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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE MARCH 26, 2015 
 

Date: March 19, 2015 
Case No.: 2012.0978DRP 
Project Address: 896 DE HARO STREET 
Permit Application: 2012.0424.9018 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 4095/018 
Project Sponsor: Michael Leavitt Architecture 
 Michael Leavitt 
 1327 Mason Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94133 
Staff Contact: Chris Townes – (415) 575-9195 
 Chris.Townes@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Take DR and approve the project as modified by the Project Sponsor. 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposal is to construct a new three-story, 36-foot tall, two-dwelling unit townhome on a 
vacant corner lot. The building has a total area of 8,374 sf and features two private roof decks, as well as, 
front, rear and side decks. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site is a vacant, triangular-shaped, corner lot located at the intersection of De Haro Street and 
Southern Heights Avenue in the Potrero Hill neighborhood.  The lot occupies 3,448 sf and measures 
approximately 53 feet in width and 100 feet in length. The street frontage along Southern Heights Avenue 
is relatively even while the De Haro Street frontage is laterally down sloping going north with a grade 
elevation change of approximately 9 feet.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The project site is located in the Potrero Hill neighborhood within the RH-2 (Residential House, Two-
Family) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The surrounding properties are largely composed of single 
and multi-family residences. The neighborhood architectural character is mixed and buildings are 
typically two to three stories in height. Surrounding properties to the north, east and south are similarly 
zoned RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) while properties to the west are zoned RH-3 (Residential 
House, Three Family).  All surrounding properties in the neighborhood are within the 40-X Height and 
Bulk District.  Topographically, the project site sits atop a hill at the intersection of Southern Heights 
Avenue and De Haro Street. De Haro Street is a laterally sloping street in which neighboring property 
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heights generally step down as the hillside descends to the north and south. The property located 
immediately across De Haro Street to the east is the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House Community 
Center, a designated landmark constructed in 1922 and designed by architect Julia Morgan. This 
community center serves the community with a variety of youth, senior and outreach programs. 
 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

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

311 
Notice 

30 days 
October 9, 2014  – 
November 8, 2014 

November 
24, 2014 

March 26, 2015 122 days 

 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days March 16, 2015 March 16, 2015 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days March 16, 2015 March 13, 2015 13 days 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor (located at 894 De Haro Street- 
immediately adjacent to the north) 

X    

Adjacent neighbor(s) (located at 120 Southern Heights 
Avenue- immediately adjacent to the rear) 

  X 

Other neighbors on the block or directly across the street   X 
Neighborhood groups   X 
 
The Project Sponsor and the DR Requestor have been in contact regarding the possibility of a achieving a 
mutually agreeable design alternative that would mitigate concerns. Despite subsequent negotiations, a 
mutually agreeable design alternative was not reached. 
 
DR REQUESTOR  
Edward Miller, DR Requestor, resides at 111 Southern Heights Avenue. His property is located just 
southwest of the subject property across Southern Heights Avenue.  
 
DR REQUESTOR CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue #1: The proposed development will displace an existing park which is an amenity for the 
neighborhood. 
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Issue #2: The subject property was sold under questionable circumstances. For example, there was no 
public notice of the sale, no open bids and the property was sold for an amount 3-5 times below its 
estimated value at a time when the ownership, the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House, was under 
financial and organizational distress. 
 
Issue #3: Good-faith negotiations including an alternate, more reductive proposal developed by 
neighbors with the aid of an independent architect to mitigate concerns with mass and scale were ignored 
by the Project Sponsor.  
 
Issue #4: The project is too large. It’s mass and scale is not compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 
Requestor’s Alternative: The DR Requestor proposes two alternatives: 

Option #1: Restore the land to park use.  
Option #2: Adopt the reductive design alternative developed by an independent architect to 
address concerns with mass and scale and to improve neighborhood compatibility. 

 
Reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information.   The Discretionary Review 
Application dated December 3, 2014 is an attached document. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE-  
Issue #1 Response:  
 
The property is a privately-owned parcel and is not a dedicated public park.  The Potrero Hill 
Neighborhood House sold it explicitly aware of the future development of the parcel as a residential 
project and the group has stated that it is supportive of such development. 
 
Issue #2 Response:  
 
The property was sold pursuant to an arms-length transaction.   
 
Issue #3 Response:  
 
Project Sponsor and DR Requestor have met in person to discuss the project no less than 5 times.  The 
Project Sponsor has reduced the height of the building by 2 feet and has eliminated all roof penthouses in 
response to DR Requestor’s concerns. The Project Sponsor has been able to achieve a compromise 
agreement with the other DR Requestor, the adjacent neighbor to the north, by incorporating the 
following modifications to the project:  (1) Matching their light well in the east-west direction at all floors, 
with a minimum of 5 foot depth; (2) Squaring off the chamfered wall at the Second Level; (3) Pulling back 
the front deck 3 feet off the shared property line at the upper floor; (4) Matching their rear wall at the First 
and Second Level. This demonstrates the Project Sponsor’s commitment to seeking a project that fulfills 
their goals while being sensitive to neighbors’ concerns. 
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The DR Requestor’s main concern appears to be “sight lines” (i.e., private views).  They have expressly 
indicated such in email correspondence. There is no protection for private views in any City code, 
guideline, or policy.   
 
Issue #4 Response:  
 
The proposed project is roughly 34 feet in height, and steps down with the slope of De Haro Street (and is 
at least 5 feet shorter in height than the DR requestor’s property). Its depth is comparable to that of its 
north adjacent neighbor. It has been reviewed several times by the Residential Design Team and has been 
determined consistent with the existing character of the neighborhood. 
 
Response to DR Requestor’s Alternative:  
 
Option #1:  The Project Sponsor’s goal of providing two new dwelling units would not be achieved by 
leaving the property as open space. 
 
Option #2:  The Project Sponsor has already made significant modifications to the project, including a        
2 foot height reduction in response to the DR Requestor’s concerns regarding his views.  The DR 
Requestor has asked for an additional height reduction of 3 feet, which is not reasonable, considering the 
purpose is to protect his private views.  
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
With regard to the DR Requestor’s concern with the displacement of an existing public park serving as a 
neighborhood amenity, Planning Department staff has confirmed with the San Francisco Recreation and 
Park Department (SFRPD) staff that SFRPD does not own the subject property. In 2013 Stephen Williams, 
the lawyer representing the DR (since withdrawn) filed by Mr. McCullough (Case No. 2012.09782DRP) 
submitted a suggestion form to SFRPD to recommend acquisition of the subject property, however such 
acquisition was not pursued.  On March 18, 2015, SFRPD staff confirmed that there is no plan to pursue 
future acquisition of the subject property.  
 
The DR Requestor concerns pertaining to the legality of the real estate transaction of the subject property 
are not within the purview of the Planning Code; however, the County Assessor records indicate that the 
current ownership of the subject property lies with the Project Sponsor.  
 
With regard to negotiations to develop a plan alternative to mitigate neighbor concerns, the Project 
Sponsor has kept Planning Department staff abreast of such negotiations since DR filing. These 
negotiations successfully resulted in a request to withdraw the DR filed by the immediately adjacent 
neighbor (Mr. McCullough, Case No. 2012.09782DRP) on March 16, 2015.  During the course of the DR 
review process, the Project Sponsor has cited a minimum of 5 meetings with the remaining DR Requestor 
and has provided the DR Requestor with the plan alternative resulting from successful negotiations with 
the other DR Requestor.         
 
With regard to the Project Sponsor’s concerns with the overall project design, mass and scale, please see 
the Residential Design Team Review section of this report for further detail. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303(b). 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
A meeting with the Residential Design Team (RDT) was held on February 11, 2015 to re-evaluate the 
project (as 311 noticed, plans dated March 19, 2012), as well as an alternate, more reductive plan 
proposed by the DR Requestor in relation to the Residential Design Guidelines and in light of the DR 
Requestor concerns.  As a result of this review, the RDT cited that the design issues raised by the DR 
Requestor are neither exceptional nor extraordinary in nature. The RDT reaffirmed its previous stance 
that the proposed building scale at the mid-block complies with the Residential Design Guidelines 
because it projects a minimal amount (3.5 feet) beyond that of the adjacent building to the north and the 
deepest portion of the building is set back 5 feet from the north side property line. The RDT also 
reaffirmed that the proposed building height is appropriate because the building height steps down from 
the corner, transitioning to the lower scale adjacent building along the laterally sloping De Haro Street. 
Lastly, to strengthen architectural compatibility with the Julia Morgan designed landmark located across 
the street, the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House Community Center building, the RDT recommended the 
use of wood or metal railings (as opposed to glass guardrails) to provide a more crafted character that 
would better complement the Craftsman-style landmark.  
 
With regard to the alternate plan proposed by the DR requestor, although reductive in nature, the RDT 
felt the 311-noticed plan version was consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines in a manner that 
does not warrant the alternate version proposed.  
 
However, since the RDT review referenced above, the Project Sponsor has proactively modified the 
project in response to similar design concerns expressed by a separate DR Requestor (Mr. McCullough, 
Case No. 2012.09782DRP).  The alternate plan (plans dated March 6, 2015) now proposed by the Project 
Sponsor resulted in a withdrawal on March 16, 2015 of the DR filed by Mr. McCullough who resides at 
the immediately adjacent property (894 De Haro Street), to the north of the project site. This alternate 
plan, supported by the Planning Department, is Code-compliant and includes the following changes: 
 

1.    Reducing the overall building height by 2 feet; 
2. Matching the light well in the east-west direction at all floors, with a minimum of 5 foot 

depth; 
3.    Squaring off the chamfered wall at the shared side property line light well; 
4.    Pulling back the front private deck 3 feet off shared property line at the upper level; 
5.    Aligning the rear wall depth of the immediately adjacent property, to the north of the subject   
       property, at the First and Second Level; 
6. Use of metal railings at the Second Level to improve compatibility with the Julia Morgan 

designed landmark located across the street, the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House 
Community Center building.  The project maintains clear glass railings at the Third and Roof 
Levels to protect the visual transparency of sightlines through the project from surrounding 
properties.     
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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 
Please describe the basis for the Department’s recommendation. 
 

 The project adds two residential townhome units to a vacant lot within the RH-2 Zoning District. 
 The building’s overall design, mass and scale is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood 

and respects the mid-block open space in a manner that is consistent with the Residential Design 
Guidelines.  

 No extraordinary or exceptional circumstances were determined by the Residential Design Team. 
 Planning Department staff has confirmed with Recreation and Park Department staff that the 

subject property is not a public park; therefore the project does not displace a public park 
neighborhood amenity. Furthermore, there is no plan to acquire the subject property for future 
park use. Despite DR Requestor concerns with the sale of the subject property, the Planning 
Department does not have purview over private real estate transactions.  Furthermore, the 
County Assessor’s Office records confirm the ownership of the subject property lies with the 
Project Sponsor.  

  

RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and approve the project as modified by the Project Sponsor. 

 
Attachments: 
- Block Book Parcel Map  
- Sanborn Map 
- Zoning Map 
- Aerial Photograph  
- Site Photos 
- Section 311 Notice 
- DR Application (with plan alternative submitted by DR Requestor) 
- Response to DR Application dated March 17, 2015 
- Plans:  

- Project Sponsor Modified Plans (dated March 6, 2015) 
- 311 Noticed Plans (dated March 19, 2012) 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined  
Mixed X 
 
Comments:  The neighborhood architectural character is mixed with buildings that are typically two to 
three stories in height. Surrounding properties generally consist of single and multi-family residences 
whose construction dates span the past century with clusters built in the early 1900’s- 1920’s, late 1970’s 
and within the past decade.   
 
SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Topography (page 11)    
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X   
Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 
the placement of surrounding buildings? 

X   

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)     
Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X   
In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape? 

  X 

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?   X 
Side Spacing (page 15)    
Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?   X 
Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)    
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X   
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X   
Views (page 18)    
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?   X 
Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)    
Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? X   
Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 
spaces? 

X   

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?   X 
 
Comments: The placement of the building on its site responds to the topography, its position on the 
block, and to the placement of the surrounding buildings.  The project respects the topography of the 
surrounding area by stepping the building height down along the laterally sloping street frontage (along 
De Haro Street) to better transition to the immediately adjacent building to the north.  At the rear yard, 
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the project articulates the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties by 
only projecting a minimal amount beyond the building footprint of the adjacent property to the north and 
providing a 5 foot side setback of the deepest portion from the shared side property line. The project 
successfully addresses its corner location by designing both street facades with fenestration articulated 
and finished as “front” facades. In addition, the design incorporates projecting facade elements and 
special building features such as a vertical corner element, angled planes and numerous decks and 
balconies to embrace the public realm with a greater visual emphasis.    
 
BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Scale (pages 23  - 27)    

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the street? 

X   

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block open space? 

X   

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)    
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?  X   
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   
 
Comments: The proposed building scale is compatible with the height and depth of surrounding 
buildings.  Although this property is within a 40-X Height and Bulk District, the proposed building 
height is only 34 feet at the highest roof level and the building height steps down along the laterally 
sloping De Haro Street to strengthen compatibility with the surrounding properties. A partial third-story 
setback provides a transitional height to the adjacent two-story building and maintains the scale of the 
buildings at the street level. 
 
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)    
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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 

 
Comments:   The building entrances successfully enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building through the use of broad porch widths 
along each street frontage that feature direct stair access from the sidewalk. To further enhance the public 
realm, the garage door width and associated curb cut has been minimized. The roof decks have been 
sensitively designed to provide roof access without the use of stair penthouses that project above the roof 
line. The project uses clear glass railings at the Third and Roof Levels to protect the visual transparency of 
sightlines through the project from surrounding properties.      
 
BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)    
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 
and the surrounding area? 

X   

Windows (pages 44 - 46)    
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood? 

X   

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 
the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

X   

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)    
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

X   
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Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X   
 
Comments: In order to contribute to the architectural character of the neighborhood, the proportion 
and size of the proposed windows relate to that of existing buildings in the neighborhood. The project 
incorporates quality materials and finishes that relate to the surrounding neighborhood, including 
smooth stucco, horizontal wood siding, aluminum-framed windows with clear glazing, metal and glass 
railings. 
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103  

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (AMENDED)   

(SECTION 311) 
 

On 4/24/2012, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2012.0424.9018 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: 896 De Haro Street Applicant: Michael Leavitt Architecture 

 Cross Street(s): De Haro St./Southern Heights Ave. 
 
Address: 

Attn: Michael Leavitt 

1327 Mason Street  

Block/Lot No.: 4095/018 
                                          
City, State: 

 

San Francisco, CA 94133 

Zoning District(s): RH-2/40-X  Telephone: (415) 674-9100 

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 th e 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 X  New Construction   Alteration 

  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 

  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 

P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  

Building Use Vacant lot Multi-family residential;   

(2) townhome dwelling units 

Front Setback NA 3” 

Side Setback NA Abuts 

Building Depth   NA 66’-9”   

Rear Yard Setback NA 33’-0” 

Building Height NA 35’-10” 

Number of Stories NA 4 levels (3-story with basement) 

Number of Dwelling Units NA 2 

Number of Parking Spaces NA 2  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION   

The project proposes the construction of a new four-level (3-story with basement), two-unit residential townhome building with two 
off-street parking spaces on a currently vacant corner lot (project plans available upon request for further detail).     

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 

Planner:  Chris Townes 

Telephone: (415) 575-9195       Notice Date:   

E-mail:  Chris.Townes@sfgov.org      Expiration Date:   

mailto:Chris.Townes@sfgov.org


 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have questions about 

the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss the plans with your 

neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have general questions about the 

Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-

6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday.  If you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should contact the 

planner listed on the front of this notice.  

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the project, there are 

several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you. 

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communityboards.org for a 

facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on 

many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems without success, 

please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist, you have 

the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers are 

reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan 

and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This 

procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, 

you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary 

Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at 

www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm 

Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a 

Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes 

multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, 

with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   

Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will approve the 

application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 

calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted 

in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of 

Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of this process, 

the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further environmental review, an 

exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An 

appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar 

days after the project approval action identified on the determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption 

determination are available from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the 

project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other 

City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/


APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 

(415 )821-2006 

(415 ) 674-9100 

Leavitt Architecture/Keegan Construction 

ADDRCS’ L3 I COD 

1326 Mason 	 94133 

2. Location and Classification 

STADDRE j 	 ..-. 
896 deHaro Street 	 94107 
CROSSSTAEE4j$ 	 , .... 

Southenn Heights Avenue 

ESSORS BLOCLOT ...4 	6i 	’%.1FWWWdW ZONING Ol4ICT:fIll H 1 JjEIGI1T1BULX DISTRIO 	 Ej 
4095 	/018 	 RH-2/40X 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use LI Change of Hours LI New Construction EZ Alterations [I] Demolition LI Other [II 

Additions to Building: 	Rear I.... 	Front F .... I 	Height Li 	Side Yard 
Public Park 

Present or Previous Use: 

Proposed Use: 
2 Residences 

Building Permit Application No. 
2012.0424.9018 	

Date Filed: 04/24/2012 

RECE WEE) 

NOV 2 4 20iL 

CITY & COUNTY OF S,F 
PLANNIt(, DEP/ITMEN 
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4, Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? El 12 

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. 

See attached document. 
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p 9  on for Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

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

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

See attached document. 

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

See attached document. 

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

See attached document. 



Applicant’s Affidavit 

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

Signature: 	 ;..:e�( 	 Date: 	el 

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

Edward F. Miller (Owner)  
Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT O08O72012 



Application for Discretionary Review 

Discrtionary Review Application 
Subnlittal Checklist 

Applicatiofis 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 

ROt.REO MATERIALS (pleMA theck correct C 

\pp Iication, with all blanks completed 

labels (original), if applicable 

labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

:)y of this completed application 

tphs that illustrate your concerns 

Lflt or Deed Restrictions 

Ch elk payable to Planning Dept. 

Le r

e 

 of authorization for agent 

Othr: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Spe4ifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 
D Requicd Material. 
ill Opon Material. 
0 Two se of original labels and one copy at addresses of ac1acent property owners and owners of property across street 

Oft APPUCA11ON 

U 

For Depanr ent Use Only 

Applica ion r eived b 	anning epartment: 

By: 	 Date;  

ii 



Southern Heights Community Park 
896 deHaro Street 

DETAILED ARGUMENT 

:, if approved and constructed, would permanently alter the character of the neighborhood, and 
quality of life on Potrero Hill. In addition, the City would lose a parcel that has historically been a 

Commission should assist in returning the land to its original use or, if that is impossible, to assist 
opers scale the structure down so that it will be in scale with the neighborhood in terms of bulk and 

Here are the detailed arguments pertaining to this proposed project. 

From 1944 And Earlier 

Summary 

The proposed p 
negatively affec 
park. 

We believe that 
in having the dE 
mass. 

Detailed Argui 

1. Park Us  

This parcl has never been developed It was owned by the predecessor organization to the what is now the 
Potrero Hi!l  Neighborhood House, having been gifted to the them in 1944. 

[Exhibit 01] 

The parcel shows on city maps as a park. 
[Exhibit 02] 

That the lnd was viewed as a park is attested by the creation, from an SF Arts Commission park beautification 
grant, of the "Enola Maxwell Bench," which had been located in the park. [Exhibit 03] 

A news arlicle from February 2011 refers to the parcel as a park, affirming the community belief that the 
parcel wa parkland. 

-. [Exhibit04] 

2. Land Sal Concluded Under Questionable Circumstances 

It became widely know that Potrero Hill Neighborhood House was in financial and organizational distress in 
2010, as eiidenced by a story in the Potrero View. 
-. [Exhibitl65] 

In an actio$ that did not include public notice or open bids the land was transferred to developers for a 
purchase price of $330K. 
-. [Exhibit P6] 

Estimates i re that the parcel is worth 3-5 times that amount. Questions about the propriety of that 
transactions were raised in the Potrero View issue of DATE. 
-. [Exhibit 7J 
-i [Exhibit 8] 

Neighbors lso questioned the validity of the sale with NABE management. 
[Exhibit 9J 

Note: A/thoigh legal action seeking to question the validity of the sale of this property by Potrero Hill 
Neighbor -hod House has been discussed no action as yet been taken. 



3. Good-fajth Meetings Met Resistance, No Change 

From the time of the original meeting until the present, neighbors met with the developers with the goal of 
reducing the scale of the building. This set of 3-13 renderings provided by the developers makes the scale of 
the proposal evident and formed the centerpiece of the neighbors’ objections. 

[ExhibIt 10] 

Neighbor questioned the project on many levels and provided detailed analysis of the parcel. 
[Exhib t 11] 
[Exhib t 12] 
[Exhibt 13] 

At one pmt the developers promised to build a "story pole" but the resulting construction was a sad 
approxim tion. Two photos compare what was delivered and a atypical" actual story pole installation. 

[Exhib 14] 

Our requests to the developer for an a more complete and fully accurate representation of the proposed plan 
was ignored. What was constructed is deceptive, inaccurate, and misleading. 

4. Planned Building Out of Scale 

Using puLic data, we analyzed the relative size of the proposed building compared with other spaces nearby. 
The prop4sed structure is 2X the volume of others, as shown in the spreadsheet. This document also provides 
a complete explanation of how this analysis was done. 

[Exhib* 15] 

5. Alternative Plan Created 

We engaed an architect to create a plan that would meet the dual criteria of being acceptable to the 
neighbor4 but also would provide the opportunity for increased profit (lower costs, higher margins). 

[Exhibit 161 

We preseiited this plan to the developers and got no response. Here are the particulars of the plan and some 
reasonsv4hy it should have been of interest to the developers: 

o ",0o0 ft2  per unit (vs. > 4,000 1t2). 

o Sirgle level to simplify construction complexity. 
o Beter organized interior space to reduce construction cost. 

o Si,nilar program in terms of number of rooms and general layout. 

� Retains view decks and outdoor space. 

� Re1uced scale. 
� Likely to be more profitable. 

[Exhibit 17] 

6. What Is I tequested 

We emallEd a summary of these arguments to the Planning Department on 31 October 2014. 
- [Exhibi18] We are asking for one of two alternatives, both of which are with the power of the commission 
to either a prove or request other City agencies to accomplish. 

o Opion 1:. Restore this land to park use. Otherwise, the precedent is set that developers will build 
ev4ry last available square inch of the City. 

o Opion 2: Revise the developer’s plan according to our proposed alternative plan. At the very least, 

thit keeps the project in scale and preserves the overall quality of the neighborhood. 



Inventory of D 

Here are the doduments referenced in the above. 

