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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE JUNE 16, 2016 
 

Date: June 9, 2016 
Case No.: 2015-003610DRP 
Project Address: 2181 9th Avenue 
Permit Application: 2015.03.19.1328 
Zoning: RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2860/004 
Project Sponsor: Alexander Lirisman 
 Forum Design 
 1014 Howard Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Staff Contact: Nancy Tran – (415) 575-9174 
 nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to construct a new two-story over two level basement single-family residence on a vacant 
lot located at 2181 9th Avenue. The proposed structure’s footprint will be approximately 4,345 gross 
square foot and includes excavation for the first two levels (basement), a new curb cut and associated 
landscaping. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site is on the west side of 9th Avenue, between Mendosa and Mesa Avenues, Lot 004 in 
Assessor’s Block 2860 and is located within the RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) 
Zoning District with a 40-X  Height and Bulk designation. The 4,234 square foot upward sloping vacant 
lot has 55 feet of frontage and a depth of approximately 77 feet. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject property is located in West of Twin Peaks within Supervisor District 7. Parcels within the 
immediate vicinity consist of residential single-family dwellings of varied design and construction dates. 
Architectural styles, building heights and building depths vary within the neighborhood. 
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BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
Jan 12, 2016 – 
Feb 11, 2016 

Feb 9, 2016 June 16, 2016 128 days 

 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days June 6, 2016 June 6, 2016 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days June 6, 2016 June 6, 2016 10 days 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) - 3 - 
Other neighbors - 7 - 

Neighborhood groups 
1 

Petition 
1 

Forest Hill Association 
- 

 
• The Project Sponsor held a pre-application meeting with neighbors and presented the proposed 

project to the Forest Hill Association (FHA). The Project Sponsor also met with the FHA Architectural 
Review Committee, conducted additional outreach and has extensively communicated one-on-one 
with neighbors and other interested parties to resolve concerns. 
 

• The Department received 12 comments from the Forest Hill Association and neighbors adjacent, 
within and outside the block objecting to the project’s: scale (height/depth), setbacks, insufficient 
landscaping, design, impacts to light/privacy, neighborhood character and mid-block open space. 

 
 
DR REQUESTOR  
Kai & Agnes Hong, 2193 9th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94116 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue #1: The project is out-of-scale and incompatible with its surroundings.  The proposed structure 
“exceeds the immediate adjacent property at 2193 9th Avenue by approximately 17’ in depth and 5’ in 
height.” 
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Issue #2: The site design with respect to front setback is misleading and does not provide pedestrian scale 
or enhance the street. 
 
Issue #3: The proposed structure will significantly reduce the mid-block open space. 
 
Issue #4: The proposed building depth will impact light and privacy to the first floor kitchen, second 
floor bedroom and portion of the backyard. 
 
Alternative Proposed: The DR Requestor recommends reducing the proposed scale (footprint) and 
matching front/rear setbacks with adjacent homes to adhere to the mid-block open space pattern. 
Window reconfiguration and materials should also be addressed to “break the line of sight between 
houses” and provide privacy on abutting structures. 
 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated February 9, 2016. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 
Issue #1: The project is within the allowable height limit per Planning Code. Its height had been reduced 
on three occasions for a total of three feet following discussions with the DR Requestor and neighbors. 
The proposed structure’s height is similar to the adjacent house to the right (2177 9th Avenue), shorter 
than the DR Requestor’s adjacent house to the left (2201 9th Avenue) and shorter than a number of other 
residences in the area. The proposed structure is more in context with surrounding properties than the 
DR Requestor’s, whose “own house is out of scale and character with the neighborhood in its size.” 
 
Issue #2: The project provides the minimum 15 foot legislated front yard setback. A reduction of such 
setback would cause the project to be noncompliant with Planning Code. The project’s design provides 
pedestrian scale and enhances the street “by creating an interface with pedestrians, at the ground floor, 
that enhances the sidewalk.” The project has been designed with “an articulated façade with well-defined 
entrances and projecting and recessed façade features.” 
 
Issue #3: The site design meets the 25% rear yard requirement per Planning Code and Forest Hill 
Association Agreement. Rear yard averaging is a method used to reduce rear yards required by Code, not 
to require increased rear yard size. There is no consistent open space pattern in the surrounding 
neighborhood since existing housing depths vary widely. The DR Requestor’s house is atypical in that it 
was built with larger width than depth and does not comply with the side setback requirement of 
Planning Code. The Residential Design Team had no issue with the structure’s proposed depth or 
location on the lot following its review as the site has a shallow depth and is upsloped. 
 
Issue #4: The DR Requestor’s house does not have any fenestrations facing the proposed structure for 
light and privacy to be impacted. Both Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines state “with 
any building expansion or new construction, some loss of light and privacy to existing neighboring 
structures is to be expected.” The Project Sponsor made efforts to minimize impacts by proposing: 
landscape screening, window placement to break the line of sight between houses, glazed windows 
facing the DR Requestor’s property with recorded Notice of Special Restrictions (DR ignored offer), a five 
foot shift forward at the project’s left corner (DR rejected offer). The Residential Design Team reviewed 
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the DR Requestor’s concerns and deemed that the five foot side setback and additional 5 foot deck 
setback provides adequate privacy. The Project Sponsor “should not be penalized” for the DR 
Requestor’s existing two foot side yard deficiency abutting the project site. 
 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated May 26, 2016. 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
The subject property is a vacant upsloping mid-block lot located in an area of mixed visual character and 
scale. Houses across and downhill from the subject property appear to be one story over garage/basement 
while those on the block face range from two over garage/basement to two over two garage/basement 
levels. Building depths in the vicinity are also varied, with similarly constructed depth and sited 
properties clustered together. The proposed new single-family residence will be approximately 31 feet in 
height (from existing grade) with two stories over two basement levels nestled in a hill that slopes up 
approximately 28 feet from the front to rear property lines. The new construction is approximately nine 
feet below the 40 foot height maximum allowed per Planning Code Section 261. Its proposed depth will 
be similar to the two properties to its north rather than the three properties to its south. 
 
Building siting with respect to front setback also differs throughout the neighborhood. Houses north of 
Mesa Avenue on 9th Avenue’s east side are aligned closer to front property lines while those south are 
setback as far as 50 feet. Structures on the block face provide varying setbacks and articulation due to the 
upslope of lots toward Mendosa Avenue. The proposed structure complies with the minimum 15 foot 
legislated front setback prescribed per Planning Code Section 131 and its upper massing steps up/back to 
provide a transition from the street. 
 
Like building depth, existing rear yards contributing to the mid-block open space vary. Distances 
between buildings and rear property lines range from 15 to 40 feet and those with similarly setback 
dimensions appear to be clustered together. The project provides a rear yard setback of 19 feet 5 inches 
and complies with the minimum 25% rear yard setback as required by Planning Code Section 134. 
 
The project is configured to provide the minimum five foot side setbacks as required by Planning Code 
Section 133. All proposed windows facing the DR Requestor’s property and decks will likewise be located 
no closer than five feet from the shared side property line. Upon review of the DR Requestor’s concerns, 
RDT does not believe that the proposal presents extraordinary or exceptional circumstances with respect 
to light and privacy as ample side spacing is provided. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303 (Class Three – New Construction/Conversion of 
Small Structures, (a) One single-family residence). 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
Following submittal of the Request for Discretionary Review, the Residential Design Team (RDT) 
reviewed the project and finds that it meets the standards of the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) 
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and does not present any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances in regards to the rear yard, mid-
block open space, light or privacy. RDT deems the proposed new construction compatible with the 
existing context and topography. The Team evaluated setbacks of lots in the surrounding area and found 
that they are unusually wide with ample side and front setbacks. RDT also commends that the proposal 
incorporates more than adequate landscaping at the front setback to soften the transition.  
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the 
Commission, as this project involves new construction on a vacant lot.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
• The project will result in a net gain of one dwelling unit. 
• Given the scale of the project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 

local street system or MUNI.  
• The project is residential and has no impact on neighborhood-serving retail uses. 
• The proposed project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code.  

 
 

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

 
Attachments: 
Design Review Checklist 
Parcel Map 
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photos 
CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Notice 
DR Application dated February 9, 2016 
Response to DR Application dated May 26, 2016  
Reduced Plans 
Rendering & Architectural Design Drawings 
Public Comment 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined  
Mixed X 
 
 
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 
 
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   
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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   
 
 
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 
building elements?  

X   

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   

 
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 X   
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and the surrounding area? 
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   
 
 
NHT: I:\Cases\2015\2015-003610DRP - 2181 9th Ave\Compilation Files\1_DR - Full Analysis - 2181 9th Ave.docx  
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SAN FRANCISCO 
JV PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

2181 9th Avenue 2860/004 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2015-003610ENV 7/18/2014 

[]Addition!
Alteration 

--
]Demolition 

(requires HRER if over 45 years old) 

JNew 

Construction 

Fliprcject Modification 

(GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Construction of a four-story, 4,945 sq. ft. single-family residence with parking for two vehicles on 
a vacant lot. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 
Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft. 

21 
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 

El 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 

El 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 project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT:- 1 



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? 

El 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 
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive 
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area) 

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

El 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 

El on a lot with a slope average of 20% 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, 

El 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): 

Project will comply with recommendations of 1/18/14 Gruen geotechnical report. Archeological 
review completed. 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 

II1 Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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. 

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

E 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 from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

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

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

o direction; 
8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

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. 

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

fl 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. 

U 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

existing historic character. 

fl 4. Façade/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. 

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

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

U 

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

U 
(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 (specifij): 

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

U Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

LI 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): 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

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

fl 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. 

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

Planner Name: 
Signature: 

 
Digitally signed by Jean Poling 
ON: dc=org, dcsfgov, dCcitypIanning, Jean 	o i n g Project Approval Action: 

Building Permit Date. 2015.08.041212.52-0700 

It Discretionary Review before 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. 
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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 determine whether the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" arid, 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; 

E 
Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 

Sections 311 or 312; 

fl 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 requiredCATEX FO 

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 accordance 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 



  

 

1650 Miss ion Street Suite 400   San Franc isco,  CA 94103 

REVISED 
NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 

 

On March 19, 2015, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2015.03.19.1328 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: 2181 9th Avenue Applicant: Alexander Lirisman 
Forum Design Ltd. 

Cross Street(s): Mesa Ave/Mendosa Ave Address: 1014 Howard Street 
Block/Lot No.: 2860/004 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94103 
Zoning District(s): RH-1(D) / 40-X Telephone: (415) 252-7063 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required 
to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please 
contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use 
its discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review 
hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, 
or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, 
this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, 
may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s 
website or in other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
PROJ ECT F EATU RES  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Vacant Residential 
Front Setback N/A 15’ 
Side Setbacks N/A 5’ 
Building Depth N/A 42’ 
Rear Yard N/A 19’-5” 
Building Height N/A 31’-1 ¼” (above existing grade) 
Number of Stories N/A 2 stories + 2 basement floors under existing grade 
Number of Dwelling Units 0 1 
Number of Parking Spaces 0 2 

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

Please disregard the previous notice. Staff erroneously sent out an incorrect draft version. 
 

The proposal is to construct a new 2-story over 2 basement ~1,300 SF footprint single-family dwelling on a vacant lot. The 
project includes excavation for the first two levels, a new curbcut and associated landscaping. 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:  Nancy Tran 
Telephone: (415) 575-9174       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org      Expiration Date:   

vvallejo
Typewritten Text
1/12/16

vvallejo
Typewritten Text
2/11/16



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/


 

中文詢問請電:  415.575.9010  |  Para Información en Español Llamar al: 415.575.9010  |  Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa:  415.575.9121 

 

1650 Miss ion Street ,  Sui te  400 •  San Franc isco,  CA 94103 •  Fax (415)  558-6409 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
Hearing Date: Thursday, June 16, 2016 
Time: Not before 12:00 PM (noon) 
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400 
Case Type: Discretionary Review 
Hearing Body: Planning Commission 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 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 T I O N  I N F O R M A T I O N  

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

 

The request is for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.19.1328 
proposing to construct a new two-story over two level basement single-family dwelling of 4,945 
gross square feet on a vacant lot. The project includes excavation for the first two levels 
(basement), a new curb cut and associated landscaping.  
 
A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 
31.04(h). 

Project Address:   2181 9th Avenue 
Cross Street(s):  Mesa & Mendosa Avenues 
Block /Lot No.:  2860 / 004 
Zoning District(s):  RH-1(D) / 40-X 
Area Plan:  N/A 
 

Case No.: 2015-003610DRP 
Building Permit:  2015.03.19.1328 
Applicant: Alexander Lirisman 
Telephone: (415) 252-7063 
E-Mail: a.lirisman@forumdesign.com   
 
 

A D D I T I O N A L  I N F O R M A T I O N  

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:  
Planner:  Nancy Tran Telephone:  (415) 575-9174 E-Mail: nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org   
 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are interested in viewing the plans for the proposed project 
please contact the planner listed below. The plans of the proposed project will also be available 
prior to the hearing through the Planning Commission agenda at: http://www.sf-planning.org 
 
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. 
 
 

mailto:a.lirisman@forumdesign.com
mailto:nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org
http://www.sf-planning.org/


GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
 
HEARING INFORMATION 

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project 
or are an interested party on record with the Planning Department.  You are not required to take any action.  For more 
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or 
Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible.  Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors 
and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project. 

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the 
Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by 
5:00 pm the day before the hearing.  These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought 
to the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing. 

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the 
location listed on the front of this notice.  Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in 
the project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.   

APPEAL INFORMATION 

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application by the Planning Commission may be made to the 
Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of 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.sfplanning.org/
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Discretionary Rev~~w
1 Owner/Applicant Information

Application for Discretionary Review

'. DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

'Kai and Agnes Hong

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

2193 9th Avenue 94116 (415 ) 690-0702

_ _
'~ PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

Carta Holdings LLC/Gurney Living Trust, c/o Shamrock Realty Co.

