alternative design to a horizontal ext
ension is to add dormers to the Existing peaked

roof to make the tap floor more usable. T
he roofline would bfenc! with the slope of the

hill anc! with the rooflines of other homes o
n the north side of the street. Nearly all

adjacent roofs are peaked or gabled.

Maintain the current depth of the building 
{64'} which still exceeds the Dolores Heights

Special Use District allowed depth of 62' S" (
building depth of 55% in 714 deep lot.)

c} Preserve privacy of neighk~ors: 
Revise the building plans to eliminate the roof de

ck

from the final building to preserve the pri
vacy of the neighbors. The remaining two dec

ks

and terraced backyard will provide ample
 outdoor space #or the house. Elimina#e the

windows on the east and west sides of th
e proposed structure to protect the bedrooms

and bathrooms of adjacent neighbors. El
iminate the "endless pool" from the east

property line where it is adjacent to the n
eighbor's 50 square foot rear deck. Maintain

the current depth of the building (64'} whi
ch exceeds the Dolores Heights SUD allowe

d

depth of 62' 8" (building depth of 55% in 1
14 deep lot.) This will maintain the mid-block

open space recommended by the Resid
ential Oesign Guidelines and mandated by the

Dolores Heights SUD.

d) Preserve view from 21st Street: E
liminating the new proposed fourth story horiz

ontal

expansion and the roof deck on top of t
he 4th story will preserve the public views from

21st Stree#. As Policy 7.5.16 at the Urba
n Design Elerrtent states: "Views from streets

can provide a means for orientation and 
help the observer to perceive the ci#y and its

dis#riots more clearly."
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~) Soften the proposed facade of the P
roposed Project: Keeping a shingled facade is

more in character with the neighborhood tha
n the proposed design. We recommend

maintaining a peaked or gabled raofline tf~at w
ill blend wi#h the "organic" step

progression of each home on 21st Street. The
 proposed boxed rooFline stands out and

breaks the linear progression. A peaked/gab
led roofline will also allow more air and light

to adjacent properties. The rear facade 
of the property with its large windows looks like

an office building design. The windows ne
ed to be scaled down to fit witF~ the adjacent

buildings. Scaled-down windows also avoid 
privacy issues with adjacent neighbors

being able to see inside 3636 27 st Street bedr
aorns and other living areas.

f} Make other design changes to maintain cha
racter of the street and neighborhood:

Many other a{ternatives exist to provide th
e sponsor with a livable home while

maintaining the character and scale of the neigh
borhood. We will provide examples of

how the sponsor can achieve this during o
ur testimony and exhibits at the Discretionary

Review hearing. We believe that the project 
sponsor can have a wonderful residence

that he enjoys while maintaining benefits a
nd enjoyment for his neighbors.
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Discretionary Review Application

Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the ~'lanning Department 
must be accompanied by this checklist and all required

materials. 'ire checklist is to be completed and sig
ned by the applicant or authorized went.

REQUIRED MATERIALS ;please check correct cdu
mn} pA APPUCATON

Application, with all blanks completed
❑

Address labels (original), if applicable
Q

Address labels (copy of the above}, if applicable
Q

Photocopy of this completed application
❑

Photographs that illustrate your concerns
, ,

Conversant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept. 
❑

Letter of authorization for agent 
❑

ether: Sedian Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, d
oor entries, trim),

Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) andror Product
 cut sheets for new

elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES

~ Required Ma1nr v

~-~ Options! Malarial

Q Two sets of original labels and ono cropy of addre
sses of eCjecent property owners end owners of prop

erty aa~oss street

Fa Oeparunant use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By; 
Dare:



Applicant's Affidav!t

Under penalty of perjury the follu~ti ing declarations are made:

a: The undersigned i5 the o~~ ner or ~uthuri~ed agrnt cif th~~ oti~ ner of this prc,~,~rt}.

t~: The inf<~rmation presented is true and currect t~ thr best cif m~ knocti lydge.

c The other information ctir applications may b~~ recluir~d.

Si~;n~tur~: ~~t ~ AA t~: 02/16/201fi
~~"~`

Print nime, ~~nd indicate t~hether oti+ncr, ur authuriicd agent:

David Pennebaker

Qwner Authonzetl Apent (arde ~..~
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rew~~: ~~wiiiaa,.~~~i ~~iaj (~C~i. ~~~u~~id5t!~5i~~.urc,~.1

To: davepsf@yahoo.com;

Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 5:39 PM

As best we can tell, these are the years
 when the date of the photo was not recorde

d somehow. Assessor

negative from other years either have th
e date written on the envelope in which the

 negative came to us, or the

photographer placed a plaque in fron
t of the house that included the date.

Jeff

From: David Scott Pennebaker (mai
lto:davepsf@yahoo.com ~

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 5: t 2 PM

To: Thomas, Jeff {LI8) tfeff.Thamas
@sfpl.arg>

Subject: Re: Photograph of 3636 21
st Street

Hi 3eff,

[t's very helpful. May I ask hotiv yo
u narrow it down? Just incase someon

e asks me.

ThanEcs so much,

David

On I ucsda~ ..f ul~ 21.20 l i 3:27 Pfvl. "1~homas.
 JcCf (L[ l3 )" <i~•I f . l h~uiti~f, ~l ,i~~l .~,r,> ~~ rote:

Hi David,

i can narrow it dotivn a bit more.