1.  Grant De d G. Samaduroff & Wife to California Synodical Society, 13 November 1944 (Link) 
2.  Snap of Wty Website showing parcel as a park. (Link) 
3.  Photo of Sophie Maxwell Bench,’ SF Art Commission Park Beautification Grant (2005?) (Link) 
4.  Potrero V iew: NABE Reeling under City Budget Cuts (October 2010) (Link) 

5.  Potrero V ew: Neighborhood House Sells Pocket Park (February 2011) (Link) 
6.  Grant De !d Potrero Hill Neighborhood House to Keegan Trust, 20 December 2010 (Link) 
7.  Potrero V ew: Potrero Hill Neighborhood House Faces Financial Challenge (February 2013) (Link) 
8.  Potrero V ew: Short Cuts (June 2013) (Link) 
9.  Neighbor; Letter, 18 November 2013 (Link) 

10.  3-D Imac es from Original Keegan Plan (Link) 
11.  Commenl s on Proposed Project at 896 deHaro Street (Williams) (14 January 2013) (Link) 
12.  Williams etter to Planning Commission 31 October 2014) (Link) 
13.  Tree Inv( tory (11 September 2013) (Link) 
14.  Story Pol Presentation: Actual, Typical (Link) 

15.  Relative gize Comparison (Link) 

16.  Alternative Plan: Architectural Drawings (Link) 
17.  Alternati Plan: Overview (Link) 

18. Miller lettr to Planning Department, Planner Townes, 31 October 2014 LLLnkJ 

Discretionary Review Packet 
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The Potrero View: Serving  the Potrero Hill, Dogpatch, Mission Bay & SOMA neighborhoods of San Francisco since 1970 	Page 1 of I 

Contact Us Video Gallery Photo Gallery HOME 10  
al  Subscribe to our feed 

Take Our Survey 

Advertise Online 

Community Calendar 

ADVERTISE I $UBSCRIBE  I ARCHIVES  I CLASSIFIEDS  I MERCHANTS DIRECTORY 
This Month’s Stories 

February 2011 Historical Maps Tell Hilts Story 

Neighborhood House Sells Pocket Park Publishers Wee: Cliann 
Times 

By Sasha Leliach 

With little public noN e , late last year the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House (Nabe) sold the De Hero Street corner garden located  Sauthside Neighborhoods 

across the road trot the neighborhood center. The 3.362 square-foot property is zoned for a two (amity building, though for years 
’°° 

its been an empty Although many residents assumed the plot was vacant park space, it was actually privately owned by the Potrero -frI Property Prices 

Nabe. ’We had inter ions to build space for additional program space." said the Nabe’s executive director Edward Hatter. ’But all Surge by 50 Percent 

we could do was pal liability insurance on It.’ en hit C-ate and Mostly 

Public records indici ethel on December 28. 2010 the deed to the property was transferred from the Nabe to Thomas G. Keegan, 
crOotten 

Krista Henry Keegar Eugene J. Keegan and Miriam McGuinness. The Nabe sold the De Hero Street and Southern Heights Getting 0 Front of 	echriology 

Avenue lot to make L for a steep decline in City funding over the past two years. ’Signing the papers on the last day was a 
New Solutions Needed to So l ve 

struggle for me in the first place,’ Hatter said. It was either do or die.’ The property sold for roughly $330,000 two months alter it HolniivSs Problem on the 
was placed on the n rtcet, significantly less than other recent lot sales in the neighborhood. The Keegans and MeGuiness have Hf 

proposed to build a t 0-unit house on the property, according to Hailer. 
Hit Residents Can’t Digest 

The sale of the come r garden came as a surprise to residents; the only due of the change was a missing mosaic bench that had 

stood in the lot for eil ht years. Carolina Street resident David Glober understands the short-term reasoning 10 sell the property. 15th Street Likely lobes Center 
but ’the Nabe will co era budget shortfall for one year, but this urban respite will be lost to us forever. Privately-held, publicly- of Growth 
accessible open sp. is a community asset that promotes neighborhood health and well -being. Adults and children need access 

f1IS 	Bay 	 5 - Mission 	5 Pu 	fl 
to the natural world bin City limits.’ 

 

Good Nhtht Tips for Parents to 
Dogpalch Neighbodv  od Association president Janet Carpinelli expressed outrage over the sate. ’The open space is a resource i :ce1-  T-rrouh Daylight Savings 
the whole City," Carp nelli said. "It’s a devastation to the neighborhood 	Carpineffi is concerned about the lack of communication 

between the Nabe rd and the neighborhood, and believes that the sale of the space should have been publicly vetted, Glober rx 	k .r ber 5  95.
- 
 - 2014 

agreed, adding, ’The  labe could have worked dynamically with community members on Potrero Hit, where there is much deep Contributors 

experience working v ith city planning and supervisors in setting up land swaps or other arrangements that have protected open 

areas and provided f r financial hardships." 
On -going Features 

More than a year ag Hatter had casually mentioned to a number of community activists that the Nabs might have to resort to 
 

selling the property, action Carpinelh had vehemently discouraged. She hopes it’s not too late to negotiate with the buyers to - 

Cuts 

keep the area as ope i space. Lottery to the EdutoF 

The mosaic bench w sot included in the sale, and has been placed in front of former supervisor Sophie Maxwell’s house on Library News 

Jerrold Avenue The iome had previously been occupied by the Nabe’s first woman and African-American executive director, Gertfiig Involved 
Enola D. Maxwell. A ommunity artist In 2003 dedicated the concrete-covered-in-mosaic-gtass bench to Enola, who was 

appointed the Nabe’s executive director in 1972. serving in that position until her death in 2003. Community Calendar 

Despite the loss of prfperty, Hatter is focusing on the positive in these tough tunes. ’We stilt have our building, stilt have Our 

childcare facilities. V4 are open. that’s the bottom line for me." Hatter said. 

We 

Serving the Potjero Hill, Dogpatch, Mission Bay, & SOMA neighborhoods since 1970 
At rights rasened. copy4gtrt 2014 The Potrem Vjew 
content on this site may lot  be archived, retransmitted, saved in a databases, used for any commercial pulpase without the express written peoflission of The P01mm View or As Publishers. 
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w.net/news IO481 .html 	 11/21/2014 



Contact Us Video Gallery Photo Gallery HOME 

Subscribe to our toed 
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Advertise Online 

Community Calendar 

ADVERTISE I IJBSCRIBE  I ARCHIVES I CLASSIFIEDS I MERCHANTS DIRECTORY 
This Month’s Stories 

October 2010 F1_ 
Historical Maps Tell Hill’s Story 

NABE Reeling Under City Budget Cuts Publishers View Changing  
Times 

By Michael Condur  
Deep reductions in ty funding and plunging donations have 	 ______ Southsde Neighbortroods 

decimated teen pr and other services that have historically  Evolving Fast 

been offered at the F otrero I-fill NeigtibOrtaoOd House (NABE). The Potrero Hill Property Prices 

cuts will likely trigger a doubling of rates for use of the facility by Surge by 50 Percent 

community groups ai id others. ’We’re reeling, said Edward Hatter. Irish Hill: Gone, and Musty 
who has served as it e NABE’s executive director since 2003. Forgotten 
’We’ve been througt the highs and lows of public funding before... 

but never anything a severe, where entire programs are being  
Getting In Front of Technology 

wiped out,’ New Solutions Needed to Solve 
Photograph by Emily Payne homelessness Problem on the 

Amid massive City a thacksforthe20lo-11 fiscal year, the 	 1 Hill 

Neighborhood Houst has lost nearly $400,000 in Binding from the 	j 	October is p05510 HIt Month. The Potrero Hilt Festival celebrates 
Hri Residents Can’t Digeal 

Department of Huma i Services (OHS) and the Department of 	 I 	its Will anniversary on October 161h. Fellers Ha History Night is 

Children, Youth and beir Families. Wth an operating budget of 	I 	October  23rd. Fanny’s Pet Parade, also celebrating Its 20th 

$874,000 - down fr $12 million last year - the nonprofit has been 	anniversary, Is October 30th. 10th Street Likely to be a Center 

forced to eliminate te m4ocused programming, reduce elementary ot Growth 

school offerings by 2 i percent, lay-off staff and Impose pay cuts. Bay Rises Again 
Compounding the i e is a 75 percent drop in individual donations, down to $10,000 from $40,000 a year ago, the second 

consecutive year dor ations have faded. The NASE also lost its annual $3,000 seed money from the San Francisco Arts 
Good Night Tips for Parents to 
Get Through Daylight Savings 

Commission to assis in organizing the Potrero Hill Festival. The festival, held in October, is one of the NABE’s largest fundraising 
activities Rick Alber 1952 - 2014 

’We’re doing what W have to do to maintain, and we know we’re not alone in that regard; times are tough for a lot of people.’ said Coninbutors 

Hatter. "But lthurts a ofusto see people not getting the services they need. Just asa human being, it starts to get toyou. 

Personally, I don’t sk ap these days. On-going Features 
According to Hatter it e toss of teen-focused programming has caused most of his insomnia. Eliminated were the Youth Moving Short Cuts 

Forward program, wt ch assisted 60 predominantly African-American youth with substance abuse and anger management issues, 

and the Save Our coils program,a truancy and drop-out prevention effort that was to begin operating at International Studies 
Letters 10 the Editor 

Academy and Downtfwn High School this year. Both programs were funded by OHS. Library News 

iNe didn’t realty havij a choice (in cutting those programs)," said Skip Charbonneau, who has been active with the Neighborhood 	Getting Involved 

House since 1970, at  president of the organization’s board of directors for the past two years. "Men the funds for a particular 	Crsnrrnunity Catendar 
program go away, thi4 program goes away. Ttnats sod of the position we put ourselves In by relying too much on City contracts and 

not finding more dive silly in our funding. Moving forward, that’s something we will have to do, and that should give the NABE more 

flexibility in terms of 4trich programs to grow and which programs to cut,’ 

The Experiment in Di ersity program was a temporary victim of budget cuts; a $71000 grant - sponsored by the San Francisco 

Board of Supervisors  and distributed through the Department of Children, Youth and Their Families - announced in late-August 
has given it new life. Experimont in Diversity is on after -school life skills program for youth ages 12 to 18 who are either on 	 ,,..... .................... 

probation or considerfd disadvantaged. 	 " ...... 

’The real worry with 4sing these programs is that now you have just that many more teens loose on the streets with fewer positive 	 ’TlTt  scribe  -. 

outlets for their energt,’  said Hatter. ’The community Is always concerned with something violent erupting with teens, and a lack of 	 . . 

ongoing, orchestratelactivities  just kindles the fire- "  

To illustrate the pote4iat impact on the community of teens with Idle time. Hatter said the NABE has been burglarized six times this 
year. ’There’s nothin here to steal. but ifs the destruction that is alarming and that we can’t handle," said Hatter. ’These are the 
types of things young lample do when they have nothing else to do.’ 

According to Hatter loss of teen programming effects some of the NABE’s other work. For example, profits from fundraising 
activities in the youth 1rograms helped finance the senior nutrition program, which provides daily lunch 1028 people throughout the 
week. To make up 

th 
difference. Hatter said the NABE will likely substantially increase its rates for use of the facility beginning in 

January. 

Organizations like thelPotrero  Hill Boosters, Potrero Hill Democratic Club and Rebuild Potrero use the NABE’s theatre for their 
monthly meetings, ct4rentiy. the theatre rents out at $110 per hour. Hatter said he expects the new rate wit be $200 per hour. 

Other organizations, 1 1 ~e Alcoholics Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous, rent moms at the NABE for weekly meetings at  $50 
Par hour rdte. Accerdfse to Hatter that rate win likely double next year. 

it’s definitely not sor4thing we want to do," Hatter said. ’But when the lights go on, the light bill goes up. Given our financial 

situation. we just canrjst afford to subsidize the nonprofits anymore.’ 