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

2655 Van Ness Avenue, Ste 2 94109 ~ 415 359-2405

_ _...
'', CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above

ADDRESS:

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

2. Location ancJ Classification
__ __

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT.

2181 9th Avenue

CROSS STREETS:

Mesa

_ _ __
ASSESSORS BLOCKILOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SD Ff): ZONING DISTRICT:

2860 / 004 
55'x75' q~ 25 RH-1 (D)

HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

40-X

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations C'i Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑
Vacant Lot

Present or Previous Use:

4,945 sq ft single family house
Proposed Use:

2015.03.19.1328 03/19/2015
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:

ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

ZIP CODE:

94116



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

No changes were made in the plans submitted to planning

SAN FHANGISGO PLANNING 0~~'Ag1MtIVT V.00.a~.20i2



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 Cites General Plan or the Planning Code's Priarity Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

Please 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:

Please 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?

Please 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 informarion presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
r. The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: (,~' 1 _ _ _ Date: __ ~ / [ I~'
-~-

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

Agnes Hon~___~__ (j ~~j(1r/1/ __ ___
Owner (Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRAM CISC(J PLANNING DEI'Afl?PAFNT V.~3.0~.20'i1



A lication for Di r ti n r Reviewpp sce o ay

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.

~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addr¢sses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

DR APPLICATION

,

~

'C'X~11~o'~

fi+

■

Q~~nS

7 I~~M

,' ~ ,X

•' 1 ~

~'v

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

BY' -~►1~ ~~V~ ----- --— Date: ~~~Jl~r



Project: 21819th Avenue, 94116
Page 1 of 2

Application for Discretionary Review Responses

1. What are 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 General Plan of Planning Code's Priority

Policies or Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections

to the Residential Design Guidelines.

Section VI of the Residential Design Guidelines calls for designing 1) the scale of the

building to be compatible with the height and depth of the surrounding buildings, and 2)

the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building at the

mid-block open space. The proposed property exceeds the immediate adjacent

property at 2193 9th Avenue by approximately 17' in depth and 5' in height. The out-of-

scale expansion into the rear yard by 17' would cut off mid-block open space. Although

zoning requires a 25% rear yard, which appears to be minimally met, the scale of the

building will be incompatible with its surroundings. [See Exhibit 1]. Houses on the block

have more significant rear yards.

Section III of the Residential Design Guidelines states that the front setback should be

treated so that it provides a pedestrian scale and enhances the street. The proposed

project is pushed far back on the property to what we can tell to be 23' from the

property line at the entry level. Drawing A001 (site plan) is misleading as it uses mostly

sub-grade space (garage /media room) as well as entry deck to establish the front

plane of the house. In reality, Grid line 6 marks the front face of the house which is set

back 8' from the front of 2193 9th Avenue. All other houses on the block share a

relatively consistent 15' setback. [See Exhibits 2A and 2B which redlines A001 and

illustrates the true sitting of the house]

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

expected as part of the 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:

As noted in the Residential Design Guidelines, rear yards provide open space for the

residences to which they are attached, and they collectively contribute to the mid-block

open space that is visible to most residents of the block, and also of the neighbors who



Project: 21819th Avenue, 94116

Page 2 of 2

reside on the block above the proposed project who highly value the green space below

their homes. [See Exhibit 3] The scale of the proposed project meaningfully impinges

and reduces this space. Please see Exhibits 4A and 4B which illustrate the out-of scale

proportions of the proposed project in relation to the adjacent property.

As the immediate adjacent neighbor at 2193 9th Avenue, we are also concerned with:

1) Lighting: As the proposed project exceeds the depth of our house by 17'

(and is also 4' deeper than the house to its left which the developer also

owns), the new house will block light into our kitchen on the first floor,

and bedroom on the second floor, and most importantly, any light that

we get on the only flat section of our backyard.

2) Privacy: The proposed house is pushed very far back from the street such

that the side yard windows will look directly into the interior of our house

(kitchen on the first floor, and bedroom on the second floor), and also in

to our yard. [See Exhibits 3 and 4A]

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?

As suggested in Section IV of the Residential Design Guidelines, we recommend

reduction of the footprint of the proposed building to adhere to mid-block open space

pattern. [See Exhibit 5] The proposed project should match the average of the front

and rear setback of the two adjacent homes. Once the scale of the house is reduced to

be compatible with its surroundings, care should be taken to develop window

configurations that break the line of sight between houses, and employ the use of

translucent glazing such as glass block or frosted glass on windows and doors facing

openings on abutting structures.
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RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 

 

Property Address: 2181 9th Avenue 

Building Permit Application #:  2015.03.19.1328 

Project Sponsor:  Trent & Liz Moore 
415.254.4638 
Trent@ShamrocksSF.com 

Assigned Planner:  Nancy Tran 

Date of submittal:  May 26, 2016 

 

QUESTION 1: Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why 
do you feel your proposed project should be approved? 

The design of our proposed house meets (and in many cases far exceeds) the requirements of the 
city's Planning and Building Codes. It has been deemed by the Planning Department to comply 
with the city's Residential Design Guidelines. It has been deemed in compliance with Forest Hill 
Homeowners Agreement (which contains the Architectural Guidelines; see attached Exhibit B). 
As outlined in detail under Question 2 below, we are long-time Forest Hill residents who care 
about the neighborhood and to that end have been working with the DR requester and other 
neighbors since December of 2013. We have made numerous, significant changes to our design 
to address their concerns prior to the filing of the DR request. We feel that the remaining 
concerns of the DR Requester and other neighbors are, in some cases, based on erroneous 
information, and in other cases, simply unreasonable.  

 

QUESTION 2: What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to 
make in order the 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.  

Following is a list of concerns raised by the DR requester (DRR) and our responses thereto, all of 
which were offered to DR Applicants prior to the filing of the DR request: 

1. HEIGHT: 
 
a. Concern: DRR claims that our house is 5' taller than hers and is not compatible 

with surrounding houses.  
 

b. Response: DRR incorrectly states the height of our house.  Our house is 3' 7" 
taller than hers, not 5' (see attached Exhibit B). Our house is 30' 5 ½" tall. This is 
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almost ten feet lower than the allowable height of 40'. During the course of our 
discussions with DRR and other neighbors, we lowered the height of our home 
three different times for a total of a three-foot reduction.  

It is misleading of DRR to claim that our house is incompatible with surrounding 
houses simply because it is larger than hers. In fact, her own house is out of scale 
and character with the neighborhood in its size, and our house is more in context 
with the surrounding properties (see attached Exhibit C, which is a rendering that 
depicts our home in the context of the surrounding houses).  Furthermore, Forest 
Hill prides itself on its eclectic mix of home styles, to which our house will make 
a positive addition. 

Our proposed home is the same height as the peak of the house adjacent to us on 
our right (2177 9th Avenue). The house adjacent to DRR's house on her other side 
(2201 9th Avenue) is higher than our proposed home. There are multiple houses 
on 9th Avenue and on the surrounding streets that far exceed the height of our 
proposed home. We feel that a home that is almost ten feet under the allowable 
height limit is entirely reasonable and is compatible with the neighborhood.  

2. FRONT SETBACK: 
 
a. Concern: DRR would like our front setback to be smaller. She claims that our 

plans misleadingly indicate that our house is set 15' back from the property line. 
She believes that the house is actually set back 23' from the property line. In 
support of this, she states that our measurement of our setback uses mostly sub-
grade space as well as the entry deck to establish the front plane of our house. She 
would like our front setback reduced to the average of the front setbacks of the 
two houses on either side of ours (one of which is hers).  
 

b. Response: If we were to reduce our setback as requested by DRR, we would be in 
violation of the Planning Code, the Residential Design Guidelines, and the Forest 
Hill Architectural Guidelines. Our setback was calculated at 15'  in a manner 
acceptable to both the City and the FHA (as evidenced by our documented 
compliance with design guidelines of both (see again Exhibit A.) Reducing the 
setback would put us in violation of the 15' minimum.  

DRR cites Section III of the Residential Design Guidelines, and says that our 
design does not comply with that section's recommendation that the front setback 
be treated so that it provides a pedestrian scale and enhances the street. In fact, 
our design does exactly this by creating an interface with pedestrians, at the 
ground floor, that enhances the sidewalk. That section of the Guidelines further 
states that houses should be designed "utilizing an articulated façade with well-
defined entrances and projecting and recessed façade features." This is exactly 
what our design does.    
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3. REAR YARD/MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE: 
 
a. Concern: DRR believes that our rear yard is too small and that this has a negative 

impact on mid-block open space. She proposes that our rear yard should be the 
average of the two adjacent properties.  
 

b. Response: The RH-1(D) district does not provide for using rear setback average to 
increase the size of a rear yard, as suggested by DRR. Averaging is a method used 
by the Code in other districts to reduce the rear yard as required by the Code.  

Our design meets the 25% rear yard requirement  stipulated by both the City and 
the FHA. The depth of houses in the surrounding neighborhood varies widely and 
there is no consistent pattern of open space. DRR's house is atypical for the 
neighborhood by filling in more than the allowed width of the lot, but very little 
depth.  Its larger width is why it does not comply with the side setback 
requirements of the Planning Code.  Furthermore, the current gardening shed and 
arbor roof on the property is in approximately the same location as the edge of our 
proposed home. The gap between our house and the houses to the rear will be 
over 50'. 

On June 17, 2015, Planner Nancy Tran stated that "[the Residential Design Team] 
had no issue regarding the structure's depth or location on the lot, stating that the 
project conforms with its guidelines and fits in with the varying neighborhood." 
(see Exhibit D for email exchange).  

4. LIGHT/PRIVACY:  
 
a. Concern: DRR claims that our home will impact light and privacy at her first 

floor kitchen, second floor bedroom, and a portion of her backyard.  
 

b. Response: It should first be noted that DRR's house has no windows or doors 
facing our house.  Even if there were facing windows, the Planning Code and the 
Design Guidelines clearly state that it is understood that with any building 
expansion or new construction, some loss of light and privacy to existing 
neighboring structures is to be expected.  

We have made many efforts to minimize impacts on DRR's house, some of which 
she has accepted, and some of which she has rejected or ignored: 

i. We propose to plant significant landscaping to create a screen between the 
two houses; 

ii. We have designed window placement with an eye to breaking the line of 
sight between the two houses;  
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iii. We propose to glaze the windows facing DRR's house. Moreover, when 
DRR expressed concern that future owners might not adhere to this, we 
offered to record a Notice of Special Restrictions against the title to the 
property that would prevent any future owner of the house from 
eliminating such glazing. DRR ignored this offer.   

iv. We offered to slide the rear left corner of our house forward by 5 feet. 
DRR rejected our offer, citing her belief that that we would make that 
space into a deck. We reassured DRR that we would not do this, but she 
nonetheless rejected our offer again (please see attached Exhibit E for 
correspondence on this topic and Exhibits F and G for drawings.  
 

DRR purchased her home next to a vacant lot in Forest Hill, which is one of the 
most desired neighborhoods in the City and where houses routinely receive an 
exorbitant number of offers. DRR had constructive knowledge of what could be 
built on the lot.  Furthermore, DRR's side yard adjacent to our Property is 
deficient in minimum joint property line setback by about 2 feet.  We should not 
be penalized for DRR's insufficient side yard. 

In an email to DRR, Planner Nancy Tran informed DRR that the Residential 
Design Team had been advised on DRR's concerns about light and privacy and 
had "believed that that proposal provide adequate privacy through its 5 foot side 
yard setback and an additional deck setback (~5 ft.)" (Please see attached Exhibit 
H for email exchange). 

 

QUESTION 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 explanation of your needs for space or other 
personal requirements that prevent you from making changes requested by the DR 
requester.  

As long-time Forest Hill residents, we have worked with DRR and other neighbors and the 
Forest Hill HOA since December of 2013. We have made numerous concessions and revisions in 
direct response to the concerns they articulated. We have designed our house with an eye to 
respecting the neighbors and our wider Forest Hill neighborhood as much as possible under the 
circumstances. For the reasons articulated above and listed below, we feel that our house should 
be approved as it is currently designed: 

1. Our house is consistent with the existing scale of the neighborhood: 
 
a. As explained above, our house is almost ten feet lower than the allowable height; 

we reduced the height by a total of three feet in response to the neighbors' 
concerns; 
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b. With regard to square footage, DRR cites erroneous figures (she states that our 
house 4,945 square feet when the livable square footage is actually 4,344 square 
feet). Many homes in the immediate vicinity have comparable or larger square 
footage.  

Most importantly, however: to compare the square footage of our home to the 
square footage indicated on the tax records (the standard point of reference) of 
other homes in our neighborhood is to compare apples to oranges. A discussion of 
the size of our home must compare space to space rather than space to livable 
square footage.  

Approximately 35% of the square footage in our proposal will be below grade.    
Such space exists in many older homes but is not included in the livable square 
footage indicated on the tax records; hence, apples to oranges. 

To illustrate our point, consider the following: we own the house next door at 
2177 9th Avenue. We remodeled this house and added 1600 square feet of livable 
square footage to already-existing space. We did not expand the footprint at all. 
From outside, the house appears just as it always did.  

Contemporary architects now capture at the outset of the design process space that 
in the past would have existed but would not have been finished out to livable 
standards. Many homeowners in Forest Hill now recognize this and are finishing 
out existing space in their houses, thereby  increasing their livable square footage 
without expanding the footprint.  For example, the Barad/Richtel family, who are 
kitty-corner to our lot, are adding space to their home within the existing 
footprint.  We have simply included such space from the outset.  

2. Over 100 Forest Hill residents have expressed their support of our project. 

Please see the attached Exhibit I, which is a letter of support signed by over 100 
residents of Forest Hill; 30 of the signatory supporters live on 9th Avenue, 
where the house is located, and many more live on Mendosa, which backs onto 9th 

Avenue.  Also attached please find the minutes from the September 8, 2014 
meeting of the Forest Hill Homeowners Association (Exhibit J), where many 
neighbors spoke in support of our house and at which the HOA Board deemed our 
house to comply with the Forest Hill Agreement (which contains the Architectural 
Guidelines). Note that following this meeting, we continued to make significant 
concessions to the neighbors who still had concerns.  