Our best guess for when that particular ph
oto was

Hope this helps.

shout hlaol~

1 3



From: David Scott Pennebaker ~ mai lto
:cl~~veptif ~t yah~x~.com

Sent: Tuesday, J my 2 I, 2015 l i :25 A
 M

To: Thomas, Jeff (LlB} <,(eff.Tfiom~i.~ tr 
sfpl.~r~>

Subject: Re: Photograph of 3b36 2 I st
 Street

Hi Jeff,

Thank you so much for the update and
 for working on this.

1 really appreciate it.

Best Regards,
David

On Frida} .July 17.201 i I (}:23 AM. "Thomas. Jcff (L[B)" <frf I . i hum
an ~r ~i~-~i.ur~>> +~ rotc:

Hi David,

Sorry to take so long to het back to you.

My best estimate is tf~at the photo was ta
ken sometime between 1942 and 1957.

I have been intending co verify this wit
h photo curator and to double with her to see 

if there was any way to

narrow that down more.

She wi{I not be in until Tuesday. Howev
er, I wanted to get back to you to let Icno

tiv that 1 am still looking into

this.

If you don't hear anything further From 
me next week, you can assume that I could n

ot get any more specific

Ehan 1442- f 957

Let me know if you any other question
.

From: David Scott Pennebaker ~ ni~ti
ltt,:~i~t+~p.t r~ ~`~lllt~(l.t'OITI~

Sent: Thursday. July 09, 2015 2:14 PM

To: Thomas, Jeff (LIBj cleff.Th~~mas 
« ~F~~I.~ar>

Subject: Photograph of 3636 Z I st Street

Hi Jeff,

1've attached the photograph of the house
 at 3636 21st Street.

It would be wonderful to know when it w
as actually taEcen.

Thanks so much for your help.

Besc Regards,

about hlank 

' 3



jmbm.com

David P. Cincotta
Direct: (415) 984-9687

Fax: (800) 365-1372

DCincotta@jmbm.com

Two Embarcadero Center, 5th Fl
oor

San Francisco, California 94111-38
13

(415) 398-8080 (415) 398-5584 Fax

www.jmbm.com

Ref: 75004-0001

July 20, 2016

VIA E-MAIL AND

FIRST CLASS MAIL

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administra
tor

Office of the Zoning Adrrunistrato
r

1650 Mission Street, Ste 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

scoff. sanchez@sfgov. org

Dear NIr. Sanchez:

1 am westing on behalf of my clien
ts, Carolyn Kenady, David Penneb

aker, and

Sam Fleischmann, to oppose the V
ariance Application submitted by

 Yishai Lernerr ("Applicant")

dated January 15, 2015, which pr
aposes to expand an existing single

 family rresidence located

3636 21st Street in San Francisco,
 California ("Property") by more t

han 50%, from 2800 sq. ft. to

4500 sq. ft., and extznds into the
 45%rear yard setback by an aver

age of 10.75 feet from the

existing two feet into the set back
.

As surrounding property owners, m
y clients oppose the subject Appli

cation on the

basis that the proposed Project do
es not meet the criteria set forth b

y Section 305(c). Planning

Code Section 305(c) states that "[
n]o variance shall be granted in wh

ole or in part unless there

exist and the Zoning Administrat
or specifies in his findings as par

t of a written decision, facts

sufficient to establish":

1. That there are exceptional or e
xtraordinary c~reumstances

applying to the property involve
d or to the intended use of the

property that do not apply genera
lly to other property or uses in the

same class of district;

2. That owing to such exceptiona
l or extraordinary circumstances

the literal enforcement of specifi
ed provisions of this Code would

result in practical difficulty or u
nnecessary hardship not crzated by

or attributable to the applicant or
 the owner of the property;

3. That such variance is necessar
y for the preservation and

enjoyment of a substantial propert
y right of the subject property,

possessed by other property in the
 same class of district;
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4. That the granting of such variance
 will not be materially

detrimental to the public welfare or
 materially injurious to the

property or improvements in the vici
nity; and

5. That the granting of such variance
 will be in harmony with the

general purpose and intent of this Co
de and will not adversely

affect the Master Plan.

The Project fails to meet the above 
criteria° Contrary to the representations

 made

by the Applicant, the Project would
 cause neighbors residing in properties

 situated west and

north of the subject Property to lose s
unlight and views. The proposed exp

ansion of the 4th floor

and the expanded building depth of
 70 ft. would cause the casting of addit

ional shadows on the

properties located north of the Proper
ty on Liberty Street, thereby deprivin

g the owners of those

properties of light received in their r
ear yards. The proposed Project desi

gn is not consistent

with the features, scale of buildings, an
d building setbacks that are unique to

 the character of the

Dolores Heights neighborhood, which 
contradicts the intent and requirements

 of the Planning

Code and the City's General Plan. M
areover, the Applicant has not demons

trated that he will

incur any extraordinary hardship if th
e variance is not approved. Accordi

ngly, the Application

must be denied.

1. No Ezcentional or Egtraordinary 
Circumstances that Distinsuish Sub

iect Prone

The subject property is located in the
 Dolores Heights Special Use District

 (or the

"District"). The District is governed
 by the provisions of Planning Code 

Section 241, which

provides that the minimum rear yard 
depth of a property in this District mu

st be equal to 45

percent of the total depth of the lot 
on which the property is situated°

The subject property is currently 28
00 sq. ft. and provides a 1 SO-degree v

iew

from the rear of the Property. Thes
e attributes are equal to, if not great

er than, adjacent

properties in the District. The rear 
exterior of the Property already encro

aches 2 feet into the

45%rear setback that is typically p
ermitted in the District on the groun

d level of the Property.