The NABE is also cor4idering selling a small lot It owns across the street from the center. ’Ifs the last piece of properly fltie 

Neighborhood Housej1wns,’ Chaibonneat said. ’We were hoping to put that money away for a rainy day, but the rainy day is 
hare. We desoeratelv Ieed the money riaht now,’ 
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Old Republic Tit e Company 

Order No.: 	0 24020162-B 
APN: 	Lc :018; Block 4O9S 

When Recorded 4ail Document and Tax Statements to: 

The Keegan Rev ,  icable Trust 
) PO Box 460730 

San Francisco Assessor-Recorder 
Phil Ting assessor-Recorder 
DOC� 0 10-3108206-00 
fleet 4�OLD REPuBLIC Title Co,apeny 

Tuesday, DEC 28. .2010 O8z0000 
Iti Pd $2258 	Rcpt 
REEL 1(299 IMAGE 0010 

ar lAB/I -3 

Corporation Grant Deed 
The undersigned 
Documentary Tr, 
(X) computed on 

)computed on 
) Unincorporat 

FOR A VALIJABLJ 
Potrero Hill Neigi 
Synodical SOdet’ 
hereby GRANT(S 
Thomas Gerard I 
T. McGuinness, t 
that property in 
See "Exhibit A" a 

irantor(s) declare(s): 
isfer Tax 1sS2,244.00 
liii value of property conveyed, or 
ufi value less of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale. 
d area: 	(X) City of San Francisco 

CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, 
iorhood House, a California non-profit corporation formerly known as and who acquired title as California 
of 	 a corporation 
to 
egan and Krlsta Henry Keegan. Trustees of The Keegan Revocable Trust 2004; and Eugene]. Keegan and Miriam 
eband and wife, as community property with right of survivorship, all as tenants in common 
ty of San Frand, San Franclo County, State of California, described as: 
ached hereto and made a part hereof. Pcopeity: 896 De Haro Street, San Francisco, CA 

Date: 	C 

In Witness 
executed by 

said corporation has caused Its corporate name and seal to be affixed hereto and this instnjmentto be 
uthorbed officers. 

Potrero HuH I 
	

lood House, a California non-profit 
corporation. 	known as California Synodical Society of 
Home Missic 
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5tate Of  

County of 	-_i._ �,.s_ 

On 	A.- 2_C) _L) 	 before me, 	 IN 
Notary Public, rsonaliy appeared 	£&L  
who proved to ne on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within 
instrument and Acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their sigr aWre(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the 
Instrument. 

I certify under Pt NALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hai id and official seal. 

M 	I 	 CIDNEY BRYAN 
11 o 	Comm. #179350]. 

Signature 0 - MOTARY PUBUC - CALIcORMA - 	 SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 
-._ COMM. EXPIRES A11.Zo12 

Name 	 ------- � TtTm I or printed)__ 	 (Area resenied for official notarial seal) 
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ORDER MO. 0224020162-CB 

EXHIBIT A 

The lad referred to is situated In the County of San Francisco, City of San Francisco, State of 
Califotla, and is described as follows: 

Comrrertdng at a point on the Westerly line of Dc Haro Street distant thereon 372.726 feet 
North 	from the Northerly line of 22 Street; running thence Northerly and along said line of 
De Hato  Street 48.274 feet; thence at a right angle Westerly 100 feet; thence at a right angle 
South 	13413 feet to the Northeasterly line of Southern Heights Avenue, thence 
Southasterly along said line of Southern Heights Avenue 101.070 feet; thence Easterly and 
North4asterly on a curve to the left tangent to the preceding course with a radius of 5 feet, 
1o.36q feet to the tangency with the Westerly line of De Haro Street at the point of 
commencement. 

Being part of Potem Nuevo Block No. 159. 

LOT 018; BLOCK 4095 

Page 1 of 1 
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February 201: 

Potrero Hill 
	

House Faces Financial Challenges 
Keith Burbank 

Concerns about the otrero Hill Neighborhood House’s (MARE) financial condition were prompted last year after the nonprofit 

suspended its popuh r seniors’ lunch program between Christmas and New Year’s, when the rest of the nonprofit was closed. I 

think it’s time for an 4 xpose on the financial condition of the NABE,’ Edward Hatter, the MAttE’s executive director, said. It’s ’poor. 

One of my worst nigi tmares." 

The NABE recently c osed a roughly $4,000 deficit for fiscal year 2012, with a total budget of $946,000. Forty-three percent of the 

nonprofit’s income cx mes from the San Francisco Department of Children, Youth and Their Families, which funds case 

management send for youth involved in the juvenile justice system, anger management counseling, and Experiment in 

Diversity, an afterset 3of tutoring and enrichment program. Other significant hinders include the Bayview Hunters Point Foundation, 

which supports a cot iseling program for youth and young adult substance abusers, and the Golden Gale Regional Center, which 

pays for programs to mentally and physically  disabled seniors. The balance of expenses are covered through earned income, 

such as renting spa for events, or fundraising, through the annual Potrero I-kU Festival and other activities. 

In the face of the NA IE’s intermittent financial troubles�three years ago the nonprofit sold a parcel it owned across the street 

from its building for 175,000 to help balance its books�some FOR residents question the management’s capacity to effectively 

operate the institutio ,which opened on June 11, 1922. ’Basic business principles were not being followed.’ said one resident, 

who preferred not to e named. And Skip Charbonaeau, the NABE’s board president, is ’unable to meet the challenges of his 

board Position,’ 

For his part, Charbor ieau, who has been board president for about four years, said he’s capable of handling the job, particularly 

now that he’s retired. I know now I can. I have the time,’ Charbonneau said. ’We are in the black.. Barely. -  However, now that the 

NABEhassoldtheL,  of its land holdings it has virtually no financial reserves. ’We don’t have anymore to sell,’ Charbonneau 

said. The View’s calli to the other five board members�Paulette Spencer, secretary, Men Meadows, sergeant of alms, and 

Gloria Fisher. Baebw k Topos, and Jeremy Hunter�were not returned. 

According to Hatter, I ie NABE is working to address its fiscal challenges, in part, by contracting with the Urban Group to 

’republicize’ the corn rRinity resource. The Urban Group is being paid $5,000 to help the MARE raise money, reorganize its board, 

and update program lesaiptioris. And Hatter plans to increase fundraising. In addition to the annual Beers, Blues and BBQ event, 

which raises $3,500 $5,000, the nonprofit is considering holding a ’gospel explosion," featuring gospel choirs singing at the 

NABE. ’Items like to .’ Hatter said. And the WADE may do more mass mailings and find other ways to reach out to its neighbors, 

including contacting c 3t.corns. medical companies and academic institutions. ’On tap of that is writing proposals for additional 

funding,’ Hatter adde 1. The NABE is currently responding to a request for proposals that would bring $300,000 annually for three 

years. 

’Most of our plight is i ue to the fact that we are heavily dependent on grants from the City and County of San Francisco. And as 

administrations than . so doss our bottom tine,’ said Halter. This year the MARE received a 1.9 percent cost of living adjustment 

from DCYF and the S in Francisco Department of Public Health. ’This is the first COLA we’ve had in over ten years,’ Hatter said. 

According to Hatter, t e NABE’s poor financial condition is partially due to the need to maintain its building, an historic landmark. 

He said the organizat 3n is dependent on federal grants to pay for most capital improvements. However, the NABE recently 

received funding from the Southeast Community Betterment Fund to replace the floors in the main halt, game and art rooms. The 

NABE is working on capital campaign to renovate its basketball court, which has water damage. A decade ago the Feorr family 
sponsored sanding ai d refinishing of the court and painting the walls. Those are the contributions and support that the NABE has 

survived on,’ Hatter s rid. 

We’re in the ’process 3f re-educating people what the MADE is about. We serve everybody,’ Hatter said, ’not just the poor or 

specific groups. And tiors what we’re hying to express to the entire community.’ 
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June 2013 Historical Maps Tell Hills Story 

Short Cuts Publishers View -  Charrtjlrct 
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Aggressive Headlir es o1Stde Neighborhoods 
e’iolwngFasi 

After last month’s 1i7 wwent to print�with an article headlined ’District 10 Supervisor Dodges Yllew’s ln(lutlY Potrern Nfl Property Prices 
Development"�the laper was contacted by Andrea Bruss. an aide to District 10 Supervisor Made Cohen. Bwss emalled the 5rjrpe by 50 Percent 
following about the S itiject of the story, a proposed development on Hooper Street I would say that we discussed this proposal 

when the project spi 	sor, Dan Murphy, filed his Preliminary Project Application (PPA) with the Planning Department about a y 
Irish rEt. Gone arid Mostly
Forooften 

ago. As we discusse I on the phone, the Planning Department provided extensive comments on this PPA. I would deter to the 

Planning Departmen s comments butt believe that as proposed today, this project would need zoning changes in order to move Getting in Front of Tedinoloqy 

forward as currently roposed. Before the Supervisor would consider supporting or sponsoring any re-zoning of this property, the 
New Solutions Needed to Solve 

project sponsor woul I need community support and to continue to work to address the concerns raised by the Planning Homelessness Problem on the 
Department. Apart fir ii Mr. MurpWs project, the Supervisor has been working with Planning Department staff to look at potential Hill 
changes to the code hat would facilitate construction of new PDR space, given the significant demand we are seeing in San 

Francisco for PDR. 	pretty fulsome answer, which can hardly be considered a dodge. Perhaps, as described in the article the 
Hill Residents Can’t Di an 	gest 

fact that the develop r immediately called the View back after the paper contacted the supervisor’s office, while the View didn’t 

hear back from the si pervisor until its deadline had passed, was merely a coincidence. 18th Street Likely to be a Center 
of GrovriJ -j 

Stop Signs 
Fiction: Mission Bay Rises Again 

Earlier this year the 	an Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) decided to place stop signs at 17th and Missouri 
Good t’iigtrt Tips for Parents to 

streets, making that i tersectiori an all-way stop. However. SFMTA doesn’t want to install cmss traffic does not stolf signs on Gel Through Daylight Savings 
Pennsylvania Avenui at Mariposa and 18th Streets, and Texas and 18th streets, based on a review of collision history, which 

suggests the intersec ions are operating safely. In addition, a northbound stop message on Pennsylvania Avenue at 18th Street is Rick A1oer 1952 -2014 

being restored, an U foot red zone on the south side of 18th Street, just west of Pennsylvania Avenue, is being repainted and Contributors 
extended to a new to I length of 20 feet, and transverse crosswalk markings at this intersection are being modified to the more 

visible staggered con inental style. 
On-going Features 

Neighborhood HoLp a 
Short Cuts 

Inlate � 2010,withlitth public notice, the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House (Nabe) said the almostcentury-old corner garden, Letters to the Editor 
located across the ro III from the nonprofit. to Thomas G. Keegan, Krista Henry Keegan, Eugene J. Keegan and Miriam 

McGuinness. The N be cashed In the De Haro Street and Southern Heights Avenue lot to makeup for a steep decline in City -try News 

funding. The 3,362 sc jare-foot property, which is zoned for a two unit building, was purchased for roughly $330,000 two months Getting Involved 
after it was placed on he market, significantly less than other lot sales in the neighborhood. Now, a four-story building with two 

4,000 square feet un 	Is being planned for the site. Each unit will have six bedrooms, multiple decks, an indoor elevator to the r0uttFmuutty Calendar 

fourth floor rooftop di 	k on top, and a nice view of the Nabe’s less well-oft cheats as they enter the nonprofit. Seniors who rely on 

the Nabe’s lunch pro am are concerned that the development will make nearby parking that much harder.. In the meantime, the 

Naha is facing a $17, )O budget shortfall this year, and has no more land to sell. According to executive director Edward Hatter, 

the San Francisco D opartirnent of Public Health (DPH) unexpectedly cut funding for the Nabe’s youth substance abuse program. 