 
3. With regard to the Eliases, whose house is behind our lot and who have objected 

to the height of our proposed house: 
  
a. The roof of our house is below the foundation of their house; 
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b. They expressed concern that our house would cast a shadow on the flowers in 
their rear yard. We performed a shadow study (see Exhibit K) that clearly 
demonstrated that their own fence casts more of a shadow on their yard than 
would our house. And that was before we lowered the height an additional two 
feet!  (Our total reduction in response to neighbors' concerns is now three feet.) 
Nonetheless, the Eliases continue to maintain that the height of our house would 
impact them.  

For all these reasons, we respectfully request that you deny the request for Discretionary Review. 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  
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From:  Trent Moore & Elizabeth Naughton Moore 
48 Marcela Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94116 

 
To:  San Francisco Department of City Planning 
 
Date:  March 19, 2015 
 
Re:  Building Permit Application 
  2181 9th Avenue, San Francisco 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern:  
 
This letter accompanies the building permit application to construct a single-family 
home at 2181 9th Avenue, San Francisco (the “Project”). The Project is located in the 
Forest Hill neighborhood. We, the applicants, Trent and Elizabeth Moore, also live in 
Forest Hill, a few blocks from the Project. We have lived here eight years and are 
active members of the Forest Hill Homeowners Association (the “FHA”).  
 
Our Project site is signatory to the FHA agreement, which requires us to obtain 
approval from the FHA Board before applying to the City for building entitlements. 
After a lengthy outreach process that involved both the FHA and neighbors 
immediately adjacent to our project, we received project approval by a vote of the 
FHA Board on September 8, 2014. Attached please find a copy of the approval letter 
(Exhibit A). 
 
Following is a summary of our neighborhood outreach and the evolution of our 
plans: 
 

1. We conduct a Pre-Application Meeting 
 

On February 26, 2014, we held a Pre-Application meeting at our home 
(see attached Exhibit B for a complete copy of the Pre-Application packet 
documenting compliance with Planning Department procedures).  
 
Nine neighbors attended the meeting, including the President of the FHA 
(Mark Watts) and another Board member (Paul Cooper), both of whom 
are also members of the FHA Architectural Review Committee. Our 
architect presented our plans, which conformed to the San Francisco 
Residential Design Guidelines and the Forest Hill Architectural 
Guidelines. In this first iteration, our proposed project was thirty-three 
feet high, which is seven feet less than the forty feet allowed by both the 
City and the FHA. Please see attached Exhibit C, page EX-C for a depiction 
of these plans, which we shall refer to as the “Original Design.”  



 
There were a number of concerns raised at the meeting, which are 
discussed in further detail below (see Item 5).  
 
 

2. We meet with the Forest Hill Association Architectural Review 
Committee on three separate occasions 
 
As a follow-up to the meeting with our neighbors, on March 12, 2014, we 
formally met with the full FHA Architectural Review Committee, 
consisting of Marks Watts, Paul Cooper, and Paul Bessieres. We reviewed 
Original Design of the plans with them. They reiterated many of the 
neighbors’ concerns, and we discussed ways of revising the plans to 
alleviate those concerns.   
 
Following this meeting, our architect sat down with Paul Bessieres (who 
is also an architect) at his office to further discuss revising the plans.  
 
Following this meeting we again met with the Architectural Review 
Committee to address remaining concerns about the project’s height as 
compared to other homes in the neighborhood. At this meeting, we 
presented the Committee with a report (attached here as Exhibit D) 
consisting of photos of thirteen houses within the immediate vicinity of 
our project that have height/bulk/layouts similar to or larger than ours.  
 
 

3. We submit revised plans to the Architectural Review Committee 
 
Having noted the neighbors’ and the committee’s requested changes, we 
went back to the drawing board and made significant changes to our 
plans that resulted in REVISION #1 (see page EX-D1 through page EX-
D4 of attached Exhibit C.) We submitted these to the Architectural 
Review Committee.  
 
Our revised plans included changes in response to every single 
concern raised by the neighbors and the ARC, including reducing the 
height by one foot so that we were eight feet below the allowable height. 
See item 5 below for a detailed discussion of all of the changes.  

 
 

4. We receive approval of Revision #1 from Architectural Review 
Committee 
 
Mark Watts, President of the FHA and a member of the ARC, advised us 
verbally that the ARC would advise the FHA board that our project was in 
compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines of the FHA.  



 
5. We hold a second meeting with the neighbors to present Revision #1 

(as mentioned above, please see pages EX-D1 through EX-D4 of 
Exhibit C) 
 
Having received approval from the ARC, we then again met with our 
neighbors, on May 21, 2014. Following is a summary of the neighbors’ 
concerns as voiced at our first meeting, and the resultant changes 
between the Original Design and and Revision #1: 
 
a. Marcia and Mark Elias (the house behind ours) expressed concern 

that the Project would block views from the rear of their house.  
 
We showed them the survey and the architectural section, which 
depict the sight line from their house over ours (see page EX-C of 
Exhibit C). Our roof at that time was nine feet below their lowest 
deck, and therefore had no impact on their view. Nonetheless, 
since they insisted on reducing the height, we (as seen in 
Revision #1)  reduced the height by an additional one foot, 
putting us eight feet below the allowable height and ten feet 
below the Eliases’ deck.   
 

b. Agnes and Kai Hong (the neighbors to the left of us) expressed 
concerns about their light and privacy, based on the fact that one of 
our windows would overlook their yard.  

 
We committed to frosting the window on their side of the house, 
and to working with them to develop a landscape plan between 
our two houses that would add additional privacy. 

 
c. Concerns voiced by other neighbors included massing, the design of 

the façade, a request for additional landscaping, placement of the 
windows, and concerns about the parapet at the top of the house. We 
made the following changes: 

 
i. Changes to the internal stairwell resulting in 

reduced mass on the façade; 
ii. Repositioned the windows as requested; 

iii. Reduced the parapet; 
iv. Added significant landscaping (please see the 

attached landscaping plan, EXHIBIT E) 
 
 

d. After we presented these changes, most of the neighbors voiced their 
approval and appreciation. The Eliases still insisted that they would 
be impacted by the height and requested further height reductions. 



Since we had shown them architectural documents that clearly 
illustrated that our house would not impact them, we declined to 
further reduce the height at that time.  

 
 

6. We receive a letter from the FHA indicating a petition is being 
circulated against our project by the Eliases 
 
On July 14, 2014 we received a letter from the FHA indicating that some 
neighbors still had concerns (see attached EXHIBIT F). Attached to their 
letter was a copy of a petition that the Eliases had circulated to neighbors 
in an effort to drum up opposition to our project. Please see attached 
EXHIBIT G. (Note: the only copy we have of this is a photograph taken of 
the body of the letter. The petition was signed by eleven neighbors.) 
 
The letter that the Eliases circulated to the neighbors and later submitted 
to the FHA contained many untruths about our project and many 
mischaracterizations about our interaction with the neighbors (see item 8 
below for further details). Among these was a claim that our house would 
cast a shadow on their rear yard.  
 

7. Shadow study confirms that the Eliases’ own rear fence casts more 
light on their yard than our house would.  
 
Please see attached page EX-D4 of attached Exhibit C for a copy of the 
shadow study.  

 
8. We send a response to the FHA and the Eliases, enclosing the results 

of the shadow study and again revising our plans to accommodate 
the neighbors (REVISION #2; see C-EX-E). 
 
On July 31, 2014, we sent a detailed response to the FHA in which we 
addressed each and every concern raised by the Eliases (see attached 
Exhibit H). Following is a brief summary of its contents: 
 
a. We attached the shadow study confirming no impact on the Eliases’ 

yard; 
 

b. We explained the untruth/lack of substantiation of each of the Eliases’ 
claims (again, please see Exhibit I for details); 

 
c. Despite the shadow study confirming no impact, we again changed 

our plans, reducing the house by an additional two feet, thereby 
making our TOTAL HEIGHT REDUCTION THREE FEET, and 
rendering our house TEN FEET BELOW THE ALLOWABLE HEIGHT 
(again, see REVISION #2 on Exhibit C-EX-E).  



  
 

9. We collect signatures from 100 people in support of our project. 
 
a. We presented Revision#2 to many neighbors. We collected 100 

SIGNATURES from neighbors in support of our project. ____of these 
neighbors included those who had originally signed the Eliases’ 
petition but then changed their minds after reviewing our Revision 
#2. Please see attached EXHIBIT I for a copy of our petition.  

 
10. We appear at the FHA Association meeting, and the Board votes to 

approve our house.  
 
On September 8, Revision #2 was presented at the monthly meeting of 
the Forest Hill Association. Following is a breakdown of what happened 
at that meeting. (Also attached please see the minutes from the meeting, 
EXHIBIT J.) 

 
a. The Eliases expressed their continuing concern about the height, 

despite the shadow study and the additional height reductions.  
 

b. The Hongs stated that they were concerned that future owners of the 
house would un-frost the window that we had promised to frost to 
protect their privacy. We offered to file a Notice of Special Restrictions 
against the house that would prohibit future owners from changing 
the frosted window.  

 
c. We presented the Board with our petition signed by 100 neighbors 

who supported the project.  
 

d. Many neighbors spoke in support of the project.  
 

e. The Board voted to approve our project but to note in the letter that 
some neighbors still had concerns. See attached Exhibit A for the 
letter.  

 
 
 

 
11. Despite the Board’s approval, we attempt to further alleviate the 

Hongs’ concerns.  
 
a. We met with Kai Hong and offered to move the rear left corner of our 

house forward, thereby losing a front deck. Kai declined to accept our 
offer.  
 



b. We followed up with a letter reiterating our offer (please see attached 
EXHIBIT K). We received no response to our letter. We again followed 
up, via email, but received no response.  

 
12. We now submit this building permit application.  

 
 
We would like to make clear on the record that all of our neighbors, including the 
Hongs and the Eliases, have acted courteously throughout our interactions, as have 
we. We appreciate our neighbors’ efforts to avoid rancor.  
 
Despite their courtesy, we feel that the Hongs and the Eliases are attempting to 
assert property rights that they do not have while expecting us to surrender 
property rights that we do have, as clearly outlined in the City’s planning policies 
and laws.  
 
Moreover, despite the unfairness of their actions, we have made extensive changes 
to our project to accommodate the Hongs and the Eliases. We have gone far above 
and beyond what is expected of us. We live in this neighborhood and we respect our 
neighbors. We feel we have acted reasonably throughout this process, and we hope 
that you will take this into consideration when reviewing our project.  
 
We respectfully request that you approve our house as submitted, and we thank you 
for your time.  
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Trent Moore       Elizabeth Moore 
415.254.4638       415.990.2199 
Trent@ShamrockSF.com     Liz@ShamrockSF.com 
 

 
 
 

  

mailto:Trent@ShamrockSF.com
mailto:Liz@ShamrockSF.com


FOREST HILL ASSOCIATION
381 Magellan Ave. ~' ~~~

San Francisco, Ca 94116 ~V ~'
(415) 664-0542

officena,foresthill-sf.org

September 18, 2014

To: Delwin Washington, SW District Leader

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street

San Francisco CA 94103-2414

Re: 21819 Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94116

The Forest Hill Board of Directors does not object to the latest proposal for this property by Trent

and Elizabeth Moore, as there are no conflicts with the Forest Hill Agreement.

However, the Forest Hill Board requests that it be notified and involved in all the approval

processes of the San Francisco Planning Department as some of the neighbors have substantial

concerns of the proposal's location, size and appropriate relationship of its architectural character

to the neighborhood per the SF Residential Design Guidelines.

For the Board of Directors,

Mark Watts, President

Forest Hill Association

Cc: Marcia &Mark Elias, 65 Mendosa Ave.

Diane &William Wara, 85 Mendosa Ave.

Matthew Richtel &Meredith Barad, 55 Mendosa Ave.

Robert H. &Julie K. Lustig, 70 Mendosa Ave.

Emily Schwartz, 29 Mendosa Ave.

Stuart &Deborah Oppenheim,ll Mendosa Ave.

Agnes &Kai Hong, 2193 9th Ave.

Peter Dallman, 22019th Ave.

Frank E. Schimaneck &Suzanne McElwee, 2 Mesa Ave

Carla Newmeyer Cooper, 53 Santa Rita Ave.

Peter &Dorothy Levy, 2176 9~ Ave.



Cc continued:

Thomas Cooke, 358 Pacheco Ave.
I{athleen Farrell, 200 Montalvo Ave.
Eric Buonassisi, 469 Pacheco Ave.
Dave & Clorinda Aldrich, 544 Magellan Ave.

Harold Wright, 2180 9~ Ave.
Paul Bessieres, 51 Sotelo Ave.

Jim Earhart, 480 Pacheco Ave.

Dena Aslanian-Williams, 293 Magellan Ave.

Warren Krauss, 80 Linares Ave.

Angela O'Donnell, 2216 9~ Ave.

Patrick &Veronica Bell, 340 Castenada Ave.
Todd Darling, 180 Dorantes Ave.
Deirdre &Jerry 0' Leary, 50 Sola Ave.

Rick Hills, 50 Marcela Ave.

Chris &Jim Storm, 2 Mendosa Ave.

Kathleen Darling, 180 Dorantes Ave.

Francesco Lettieri, 260 Dorantes

Pete &Bernie Naughton, 369 Magellan Ave.

Ron Wong, 2155 9~ Ave.

Amy Quirk, 301 Magellan Ave.

Rigo Cabezas, 245 Pacheco Ave.

Trent &Elizabeth Moore, 48 Marcela Ave.
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2 1 8 1  9 T H  A V E N U E

Copyright ã 2013 FORUM DESIGN LTD.
This drawing and written material constitute the original work of this Architect and may not be used, duplicated or disclosed without the Architect's written consent.