The deck structure on the second flo
or of the Property encroaches 6.75 fe

et into the rear yard

setback. According to our review
 of the permits issued in regard to the

 Property as set forth on

the City's Property Information Ma
p and Building Permit/Complaint T

racking System, there is

no permit on file for the second floo
r deck. Accordingly, the Applicant

 has znjoyed the benefits

of anon-permitted, second floor d
eck that owners of adjacent propertie

s have not received.

In view of the foregoing, there are n
o exceptional or extraordinary circum

stances

which apply to the Property, or inte
nded use of the property that disting

uishes itself from the

other properties in the same class 
of the District. The Applicant has on

ly differentiated the

Property from surrounding proper
ties by obtaining benefits that other

 property owners in the

Dolores Heights Special Use Distric
t have not accessed.
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2. Literal Enforcement of Planning Code Would Not Result in Practical Diffficulty or

Hardship

The plans submitted with the Application show that limiting the Project's design

to the allowed rear setback at 45%would create no unnecessary hardship. The Project proposes

to horizontally expand the Property 2 stories over a new basement level, and to vertically expand

the space on the existing 3rd floor level. If the depth of the Project were reduced to the allowed

rear set back, Applicant would still be able to build the proposed rooms and expand the residence

to approxirriately 3600 sq. ft., with the same room configuration as shown on the project plans,

and would not require a variance. Applicant would still be able to obtain 270-degree views to the

north and east of San Francisco, the downtown area, Potrero Hill, and of the Bay. Because

Applicant would not suffer any loss of added rooms that would contribute to his home's usability

and marketability, the Property would not lose value if the variance is denied.

Planning Code Section 241(a), which codifies the 45%rear yard setback

requirement, has been in effect since 1980. Applicant has had notice of this provision since his

purchase of the property. In the Pre-Application Meetings hosted by Flpplicant, Applicant

represented to neighbors that he had searched for properties offering a view in the Dolores

Heights neighborhood for five yzars, ultimately settling on the Property, which offers 180-degree

view from the rear windows. Any difficulty or hardship that Applicant claims emanates from the

restriction on the rear yard setback results from Applicant's own decision to purchase the

Property.

Thus, the Applicant has failed to establish that any practical difficulty or

unnecessary hardship results from the literal enforcement of Planning Code Section 241(a) that is

not attributable to the Applicant himself.

3. Variance is Not Necessary for Preservation and Eniovment of Property Right

Possessed by Other Properties in the Same Class of the Dolores Heights District

Limiting the rear depth of the proposed construction to the allowed setback would

still allow the Applicant to construct a spacious residence of approximately 3600 sq, ft., with a
n

expanded view of the north and the east of the Property. The size of this Property would be

larger than any single faYruly home on a standard 25 ft. x 114 ft. lot on the 3600 block of 21st

Street or in the boundaries of the Dolores Heights Special Use District. (See Exhibit 1, wh
ich

shows the square footage of each residence located on each block facing 21st Street, between

Sanchez Street and Church Street.) Additionally, the proposed project design also places an

infinity pool adjacent to the property line next to the deck, which is not a feature developed in

adjacent properties. Thus, the denial of the variance would not deprive the Applicant of any

property right possessed by any other properties on a standard lot in the Dolores Heights Spe
cial

Use District.
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4o Granting of the Variance Would be Detrimental to Public Welfare and 
Other

Properties and Improvements in the Vicinity

The legislative purpose of Section 241 is set forth in the text of that provision
,

which provides for the creation of the Dolores Heights Special Use District 
based on the

following:

In order to preserve and provide for an established area with a

unique character and balance of built and natural enviranment,

with public ~.nd private view corridors and panoramas, to conserve

existing buildings, plant materials and planted spaces, to prevent

unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant

materials, and to encourage development in context and scale with

established character and landscape...

The requested variance, if approved, will reduce the mid-block open space w
hich

is available on the 3601 black of 2 Z st Street. The open space allows for 
air, Light, and room for

trees and gardens that delineate the steep hilly topography and provide visua
l enjoyment by

residents and visitors. The proposed Project increases the size of the exis
ting residence by 56%

to 4500 sq. ft., which would render the residence the largest single fam
ily residence an the

standard 25 ft. x 114 ft. lot in the neighborhood. If the Application is app
roved, the Project

would reduce the open space and light available to other properties in
 the vicinity, thereby

adversely affecting the enjoyment of the visitors and residents and cre
ating a condition that

would be materially detrimental to the public welfare.

Furthermore, the Praject poses specific, material injury to properties and

improvements in the vicinity. If the variance were granted, the Projec
t would be detrimental and

injuries to many neighbors by:

• Reducing light to the east property's north-facing bedroom windows;

• Reducing light as to the east property's west-facing bathroom window
 in the side setback

adjacent to the subject property;

• Reducing light and privacy for the only deck of the east property's 
lower unit;

Depriving the west property of morning light by expanding the Property
's fourth floor;

• Causing loss of light to the north properties in their rear yards, due to 
the additional shadow

cast by the additional construction on the 4th story; and

• Reduction in privacy due to new louvers and windows on the proposed e
ast-facing wall of

the Property.