DPH is experiencing 4 multi-million deficit itself, which may have contributed to the cuts We’ve been here before Hatter said.-’ 

"We’ve got to meet th i mission 	Blues Brews and 880 a Nabe lundrarser, is scheduled for June 15 2013 rickets are $35 a 
person, dinner InclucP d. 

No Pony Subscribe
___ 

Last April 1,570 San rancisco Youth Baseball League (SFYBL) players showed up at AT&T Park for the San Francisco 

Giant’s tribute to you 	baseball, known as PONY day. But Potrero Hill’s I-ball team, the Jackson Park Spartans, was turned 

away from the event, Ahough the learn made a timely request for tickets, they were told that PONY day was ’sold out’ I was 
talking to my friend ft 	I Pac. Heights," said Pennsylvania Street resident Justin Hughes, who has sons on the team. 1 go, so are 

you going to PONY d 	? He said, yes, of course, we got all the tickets we asked for. I’m just wondering if they only picked the 

people on the good si le of town.’ According to Connie Chan, director of public affairs at the San Francisco Recreation and 

Parks Department, v iich runs SFYBL in partnership with the San Francisco Fire Department. the tickets were distributed first 

come, first serve b! 	ter system. Last year 500 tickets had been more than enough to meet demand; this year the 

departments hadn’t c 	sidered that they’d run out with 1.500 tickets available. On behalf of both departments Chan expressed 

deep regrets to the cli lien who didn’t get to attend. For his part, Hughes brought the Spartans to the event without tickets, and 

they were let in, but lelt before the game started. 

More Police 

The San Francisco P ifice Department just added 43 graduates from its Academy. The new officers range in age from 22 to 49, 

and include many with masters and bachelor degrees. Eight of the freshman police have been assigned to the Bayview ,  District A 
pilot program was iaui hed this month in which 10 officers will carry Samsung smartphones, with either Verizon or Sprint service, 

to see which one has I ie best reception in Polrero Hill. Ifs hoped that the phones will keep officers on the street longer, since they 

won have logo to the station to send entails, and will have quck access to mug shots, California Department of Motor Vehicle 

http:I/www.potrerovi w.net/feat10493.htm1 	 11/21/2014 
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Vignettes 

Last month. Hill-bas 4l Skbna Advertising, Inc.. launched a series of one-minute vignettes chronicling the people and businesses 
that embody the pi4y, artsy spirit of Southside San Francisco. The collection of videos features 10 businesses and organizations 

that express the art*n, learned-hand ideals that characterize the community. Wat once was an industrial, downtrodden area is 
now such a hot spot that The Wail Street Journal and New York limes have taken notice, but the spirit of the neighborhood has 
remained unchange4 said Scott Springer, Skbna Advertising, Inc.’s creative director and partner. The vignettes include 

Recchultl Confecti4s, Rickshaw Bagworks and Papa November. The series also showcases the people behind the Taste of 

Potrero, an annual fc5id event and lundraiser for Daniel Webster Elementary School. The shorts can be viewed at 
vignetlesf.com . 	I 	- 
Pizza Delivery 

For those who want t take a brief break from Goat Hill Pizza, Dogpatch resident Jared Doumani has convinced Amid’s East 

Coast Pizzeria to deijser to the neighborhood, at least until 8p.m. Alter three of its drivers were mugged several years ago, Amicts 

stopped delivering t4)ogpatdl. Doumani brokered a meeting with the pizzerias owner, Mike Forter. a police lieutenant at the 

Bayview station and 4imid’s head driver... Five Markets, the post offios cren video store on 24th and Bryant streets has replaced 

the videos�felled bNetflixs and other new-tangled services�with organic groceries, including vegetables and refrigerated 
items... 

Serving the PotI’ero  Hill, Dogpatch, Mission Bay, & SOMA neighborhoods since 1970 
All rights reserved. Copyjighi e 2014 The Polre.o View. 
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Theodore C. McCullough 

894 Dc Haro St. 

[ AIL 

18  ember 2013 

Edwa d Hatter- Executive Director 

Potrei D 1-lilt Neighborhood House 

953[ HaroSt. 

San F ancisco, CA 94107 

Re: Sd le of the Neighborhood Park 

Dear 1 [r. Hatter: 

I am iting you on behalf of the undersigned neighbors ("Neighbors") of the Potrero Hill 
Neighl iorhood House ("NABE") to inquire as to the circumstances surrounding the sale of the 
neighl rhood park ("Neighborhood Park") located at 896 De 1-laro St. Our current 
unders anding of these circumstances is based upon reports by the local media and discussions 
bctwe i you and some of these Neighbors. The purpose of this letter is to seek a meeting with 
you th focus of which will be to clarify these circumstances so that the Neighbors can begin to 
unders and the fact around the sale of the Neighborhood Park. Currently, the purchasers of the 
Neighi rhood Park ("Keegan Construction") have proposed building an 8,400 sq. ft. two unit 
structu e on the Neighborhood Park. The Neighbors intend to vigorously fight this development 
and ha e hired legal counsel to assist us in this fight. 

The F ts as Understood by the Neighbors 

The Ne ghbors current understanding of the sale of the Neighborhood Park is based upon 
reports in the local media and discussions between you and some of the Neighbors An article 
(’Potre o View Article") dated February 2011 <hiip://www.Dotreroview.liet/news 10481 html>, 
states t tt the Neighborhood Park was sold in December of 2010 after being on the market for 
two mo iths. Further, the Neighbors are under the impression that you have represented that the 
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NABI 7approached several buyers, but only Keegan Construction was willing to buy the 
Neigf borhood Park As neighbors of the NADE we are impacted by the decisions of the NABE 
and Unce would like additional information related to the following points 

Neigi borhood Park Was Sold for Less Than 40% of the Market Value 

The eighborliood Park was sold for $330,000, this according to the Potrero View Article At 
the ti e of the sale the assessed value of a lot of the size of the Neighborhood Park was 
typic ily in the $800,000+ range Note, this is assessed value and not the actual sales price for 
an un eveloped lot in Potrero Hill which would have likely been considerably higher. The 
Neighbors would like to better understand how this sales price was arrived at by the NAB  in 
lightf the fact that it represented less than 40% of the then current assessed value of 
comp able properties in the neighborhood. 

None f the Neighbors Were Ever Approached About Purchasing the Neighborhood Park 

It is 	Neighbors understanding that you have represented that several potential buyers were 
appro ched about purchasing the Neighborhood Park Notwithstanding this representation, none 
of the eighbors were ever approached regarding the sale of the Neighborhood Park Indeed 
despit the fact that my wife and I own the property adjacent to the Neighborhood Park we were 
never ontacted regarding your interest in selling the Neighborhood Park It goes without saying 
that at $330,000 the Neighbors, if they had been given the opportunity, would have been able to 
purch e the Neighborhood Park and maintain it for the benefit of not only the neighborhood but 
also fc r the general public including those receiving services from the NABE 

Sale o the Neighborhood Park Was Never Listed on the Multiple Listing Service (MLS) 

There no record of the Neighborhood Park being listed on the Multiple Listing Service (MLS) 
prior t the sale It is common practice for a property that is to be sold to be listed on the MLS 
The be iefits of such a listing are obvious and include promoting the sale to a wide audience of 
potenti al buyers, thus raising the sales price via competing bids Given the fact that the 
Neight 6rhood Park was never placed on the MLS we can only conclude that letting the public 
know tl iat the Neighborhood Park was for sale and maximizing the sales price of the property 
and wa not a primary goal of the NABE Rather, it appears that an effectively secret, below 
market sale was the primary goal. 

Unclea Relationship between Keegan Construction and the NA-BE 

The rel tionship between the purchasers none of whom we believe reside on Potrero Hill and 
NAI3E s unclear. Our current understanding is that an attorney on the board of the NABE who 
resigne from the board of the NAB  shortly after the sale, facilitated the introduction of NABE 
to Kee :n Construction the purchasers of the Neighborhood Park The Neighbors would like the 
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oppoi tunity to review the records, including the meeting minutes for the NABE, relating to the 
decision to the sell the Neighborhood Park so as to validate or invalidate our current 
under tanding 

Neig hors are Unclear as to How the Sale to Keegan Construction Was Authorized by the 
NAB 

The process that authorized the sale of the Neighborhood Park is unclear to the Neighbors. 
Cu rre Ltly, we believe that you Mr. Hatter made the decision to sell the Neighborhood Park with 
little or no input from the NABE board We are under the impression that the NABE must have 
in pla e rules and processes (e g, by-laws for the NABE) relating to the divestiture of assets by 
the N BE The Neighbors would like to understand what these rules and processes were at the 
time f the sale so as to judge the propriety of the sale 
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* 	* 	* 	* 

As y ur neighbors, it is important that we have an honest and open relationship regarding matters 

that a fect this neighborhood. We would like to verify that our understanding of the above 
circui nstances is correct, and if not correct we would like to know the facts surrounding the sale. 
Pleas contact our attorney Stephen Williams <smwstevewi11iamslaw.com > (415.292.3656) to 
discu s your availability to meet with us to discuss the above circumstances surrounding the sale 
of the Neighborhood Park. 

Respe ctfully, 

Theo ore C. McCullough & 	 Matt & Meghan Litchfield 
Stephi Lna Patton 	 890 De Haro, St., San Francisco, CA 
894 [ a Haro, St., San Francisco, CA 	94107 
941M 

Gary 	 osa 	 f1ler&taBral 
890D Haro, St., San Francisco, CA 	111 Southern Heights, San Francisco, CA 
941071 	 94107 

Peter udolfi & Rhonda Koffpl 
862a De Haro St., San FrIdico, CA 
94107 

Cc: Ma lia Cohen, District 10 Supervisor-City and County of San Francisco 

Steven vloss- Editor and Publisher- The Potrero View 
Stephe Williams, Esq. 
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OFFICES OF 

PHEN M. WIWAMS R1 
1934 Plvimdero Street I San Francisco, CA 94115 1 TEL  415292.3656 	415J76.8047 1 smwCastevewilliamsfaw.corn 

Janury 14, 2013 

Lau ii Lynch, Environmental Planning 
San Francisco  Planning Department 
165( Mission Street, Fourth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

via e-mail Laura.Lynchsfgov.org  

RE: Comments on Proposed Project at 896 Dc Haro Street 

Lynch: 

This ffice represents the neighbors of the proposed project at 896 De Haro Street. We 
are s4ibmitting comments on their behalf in response to the recently circulated Notice of 
Proj4ct Receiving Environmental Review. We believe that there is a fair argument that 
this çjroject requires an initial study and further environmental review. 

The S Ite is an extraordinary lot at the very top of Potrero Hill. It is located at the North 
West jcorner of De Haro Street and Southern Heights Avenue. Because of its size and 
locatin, the development on this parcel will visually define the entire area for the future. 
It is avisually dominant parcel that has never been developed in the past 100 years as the 
Potreko Hill community developed around it. 

The s te has been a community park for the past 60-70 years and appears as a "green" 
area a nd a park or open space on San Francisco City websites. The park was complete 
with alking paths and a community-dedicated bench (which has since been removed by 
the dc velopers). Until its recent sale, all of the surrounding neighbors believed it was a 

a 

a 
w 

City-sonsored park. For example, this is how it appears on the Planning Department’s 
San Frncisco Property Information Map. 
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The property was gifted to the California Synodical Society of Home Missions in 
Oct ber of 1944 and has been held as a open space and park for use by the neighborhood 
ever since. The Synodical Society of Home Missions was a very active organization of 
Pres yterian Church women engaged in social service, mostly to recent immigrants. The 
Syn dical Society is the "ladies auxiliary" arm of the church and it decided to make 
Potr ro Hill its first unit of social service in 1918. This decision resulted in the design and 
cons ruction of the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House, which was completed in 1922. 