OCTOBER 31, 2014

A R C H I T E C T S
S A N  F R A N C I S C O ,  C A L I F O R N I A  9 4 1 0 9

AD-0.0
COVER SHEET

Note to the Planning Department
These current design drawings have been reviewed with the neighborhood community

and the Forest Hill Neighborhood Association. This design has been incorporated into the
building permit set of drawings for reference only. These drawings are consistent in

design, detail and dimensions with the documents we have reviewed with the
neighborhood and with the building permit documents dated October 31, 2014.
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August 151, 2014

Board of Directors
Forest Hill Association
381 Magellan Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116

Re: 21819~h Avenue

Dear Board Members,

'We support die plans to develop 2181 9t~' Avemie. I have reviewed the original plans, the
first revised plans, and the second revised plans. The house will fit well in our

neighborhood.

Forest Hill is a single family home residential neighborhood. We are in favor of

developing single family lots that meet Forest Hill Design Guidelines and meet San
Francisco Planning Codes.

Please vote in favor of the second revised plans for 2181 9 h̀ Avenue.

Best Regards,
~~._~•• r

Trent Moore 48 Marcela Avemie- ~ -

Elizabeth Moore 48 Mazcela Avenue~ 
,G-~ 7.~- --

r92~~~it : 
~^
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Agnes Leung Hong <agnesleung@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 08, 2015 1:29 PM

To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)

Subject: Re: 2181 9th Avenue

Thank you, Nancy. Below are additional notes that we'd appreciate being passed on to the Residential Design Team.

On Jan 14, 2015, the developer Trent Moore, sent a letter to my husband, Kai Hong, stating that in an effort to work with us on our privacy
concerns, he proposes shifting the top rear bedroom up by five feet forward. He also sent a diagram showing same. What the developer does
not highlight, is the fact that now that the bedroom has shifted forward, a new deck is to be added to that same bedroom, and that deck will
look directly into our bedroom.

In that same letter, developer insisted that we were contradictory to our initial concern that the new house would block our view down 9th
Avenue from our patio, by requesting that the entire house be moved forward. He states that he is unable to accommodate our request
because doing so would violate the front yard setback required by the Forest Hill Association architectural guidelines. However, those are
two separate sets of concerns, which came to light as we learned more details about the plans. Yes, we are concerned that the new house will
block light and view off our kitchen patio looking down 9th Ave, but we are -also concerned about privacy in the back of our home. We both
have lots at approximately 4K sq ft. -there's going to be issues of this kind when the developer proposes to build a house at 4350 sq ft, while
ours stand at 2K sq ft. Developer can mitigate both the front and back of the house concerns simply by making the house a size more
consistent with the rest of the block, and also not build decks which would look into neighbor's bedrooms. That includes not having property
line windows facing directly into our yard as well. The new house as proposed is pushed very far back on the property and is inconsistent
with the adjacent block form, i.e., rest of homes on block strikes a constant 15' setback from the front properly line. This development appear
to be double that.

Next, we understand that although the zoning for the neighborhood strictly ask fora 25%rear yard, the SF planning residential design
guidelines require that the new house matches the average setback of the two adjacent homes. We do not believe that this is what is being
planned at the new house.

Finally, we have a question on the height of the new house. If the project was to be pulled forward, would the new house still be in
conformance with the height limit? Is this the reason why developer is pushing so hard to push the house so far back?

All in all, we believe everyone in the neighborhood will benefit from a final product that wasn't built to maacimize square footage in order to
be flipped, but with consideration for aesthetics and reasonableness to the immediate neighbors.

Thank you.

On Wed, May 27, 2015 at 8:52 AM, Tran, Nancy (CPC) <Nancy.H.Tran e,sf ~o vorg> wrote:

Ms. Hong,

At this time, the project appears to comply with the Planning Code. The project has not yet been reviewed by the

Residential Design Team. I will forward your concerns to both the team and to the project sponsor. You will receive a

311 notification via post on the design when it is finalized. If you still have concerns after receiving the information, you

may submit a Discretionary Review (DR) application with the appropriate fee by the deadline stated in the notice. Should

you have more questions regarding the DR process, you may call or visit the Planning Information Center at

415.558.6377; 1660 Mission Street.

More information can be found at: http://www.sf-plannin~org/Modules/ShowDocument.as~x?documentid=491

and http://www.sf-plannin~or~/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=512.



BeSt~

Nancy Tran

From: Agnes Leung Hong [mailto:aQnesleungCa~gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 8:55 PM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Cc: Kai Hong
Subject: 2181 9th Avenue

Ms. Tran:

I wanted to reach out to you regarding a proposed new development at 2181 9th Avenue in Forest Hill. Our
house is adjacent to the potential worksite so we wanted to be sure to stay in the loop regarding the approval
process.

You should have received a letter from the Forest Hill Association dated September 18, 2014. The letter stated
that while the FHA did not oppose the project a number of residents had significant concerns. We are one of
those residents.

Our concerns are focused on the impact on privacy and mid-block open space that a house of the proposed size
and scale would have - a 4,345 sgft house on an approx. 4000 sgft lot. In our opinion, the proposed house does
not properly observe the San Francisco residential design guidelines, particularly with respect to its rear
setback. Given the fact that this is a house built for immediate sale, the developer may not have the same
sensitivity to those issues as we as residents would have.

In any case, we look forward to articulating our perspective at the review hearing. Thanks for the
consideration.

Regards,
Kai and Agnes Hong
2193 9th Avenue

(415) 271.3930



Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Agnes Leung Hong <agnesleung@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 8:55 PM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Cc: Kai Hong
Subject: 2181 9th Avenue

Ms. Tran:

I wanted to reach out to you regarding a proposed new development at 2181 9th Avenue in Forest Hill. Our
house is adjacent to the potential worksite so we wanted to be sure to stay in the loop regarding the approval
process.

You should have received a letter from the Forest Hill Association dated September 18, 2014. The letter stated
that while the FHA did not oppose the project a number of residents had significant concerns. We are one of
those residents.

Our concerns are focused on the impact on privacy and mid-block open space that a house of the proposed size
and scale would have - a 4,345 sgft house on an approx. 4000 sgft lot. In our opinion, the proposed house does
not properly observe the San Francisco residential design guidelines, particularly with respect to its rear
setback. Given the fact that this is a house built for immediate sale, the developer may not have the same
sensitivity to those issues as we as residents would have.

In any case, we look forward to articulating our perspective at the review hearing. Thanks for the
consideration.

Regards,
Kai and Agnes Hong
2193 9th Avenue

(415) 271.3930



Marcia and Mark Elias 

65 Mendosa Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94116 

415 664 2818 C: 3415 404 4529 

marciaandmarkeliasgmaiI.com  

Nancy Tran, M Planner 

Southwest Quadrant, Current Planning 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission Street 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

5/27/2015 

RE: PROPOSED BUILDING AT 2215 9T8  AVENUE 

Dear Ms. Tran; 

Our home is located directly behind the proposed house, and will be negatively affected by the current 

plan. Our concerns are summarized below. 

Structural Problems: 

The soil on this hill is loose and sandy. An architect advises us that unless proper deep structural 
support is provided, our own home may suffer significant slippage. Who will pay for the damage and 

repairs to our home, as well as pay for our hotel expenses? 

Adherence to Neighborhood Size and Esthetic Concerns: 

9th Avenue and Forest Hill is a neighborhood of single family homes, generally two or at most three 

stories, and with generous green space both in front and in back, and often to the sides. People live here 

despite the fog because they value the space given to gardens, trees, and to the unique character of the 

neighborhood. 

The proposed house ignores the neighborhood esthetic and the size of existing homes, squeezing as 

much footage into the lot as possible, and moving the house as far back as possible toward our property 

line to meet a minimum of green space in front. Indeed, when we, other neighbors, and members of 
the FH Board met to review the plans and complained about the size and the "condo look" of the 

building, the architect said outright that today the emphasis is from the inside out, and upon squeezing 

as much footage as allowable into a house for maximum profit. Then he added "Of course that’s not our 

primary purpose." 



We do not object to contemporary homes. There are three on 9th  Avenue that are most attractive, and 
sized to harmonize with the existing homes. We do strongly object to a house that is taller especially, 

and wider, and deeper than all area homes, and looks like a multi-family dwelling. The proposed house 

might fit comfortably into some rapidly- growing commercial San Francisco neighborhoods, but would 

erode the character of Forest Hill. The house is centrally located at the intersection of 9th  Ave. and Mesa 
Avenues, and would be the dominant and hard-to-miss feature of the immediate neighborhood. 

Request for Controls on construction: 

We request that the City structural engineer review plans with close attention to potential soundness of 

the site and adequacy of proposed safeguards to prevent slippage of our home and those of other 
adjacent homes. 

We also request controls to be set on the times and days of construction and controls on allowed work 
hours, parking for workers and for future tenants. 

Truck supply routes should be the shortest possible. 

Standards of ongoing cleanup both in front and in back of construction should be specified. 

Repair of all streets and adjacent trees damaged by construction should be specified. 

Below I include casual pictures of homes and Forest Hill street scenes to illustrate the prevailing style 

and height coherence in our immediate area near the proposed house. 

Please contact us if we may be of assistance as the review of 2181 9th  Avenue plans continue. I hope that 
you will keep us involved and informed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Marcia and Mark Elias 

Photos on following page 

cc/Delvin Washington 



Homes on Ninth Avenue tend to be 

smaller in scale, and most are two 
stories in height. All are sized 

appropriately to their lot space, 

leaving generous garden space. 

More 9th  Avenue homes near 
Construction site, 

predominately two story, 

and with generous green 

space. 
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Marcia Elias <marciaandmarkelias@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2016 12:28 PM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: Appeal Process for construction at 2181 9th Avenue

Nancy H, Tran, MA 
Planner, Southwest Quadrant, Current Planning 
Planning Department, City and County of San FRancisco 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA m94103 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
This letter is an appeal to the San Francisco Planning Commission to limit the size of a proposed Forest Hill home to be built for speculation 
at 2181 9th Avenue. We have met twice with the developer, but to date he has refused all requests to reduce his proposed house to a size 
more compatible with the existing homes in the neighborhood. Our reasons for opposing the plan are as follows: 
 
The house is significantly taller, wider, and deeper than the surrounding neighborhood homes. Indeed, the house is twice the size of the next 
door home, and yet the two lots are identical in size.  The proposed house looks too tall and too big positioned with the existing  9th Avenue 
houses.  Because of its size, the house gives the appearance of a multi-family dwelling in a single family neighborhood. The residential 
guidelines for new buildings in San Francisco state that a new house should  have a roof-line and size compatible with that of surrounding 
homes, and provides schematic illustrations of proper and improper adherence. 
 
The proposed house has a setback at the rear which ignores the established setback of the houses along 9th Avenue. Therefor the house 
breaks the line of green space adhered to by all the existing homes, and pushes this tall and wide structure as close as possible to our property 
line. We are deprived of light and green space due to the proximity of the upper stories to our property line. 
 
We accept that new construction brings disruption for all neighbors, but that is inevitable. We do not contest the esthetics of the design. 
 
We ask that our interests be addressed, not just  those of the developer, who wishes to maximize the size and profit of his project. We live 
directly behind the property, and our quality of life will be most impacted by the size of the future house. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Marcia and Mark Elias 
65 Mendosa Avenue 
San Francisco CA 94116 
415 664 2818 
marciaandmarkelias@gmail.com 
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Paul Bessières AIA <paul@atelierbessieres.com>
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2015 11:37 AM
To: Washington, Delvin (CPC)
Cc: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: 2181 Ninth Avenue Development Proposal

To: Delvin Washington, SouthWest Planning Manager
 Nancy Tran, Planner

Re:  2181 Ninth Avenue, Permit #2015.03.19.1328

Dear Mr. Washington,

Last fall the developer presented to the Forest Hill Association what they are proposing for this site.  The 
Forest Hill Architectural Review Committee noted several issues that do not conform to the SF Planning’s 
"Residential Design Guidelines” including the proposal's, size, scale and the proposals character’s relationship 
to the adjacent neighborhood. The Board agreed with the Committee, but because the proposal actually does 
not conflict with the letter of the FH Agreement they approved a ‘take no-stand’ policy.

Now the developer has submitted this non-Forest Hill approved design for a SF Building 
Permit.  The FHA Board recently reviewed this project again and raised the same issues again 
for the same reasons of their non-conformity to the SF Residential Design Guidelines and voted 
unanimously to notify the SF Planning Dept of their requests for them to insist that it does and in 
so doing will fit into our beloved Forest Hill Community.  (Size, Height, Character)

Many of us close to the site are also concerned with the effects of the construction process.  Our 
narrow twisting streets access difficult will require some special controls for the 12 months of 
the construction.  Please note that Ninth Avenue is a divided and very narrow street where legal 
parking is not possible without using the sidewalks.  A truck supply rout that limits all trucking 
to; in from the North on Ninth Avenue and out to the South on Ninth Avenue, and worker parking 
should be well off site (out side Forest Hill)

Thank you for your consideration and attention to these requests,

Paul Bessieres, AIA 
51 Sotelo Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116



view of 2181 Ninth Avenue      Proposed 4 story house…..3’ or 8’ higher that houses on either side

Forest Hill / SF Planning Comment    2181 Ninth Ave Proposal       January 2016
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Trent Moore <trent@shamrocksf.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 11:25 AM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: RE: 2181 Ninth Ave. Proposed House - Setback Questions

Hi Nancy,

Thank you for both updates today. I appreciate it.

Several neighbors will be sending letters of support.

Regards,

Trent

From: Tran, Nancy (CPC) [mailto:Nancy.H.Tran@sfgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 11:22 AM 
To: Paul Bessières AIA 
Subject: RE: 2181 Ninth Ave. Proposed House - Setback Questions 

Please see my responses below in blue.

From: Paul Bessières AIA [mailto:paul@atelierbessieres.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 10:25 AM 
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC) 
Subject: Re: 2181 Ninth Ave. Proposed House - Setback Questions 

Ms Tran,
Yes I understand your comments, many thanks.  Please note my comments/responses to your statements 
below.