Because the granting of the requested variance would be materially in
jurious to

the property or improvements in the vicinity, the Application should b
e denied.
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5. Variance Is Not in Harmony with Code and Would
 Adversely affect Master Plan

The General Plan recognizes Dolores Heights as one o
f five "outstanding and

unique" areas, which is characterized by the following
 qualities:

A uniform scale of buildings, mixed with abundant lands
caping in

yards and steep street areas.

Rows of houses built from nearly identical plans that f
ornn

complete or partial block frontages, arranged on hillsi
de streets as

a stepped-down series of flat or gabled roofs.

Building setbacks with gaxdens set before Victorian fa
cades and

interesting entryways.

Policies 1.1-1.2 of the General Plan recommend that t
he City recognize and

protect major vie~vs in the City, and reinforce existi
ng street patterns as they are related to

topography. Policies 13-1.4 further recommends th
at the City recognize that buildings, when

seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes 
the city and its districts, and protects and

promotes large-scale landscaping and open space tha
t define districts and topography.

The Project will increase the residence to a depth of
 74 ft. at the basement level

and increase the size of the existing residence by 56
% to 4500 sq. ft., which is significantly

larger than either of the adjacent properties. The big
 box nature of the proposed project has a

material impact on the "context and scale with [the] es
tablished character" of the District, as

prioritized by Planning Code Section 241, and are not 
compatible with the uniform scale of

buildings and setbacks set forth as unique qualities o
f properties in the District in the General

Plan. The granting of the variance and authorizat
ion of the requested encroachment into the rear

yard setback, when the Property Owner has not de
monstrated compelling exceptional ar

extraardinary circumstances that would justify the 
variance, would contradict the intent of

Section 241 and the policies of the General Plan. 
The approval of this variance would result in

undesirable precedent that other property owners w
ill cite as the basis for requested extensions

into the 45%rear yard setback.

Thus, the granting of such variance is not in harmon
y with the general purpose

and intent of the Planning Cade and the Master Pl
an.

6. Planning Code Section 134(c)f21 is Not Applica
ble

Applicant cites to Planning Code Section 134(c)(2) as
 the basis for extending the

rear depth of his residence to the average of the tw
o adjacent neighbors. Section 134(c)(2),

however, only modifies the rear yard requirements 
for "single room occupancy buildings located

in either the South of Market Mixed Use or East
ern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts not
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exceeding a height of 65 feet..." Thus, Section 134(c)(2) is rat applicable and the alternative

methods of averaging the reduction of a rear yard described in that statute cannot be used here.

In view of the above facts, the Application fails to meet any of the elements set

forth in Section 305(c). Additionally, the requested variance violates Section 241, which

controls the District in which the Property is located. Tf the variance is granted, such approval

would upend the strict and consistent application and enforcement of the quantitative standards

of the Planning Code. Applicant has also failed to make any showing that the denial of the

subject Vaziauce Application would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship. Based

on the foregoing, the Application should be denied.

Best regards,

-- 
~ ~~f~ aN 13 F f`(~ ~F v G

~ c_../
X711 t/1 ~7 c '~ I.? c 

oif

DAVID P. CINCOTTA, Of Counsel to

Jef~er Mangels Butler &Mitchell LLP

DPC:cIc
Enclosures
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17 July 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3636 21 Street (Building Permit Application No. 20
1501155832)

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

On behalf of the Board of the Dolores Heights improvemen
t Club (DHIC) and its

members, we are writing to register our opposition to
 the proposed project at 3636 21

St

Street (Building Permit Application No. 20150115583
2).

The DHIC, especially our Planning and Land Use (PLU
) Committee, seeks to be a

positive influence on development in Dolores Heights. 
We wish to fulfill the intent of the

San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No.
 8472 which created the Dolores

Heights Special Use District (DH SUD) and which desc
ribes our neighborhood as an

"outstanding and unique area which contributes to Sa
n Francisco's visual form and

character." To do this, we work with neighbors to m
ediate disputes, and write letters of

support as well letters of objection, as appropriate.

Our PLU reviewed the proposed project relative to the 
DH SUD and the Dolores Heights

Residential Design Guidelines. Dolores Heights neig
hbors and DHIC officers have

attended meetings with the sponsors and have pro
vided the sponsor with feedback

relating to the proposed project. The final plans filed 
with the San Francisco Planning

Department still represent a design that is not compat
ible with the DH SUD and the

Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines or wit
h the San Francisco Planning

Code and its Residential Design Guidelines.

All adjacent neighbors met with the project sponsor and
 expressed their concerns. In

follow up meetings, neighbors and the DHIC tried to 
reach a compromise but aside from



a few minor adjustments, the project retains its original rear yard encroachment, its
overall size, depth, and boxy design.

We oppose this project because it creates extraordinary and exceptional impact on the
immediate neighbors and on our neighborhood. We object to:

• The "Big Box" structure the building will impose on the neighborhood. With 6155
square feet inside the building, it will fill 68% of the lot and be out of scale for the
neighborhood

• The squared-off roof line that destroys the pattern of houses that step down the
steep 21St Street hill

• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 feet the mid-block open space, an
important feature of Dolores Heights residential design

• The impact of the proposed project on neighbors' privacy, light, and air
• The night-time light pollution hitting neighbors' rear windows from the all-glass

proposed four-story rear exterior
• The impact of the "big box" structure on protected public views —enjoyed by

thousands of residents and visitors to Tom and Jerry's Christmas Tree —over the
City, downtown, and the Bay

We understand that the project sponsor wants to update his property to accommodate
his plans for a family and are happy to support this. Limiting the structure to the rear
yard set back, matching the predominant roof line of the block, and reducing the glazing
will still provide him with a spacious and enjoyable 4-bedroom, 4.5 bath home which is
very large for this neighborhood and with no loss of usability or future marketability.