The otrero Hill Neighborhood House was designed by famed architect Julia Morgan, 
(she lilso  designed, among other structures, Hearst Castle) and it became San Francisco 
Lan4nark #86 in July 1977. The Presbyterian Church had long before donated the 
prop4rty and it became a California non-profit community benefit corporation in the 
1960ts. When the Neighborhood House took over the former California Synodical 
Soci4ty of Home Missions building, it also assumed control of the subject lot directly 
acros the street at 896 De Haro Street. 

This froject is not a typical in-fill development project. The site is unique in all of 
Potreo Hill and perhaps the City. The potential impacts of this proposed project on the 
neiglborhood and the entire surrounding area are project specific and site-specific. These 
pote4ial and certain impacts have not been generally or specifically addressed in an area 
plan EJR. 

Beca4se the site has been a park for the past 60 + years, it is covered with lush vegetation 
including some significant trees. This greenery is an important asset to the community 
and tije impacts of its complete removal should be included in any review of the project. 
The nighbors are so concerned with this impact and the loss of the park that they 

comlited

ssioned a tree inventory and arborist’s report, which is attached as part of the 
comnts on this proposed project. The developers submitted a Tree Disclosure Report 
that 	there are no trees on the lot. 

There’s also a family of skunks and other small wildlife and birds that live on the parcel. 
The kiss of the trees and wildlife is a degradation of the neighborhood environment and 
an irreversible loss of biological resources for the whole area. The project will damage 
and retilove  trees, rock outcroppings and other features of the natural environment that 
are curently part of a scenic public setting. The project will degrade and impact the site 
and itl surroundings. 

The P4oject will significantly alter the visual character of the project site and the "feel" 
and lokk  of the whole neighborhood and hilltop. As noted above, this site is located 
directI’ across the street from one of the City’s treasured historic landmarks, the Potrero 

2 
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Hill jNeighborhood House. Currently and for the past Ninety (90) since the Neighborhood 
houe was built, IT has been the dominant structure on Potrero Hill. IT has visually 
defi4ed this neighborhood for all that time. IT is the only San Francisco landmark on 
Potr4ro Hill. The project will impact and change all that forever. 

In thjis regard, CEQA calls for extra protection for historic resources and any project that 
migljt affect the historic resource and its surrounding environment. A categorical 
exenption is inappropriate. California Public Resources Code Section 21084 (e) 
idenlifies which projects may not receive a categorical exemption because of historic 
resoirces. It states as follows: 

"No project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource, as specified in Section 21084.1, shall be exempted 
from this division pursuant to subdivision (a)." 

Bee a se this project is directly across the street from the historic Potrero Hill 
Neighborhood House, and because the developer plans to build a very large building in 
exce s of 8300 square feet on De Haro (the department is letting the developer "front" the 
building up the steep hill on De Haro even though most of the frontage will be on 
Sout em Heights Avenue, resulting in a building over 40 feet tall on De Haro) the project 
will be taller and will over shadow and dwarf all buildings in the vicinity. The other 
build ngs in the area near the Neighborhood House are much smaller--approx. 20-30 feet 
maxi num height and approximately one-quarter of the square footage . This appearance 
in he ght and bulk will make the Neighborhood House (which currently dominates and is 
the n ost preeminent structure on the hill top) appear much less significant, and could 
result in a substantial adverse change to its significance as a historic resource. This issue 
shoul I at least be addressed by the Department and the developer in a mitigation plan and 
no bi nket exemption (from the Eastern Neighborhood Plan) should be issued because of 
thisassive project’s sheer proximity to, and visual impact upon, one of the City’s best 
know historic landmarks. It will also cast substantial shadow on the Neighborhood 

The oject, if approved, could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a I iistorical resource; namely the Landmark Potrero Hill Neighborhood House and 
other iearby historic buildings and potentially historic buildings which were built around 
the sa e time as the Neighborhood House in the 1920’s and 1930’s. The adversity would 
result primarily from the potential for incongruity with the neighborhood of the proposed 
constriction and visual interference with the existing buildings and character of the 
existii g neighborhood. This construction would not technically be required to adhere to 
preseriation guidelines and does not now conform to neighborhood guidelines for 
comp tible character. The jarring visual impact of the modern steel and glass building�
when ompared to its surroundings--cannot be overstated and the impact on the visual 
aesthe ic of the existing neighborhood will be profound. Its juxtaposition with the 
Landmark Neighborhood House must be reconciled to comply with the provisions of 
CEQA for the protection of historic resource and their surrounding context and 
enviro iment. 
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The 1preject, if approved, could result in a significant impact to a historic landmark and a 
pote tial historic district and other scenic resources based upon its incongruity with the 
neig borhood. The stark modernity of the proposed construction and its potential for 
visu I interference with the existing buildings and character and the neighborhood should 
be viewed and considered. As noted above, CEQA specifically provides that a 
cate orical exemption is not appropriate in such circumstances and the neighbors ask that 
at le st an initial study be conducted to flesh out and address the impacts of this project. 

Othe factors that militate against the granting of a Categorical Exemption and should 
requ e Environmental Review: 

� Neighborhood Preservation. The current site is a park and what is proposed is 
a very large building of 8,400 square foot and 40 foot tall (as perceived and 
measured from Dc Haro) structure that would dwarf all current structures, 
abutting and within a 300 ft radius of the proposed building. The size, bulk 
and density of the proposed building would significantly change the character, 
nature, and uniformity of this Potrero Hill residential neighborhood. 

� Sunlight and Air Space. The project does not seek a rear yard variance but 
because of the odd shape of the lot, the required rear yard is a faction of the 
"normal" code requirement. Such a configuration will greatly reduce the 
already limited sunlight and air in the rear yards of the immediately 
neighboring homes. 

� Scarcity of Parking. The nature of the units (at least four to six-bedrooms) 
will most likely attract owners and residents who own more than one or two 
cars, thereby worsening the already difficult parking situation in the 
neighborhood. The project has what appears to be 10 + bedrooms and space to 
park two cars while removing parking spaces for 1-2 cars. 

� Public Views and Vistas. This project will eliminate sweeping views from 
Southern Heights Avenue and the surrounding area. The project is not 
sensitive to the adjacent uses and was not designed to preserve adjacent 
"private views," where feasible, by separating the units of by orientation of 
on-site structures. The building is one large mass. 

FI 

At apoject very close by (less than one block) at 752 Carolina Street, the Planning 
Depar4nent required an initial study and a Mitigated Negative Declaration for a small 
additioti to an existing single family home and construction of a garage due to the 
presen4e of naturally-occurring asbestos resulting from the on-site excavation that will 
occur 4uring the project. Because of the proximity of this site (it is the same hill and rock 
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forr4ations) and the existence of the same rock formations on this site, there is no doubt 
that, the same materials will be present for the excavation and clearing of the rock 
fornations from this lot. Accordingly, an initial study should be required along with the 
geotchnical and soils reports for the site. There are small children and schools nearby 
and he Neighborhood House has after-school programs and other attractions for children 
of al ages. 

For 4iese reasons, the neighbors request that the Department require an initial study from 
the project sponsors. We respectfully request that the San Francisco Planning 
Deprtment require the planned clearing of the park and the construction of any new 
building on the lot to undergo environmental impact review as required by CEQA. 

VERY TRULY YOURS, 

vtl~z~ 

M. WILLIAMS 

CC 

 Ea

cighbors of 896 De Haro 
trero Hill Boosters 
ali Cohen, District Ten Supervisor 



S. Williams Email, 31 October 2014 	TIJ 
From: "Stephen1. Williams" <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com > 
Date; October 3, 2014 at 11:53:11 PDT 
To: <chris.town'sfgov.org >, "Sanchez, Scott \(CPC\)’" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org > 
Subject: 896 De 1-laro Street; Error in 311 Notification and Posting--Request for Re-evaluation of Proposed Project and 
Community Meeting 

Chris and Scott: 

I am writing as a follow-up to a message I left Chris this morning. I am working with a number of neighbors of the proposed 
project at 896 DE Haro Street. At a meeting last night, it was brought to my attention that there is a rather glaring error in 
the 311 Notificati n and posting at the site which will require the site and project to be re-posted, re-noticed and re-mailed 
to the surroundin I community. The Project Description and the Project Features are incorrect. The 311 Notice describes the 
proposal as a "3-: avel (2-story over basement)" building when in fact it is a 4-level (3-story over basement) project. This 
error appears in t ie Project Description and in the proposed Project Features of the 311 Notification---(see attached). 
Obviously with s h a crucial error of substance the 311 process will have to be repeated with the correct information for 
the public. 

On another topic, we would also like the Dept to re-visit the evaluation of the proposed project at the site. This is a most 
unusual location, kerhaps  the most extraordinary I have encountered in my 25+ years of this type of land-use work in San 
Francisco. The sit is an extraordinary lot at the very top of Potrero Hill. It is located at the North West corner of De Haro 
Street and South( m Heights Avenue. Because of its size and location, the development on this parcel will visually define the 
entire area for th future. It is a visually dominant parcel that has never been developed in the past 100 years as the 
Potrero Hill community  developed around it. 

The site has been community park open to the public for the past 60-70 years and appears as a "green" area and a park 
or open space on an Francisco City websites. The park was complete with walking paths and a community-dedicated bench 
honoring Enola M (well (which has since been removed by the developers). Until its recent sale, all of the surrounding 
neighbors believe it was a City park. 

For example, this 
was gifted to the 
open space and p 
organization of Pr 
the "ladies auxilia 
serve Russian imt 
Neighborhood Ho’ 

how it appears on the Planning Department’s San Francisco Property Information Map. The property 
lifornia Synodical Society of Home Missions in October of 1944 by a neighbor and has been held as a 
k for use by the neighborhood ever since. The Synodical Society of Home Missions was a very active 
byterian Church women engaged in social service, mostly to recent immigrants. The Synodical Society is 
"arm of the church and the Society decided to make Potrero Hill its first unit of social service in 1918 to 
]rants on Potrero Hill. This decision resulted in the design and construction of the Potrero Hill 
, which was completed in 1922 and is directly across De Haro Street from the site. 

The Potrero Hill Nei hborhood House was designed by famed architect Julia Morgan, (she also designed, among other 
structures, Hearst Castle and the Fairmont Hotel) and it became San Francisco Landmark #86 in July 1977. The 
Presbyterian Churdj had long before donated the property and it became a California non-profit community benefit 
corporation in the 160’s. When the Neighborhood House("N’abe") took over the former California Synodical  Society of 
Home Missions building, it also assumed control of the subject lot directly across the street at 896 De Haro Street. 



For unknown an( rather suspicious reasons, the N’abe sold the lot to professional developers for a fraction of its value (it 
was sold for $34 ),000 and is worth at least $1M). The lot was never on the multiple listings and had only one bidder. The 
development of 4his lot, if it occurs at all, should be undertaken with the utmost delicacy and consideration. Because of its 
location and size l  it will define this neighborhood once it is completed. The neighbors have tried very hard to work with the 
developers withc4it much success. They even took the unusual step of retaining an architect and creating an alternative 
plan. I am attacling that plan for your consideration. It provides the same "program" and square footage and the current 
plan but reducesithe height of the building and its extension into the rear yard. 

We would like th4 Dept to review the alternative plans and host a community meeting with the District Supervisor to discuss 
the developmentlof  the lot. This issue is of critical importance to the entire community and deserves an extraordinary effort. 
Thank you for cosidehng this request. 