On Jan 26, 2016, at 10:07 AM, Tran, Nancy (CPC) <Nancy.H.Tran@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Mr. Bessières,

Please be aware that I cannot provide comment regarding application of the Residential Design
Guidelines, only whether the project meets Planning Code. I will include this as public comment in the
project file and forward it to the Planning Commission as well as Residential Design Team for review
if/when a Discretionary Review application is filed.

Setback – The parcel is located in an area with a prescribed legislated setback of 15’. Please see Planning
Code §131 and http://cityplan arc10/InfoVol/Maps/Block%20Books/2860.pdf for further information.
The house is situated at the required 15’ setback (save for §136 permitted obstructions). Therefore, it
cannot be moved forward toward the 9th Avenue right of way.

Yes the garage/basement can not be mored forward but…all the floors above than could ….if the
NOSE/stairs was resolved in another way….

SEC. 131. LEGISLATED SETBACK LINES.
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(a) The legislated setback lines along specific street and alley frontages established by ordinance and
resolution pursuant to former Article 4 of the City Planning Code and earlier provisions of law are hereby
continued in effect as regulations of the City Planning Code, regardless of the regulations for the use districts
in which such street and alley frontages are located, and said ordinances and resolutions are expressly
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.
(b) The obstructions permitted within such legislated setback lines shall be as described in Sections 132 and
136 of this Code. No other obstruction shall be constructed, placed or maintained within a legislated
setback line.
(c) The procedures for establishment, abolition or modification of a legislated setback line shall be as
specified in Sections 302 and 306 through 306.5 for amendments to this Code.
(d) In case of any conflict between the requirements of a legislated setback line and a front setback area
established by Section 132 of this Code, the more restrictive requirements shall prevail.

No portion of the building may encroach within the legislated 15’ setback except for obstructions listed in §132 and 136.
RDT had no issue with respect to placement of the stairs.

Setback (reference to RDG pgs. 3 4) – It is unclear to me what principle in the RDG you are referring. This property is
required to provide a 15’ legislated front setback and 5’ side setbacks. The design matches/exceeds the side setbacks of
its adjacent neighbors with respect to placement of the structure. The building does not encroach within the required
19’ 5” required rear setback. I cannot provide comment regarding RDG application, only whether the project meets
Planning Code.

There has been the policy of the SF Planning Dept for years that the rear yard setback should aline for a block as
possible to create a back yard continuioum for views and fresh air etc….
RDT reviewed the project design and had no issue with respect to the proposed depth, rear setback or mid block open
space.

Annotated removal of rear portions – I cannot provide comment regarding RDG application, only whether the project
meets Planning Code.

Best,
Nancy Tran

From: Paul Bessières AIA [mailto:paul@atelierbessieres.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2016 3:46 PM 
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC) 
Subject: 2181 Ninth Ave. Proposed House - Setback Questions

Mr Tran - 
Please review this with my letter…questioning the design of 2181 Ninth Ave.

Paul Bessieres, AIA
Paul@AtelierBessieres.com

<signature.jpg>

<FH SF Pic & dwg.pdf> 

Paul Bessieres, AIA
Paul@AtelierBessieres.com
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Paul Bessières AIA <paul@atelierbessieres.com>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 9:50 AM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Cc: Moore, Trent; Agnes Leung; Barad, Meredith; Marcia Elias
Subject: Re: meeting

Mr. Moore & Ms Tran -
I also will concur with the other neighbors who, as yet, do not have a reason for meeting this week (this is a crazy week before
the Super Bowl and next week I will be in NJ celebrating the birth of our grand daughter). Thank you for offering another 
meeting, but you have not offered us more than words to you help conserve funds and avoid a DR.  Finding ways to remove up 
to 17 feet of your proposed four story MacMansion in its back yard is not accomplished with pleasant promises that so far have 
not been reflected with siginificant changes.

As recent emails show there are many neighbors who are not happy with the proposed design for 2181 Ninth Ave. for many 
reasons. As a representative of the Forest Hill Architectural Review committee, I would like to file a non-authorized report of
the features that we find not acceptable for our wonderful community of individual single family homes on tree-lined streets. We
believe that all of these issues are addressed in the SF Residential Design Guidelines. 

Design Issues: 

- The scale of the property: This is a MacMansion that is out of proportion to the lot size as well as to the neighboring homes.
Note the extra height and stories: A garage with 8’-9’ ceiling height, a “bonus basement” floor with 8’-9”, Living/dining rooms
with 10’, bedrooms with 8’-10”, and a deck with a 3’ handrail which all in total can possibly be lowered by up to 4’, making 
this new house at least ‘no higher’ than highest adjacent house. 

- Setbacks: All the floors above the garage are currently set back in front so that both the front and the rear facades do not 
substantially align with block standard setbacks. 

- Character: The design reflects a commercial SF condo style, rather than the adjacent ‘single family style homes’ on Forest 
Hill’s Ninth Avenue. Nor does it reflect the intent of the SF Residential Design Guidelines. 

- Landscaping: The building plan does not allow for sufficient landscaping, including trees, which is a requirement of our 
neighborhood. 

Construction Coordination Issues: 

- How the builders will address the long term effects and costs from the extensive excavation of a 26’ high retaining wall that
has the potential to be the cause land movement and new settlement for adjacent houses  
- Forest Hill has very narrow and twisty streets with current street space can not accommodate parking that does not 
accommodate large dump and/or concrete trucks well. Alternate location(s) for worker parking will be necessary, that is not in 
Forest Hill 

- Delivery truck double parking will make all traffic especially emergency services access problematic. 

- Establishment of the hours of construction and limits on noise and dust etc. which is a concern not only for access and egress, 
but also during construction, given the scope of this extensive project. 

- Establishment of a ‘standards and process’ for the repair of any damaged street, sidewalks and adjacent landscapin 

Paul Bessieres, AIA



2

On Jan 31, 2016, at 6:09 PM, Marcia Elias <marciaandmarkelias@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear Nancy,
Trent has suggested another meeting with you and other concerned neighbors to discuss accommodations to the plan for 
2191 9th Avenue. While we have met twice with Trent and his architect, our over-riding concern, the height and overall 
size of the proposed building and its proximity to our property, received no attention except for Trent to say that the 
building height is non-negotiable. 

While we appreciate Trent's efforts with regard to landscaping and other details in his proposed agenda, they do not 
concern us. We request that before a meeting Trent agree to limit the discussion to the issue at the heart of the matter - the 
height and size of his proposed building. 

It seems neither productive nor fair to you to take your limited time as well as ours and that of our neighbors for a 
discussion that misses the point: i.e., addressing our concerns. and seeking a solution. 

We look forward to hearing from Trent and to finding ways to arrive at a mutually beneficial resolution. 

Marcia Elias 

Paul Bessieres, AIA 
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Paul Bessières AIA <paul@atelierbessieres.com>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 1:37 PM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: 2181 Ninth Avenue DR Presentation
Attachments: 2181 Ninth ALTERNATES.zip; ATT00001.htm

2181 Ninth Avenue - DR Hearing 

I am writing to you as a member of the Forest Hill Architectural Review committee who reviewed this 
project last spring. At that time we gave Trent Moore a very similar list of issues because the proposal 
obviously does not fit into the Forest Hill community per our views and the San Francisco Residential 
Guidelines. The Forest Hill Board subsequently agreed with our concerns, but felt that they did not 
have the authority to act on issues that are not a part of the Forest Hill Agreement. 

I am also writing you as a member, and pro-bono architect for the “2181 Ninth Avenue’s FH 
Concerned Residents” committee (36+ concerned members with 18+ of them active participants 
within a 150’ radius).

Trent Moore is developing this project as a speculative for-profit property and not as a home for his 
family.  At this point we feel FHCR has gone more that half way in trying to work with the developer, 
but since he has never offered more than the smallest of alterations to his original proposal, we look 
forward to the DR Hearing and sharing the included attachments.

Included Attachments: 
- List of Concerns 

Nine Alternate Schematic Drawings, AA, A, B, C, D, E, F, G
     These drawings show that both the FHCR requests and the developer’s design 
     criteria are possible to be achieved.
Note that this Alternate Schematic design is not intended to be “the way”, only one 
     way that can incorporate both sets of design requirements.

- The Alternate Design’s bonus points 

I look forward to receiving your comments and recommendations, 
Paul Bessieres, AIA 



Forest Hill Neighborhood Committee Requests for the  
Proposed House at 2181 Ninth Avenue

Design Issues:
A. Overall Size:
On the street side, it presents four levels above street grade, whereas no other building on the street 
presents more than 3.  It is also more than twice the average square footage of the 12 existing 
houses on its block, i.e. 4,945 square feet versus 2,395, and would be 45% larger than the next 
largest home on the block (i.e., 2146 9th).  Similarly, the ratio of its square footage to its lot size is 
more than twice the average of the other homes on the block and 260% greater than the average 
of the other seven homes on the block with similarly-sized or larger lots. 

B. Setbacks: 
Both the predominant front and rear facades of the building are substantially out of alignment with 
block standard setbacks. In the rear yard the proposed house extends much further into the rear 
yard than either of the neighbors homes.  This both invades the mid-block greenway and results in 
the back of the house towering over the backyard of its neighbor to the south.

C. Character: 
- In general, the building reflects more of the vertical style of a commercial SF condo building than 
the simple horizontal style of the other homes on Ninth Avenue.
- In addition, it has architectural features (e.g. the enormous bay overhanging the front facade, and 
the massive architraves surrounding the front entry and garage doors) that clash jarringly with the 
rest of the neighborhood.
- The building design does not allow for gracious streetside landscaping, including trees, which is a 
particular request of the FHA. 

Proposed Design Options Include: 
A. Height:
- Lower the total height so that the building is at least ‘no higher’ than highest adjacent house. This 
can be accomplished by making the ceiling height more in keeping with the standard. The proposed 
design contemplates non-standard ceiling heights and bonus story: garage with 8’-9’ (vs. 8’) ceiling 
height, “bonus basement” floor of 8’-9” (vs. 8’), living/dining room floor at 10’ (vs. 8’), bedroom floor 
at 8’-10” (vs 8’), and a rooftop deck including a 3’ handrail (vs. 0)] See concept plans. 

B. Setbacks
- Reduce the front setback to align the main front facade with neighboring houses, and move the 
rear facade of the house toward the street. This can be accomplished by moving floors 3 & 4 
forward some 4’. see alt. concept plans


C. Character:
- Revise front facade to give it a less jarring contrast to the rest of the neighborhood.  This includes 
eliminating the massive front bay that encloses the stairs and the similarly massive architraves 
around the garage door and front entry. This can be accomplished by (1) turning the stairs so they 
can be enclosed behind the front wall, (2) changing the material of the recessed second basement 
wall to accentuate this floor’s setback, and (3) reducing the size and number of the front decks, and 
possibly adding some sloping roofs.  Each of these can aid in lowering the visual height of the 
structure.



D. Design Change Benefits include:
-   Revising the main stairs to be only one single stairway in the house from the garage to the top 
          floor will create added interior space on the 1st and 4th floors.
-   Removal of the exterior entry stairs will open more space for landscaping.
- Moving the building toward the street will significantly reduce excavation costs and risks and

      permits a lower the rear retaining as it will be 4’ further from the Property Line.

- Removal of the roof deck and its interior stairs it will add usable space inside for larger bedrooms

      and permit solar collectors on the roof.
- All of these recommendations we believe will reduce the cost of construction without materially
         affecting the sales appeal of the house.

E. Construction Control Issues include:
- How will the builders assure that the extensive excavation necessary for the project will not cause
        land movement and new settlement for adjacent houses?
- Forest Hill has very narrow and twisty streets with current street space that often cannot easily
        accommodate parking so the accommodations for large dump and/or concrete trucks
       will be challenging.
- Employee Parking will be challenging so the builder should locate alternate location for worker
       parking off of Ninth Avenue and the adjacent streets.
- The builders should coordinate vendor and delivery service to assure the residents of Forest Hill

    that Ninth Avenue and adjacent streets will not be blocked by trucks double parking while 
    waiting to off-load.

- The hours and days of construction should be established which will also put limits on noise and   
   dust.

- Bond requirement to assure prompt repair of damage to streets, sidewalks, etc.
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Ms. Tran, 

My name is Meredith Barad. I live at 55 Mendosa. Our home is located just behind the proposed 

project at 2181 Ninth Avenue in Forest Hill. We have two young children, ages 7 and 5, and I am writing 

to express my concerns that the development conflicts in its scale with the character of the 

neighborhood. The development threatens to diminish the openness, lack of density, and green 

sensibility that make this neighborhood exactly what is and such a draw for generations of families.   

Before I elaborate, I want to be clear that I fully recognize and appreciate the right of a property 

owner to build on his or her land. So I am not opposing this development as a general proposition. And I 

think some version of this development can absolutely work. But I also appreciate that San Francisco has 

rules aimed at maintaining the character of our city and neighborhoods.  

Our neighborhood is called Forest Hill for a reason. It has hills, of course. More than that, is 

about trees and its forest-like feel. It is about an open and natural environment and surroundings. The 

existing homes respect and fold in to that character. But the proposed spec house does two specific 

things that eat away at the Forest Hill neighborhood.  

One is the proposed height that exceeds that of surrounding houses. That has the impact of 

creating the maximum density, shadows, four stories of industry amidst two and three story houses. It 

blocks light, openness, and it does so for every surrounding neighbor. In effect, it subverts “Forest” and 

character for maximum square footage.  

The second problem is related. It is that the house has a significant setback. Practically speaking, 

this means it leads to more concrete and density and less green and space. The houses on the sides and 

behind it wind up facing not green or trees, not nature or space, but, again, square footage.  

I can only presume that the reason for this big height and the setback is to maximize the size of 

the house. This makes sense, of course, from the standpoint that the developer wants to make as much 

money as possible. Fair enough – from the developer’s standpoint. But the developer should not be able 

to make money at the expense of the character of the neighborhood. Moreover, this house is a “spec” 

house and not something that the developer plans to live in. So the motive is profit alone, not the 

developer’s comfort. I really want to emphasize this point: it is a spec house, not a home for the family 

building it.  