We therefore ask that you take DR, and do not approve the project as proposed.

Thank you.

Sinc~eiy, ,
;/

-'` ̀ ~~
John O'Duinn
Chair, Dolores Heights Improvement Club
San Francisco, CA 94114



July 11, Za~6

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

1 reside at 3609 21St S#rest which is within the same black of the proposed expansion

and redesign at 3636 29St Street. I am writing to register my opposition to the

proposed project at 3636 21St Street (Building Permit Application No. 201501155832.)

oppose this project because it creates extraordinary and excepfiional i
mpact on me as

a neighbor who views this home from across the street. Specifically, I objec
t to:

• "Big Box" structure that it wi(I impose on the ne~ghborhaod. With 6155 squa
re

fleet inside the building, it will fill 68% of the lot

• The squared-off roof (ine destroys the pattern of houses that step down t
he steep

21ST Street hill
• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 feet the mid-block open space,

 an

important feature of Dolores Heights resi~entia! design

• The impact of the proposed project on neighbors' privacy, light, and air

• The night-time light poiiution hitting neighbors' rear windows from the all-gla
ss

proposed four-story rear exterior

• The impact of the "big box" structure an public views —enjoyed by tho
usands of

residents and visitors —over the City, downtown, and the Bay

f understand thafi the project sponsor wants to update his property to acc
ommodate his

plans for a family. Limiting his structure to the rear yard set back and mat
ching the

predominant roof line still provides him with a spacious and enjoyable 4
-bedroom, 4.5

bath home. His plans still provide #or the same number/configuration o
f rooms. So the

project sponsor suffers no loss of usability and marketability.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Tamra Marshall
3609 21St Street
San Francisco, CA 94114



Mr. Rodney Fong, President

San Francisco Planning Commission, 1650 Mission Street #400,
 San Francisco,

Ca.94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

We reside at 3622 21St Street two doors down from the proposed project at 3636

21St St. (Building Permit application No.201501115832) We are wri
ting to

register our opposition for the following reasons:

We believe that the scale of homes in the neighborhood has be
en carefully

preserved by the restrictions imposed by the Dolores Heights Spe
cial Use District,

and that this project is inappropriate for and out of character w
ith the block.

Specifically we feel that the roof deck and railing is unsightly
, and that this and a

rear set back variance would adversely affect the neighbors.

With due consideration

7~~ t ,

~L

Nick Jarrett

;~,~ _
Don Stroh

J uly 13, 2016



June 29, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commiss
ion

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning C
ommissioners:

I reside at 3631 21st St which is adja
cent to 3636 21~` Street I am writing to register

my apposition to the proposed project
 at 3636 215C Street (Building Permit Application

No. 201501155832.)

I oppose this project because it creates 
extraordinary and exceptional impact on 

our

neighborhood. Specifically, I object to:

• "Big Box" structure that it will impose o
n the neighborhood. With 6155

square feet inside the building, it will 6
1168% of the lot

• The squared-off roof line destroys the p
attern of houses that step down the steep 21S`

Street hill
• The request for Variance that will reduc

e by 15 feet the mid-block open space, an

important feature of Dolores Heights resident
ial design

• The impact of the proposed project on neig
hbor's privacy, light, and air

• The night-time light pollution hitting neigh
bors' rear windows from the all-glass

proposed four-story rear exterior

• The impact of the "big box" structure on pu
blic views —enjoyed by thousands of

residents and visitors —over the City, downto
wn, and the Bay

I understand that the project sponsor wants t
o update his property to accommodate his

plans for a family. Limiting his structure to th
e rear yard set back and matching the

predominant roof line still provides him with
 a spacious and enjoyable 4-bedroom, 4.5

bath home. His plans still provide for the sam
e number/configuration of rooms. So the

project sponsor suffers no loss of usability an
d marketability.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

~anet and Ronald Dong
3631 21 S` St
San Francisco, CA 94114



June 28, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President
Planning Commissioner
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

am writing to register my opposition to the proposed project at 3636 21St Street
(Building Permit Application No. 201501155832.)

A trust in my mother's name owns the house located at 3637 21St Street, which is
directly across the street from the proposed project. I am a co-trustee of this trust and
am acting on its behalf because my mother has Alzheimer's disease. I grew-up at 3637
21St Street and remain a resident of San Francisco, where I have lived my entire life.

oppose this project because it creates extraordinary and exceptional impact on me, my
family and the neighborhood. Specifically, I object to:

• "Big Box" structure that it will impose on the neighborhood. With 6155 square
feet inside the building, it will fill 68% of the lot.

• The squared-off roof line destroys the pattern of houses that step down the steep
21St Street hill

• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 feet the mid-block open space, an
important feature of Dolores Heights residential design

• The impact of the proposed project on neighbor's privacy, light, and air
• The night-time light pollution hitting neighbors' rear windows from the all-glass

proposed four-story rear exterior
• The impact of the "big box" structure on public views —enjoyed by thousands of

residents and visitors —over the City, downtown, and the Bay

understand that the project sponsor wants to update his property to accommodate his
plans for a family. Limiting his structure to the rear yard set back and matching the
predominant roof line still provides him with a spacious and enjoyable 4-bedroom, 4.5
bath home. His plans still provide for the same number/configuration of rooms. So the
project sponsor suffers no loss of usability and marketability.