Steve Williams 

Stephen M. Willialns 
Law Offices of St4phen M. Williams 
1934 Divisadero Street 
San Francisco, C/j 94115 
Phone: (415) 292 -3656  
Fax: (415) 776-847 
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Tree Inventory 

Prepared for 
Theodore McCullough 

te address: 896 De Haro Street, SF, CA 
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Prepared by Deva Braden 
ISA Certified Arborist # WE-7046A 

CSLB # 878691 



11,2012 

VIA 

The4xiore McCullough 
894 IDe 1-taro St. San Francisco, CA. 

Re: 096 De Haro St- Basic Site Inventory of Parcel Lot 

Mr. McCullough: 

The following are the results of a basic tree inventory I performed on the parcel 
lot laated at 896 De Haro San Francisco CA The trees identified in this 
inve*tory are those meeting the Urban Forestry Ordinance of the Public Works 
Cod (rev. 2007) ’the Code") As discussed, under the Code certain trees on 
priv4e property that are close to the public right-of-way receive additional 
consjcieration when subjected to development. Per the code, significant trees are 
thos within 10 feet of the public right-of-way and which also meet one of the 
folIo4ing size requirements: 

20 feet or greater in height, 
15 feet or greater canopy width, or 
12 inches or greater diameter of trunk measured at 4.5 feet above grade 

As dicussed below, five (5) (Nos. 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7) of the seven (7) trees located 
on thO 898 De Haro St parcel lot meet one or more of these requirements 

you have any additional questions: or concerns, please do not hesitate to 
me. 

Best ards, 

Deva raden 



SitAddress: 
896DeHaro St. SF, CA. Located at the intersection of De Haro St. and Southern 
Heihts St. in San Francisco, CA. 

Scope of work: 
Perfrm a site visit and perform a basic tree inventory of the parcel lot. Work 
con( ucted on Saturday, September 8, 2012. I arrived for the site visit at 4pm. 
Visiljility was good, temperature was 70 F, the wind was 5-10 mph. 

Thee are 7 trees located on the parcel at 896 DeHaro St, SF, CA. The trees are 
sep rated east and west sides of the lot with an empty portion in the middle. 
Treels 1, 2, 3 and 4 are on the east side while the remainder 5, 6, and 7 are on 
the lest side. 



" Canopy width is 



ree #2 
ordyline Palm tree with large Agave plant located to the right, approx. height 
2’, four stems measuring 5", 5", 4" and 4" combines to 18" diameter total 
easured at breast height (45’). Canopy width is 12’. Distance from public 
dewalk is 2-3’. 

I 







ng 5", 6", 7" dbh. 
p to 5’ from the 

ataIina Cherry 
otal dbh is 18" 
ublic sidewalk. 
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896 cleH4ro Project - Relative Size Analysis 

Upd$d: 02Sep12 

stred Address 
Land 
Area 

Building 
Area Ratio Ows Zoning FLonc 

de H ro 884 25M 23) 0.940 RH2 Yes 
20 1752 0.713 Rudo: RH2 Yes 

8848 200 3883 1.545 ro RH2 Yes 
890 2500 1517 0.07 iwi RH2 No 
894 2990 2152 0-752 McCullogh RH2 Yes 

Av g. I lorth 2MO 23 0.887 

S. Hi. hIs 120 2117 1788 0.845 Bob C. RH3 Yes 
111 2736 43W 1.U8 MilIeiIBral RH3 No 
45 1973 2458 1.248 Clarke RH2 Yes 

R.lsla d 017 382 0.858 Steele RI-13 Yes 
929 4518 18 0.362 Aryan RH3 Yes 

deHar 036 4517 30 0.771 MeAuley RH2 Yes 
2XJ 29M 1.120 RH2 Yes 

9B 2436 1052 0.2 0 anie RI-12 Yes 
95) 25 14108 0.4 RH2 Yes 

Avg E I! &Souti 3033 2AM 0.810 

jera os eMBuildlngs 2671 2414 0.841 

The p posed building has the following proportions: 

deHa ro 896 3362 6400 1.904 Prop osi is +2)( Yes 

BotorT line: 1.904 is 2264tknes 0.841, the area average. 

.AJldat4 taken from SF Property Information Map 

http://www.southernh$ightspark.comflmages/spreadsheetol .png 	 11/21/2014 



896 deHaro Project � Relive Size Analysis 
Updated: 02Sep12 

Laid &ng 
Sted 	A1ess kes Area Ratio Oy.ns ?orong 19ocie 

de Ho 	9)4 2WO 23M 0.840 RH2 Yes 
am O fm 0713 Rodo, RH2 Yes 

894546 2WD 3803 1545 Foso RH2 Yes 
2T0 1517 0.9)7 Dd RH2 No 

9)4 20D 2182 0.752 UoCtloghRH2 Yes 

g.Netth 2500 2339 0.9)7 

S. Ho.No 	12) 2117 1794 0.846 Bob C. RH3 Yes 
111 2775 4ma 1.408 MSaIBqa 8H3 No 
40 1W3 24M 1240 Cb*e R82 Yes 

R.l.nd 	917 7512 3298 0548 SO1e R113 Yes 
4018 1815 0.2)2 Areet RH3 Yes 

doNate 	Gm 4011 3= 0.771 Modey RN2 Yes 
940 2MD 2BDO 1.120 RH2 Yes 
940 246 I= 0.452 Dasok RH2 Yes 
Gm 2W iAus 0544 RH2 Yes 

Arg SW & SeeS 3M3 294 0.810 

.r.P98, 1 2414 0541 

The proposed bradi.g hat the lo&edn0 p.opo.lote 

del-Imo 	896 3362 6100 tOOl Proposal Is .2X Yes 

BoSom Ire: 1.904 	22O4Nor 	0.951. Its atos ,vreage. 

896 deHaro Project 

Scale Analysis 

Overview 
An analysis was done f the floor-area ratios (FARs) of existing building size to lot size along del-laro Street, North and South of the subject property, and of 
buildings on SouthemiHeights Avenue that are adjacent to the subject property (see diagram below). 

The purpose of this ar1alysis is to establish a quantitative value of scale for the neighborhood surrounding the subject property. 

A map of the propertis involved, and the results of the analysis are shown below. 

AN data tires horn SF Picprntyltrhrimirott Map 

Main Points 

1. The average size of a lot for all 14 properties analyzed is 2871 sq. ft. The sizes range from 1973 to 4617 sq. ft. 

2. The average rati of building size to the size of the lot is 0.841. The ratios range from 0.422 to 1.545. 

3. The largest two b jildings; in the sector are: 884/886 detlaro, zoned RH-2; 111 Southern Heights, zoned RH-3. 

4. Scaling the avera je floor-area ratio value of surrounding property into the available square footage of the subect lot shows that the new building 
SHOULD be 2827 sq. ft. 

5. What is proposed for the site, at 6400 sq. ft. Is therefore 2.27 times what would be in scale for the deHaro X Southern Heights intersection. 

Notma & Rcftrence5 

1. This link lets you took up the details of any property in SF by clicking on a map: San Francisco P114. The subject property is 40951018. This was the 
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896 deHaro Project 
Alternative Plan 

This 
	

is proposed to replace the originally proposed plan. 

This plan wa prepared by Scott A. Dergance, AlA, LEED, NCARB. who has extensive experience in residential home 
design and decades of experience in general architectural planning and optimized use of urban building sites. 

This alternative plan was developed with the following factors in mind: 

1. The pan uses the same basic programmatic elements as the original proposal: elevators, great rooms, open-
plan, /6 bedrooms in each unit, roof-top viewing, etc. 

2. In the alternative plan total finished size of each unit is "3,300 sq.ft. 

3. Havin both units on the same level means lowered construction costs (less total building surface, simpler 
constr uction). 

4. The est popout from the original plan is moved East by 9’-6" to minimize blockage of light to the INorthern 
neighloors. 

5. The 	t popout from the original plan is only one story high to minimize blockage of light to the Porthem 
neigh ors. 

6. The fi or-to-floor heights on the alternative plan are: 

o Level 1: 265’-0" -- (8’ ceiling) 
o Level 2: 274’-0" -- (8 ceiling) 
o Level 3: 283’-S" (8’ ceiling) 
o Level 4: 293’-4" -- (9’ ceiling) 
o Level 5: 303’-4" -- Roof (Observation Deck) 

7. The 

toIteps

al 
 building height is thus reduced so that the top-level roof is at -’4’ below that of the original plan. 

8. Spiral 	lead from each unit’s private deck to the expansive roof deck areas. This saves extra stops on the 

9. The ro fline on the North side of the building is moved South by -’12 (West unit) and -’18’ (East unit). This 
further limits light blockage to the residences to the North of the site. 

10. The re ised basement is a much better use of approximately the same total area. 

11. The pli n does not address placement of windows nor exterior finishes. It is anticipated that such treatments 
can be adopted from the original plan. 

12. Here a e the square footages per floor and totals: 

Floor 	B" (West) "A n  (East) 

4 784 726 

3 1,099 1,172 

2 1,179 1,127 

1 259 224 

Total 3,321 3,249 
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mwz- 

tdW1Rl VUlter 	1ad I miB&rupail oir 	 2i3 .AM 42 rnir,ute ago) 	 - 

u chris.t 	nes. 	L:oL 	 r:ir- LcQ. 	 yi 3h 	 : 

Dear Mr I owees. 

(1) Begin rang in February 2012, when the first Pre-Application Meeting was held on det-taro Street, we began analyzing 
the 896 dE Ham Street prcect plans. 

We had ni imerous meetings with the developers outlining our concerns and asking for modifications to their project. 

(2) The min objection was that the proposed building would be out of scale with the neighborhood’s character and 
style Heil a details analysis of why we believe this is true: 

(3) To denlorretrete  our good will and reasonableness to the developers, we engaged a licensed architect, Scott 
Dergence, to provide an alternative plan. based on the same criteria as portrayed in the original 896 del -tarp blueprints 

The goal vAs to offer an alternative that would meet the objections of The neighbors, but wInch would still provide 
them the profitability that they seek in their development. 

Here is th alternative plan we proposed 

The advan 

http:/Aa 

Even thou 
adopted, 

(4) Please. 

Sincerely 

Edward M 
111 South 
San Franc 

of this plan are given in some detail in this document: 

this material was forwarded to the developers in December 2013. the suggestions made were not 
reflected in the material in the "311 ’ notice which reflects no substantial change from the original. 

sure that all of the above material is put in your project tile records 

Heights 
, CA 94107 

http://wwwsouthernhightspark.comJDocuments/SFPD.Townes.3  I Octl 4.png 	 11/21/2014 
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PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSE TO DR REQUESTOR CONCERNS (DATED March 17, 2015) 

Issue #1: The proposed development will displace an existing park which is an amenity for the neighborhood. 

RESPONSE: The property is a privately-owned parcel and is not a dedicated public park.  The Potrero Hill Neighborhood House sold it 

explicitly aware of the future development of the parcel as a residential project, and the group has stated that it is supportive of 

such development. 

Issue #2: The subject property was sold under questionable circumstances. For example, there was no public notice of the sale, no 

open bids and the property was sold for an amount 3-5 times below its estimated value at a time when the ownership, the 

Potrero Hill Neighborhood House, was under financial and organizational distress. 

RESPONSE: The property was sold pursuant to an arms-length transaction.   

Issue #3: Good-faith negotiations including an alternate, more reductive proposal developed by neigbors with the aid of an 

independent architect to mitigate conerns with mass and scale were ignored by the Project Sponsor.  