I join with my neighbors in asking for several changes to the proposal: a slight reduction in 

height and a lesser setback. This would allow us to keep the character of the neighborhood and prevent 

an arm’s race among developers seeking to create the biggest spaces. We welcome another home in our 

neighborhood, another family, but we hope it will be a home that is built with the character of our 

wonderful neighborhood in mind. 

 

Sincerely, 

Meredith 

650-714-1358 

 

 

 

 

 

 



January 30, 2016 
 
To:  Ms. N. Tran 
 
From:  Kevin R. Gogin 
 
RE: 2181 Ninth Avenue 
 
The purpose of this letter is to express strong reservations regarding the proposed 
construction project at the above address.  
 
The lot for the proposed home is located in Forest Hills, and the plans show a project 
out of character with the nature of the neighborhood.  In short, the home plan shows:  
 

• a height significantly above neighbors’homes 
• the set back for both front and back is insufficient 
• the style of the home, while on a block of eclectic styles, does nothing to 

complement the nature of the community 
• insufficient landscaping. 

 
Last, I do not believe an engineer has been consulted to determine whether the land is 
stable for the amount of excavation needed.  Given recent rains, and the shifting of land 
throughout the bay area, this should be examined closely before proceeding. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Ning Wen <ennew@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 10:23 AM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: 2181 Ninth Ave

Dear Ms. Tran: 
 
I am writing to express my concerns about the current proposal for the house at 2181 Ninth Avenue.    
 
Like my neighbors, I believe that the scale of the property is out of proportion to the lot size and more 
importantly, out of scale with the homes on the same block on Ninth Avenue.   
 
As a resident of Forest Hill for many years, I would like to maintain the distinctive feature of single family style 
homes that are characteristic of Forest Hill. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Ning Wen 
68 Mendosa Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94116 
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Julie Lustig <julieklustig@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 2:34 PM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to Current Plans for 2181 Ninth Avenue

Dear Ms. Tran, 
 
We are the owners of a home on Mendosa Avenue just up the hill from 9th Avenue in Forest Hill. 
 
We recently learned that the building plans for 2181 9th Avenue have been approved by the SF Planning 
Commission. 
 
My husband and I are adamantly opposed to the current plans.  The house will be 4 stories high, and cover 
virtually the entirety of the lot. The homes around it aren't even a full 2 stories high, and have green space 
around them. 
 
We in the Forest Hill Neighborhood Association purchased our homes understanding that this would be the 
continued character of our neighborhood, maintaining green space between homes, and keeping heights of 
homes consistent. 
 
The new home as currently approved would markedly decrease the value of the surrounding homes, and remove 
the protection we thought the Forest Hill Association provided our properties. 
 
Please reconsider the approval of the current building plans, and ask the owner to submit revisions for a more 
modest building with a footprint that allows green space in keeping with the neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Julie and Rob 
 
Julie and Robert Lustig 
70 Mendosa Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94116 
(Our house was sold to us as part of the Forest Hill Neighborhood Association in 2001) 
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Wara, Diane <Diane.Wara@ucsf.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2016 2:53 AM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: 2181 9th Ave

We are homeowners living at 85 Mendosa Ave. we have reviewed the proposed plans for 2181 9th Ave.  We are 
opposed to the current plans because 1) the scale is far larger than the surrounding homes ; 2) the roof line is higher 
than the surrounding homes; 3) the proposed home will decrease morning sun exposure to our lot at 75 Mendosa; 4) 
most importantly, the rear setback is not even with the adjacent lots; 5) the size of the home precludes landscaping 
consistent with the neighborhood. We asked earlier that the height of the home be decreased and that the posterior 
setback be increased to be even with adjacent lots. No changes were made to the plans. We ask once again and thank 
you for your consideration of our comments/requests. 
Diane and Bill Wara 
75‐85 Mendosa Ave  
 
Sent from my iPhone Diane Wara  























 

 

FOREST HILL ASSOCIATION 

381 Magellan Ave. 
San Francisco, Ca 94116 

(415) 664-0542 
 office@foresthill-sf.org 

 
June 8, 2015 
 

To: Delvin Washington, SouthWest Planning Manager  
 Nancy Tran, Planner 

 

Re:  2181 Ninth Avenue, San Francisco: Building Permit Application #2015.03.19.1328 

 

Dear Mr. Washington,  
 
This memo concerns the pending building construction permit for 2181 Ninth Avenue, 94116.  For the 
better part of a year, the immediate neighbors to the proposed building site, as well as the neighborhood 
association have attempted to work with the owners and Forum Design Architect to adjust the scope of the 
project to complement the character of the existing neighborhood.  While we consider our requests to be 
minor adjustments to the plan, our attempts have not met with success.   And while the owners have 
stated that the Forest Hill Association has approved the plans, this is not the case at all.   
 
For these reasons we appeal to the Planning Department to consider the nature of the existing 
neighborhood before granting approval to start construction on 2191 Ninth Avenue. 
 
In short, the consistent concerns with the project as designed have to do with the single-family 
neighborhood of Forest Hill.  The 2191 Ninth Avenue proposal is a building out of scale with the other 
homes in the neighborhood: It is taller than neighboring homes, having a parapet that is 8’ higher than the 
house on one side and 3’ higher than the highest ridge of the roof of the home on the other.  Further, the 
project’s does not reflect the San Francisco Planning’s Residential Design Guidelines for compatibility with 
the character and feel of the neighborhood.  Rather than fitting into the eclectic block, the structure as 
designed opposes the character of the neighborhood. 
 
Due to the above stated concerns the Forest Hill Board of Directors would be glad to support new 
construction at 2191 Ninth Avenue in its neighborhood when it complies with the SF Planning and Building 
Codes, the Residential Design Guidelines and the noted construction criteria.   We remain open to working 
with the architect and owners of the project, and hope that the San Francisco Planning Commission will 
request the owners to reopen conversations on constructing a home more compatible to our 
neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mark Watts, President Forest Hill Association 

 

cc: Mr. & Mrs. Trent Moore 

mailto:office@foresthill-sf.org
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Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Washington, Delvin (CPC)
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 3:34 PM
To: Suzanne McElwee
Cc: office@foresthill-sf.org; Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Subject: RE: Pending permit application for  2181 Ninth Avenue, 94116

I’ve forwarded your comments to Nancy Tran the assigned planner for this project. 
 
F. Delvin Washington 
Southwest Team Leader 
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6443 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: delvin.washington@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 
 

From: Suzanne McElwee [mailto:undici11@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 3:10 PM 
To: Washington, Delvin (CPC) 
Cc: office@foresthill-sf.org 
Subject: Pending permit application for 2181 Ninth Avenue, 94116 
 
Re:  2181 Ninth Avenue, San Francisco:  Building Permit 
Application #2015.03.19.1328 
 
 

Dear Mr. Washington, 

This letter concerns the pending building permit application for 2181 Ninth Avenue, 
94116.  Earlier this year we were contacted by Mr. Trent Moore as he canvassed our 
neighborhood to gain support for the project that he planned at the above address. My 
husband and I were shocked by the massive size of the proposed house and expressed 
our reservations.  Later he returned with some modifications and indicated that he had 
addressed concerns from the Forest Hill Assn. and had incorporated them in the 
redesign.  Thinking that I had no further recourse I signed a paper that indicated I would 
not oppose the construction.  In fact the Association has come out in opposition to the 
plans and I want to rescind my prior okay.  The house as designed is still enormous and 
out of proportion with all the surrounding properties.  It will loom over Ninth Avenue like an 
apartment building and crowd the homes on either side.  What’s more,  it is not intended 
to be the residence of the developer, rather it is a speculative property.   

I don’t oppose development of the lot although I would love to see it remain as a garden. 
But, something more in scale with the surrounding homes, ours included, would be much 
more desirable.  As it stands I vehemently oppose the present design. 
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Sincerely yours, 

 
 
Suzanne McElwee 

2 Mesa Avenue SF 94116       

415-279-8877 

 
 

 



Trent and Elizabeth Moore
48 Marcela Avenue
San Francisco, CA 941 l6
Liz@ShamrocicSF.com, 415.990.21.99
Trent@ShamrocicSF.com, 415.254.4638

June 8, 201.6

Mr. Rodney Fong, President
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941.03

Re: Proposed Single-Family Home at 2181 9th Avenue, San rrancisco

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

We are Elizabeth and Trent Moore. We are. the owners of the vacant lot at 21.81 9`''
Avenue in Forest Hill (the "Property"). We also live in Forest Hill, a few blocks from the
Property.

For the last three years, we have been working with our neighbors and the Forest Hill
Homeowners Association (the "Association") to design a house for the Property that is
respectful of our neighbors and the character of our neighborhood. Our proposed home is
almost ten feet under the allowable height limit of the Code and of the Forest Hill
Agreement and Architectural Guidelines (collectively the "Neighborhood Guidelines").
The size of our proposed house is consistent with that of numerous other• homes in Forest
Hill. The Planning Department's Residential Design Teain has approved the project. The
Board of Directors of the Association has deemed our house in compliance with the
Neighborhood Guidelines (see Exhibit A). We have collected over 100 signatures from
Forest Hill residents in support of our house, 30 of whom live on the same street as the
proposed house, 9°i Avenue (see Exhibit B).

Despite findings of compliance of the project by the Planning Department, the
Residential Design Teain, and the Association, and despite the support of many
neighbors, we have invested significant time and energy into working with the
Discretionary Review requester ("DRR") and a few other neighbors to resolve their
concerns.

We have made significant changes to our proposed design to address these concerns,
including (1) lowering the height by three feet; (2) reducing the mass of the facade; (3)
lowering window bays and (4) reducing the height of the roof parapet, among others.
(Please see attached Exhibit C for a detailed outline of all the changes.) At this point, we

12442252.3



feel that any remaining concerns aie, in some cases, based on erroneous information, and
in other• cases are simply unreasonable.

For these reasons and those described below, we respectfully request that you deny the
request for Discretionary Review.

I. Corrections to Staff Report

While we appreciate the time and effort that Planning Staff has put into the Staff Report,
there are a couple of errors that we must first address. First, the Staff Report notes that
the square footage of our proposed house is 4,945 square feet. This is not accurate as it
counts the square footage of the garage. The actual livable squat~e footage is 4,345 square
feet. We understand that this error inay have been corrected in the copy of the Staff
Report before you tonight.

Second, the Staff Report erroneously states that the neighborhood association opposes
this project. This is not the case. In September 2014, the Association sent a letter to the
Planning Department explicitly noting that it did not object to the project and confirming
the project's compliance with the Neighborhood Guidelines. (See Exhibit A). This letter
was signed by Mark Watts "For the Board of Directors".'

Many months later, the same person, Mark Watts (representing hiinself~ sent a second
letter to your staff claiming that the Association had not approved the project. (Exhibit
A-2). He was not incorrect, since the Association neither approved nor disapproved the
project - it merely confirmed the project's full compliance with the Association rules. But
notably he never rescinded nor contradicted the September 20141etter from the
Association Board of Directors stating that the Association does not oppose the project.
Thus, the first letter remains the Association's official statement that the Association does
not oppose the project as the project is in compliance with the Neighborhood Guidelines.

II. Response to DRR Issues Raised

DRR alleges that our proposed house on the Property violates a number of Code
provisions, Residential Design Guidelines ("RDG") and Neighborhood Guidelines,
including height, front setback, rear yard, mid-block open space, light and privacy. None
of these allegations are supported by the evidence, so it is no surprise that the project has
the support of the Planning Department general staff and its Residential Design Team and
has been found in compliance with the Neighborhood Guidelines by the Forest Hill
Architectural Coimnittee and the Forest Hill Association Board of Directors.

~ This letter was sent to Planning after review of the plans by the Associatign Architectural Committee
which found the plans in complete compliance with the Neighborhood Guidelines and a subsequent
meeti»g of the Association Board of Directors on September 8, 2014 in which it coni~irmed that decision
(See minutes at Exhibit A-1).
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The height of our proposed house is nearly ten feet under the allowable
height limit and is consistent with the scale of the neighborhood.

Our proposed house is 30' S1/a", which is almost ten feet under the allowable height limit
of 40 feet in this RH-1 (D) District. This is measured from the grade at the 15 foot front
setback line. The Forest Hill Architectural Guidelines also allow a height of 40 feet
under specific circumstances present here such as the slope of the lot. DRR's house is
adjacent to the Property and is located at 21,93 9th Avenue ("DRR Property"). DRR
incorrectly states that our proposed house is 5' taller than DRR's house. In fact, our house
is just 3' 7" taller than DRR's house. Our proposed house is the same height as the peak
of the house adjacent to the Property on the opposite side of DRR's Property, and to the
North (2177 9`~' Avenue). The house adjacent to DRR's house to the South side (2201 Stn

Avenue) is taller than both DRR's house and our proposed house. Please see the
rendering attached at Exhibit D, which depicts our proposed house in the context of the
surrounding houses.

The neighbors to the rear of the Property, Mark and Marcia Elias, have objected to the
height of our house. However, their house sits at a significantly higher• elevation than the
Property; in fact, the foundation of their house is above the roof of our proposed house.
They expressed concern that our proposed house would cast a shadow on their rear yard,
which slopes down from their house towards the Property. In order to evaluate and
address the Elias's concerns, we hired a consultant to perform a shadow study (see
attached Exhibit E) that clearly demonstrated that there would be no such impact; in fact,
their own fence casts snore of a shadow on their lot than oui• proposed house.
Nevertheless, we then lowered our house an additional two feet (making our total height
reduction three feet). Please see photograph attached at Exhibit F, showing how much
higher the Eliases' house sits above our proposed house.