Sincerely,

Sam leischmann
3637 21St Street
San Francisco, CA 94114



Greg 1Vlontana

3639 - 21S` Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

July 11, 2016

Rodney Fong, President
Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Buildin~Permit Application No. 201501155832

Dear Rodney and Planning Commissioners:

Thank you for reading my letter.

I live at 3639 - 2151 Street which is directly across the street from 3636 21St Street (Building Permit

Application No. 201501155832.)

I oppose this project in its current design because the scope and scale is way beyond what is reasonable and

appropriate for our residential street and this historic neighborhood. Please consider the following:

• At 6,155 square feet this remodeled single family home will fill almost 70% of the lot and be freakishly

large. Its massive size will ruin the symmetry of the street and be a horrible eye-sore.

• The proposed modern, squared-off root line with roof deck works against the pattern of every other

house on the street. It will look oddly inconsistent and appear that there is no over-all design plan for

this neighborhood.

• This proposed monstrosity will alter the adjacent homeowner's sense of personal space and privacy -

which is unfair and an inconvenience to the nearby neighbors.

Please consider the following:

• Maintaining the current peaked roof-line and limiting this structure to the rear-yard set back. This

will still provide this homeowner with the same number and configuration of rooms in the proposed

design without inconveniencing or harming the neighbor's quality of life.

Sincerely,

Greg Montana



Date: 07/2/2016

Dear Commissioners,

We live across the street from the propose
d expansion of 3636 21st Street. Our

home is located at 3651 21st Street. We fe
el that the plans for this project, as

submitted, will negatively impact the immed
iate neighborhood. We feel that

modifications and compromises should be ma
de to the proposed design that

afford the sponsor his right to expand and ta
ke advantage of views without

impacting the neighbors so extensively, We 
hope you will encourage the

sponsor to make mare efforts to comprom
ise with the most affected neighbors.

Thank you very much for your time and consid
eration.

Sincerely,

/ /

Amy lacopi and Afex Ratter



July 12, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3636 21st Street, San Francisco 94114

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissione
rs:

reside at 3655 21st Street which is on the sou
th side of 21st Street

with clear views of the subject property. I am writing to register my

concerns about the proposed project at 36
36 21St Street (Buildong

Permit Application No. 201501155832.E

raise my concerns because the project, as cu
rrently proposed, creates

exceptional impact on my home, my street
, and the neighborhood.

Specifically, I object to

• Its "Big Box" structure that will impose on the
 neighborhood.

With 6155 square feet inside the building, it will
 fill 68% of the lot;

• The squared-off roof line will unnecessari
ly impair views from my

property and destroy the pattern of houses th
at step down the

steep 21St Street hill;

• The request for variance that will reduce by
 15 feet the mid-block

open space which is an important feature of
 Dolores Heights

residential design;

• The impact of the proposed project on the
 neighbor's privacy,

light, and airy



• The night-time light pollution that will impact neighbors quiet

enjoyment of their properties caused by unnecessarily large all-

glass wal!-windows on the proposed four-story rear exterior;

• The impact of the "big box" structure on public views which are

enjoyed by thousands of residents and visitors from the City, and

from other countries.

understand that the project sponsor wants to update his property to

accommodate his plans for a family. Limiting his structure to the rear

yard set-back and matching the predominant roof line will provide the

owner with a spacious and enjoyable 4-bedroom, 4.5 bath home with

no loss of usability and marketability.

hope the Commission will make this project a win for the

neighborhood, the property owner and the City. With appropriate

modifications of the current plan, that result can easily be

accomplished.

Thank you.

Sinc r ,

~ ~

endy L. Tice-Wallner
3655 21St Street
San Francisco, CA 94114



July 16, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commiss
ion

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning
 Commission:

We reside at 3663 21St St. which is across the street and
 uphill from 3636 21S̀  St. We are writing to register o

pposition

to the proposed Variance request
 and other elements of this proje

ct which will violate the SUD req
uirements within

Dolores Heights. We oppose this pr
oject because the SUD was set up

 to preserve the unique charact
er and historical

attraction of this neighborhood. S
pecifically, we object to:

• "Big Box" structure that will impo
se on the neighborhood. With 44

95 square feet of conditioned sp
ace it is too

large for the neighborhood and lot
 space. This encroaches on the 45

% required rear yard specificatio
ns.

• The squared-off roof line destroys
 the pattern of houses that step 

down the steep 21St Street hill.

• The request for Variance will not 
only effect the rear yard specificat

ions but will reduce by 15 feet th
e mid-block

open space, an important feature
 of Dolores Height residential d

esign.

• The impact of the proposed proje
ct on neighbors' privacy, light and

 air.

• The night time light pollution hitt
ing neighbors' rear windows fro

m the all-glass proposed four-sto
ry rear and

side exteriors.

• The proposed rood deck (one of
 three) that impacts privacy and qu

iet.

• The impact of "big box structure o
n public views- enjoyed by thousa

nds of residents and visitors-Ove
r the City,

downtown and the Bay.

We understand the property owner
 wants to upgrade his newly purc

hased property but, the current ar
chitectural plans

for his residence do not adhere to t
he SUD requirements and severely

 jeopardize the integrity of the ne
ighborhood.

Purchasing and remodeling a home
 in Dolores Heights today, require

s phenomenal capital outlay and r
eserves. The

owner was well aware of the SUD
 requirements for this area and co

uld have purchased a home in any
 area of San

Francisco without an SUD.

We believe the property owner can r
ework his current plans and with re

asonable changes, still have the Do
lores Heights

home of his dreams without sufferi
ng any loss of usability and marketabi

lity.

Thank you for your consideration,

)~

Eric Holub

3663 21St St.

~`

Michele Nihipali

San Francisco, CA 94114
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July 12th, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 ivlission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94243

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

I reside at 324 Liberty Street which is adjacent to 3636 21St Str
eet. I am writing to register my opposition to the proposed project

 at 3636 215t

Street (Building Permit Application No. 201501155832.)

I oppose this project because it creates extraordinary and exceptiona
l impact on me as an immediate neighbor [or, on our neighborhood

].

Specifically, l object to:

• The squared-off roof line destroys the pattern of houses that st
ep down the steep 21St Street lull and will create a towering eff

ect

in our garden. The hill is sloping greatly in this area and th
e proposed banding will be looming 60 feet over our home.

• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 feet the mid-bl
ock open space, an important feature of Dolores Aeights residentiat

design

• The impact of the proposed project on neighbor's privacy,
 light, and air

• The night-time light pollution hitting neighbors' rear windows
 from the all-glass proposed four-story rear exterior

• The impact of the "big box" structure on public views —enjoye
d by thousands of residents and visitors —over the City, dow

ntown,

and the Bay

1 understand that the project sponsor wants to update his property 
to accommodate his plans for a family. Limiting his structure to 

the rear yard

set back and matching the predominant roof line stlll provides 
him with a spacious and enjoyable 4-bedroom, 4.5 bath home. His

 plans sell

provide for the same number/configuration of rooms. So the p
roject sperosor suffers no loss of usability and marketability.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Cr~ct-/oS .~E/c~-cZ`orre

~el~r7i ~/~?Ct~i

329 Liberty Street

San Francisco, CA 9~i114



July 18, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

reside at 329 Liberty Street which is adjacent to 3636 21St Street. I am writing to

register my opposition to the proposed project at 3636 21St Street (Building Permit

Application No. 201501155832.)

oppose this project because it creates extraordinary and except
ional impact on me as

an immediate neighbor and on our neighborhood. Specifically,
 I object to

• "Big Box" structure that it will impose on the neighborhood. Wit
h 6155 square

feet inside the building, it will fill 68% of the lot

• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 feet the mid-blo
ck open space, an

important feature of Dolores Heights' residential design

• The impact of the proposed project on my and my neighbors' pr
ivacy, light, and

air
• The night-time light pollution hitting neighbors' rear windows f

rom the all-glass

proposed four-story rear and side exteriors

• The proposed roof deck (one of three decks) that impacts pri
vacy and quiet

understand that the project sponsor wants to update his propert
y to accommodate his

plans for a family. Limiting his structure to the rear yard set bac
k and matching the

predominant roof line on 21St Street still provides him with a spacious and enjoyable 4-

bedroom, 4.5 bath home. His plans still provide for the same numb
er/configuration of

rooms. So the project sponsor suffers no loss of usability and
 marketability.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Randy K-6ss
329 Liberty Street

San Francisco, CA 94114



July 19, 2016

Mr. Rodney Fong, President
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

reside at 337 Liberty Street which shares the northern property line of 3636 21St Sreet. My

wife and I are opposed to the proposed project at 3636 21St Street (Building Permit

Application No. 201501155832.)

We own the 3-unit building to the north of 3636 21St Street. It took us many years to buy

out our TIC partners. Now we have placed all our eggs in this building. My wife is a public

school teacher and I'm self-employed. So besides being our home, this three-flat is our

way to invest, save for retirement, and maybe pass something on to our children. We've

worked hard to improve our property. And we oppose this project because of the

extraordinary and exceptional impact it has upon us. Specifically, the impacts I object to:

• The "Big Box" structure that looms over our backyard and our building. With 6155

square feet inside the building, it will fill 68% of the lot

• The squared-off roof line that reduces the amount of sunlight we receive —especially

in the winter
• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 feet the mid-block open space, an

important feature of Dolores Heights' residential design, which for us enhances our

backyard which we and our children use daily

• The impact of the proposed project on our privacy, light, and air

• The night-time light pollution hitting our rear windows from the all-glass proposed

four-story rear and side exteriors

• The proposed roof deck (one of three decks) that impacts privacy and quiet

• The impact of the "big box" structure on public views —enjoyed by thousands of

residents and visitors —over the City, downtown, and the Bay

understand that the project sponsor wants to update his property to accommodate his

plans for a family. Limiting his structure to the rear yard set back and matching the

predominant roof line on 21St Street still provides him with a spacious and enjoyable 4-

bedroom, 4.5 bath home. His plans still provide for the same number/configuration of

rooms. So the project sponsor suffers no loss of usability and marketability. Thank you.

Sincerely,

J

Philippe endrolini
337 Liberty Street
San Francisco, CA 94114



7!10/16

Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

We reside at 339 Liberty Street which is adjacent to 3636 2
1S̀  Street. We are writing to register our

opposition to the proposed project at 3636 2151 Street (Building Permit Application No.