2. We have made significant efforts to minimize impacts on light and
privacy of our neighbors.

Ensuring adequate light and privacy is a purpose of the Planning Code (Section 101) that
is accomplished through Code t~equirements such as height limits, setbacks and rear yard.
In the RH-1(D) district in particular, the required side yards of five feet (5') significantly
help to preserve light and privacy (Planning Code Sec. 133). As mentioned previously,
the proposed house meets all of these Code requirements. The RDG do not require
prevention of typical and usual light impacts. The RDG states that is understood that
with any building expansion, some loss of light and privacy to existing neighboring
buildings can be expected. RDG, p. 16-17. This is even more true when it is a new
building being constructed on an empty lot.

The Planning Department clea~•ly advised DRR that the Residential Design Team has
considered her• concerns on light and privacy and that the side setbacks have properly
addressed any issue of privacy to DRR's Property. (Exhibit G).
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The DRR's house has no windows or doors on the side of the house facing the Property,
which is the usual cause of loss of light and privacy. (See Exhibit F). Nonetheless, we
have made many efforts to further minimize impacts on DRR's house:

a. We propose to plant significant landscaping to create a screen between the
two houses;

b. We have designed window placement with an eye to breaking the line of
sight between the two houses;

c. We proposed to frost-glaze the windows facing DRR's house. Moreover,
when DRR expressed concern that future owners might not adhere to this,
we offered to record a Notice of ,Special Restrictions against the title to the
property that would prevent any future owner of the house from
eliminating such glazing. DRR ignored this offer.

d. We offered to move a few feet of the rear left coiner of our house towat~d
the street. DRR rejected our offer, citing her belief that that we would
make that space into a deck. We reassured DRR that we would not do
this, but she nonetheless rejected our offer again.

We would also like to note that DRR bought a house next to a vacant lot in a
neighborhood where vacant lots routinely receive an exorbitant number of offers. The
Planning Code makes very clear the size of what can be built on the lot, and the house we
are proposing is far smallez- than what is legally allowed. If DRR wished for it to remain
an empty lot, DRR could have purchased the lot or petitioned the City with other
neighbors to purchase the property through City provided open space funds.

The size of our house is consistent with the scale of houses in the
neighborhood.

DRR incorrectly stated the size of our proposed house as 4,945 square feet in her DR
request. Our• proposed house is actually 4,345 square feet. There are numerous houses
throughout Forest Hill and in the immediate vicinity that ai-e as large as or' larger than
this. Please see attached Exhibit H, which is a partial list of houses in the immediate
vicinity with comparable square footage. In fact, the Neighborhood Guidelines require a
minimum square footage for a house of 1,500 square feet, yet provide no maximum to the
permitted square footage.

The measure of compatibility of scale should not be taken by just looking at one adjacent
property but more broadly in context with surrounding properties. When one does this,
one finds that DRR's home is itself out of scale and character with the neighborhood.
The houses on either side of the DRR are taller than it. DRR's home is unusual in
covering less than half of the depth of the lot; and it was placed at the very fi~ont of the lot
at the minimum 15 foot setback with very little articulation or front detail.

4

12992252.3



Furthermore, we have followed many recommendations of the RDG to make our
proposed house feel smaller. Under the RDG:

"A building that is larger than its neighbors can still be in scale and be compatible with
the smaller buildings in the area. It can often be made to look smaller by facade
articulations and through setbacks to upper floors." RDG Section IV. This is exactly
what has been done in the design of our proposed house, as follows by creating:

a. well-defined building entrances;

b. many recesses in the facade;

c. many projections from the facade; and

d. front stets with articulation.

Another way we have reduced the scale of the house was to build into the hillside,
putting approximately 35% of the volume of interior space below grade. The livable
square footage below grade is made into habitable space instead of the situation in many
older homes, in which most underground space is used only for garage and storage
purposes.z

To illustrate our point, consider the following: members of our fainil~y own the house
which is just north of and adjacent to the Property, known as 2].77 9" Avenue. Again,
when remodeling this house, we tried to capture as much new habitable space within the
existing envelope of the building. We were able to add 1,600 square feet without
expanding the footprint at all. From outside, the house appears just as it always did.

4. The front setback is consistent with Planning Code and I+ orest Hill's
Neighborhood Guidelines.

The Planning Code requires a legislative front setback of 15 feet in this RH-1(D) District.
This is the minimum setback required (not a precise number). In averaging of adjacent
homes, the setback is also 15 feet. The Plannin~Departlnent and Residential Design
Team have approved the project as meeting the front setback requirements. This setback
is the same under the Neighborhood Guidelines and the Forest Hill Association has
confirmed that it meets this requirement.

~ Contemporary architects now capture at the outset of Che design process space Chat in the past would have
existed but would not have been finished out to livable standards. Many homeowners in Forest Hill now
recognize this and are finishi»g out existing space in their houses, thereby increasing their livable square
footage without expanding the fooCprint. For exam}~le, tl~e Barad/Riclztel family, who live kitCy-corner to
our lot, are adding space ro their home within the existing footprint We have simply included such space
from the outset.

5
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DRR agrees that the setback should be 15 feet but DRR incorrectly calculates the setback
due to her misunderstanding of the facade articulation, the stepped back front facade and
the manner in which front setback is calculated: This articulation was in part added by
the architect to address the DRR's concerns of light, privacy, and view down 9th Avenue.

5. Rear yard death is consistent with Code, Neighborhood Guidelines and
Neighborhood Pattern.

The project meets the 25%rear azy -d required by the Code and Neighborhood Guidelines.
DRR would like to require the rear yard to be the average of adjacent properties but the
RH-1(D) distt~ict does not provide for using rear setback averaging to increase the size of
an open rear yard. Averaging is a method used by the Code in other districts to reduce
the rear yard required under the Code, but not to increase it. Planning Code Section
134(c).

In fact, it is DRR's rear yard that is not consistent with the neighborhood. DRR's house is
very shallow. DRR purchased her home in 2008. She could add to the rear of her house
at any time, and if she does not do so, a future owner may choose to do so.

Though DRR's own small house is unusual for the neighborhood, DRR apparently wants
that to become a new standard for the neighborhood, starting with our proposed house. If
creating that kind of precedent is desired by the neighborhood, then it should be done by
elected officials through appropriate due process such as hearings open to the public.

The way to solve the lack of family-sized homes in San Francisco is not to try to recreate
the homes of the past. Nor is the solution to repeat the outdated design of DRR's house
that is out of character with the neighborhood by, among other things, significantly
underutilizing the depth of the lot.

Today, families require homes that accommodate home offices, bedrooms for each child
and bedrooms to accommodate aging relatives or children whose careers have a slow
start. Neighbors should be encouraged to build to the area permitted on their lot and
should not be constricted because one neighbor (so fai•) chose not to do so. In fact, DRR
or a future owner of DRR's Property could decide to build back much further on the lot
given so little of the allowed rear yard was used. Restricting the depth of the proposed
house's built out rear yard may not only permanently affect this particular lot, but it
might become justification for a new DRR to force additional lots to remain underbuilt.

6. The rear yard is consistent with mid-block open space of the area.

Though there is no Code requirement or mention of mid-block open space in the
Neighborhood Guidelines, the proposed house respects the neighborhood pattern of
open space. DRR has not presented a drawing that the immediate area even has a
consistent mid -block open space that we typically see on blocks which are on more
level ground.
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Planning has found no issue of mid-block open space intrusion and no excess
construction into it (Exhibit I). There are several homes on the same block that extend
back well into what DRR defines as the mid-block open space. In fact, the planned rear
yard is consistent with the line of properties extending to the end of this block in that
direction. The rear yard is also consistent with that at the opposite end of this portion of
9th Avenue where the open space curves nearly ninety (90) degrees (Exhibit J).

Much of the mid-block open space (including the area between the neighbors to the rear
and the subject property) is unusable due to the steep slope. For this reason, a reduction
in depth of our proposed house would not provide any usable open space to be enjoyed
by DRR or anyone else.

7. Our proposed house is supported by over 100 Forest Hill residents and
has been deemed by the Association to comply with its Neighborhood
Guidelines.

Please see the attached Exhibit B, which is a letter of support signed by over 100
residents of Forest Hill; 30 of the signatory supporters live on 9t'' Avenue, where the
house is located, and many more live on Mendosa, which backs onto 9th Avenue. Also
attached please find the minutes from the September 8, 2014 meeting of the Forest Hill
Homeowners Association (Exhibit A-1), where many neighbors spoke in support of our
house and at which the Association Board deemed our house to comply with the Forest
Hill Agreement (which contains the Architectural Guidelines). Note that following this
meeting;, we continued to make significant concessions to the neighbors who still had
concerns.

Unfortunately, despite extensive efforts to work with neighbors and address their
concerns, we were not able to please everyone. However, every process needs finality
and the fact that a minority of members at the Association feel differently from the
majority should not be given equal weight. A minority of members should not be
encouraged to rewrite (in an ad hoc way) the Neighborhood Guidelines when an
occasional example of how they ai•e used does not please them. The Commission should
follow the Neighborhood Guidelines as the Board of the Association did in its finding of
compliance on September 8, 201.4 (Exhibit A-2) if the Commission is to respect
neighborhood regulations at all.

After all, we took the risk of building in a location subject to not just the usual City rules,
but also the snore stringent Neighborhood Guidelines, and we followed them even though
at tunes those regulations and that sepat~ate approval process took a great deal snore time
and effort. As a result, we should be entitled to rely on these rules and the Forest Hill
Association plan review process. If City Code, RDG and Neighborhood Guidelines are
to be a mere starting point for a negotiation, the public should be told that in advance.
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As mentioned above, we have made significant efforts to design a house that respects our
neighbors and the neighborhood. We respectfully request that the Planning Commission
reject the request for Discretionary Review.

Sincerely%~' -- _..___.._

~ ~_
Elisabeth and Tren~M~~

Enclosures

Cc: Agnes Hong, DR requester
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EXHIBIT A
CnREST HILL ASSOCIATION

381 Ma6ellan Ave.
San I~rt~ncisco, Ca 9411G

(415) 6G4-0542
officenu.foresthi I1-sforQ

September 18, 2014

Ta: Delvin Washington, SW District Deader
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco CA 94103-2454

Re: 21819~~~ Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94116

The Forest Hill Board of Directors does not abject Co the latest proposal for this propel•ty by Trent
and Elizabeth Moore, as there are no conflicts with the Forest Hill Agreement.

Iiowevei•, the Forest Hill Board requests Chat it be natiffed and involved in all the approval
processes of the Saa Francisco Planning Department as some of the neighbors have substantial
concerns of Che proposal's locatio~i, size and ~~~~~~~~~~~~~relationship of its architectural character
Co the neighborhood per the SF Residetttial Design Guidelines.

For the Board of Directors,

Mar•lc Watts, ~~~~~~~~~~
sorest Hill Association

Cc: ~~~~~~~~& Marlc Elias, 65 Mendosa Ave.
Diane & ~~~~~~~~~Wara, ~3S Mendosa Ave.
Matthew Richtel & MerediCh C3arad, S5 Mendosa Ave.
Robert EI. &Julie tt. Lustig, 70 Mendosa Ave.
Emily Schwartz, 29 Mendosa Ave.
Stuart &Deborah Uppenheim, 11 Mendosa /1ve.
Agnes &Kai Hong, 2193 9~~~ Ave.
Peter Dalhtian, 22019~~~ Ave.
rranlc C. Schimanecic &Suzanne McElwee, 2 Mesa Ave
Carla Newmeyer Cooper, 53 Santa Rita Ave.
Peter &Dorothy Levy, 2176 9~~~ Ave.
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EXHIBIT A-1, CONT.

Warren.brought to the atte~ition of the attendees that'The Board violated its own policy, by gtv[ng
out its members_ information Foi• tiie mends of the ~~~~~~~~Hill mailing.
Mr Krauss stated thaC the Bo~u•d had agreed that na cammuntcation f~~om ~I~H would go aul to our
owners unless the language of same was expressly approved by the Board. ~[e reminded the E3oard
tl~at this proced~u~e had ah•eady beau approved by the Board at the previous meetb~g and must be
followed in the fttture.
Warren Krauss further reminded tl~e Bd that it's reasotiitig ~nct votes must be exposed to the
owners to reduce the possibility of corruption Wtth rare exception, there should be no more secret
or so called "email votes", with all of their attendant dangers. The Board's business, [except for
Claims and same personnel matters) must be conducted before the owners, Diane Wara stated her
agreement to this policy.

Mr Krauss then stated that the sutnmarles presented by Treasurer EB must be sent out Co the
members with a cover letter explaining the rights, timing, and obligations oFthe members re a
potent(al assessment increase. Mr lCrauss asked ~B to quickly draft such cover letter for review by
the Board. Tom Coolce indicated that such Important letter must be reviewed by Nie Legal &
Governance chair foi• legal sttfl3ciency No Director voiced opposition to this procedure,

Dena Ashlania-Williams objected to the language and character(zation inwhich Warren conveyed
the discuss[on,

cNvfttes (resented by Tan Co re
Tom Gooke discussed the great success oFthe aitendaiice of the I~HA Picnic on August 31.s~ where
almost 300 people attend. Lizard Lady and Ice Cream Tz•uck was a huge success and a great ntunber
of new and young families cause out. Harold Wright did bring up concern on spending $800+ ou the
ice cream truck.

~t~bhouse and Architectural Review otzunittee (~,~:
• Trent Moore discussed his ongoing attempt and intent to work w(th the neighbors of the

FHA. He Drought a document that had 102 signatures ~~~~~~~FHA members stating they
support the second revised plans to develop 21819~h Ave. He noted that 8 of the original 19
FHA residents who oi•igtnally objected to the Sz•st revised plans, were now in favor of the
second revised plans, leaving 11 residents from 6 diffe~•ent addresses.