201 01155832.)

We oppose this project because it creates extraordinary and 
exceptional impact on us as an immediate

neighbors. Specifically, we object to:

• The impact of the proposed project on our privacy, light, and a
ir, the proposed

building will be towering our garden area and create non re
versible shade in the winter time

during peak sun hours.

• The all-glass proposed four-story rear exterior will create grea
t night-time light

pollution and will be hitting our rear windows. We are also
 concerned about the loss of privacy

in our back rooms, one of them being the nursery of our youn
g daughter.

• The impact of the ̀ `big box" structure on public views —enj
oyed by thousands of

residents and visitors —over the City, downtown, and the Bay.

• We also want to voice our concerns about the quantity and s
ize of current remodel

projects affecting our neighborhood, recently we have had the
 next door neighbor on Liberty do

an extensive remodel with a large expansion, and a coupl
e more projects of very large scale are

currently going on next to us: 351 Liberty, 357 Liberty a
nd 3660 21st Street. All of these

projects have reduced significantly our ability to enjoy ou
r home by creating noise, dust, traffic,

lack of parking. We just had our first-born daughter and the 
amount of construction around our

home affected greatly our ability to enjoy a restful matern
ity leave. Staggering projects in time

or limiting their size would create a more normal quality
 of life for us.

We understand that the project sponsor wants to update his 
property to accommodate his plans for a

family. Limiting his structure to the rear yard set back a
nd matching the predominant roof line still

provides him with a spacious and enjoyable 4-bedroom., 4.5
 bath home. His plans still provide for the

same number/configuration of rooms. So the project spo
nsor suffers no loss of usability and

marketability.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

ls~-~,~ 'v ~~,u~
~ ~.

Eric &Sarah Varady

339 Liberty Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

~:_



Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

reside at~~` ~~ ~~ which is adjacent to 3636 215 Street. I am writing to register

my opposition to the proposed project at 3636 21St Street (Building 
Permit Application

No. 201501155832.)

oppose this project because it creates extraordinary and exceptional
 impact on me as

an immediate neighbor [or, on our neighborhood]. Specifically, I object
 to:

• "Big Box" structure that it will impose on the neighborhood. With 6155
 square

feet inside the building, it will fill 68% of the lot

• The squared-off roof line destroys the pattern of houses that step d
own the steep

21St Street hill

• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 feet the mid-block o
pen space, an

important feature of Dolores Heights residential design

• The impact of the proposed project on neighbor's privacy, light, and 
air

• The night-time light pollution hitting neighbors' rear windows from the 
all-glass

proposed four-story rear exterior

• The impact of the "big box" structure on public views —enjoyed by tho
usands of

residents and visitors —over the City, downtown, and the Bay

understand that the project sponsor wants to update his property to ac
commodate his

plans for a family. Limiting his structure to the rear yard set back and
 matching the

predominant roof line still provides him with a spacious and enjoyable 
4-bedroom, 4.5

bath home. His plans still provide for the same number/configurat
ion of rooms. So the

project sponsor suffers no loss of usability and marketability.

Thank you.

Sincer y,

San Francisco, CA 94114

~/rol t~'l~~~~,~
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Mr. Rodney Fong, President

Planning Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

reside at 351 ~~~-~'~/ ~S~ 'which is adjacent to 3636 21S' Street. I am writing to register

my opposition to the proposed project at 3636 21St Str
eet (Building Permit Application

No. 201501155832.)

oppose this project because it creates extraordina
ry and exceptional impact on me as

an immediate neighbor [or, on our neighborhood]. 
Specifically, I object to:

"Big Box" structure that it will impose on the neighbo
rhood. With 6155 square

feet inside the building, it will fill 68% of the lot

• The squared-off roof line destroys the pattern 
of houses that step down the steep

21St Street hill

• The request for Variance that will reduce by 15 fe
et the mid-block open space, an

important feature of Dolores Heights residential desi
gn

• The impact of the proposed project on neighbor's
 privacy, light, and air

• The night-time light pollution hitting neighbors' r
ear windows from the all-glass

proposed four-story rear exterior

• The impact of the "big box" structure on public vie
ws —enjoyed by thousands of

residents and visitors —over the City, downtown, and
 the Bay

understand that the project sponsor wants to upda
te his property to accommodate his

plans for a family. Limiting his structure to the rear
 yard set back and matching the

predominant roof line still provides him with a spaci
ous and enjoyable 4-bedroom, 4.5

bath home. His plans still provide for the same nu
mber/configuration of rooms. So the

project sponsor suffers no loss of usability and mark
etability.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

J '~ A;~ -. ~~ ~ -~-~..;~

San Franciscb, CA 94114



EXHIBIT 1

3636 21St STREET DIMEN
SIONS -

FROM PROJECT S
PONSOR 7/11/201

6 PLAN SET

C~R~055 BUILDING 
~h: ~~

GONDITIOI~D AREA 
EXI5TIN6 PROP05ED

BA~SEt~ENT FLOOR:
O 5~ -131 5F

FIRST FLOOR:
-132 SF q00 5F

SEGOND FLODR:
1503 5F I661 ~F

THIRD FLOOR:
644 5~ 1208 5~

TOTAL:
287q 5~ 4500.5E

INCREASE IN AREA:
+1621 5F

UNGONDITIOI~D aR
ER

GARAGE: 
557 5~ 600 5F

DECKS: 
383 5F x'14 5F
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