• The MooE•e's a~~chttect was also at the meeting to support the project and to confirm that
they have listened to tl~e concerts of the FHA residents and have lowered the parapets as
well as the overall height, The overall height is 30'-0" (2'-0")lower than the last revision,
Liz Moore stated she is working with the next door neighbors, The Hongs, to address
p~•ivacy issues regarding tite windows overlooking the neighbors backyard/bedroom
window.
Neighbors not in favor of the revised plan stated the new design still is too large, too tall for
the lot, scale and bulk is too large as well as too modern pattern breaker),
The Board made a motion to send a lette~~ to Delvin Washington, SW D1stl~ict Leader
San Francisco Planning Department. 6 in favor 1 objectio~i. (Letter attached as
reference).
Liz Moore asked that in the interest of fairness to state how many were in favor along with
the comment of liow many neighbors were not in favor.



EXHIBIT A-1, CONT.

• }3oard discussed that they were "not appi•ovSng" the plans but rather "not objecting" to
them, Dtscusslon was also Held regat•ding not having a caveat that several neighbors
approved/object to the project As part of the Board vote to send a letter• to Delvin
Washington (61n favor, l objection) the Soard agreed to Include In the letter the caveat that
several neighbors objected to the project as currently designed.

Clubhouse Kew Reutal Policv:
• Janette Naiar discussed 4 new rental rates for tlae Clubhouse.
• The reduced rental rates are only available 30 days In Advance of the date of renting and only

for events 4 hours in length or shorter.
• The rental rates areas follows: Member (Monday-Thursday} : $500

Member (Friday-Sunday): $70d
Non-Member (Monday-Thursday): $1000
Non-member (~riday-Sunday}: $1200

• Additional verWiage added to the contracts will be: The renter may not enter the Clubhouse
prior to their start time and must depart promptly. if the rental time is exceeded, the renter will
be charged $200/hour.

• If renters request deUvery or pick up by a vendor outside of rental hours, the clubhouse
manager may use her discretion and when possible will provide access to the clubhouse to
accommodate the vendors schedule for an additional fee of $50/hour (not prorated).

• Renter shall pay the entire Rental Fee plus the security deposit before securing the reservation,
• Member Renters are not allowed to sponsor an event for a Third Party at the reduced rate.

Colnmunic~ious~Newsletter: No Report

infrastructure: (No Report)

'frees at~d Landscape: (No Report)

West of'Pwin Peaks CC: (No Report)

Garden Club; (No Report)

Mark Watts moved to delay discussion of the following agenda items:

1. Packet Upera bates for 2015
2, r~~lends of Forest Hill Procedures
3, Noise Sign
4, Board Book

rHA ~~~~~~~asked that the A~•ticles of Incorporation and Bylaws of the I~rlends of Forest Hill be seat
to the FHA Board,

There being no Ctu~ther bashless, the ~~~~~~~~~was adjoiu•ned at 9:lOpm
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EXHIBIT A-2
FOREST HILL ASSOCIATION

381 Magellan Ave.
San Francisco, Ca 94116

(415) 664-0542
office(a~foresth ill-sf.ora

June 8, 2015

To: Delvin Washington, Southwest Planning Manager
Nancy Tran, Planner

Re: 2181 Ninth Avenue, San Francisco: Building Permit Application #2015.03.19.1328

Dear Mr. Washington,

This memo concerns the pending building construction permit for 2181 Ninth Avenue, 94116. For the
better part of a year, the immediate neighbors to the proposed building site, as well as the neighborhood
association have attempted to work with the owners and Forum Design Architect to adjust the scope of the
project to complement the character of the existing neighborhood. While we consider our requests to be
minor adjustments to the plan, our attempts have not met with success. And while the owners have
stated that the Forest Hill Association has approved the plans, this is not the case at all.

For these reasons we appeal to the Planning Department to consider the nature of the existing
neighborhood before granting approval to start construction on 2191 Ninth Avenue.

In short, the consistent concerns with the project as designed have to do with the single-family
neighborhood of Forest Hill. The 2191 Ninth Avenue proposal is a building out of scale with the other
homes in the neighborhood: It is taller than neighboring homes, having a parapet that is 8' higher than the
house on one side and 3' higher than the highest ridge of the roof of the home on the other. Further, the
project's does not reflect the San Francisco Planning's Residential Design Guidelines for compatibility with
the character and feel of the neighborhood. Rather than fitting into the eclectic block, the structure as
designed opposes the character of the neighborhood.

Due to the above stated concerns the Forest Hill Board of Directors would be glad to support new
construction at 2191 Ninth Avenue in its neighborhood when it complies with the SF Planning and Building
Codes, the Residential Design Guidelines and the noted construction criteria. We remain open to working
with the architect and owners of the project, and hope that the San Francisco Planning Commission will
request the owners to reopen conversations on constructing a home more compatible to our
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Mark Watts, President Forest Hill Association

cc: Mr. &Mrs. Trent Moore
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EXHIBIT B, CONT.
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EXHIBIT C

2181 9t" Avenue, San Francisco
Summary of Neighborhood Outreach

1. We conduct aPre-Application Meeting

On February 26, 2014, we held aPre-Application meeting at our home. Nine
neighbors attended the meeting, including the President of the FHA (Mark
Watts) and another Board member (Paul Cooper), both of whom are also
members of the FHA Architectural Review Committee. Our architect
presented our plans, which conformed to the San Francisco Residential
Design Guidelines and the Forest Hill Architectural Guidelines. In this first
iteration, our proposed project was thirty-three feet high, which is seven feet
less than the forty feet allowed by both the City and the FHA.

There were a number of concerns raised at the meeting, which are discussed in
further detail below (see Item 5).

2. We meet with the Forest Hill Association Architectural Review
Committee on three separate occasions

As a follow-up to the meeting with our neighbors, on March 12, 2014, we
formally met with the full FHA Architectural Review Committee, consisting
of Marks Watts, Paul Cooper, and Paul Bessieres. We reviewed Original
Design of the plans with them. They reiterated many of the neighbors'
concerns, and we discussed ways of revising the plans to alleviate those
concerns.

Following this meeting, our architect 'sat down with Paul Bessieres (who is
also an architect) at his office to further discuss revising the plans.

Following this meeting we again met with the Architectural Review
Committee to address remaining concerns about the project's height as
compared to other homes in the neighborhood. At this meeting, we presented
the Committee with a report consisting of photos of thirteen houses within the
immediate vicinity of ourproject that have height/bulk/layouts similar to or
larger than ours.

3. We submit revised plans to the Architectural Review Committee

Having noted the neighbors' and the committee's requested changes, we went
back to the drawing board and made significant changes to our plans. Our
revised plans included changes in response to every single concern raised by

12442411.1



EXHIBIT C, CONT.

the neighbors and the ARC, including reducing the height by one foot so that
we were eight feet below the allowable height. See item 5 below for a detailed
discussion of all of the changes.

4. Architectural Review Committee confirms compliance of Revision #1
with the FHA Agreement.

Mark Watts, President of the FHA and a member of the ARC, advised us
verbally that the ARC would advise the FHA board that our project was in
compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines of the FHA.

5. We hold a second meeting with neighbors to present Revision #1

Having received approval from the ARC, we then again met with our
neighbors, on May 21, 2014. Following is a summary of the neighbors'
concerns as voiced at our first meeting, and the resultant changes between
the Original Design and and Revision #1:

a. Marcia and Mark Elias (the house behind ours) expressed concern that the
Project would block views from the rear of their house.

We showed them the survey and the architectural section, which
depict the sight line from their house over ours. Our roof at that time
was nine feet below their lowest deck, and therefore had no impact on
their view. Nonetheless, since they insisted on reducing the height, we
(as seen in Revision #1) reduced the height by an additional one foot,
putting us eight feet below the allowable height and ten feet below the
Eliases' deck.

b. Agnes and Kai Hong (the neighbors to the left of us) expressed concerns
about their light and privacy, based on the fact that one of our windows
would overlook their yard.

We committed to frosting the window on their side of the house, and
to working with them to develop a landscape plan between our two
houses that would add additional privacy.

c. Concerns voiced by other neighbors included massing, the design of the
facade, a request for additional landscaping, placement of the windows,
and concerns about the parapet at the top of the house. We made the
following changes:

i. Changes to the internal stairwell resulting in reduced
mass on the facade;

ii. Repositioned the windows as requested;

12442411.1



EXHIBIT C, CONT.

iii. Reduced the parapet;
iv. Added significant landscaping

d. After we presented these changes, most of the neighbors voiced their
approval and appreciation. The Eliases still insisted that they would be
impacted by the height and requested further height reductions. Since we
had shown them architectural documents that clearly illustrated that our
house would not impact them, we declined to further reduce the height at
that time.

6. We receive a letter from the FHA indicating a petition is being circulated
against our project by the Eliases

On July 14, 2014 we received a letter from the FHA indicating that some
neighbors still had concerns. Attached to their letter was a copy of a petition
that the Eliases had circulated to neighbors in an effort to drum up opposition
to our project.

The letter that the Eliases circulated to the neighbors and later submitted to the
FHA contained many untruths about our project and many
mischaracterizations about our interaction with the nei hg bors (see item 8
below for further details). Among these was a claim that our house would cast
a shadow on their rear yard.

7. Shadow study confirms that the Eliases' own rear fence casts more light
on their yard than our house would.

8. We send a response to the FHA and the Eliases, enclosing the results of
the shadow study and again revising our plans to accommodate the
neighbors (REVISION #2).

On July 31, 2014, we sent a detailed response to the FHA in which we
addressed each and every concern raised by the Eliases. Following is a brief
summary of its contents:

a. We attached the shadow study confirming no impact on the Eliases' yard;

b. We explained the untruth/lack of substantiation of each of the Eliases'
claims;

c. Despite the shadow study confirming no impact, we again changed our
plans, reducing the house by an additional two feet, thereby making our

12442411.1



EXHIBIT C, CONT.

TOTAL HEIGHT REDUCTION THREE FEET, and rendering our
house TEN FEET BELOW THE ALLOWABLE HEIGHT.

9. We collect signatures from 100 people in support of our project.

a. We presented Revision#2 to many neighbors. We collected 100
SIGNATURES from neighbors in support of our project. 30 of these
neighbors live on 9th Avenue.

10. We appear at the FHA Association meeting, and the Board votes to
confirm the decision of the Architectural Review Committee that the
house is in compliance with the FHA Agreement.

On September 8, Revision #2 was presented at the monthly meeting of the
Forest Hill Association. Following is a breakdown of what happened at that
meeting.

a. The Eliases expressed their continuing concern about the height, despite
the shadow study and the additional height reductions.

b. The Hongs stated that they were concerned that future owners of the house
would un-frost the window that we had promised to frost to protect their
privacy. We offered to file a Notice of Special Restrictions against the
house that would prohibit future owners from changing the frosted
window.

We presented the Board with our petition signed by l 00 neighbors who
supported the project.

d. Many neighbors spoke in support of the project.

e. The Board voted to confirm the decision of the Architectural Review
Committee but to note in the letter that some neighbors still had concerns.

11. Despite the Board's approval, we attempt to further alleviate the Hongs'
concerns.

a. We met with Kai Hong and offered to move the rear left corner of our
house forward, thereby losing a front deck. Kai declined to accept our
offer.

12442411.1



EXHIBIT C, CONT.

b. We followed up with a letter reiterating our offer. We received no
response to our letter. We again followed up, via email, but received no
response.

12. We submitted our building permit application.

12442411.1
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EXHIBIT D

j, EXISTING 2201 9TH AVENUE ~ EXISTING 2193 9TH AVENUE j, PROPOSED 2181 9TH AVENUE j EXISTING 2177 9TH AVENUE- _ __

STREET ELEVATION ~~~~~~1
A R C H I T E C T S

Copyrlghl n 2018 FORUM DESIGN LTD.
This drewing and wdNen metetlal rnnsflWte the original Work of ~hls Archftecl and may not he usad, duplicated or dlsdosed without iha ArrhllocPs wriltan

 consent.
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EXHIBIT F

Note how far up the hill the Elias's home sits to the rear of the Property. Also note blank wall of DRR's house facing Property.
Source: Google Earth
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EXHIBIT G

----------Forwarded message ---------- From: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Date: Wed, Jun 17, 2015 at 11:49
AM Subject: RE: 2181 9th Avenue To: Agnes Leung Hong
<agnesleun~~~glllail.com>

Ms. Hong,

RDT's guidelines support Planning Code §101 with respect to providing
adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of access to property. t
did bring up your concern regarding privacy with RDT but it believed
that the proposal provides adequate privacy through its 5 foot side
yard setback and additional deck setback (~5 feet). At this point,
suggest contacting the project sponsor/architect to address your
concern as the proposal has been reviewed internally and deemed to
meet the RUT guidelines and Planning Code. As mentioned in a
previous email, you may submit a Discretionary Review (DR)
application with the appropriate fee by the deadline stated in the
§311 notice if you feel your concern has not been addressed. Please
be aware that notification will not be sent out until environmental
review has been completed. Should you have more questions
regarding the UR process, you may call or visit the Planning
Information Center at 415.558.6377; 1660 Mission Street.
More information can be found at: http://www.sf=
pl~nning.org/Modules/Shc~wDocumet~t.aspx?clocunientid=~-491 and
htt~://www.sf=
planning.c~i•b/Modules/Shc~wUocument.aspx~~(~OCUlllf',t111C~- S 12
Nancy Tran
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EXHIBIT 1

On Wed, Jun 17, 2015 at 10:29 AM, 'bran, Nancy (CPC} 
<Na~lcy.}~.'1'i•an(~r)stgo_v_.or•g> wrote:
Mr. &Mrs. Hong,

i apologize for the delay in responding. The Residential Design Team
reviewed the project on June 4 before I received your additional notes
on June 8. I did, however, bring up your concerns and RDT had no
issue regarding the structure's depth or location on the lot, stating
that the project conforms with its guidelines and fits in with the
varying neighborhood. I have completed my Plan Check review and
found that the proposal complies with Planning Code. Please be aware
that §311 notification will not be sent out until environmental review
has been completed.

Nancy Tran

r





EXHIBIT J

Another angle showing mid-block open space consistent with planned placement of house
(along line of shed/arbor shown in yard in picture). The star marks the Property.
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