RESPONSE: The Project Sponsor has made significant attempts to achieve a compromise with DR requestors.  The Project Sponsor 

and DR requestor have met in person to discuss the project no less than 5 times.  The Project Sponsor has reduced the height of the 

building by two feet and has eliminated all roof penthouses in response to DR requestor’s concerns.  The Project Sponsor has been 

able to achieve a compromise agreement with the other DR requestor, the adjacent neighbor to the north, by incorporating the 

following modifications to the project:  (1) Matching their light well in the east-west direction at all floors, with a minimum of 5 foot 

depth; (2) Squaring off the chamfered wall at the Second Level; (3) Pulling back the deck 3 feet off shared property line at the Fourth 

Level; (4) Matching their rear wall at the First and Second Level.  This demonstrates the Project Sponsor’s commitment to seeking a 

project that fulfills their goals while being sensitive to neighbors’ concerns. 

The DR requestor’s main concern appears to be “sight lines” (i.e., private views).  They have expressly indicated such in email 

correspondence.  There is no protection for private views in any city code, guideline or policy.   

Issue #4: The project is too large. It’s mass and scale is not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

RESPONSE: The proposed project is roughly 32 feet in height, and steps down with the slope of De Haro Street (and is at least 5 feet 

shorter in height than the DR requestor’s property).  Its depth is comparable to that of its north adjacent neighbor. It has been 

reviewed several times by the Residential Design Team and has been determined consistent with the existing character of the 

neighborhood. 

Requestor’s Alternative: The DR Requestor proposes two alternatives: 

Option #1: Restore the land to park use.  

Option #2: Adopt the reductive design alternative developed by an independent architect to address concerns with mass and 

scale and to improve neighborhood compatibility. 

RESPONSE: The project sponsor’s goal of providing two new dwelling units would not be achieved by leaving the property as open 

space. 

The Project sponsor has already made significant modifications to the project, including a two-foot height reduction in response to 

DR requestor’s concerns regarding his views.  The DR requestor has asked for an additional height reduction of 3 feet, which is not 

reasonable, considering the purpose is to protect his private views. 



(E) HCR

(E) HCR

A0

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/8"=1'-0"
6 MARCH 2015

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

C
O

VE
R

 S
H

EE
T 

/ !
SI

TE
 &

 R
O

O
F 

PL
A

N
!

SA
N

 F
R

A
N

C
IS

C
O

, C
A

B
LO

C
K

 4
09

5 
 / 

LO
T 

01
8

N

M
O

D
IF

IE
D

 (C
U

R
R

EN
TL

Y 
PR

O
PO

SE
D

) P
LA

N
 F

O
R

 P
LA

N
N

IN
G

 C
O

M
M

IS
SI

O
N

 C
O

N
SI

D
ER

A
TI

O
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 6
, 2

01
5

MODIFIED (CURRENTLY PROPOSED) PLAN FOR PLANNING !
COMMISSION CONSIDERATION - DATED MARCH 6, 2015

PEAK ELEV = 299.1
ROOF ELEV = 296.1

EXISTING 
THREE STORY 

BUILDING 
 

(4-UNITS)

EXISTING 
TWO STORY 

BUILDING 
 

(SINGLE FAMILY 
 RESIDENTIAL)

ROOF ELEV = 293.1

LOT 49
LOT 17

DRAWING INDEX

A1
A2
A3
A4

SCOPE OF WORK

LOCATION MAP

PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOTES

PROJECT LOCATION:
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF DE HARO STREET 
AND SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVENUE. 
`

ZONING DISTRICT:

ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 4095, LOT 018

NET BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS: 

REAR SETBACK:

FRONT SETBACK:
AVERAGE OF ADJACENT BUILDING SETBACKS.  ADJACENT  
BUILDINGS TO EACH SIDE HAVE NO SETBACKS, THEREFORE  
NO SETBACK REQUIRED

RH-2

ALLOWABLE UNIT DENSITY:

PROPOSED BUILDING USE:

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT:
PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT : 40 FEET,  
IN ACCORDANCE WITH PLANNING CODE SECTION 261(c)  
(ADDITIONAL HT. LIMITS APPLICABLE TO CERTAIN USE DISTRICTS

TWO UNITS PER LOT ALLOWED

TWO ATTACHED TOWNHOUSE 
UNITS WITH SHARED PARKING GARAGE 

USABLE OPEN SPACE:

VEHICULAR PARKING REQUIRED:

125 S.F. PRIVATE USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIRED. PRIVATE  
YARD AND ROOF DECKS PROVIDED IN EXCESS OF 125 S.F. PER 
UNIT, THEREFORE BUILDING COMPLIES.

45% OF LOT DEPTH.  LOT DEPTH IS 100' AND  
PROPOSED REAR YARD IS 45' IN DEPTH, 
THEREFORE REAR YARD IS IN COMPLIANCE. 
A TWO STORY, 12' DEEP EXTENSION IS ALSO 
PROPOSED PER SECTION 136.

ONE SPACE PER DWELLING UNIT.  2 REQUIRED 
AND PROVIDED, THEREFORE BUILDING COMPLIES.

PROPOSED BASEMENT LEVEL  PLAN
PROPOSED FIRST LEVEL PLAN
PROPOSED SECOND LEVEL PLAN

CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW TWO UNIT RESIDENTIAL  
BUILDING ON THREE LEVELS ABOVE BASEMENT GARAGE. 
SITE IS CURRENTLY VACANT.

SIDE YARD SETBACKS:
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A8

PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION
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LEVEL 5A 
(+306.33') 

 

STAIR  A
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(N) 24" BOX STREET  
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NONE REQUIRED

 
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL AREA   (UNIT A & B)          =     5,298 N.S.F 
GARAGE                                =        970 N.S.F. 
TOTAL NET BUILDING AREA             =     6,268 N.S.F.

GLASS GUARDRAIL 
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POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
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24 SQ.FT.
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A9
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PROPOSED BUILDING LOOKING NORTH EAST ON SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVE.
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PROPOSED BUILDING LOOKING SOUTH WEST ON DE HARO STREET
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PROPOSED BUILDING LOOKING WEST ON DE HARO STREET
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SCOPE OF WORK

LOCATION MAP

PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOTES

CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW TWO UNIT RESIDENTIAL  
BUILDING ON THREE LEVELS ABOVE BASEMENT GARAGE 
AND STORAGE AREA.  SITE IS CURRENTLY VACANT.

(E
) 1

5'
 S

ID
E

W
A

LK

(E) 8' SIDEWALK

(E) CURB CUT 
TO BE REMOVED

(N) CURB CUT

(N) 24" BOX STREET  
TREES @ 20' O.C (TYP.) 

D
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(8
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00
' W
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E)

SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVENUE (60.00' WIDE)

LEVEL 5A 
(+308.33') 

 

STAIR  A

STAIR  B

(N) 24" BOX STREET  
TREES @ 20' O.C (TYP.) 

A

A

LOT 18

LEVEL 5B 
(+308.33') 

 

(+311.83')

(E) STREET TREE 
TO BE RETAINED

(+308.33')

(+310.33')

(+308.33')

PROJECT LOCATION:
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF DE HARO STREET 
AND SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVENUE. 
`

ZONING DISTRICT:

ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 4095, LOT 018

NET BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS: 

REAR SETBACK:

FRONT SETBACK:
AVERAGE OF ADJACENT BUILDING SETBACKS.  ADJACENT  
BUILDINGS TO EACH SIDE HAVE NO SETBACKS, THEREFORE  
NO SETBACK REQUIRED

RH-2

ALLOWABLE UNIT DENSITY:

PROPOSED BUILDING USE:

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT:
PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT : 40 FEET,  
IN ACCORDANCE WITH PLANNING CODE SECTION 261(c)  
(ADDITIONAL HT. LIMITS APPLICABLE TO CERTAIN USE DISTRICTS

TWO UNITS PER LOT ALLOWED

TWO ATTACHED TOWNHOUSE 
UNITS WITH SHARED PARKING GARAGE 

USABLE OPEN SPACE:

VEHICULAR PARKING REQUIRED:

125 S.F. PRIVATE USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIRED. PRIVATE  
YARD AND ROOF DECKS PROVIDED IN EXCESS OF 125 S.F. PER 
UNIT, THEREFORE BUILDING COMPLIES.

45% OF LOT DEPTH.  LOT DEPTH IS 100' AND  
PROPOSED REAR YARD IS 45' IN DEPTH, 
THEREFORE REAR YARD IS IN COMPLIANCE. 
A TWO STORY, 12' DEEP EXTENSION IS ALSO 
PROPOSED PER SECTION 136.

ONE SPACE PER DWELLING UNIT.  2 REQUIRED 
AND PROVIDED, THEREFORE BUILDING COMPLIES.

SIDE YARD SETBACKS:
NONE REQUIRED

 
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL AREA   (UNIT A & B)          =     6,411 N.S.F 
GARAGE                                =     1,108 N.S.F. 
STORAGE =        855 N.S.F. 
TOTAL NET BUILDING AREA                 =     8,374 N.S.F.

NEIGHBOURHOOD:
POTRERO HILL

HEIGHT & BULK DISTRICT:
40-X

LOT SHAPE: 
IRREGULAR,TRIANGULAR-SHAPED LOT

LOT AREA:
3448 SQ.FT.

EXISTING USE:
VACANT LOT

(N) 24" BOX STREET  
TREES @ 20' O.C (TYP.) 

(N) 24" BOX STREET  
TREES @ 20' O.C (TYP.) 

SCREENING AT 5'-0" FOR  
WALL MTD. H2O HEATER

STAIR  A

(E) HCR

(E) HCR

PEAK ELEV = 299.1
ROOF ELEV = 296.1

EXISTING 
THREE STORY 

BUILDING 
 

(4-UNITS)

EXISTING 
TWO STORY 

BUILDING 
 

(SINGLE FAMILY 
 RESIDENTIAL)

ROOF ELEV = 293.1

LOT 49
LOT 17

REAR YARD 
BELOW

PRIVATE 
ROOF DECK 
[457 SO.FT.] 

FLAT ROOF 

FLAT ROOF

PRIVATE 
ROOF DECK 
[375 SO.FT.] 

 DECK BELOW 
@ 3RD LEVEL

FLAT ROOF

FLAT ROOF

 DECK BELOW 
@ 4TH LEVEL

 DECK BELOW 
@ 4TH LEVEL

 DECK BELOW 
@ 3RD LEVEL
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DECK

BICYCLE PARKING REQUIRED:
ONE CLASS 1 SPACE FOR EVERY ONE DWELLING UNITS REQUIRED PER  
SECTION 155.5, 2/1 = 2, THEREFORE 2 CLASS 1 PARKING SPACES REQ'D,  
2 CLASS 1 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES PROVIDED WITHIN 
PARKING GARAGE. 
 

100'-0"

13
'-5

"

102'-10"

45'-0" (45 % REQUIRED REAR YARD) 55'-0"

12'-0"

16
'-4

"

32
'-0

"

11'-9" 1'-6"

16'-4"

23'-6"

11
'-0

"
18

'-4
"

19
'-8

"

5'
-0

"

48'-8 1/2"

108'-7 1/2"

100'-0" 100'-0"

29
'-0

"
53

'-3
"

2"
4'

-1
"

4'-10"

2'-
0"

2'-6"
16'-9"14'-1"

29
'-1

0"
10

'-2
"

26
'-9

"

14'-6"

10
'-0

"3'-0"

21
'-3

"



A10

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

SE
C

TI
O

N
 A

-A
SA

N
 F

R
A

N
C

IS
C

O
, C

A
B

LO
C

K
 4

09
5 

 / 
LO

T 
01

8

2 01/30/14 ML

1 07/10/12 ML

3 06/09/14 ML

CURB 272.35' !
@ MID POINT!
OF BUILDING

N

LIVING / DINING LIVING / DINING

BEDROOMS

OFFICE

BEDROOMS

BEDROOMS

STORAGE

PRIVATE ROOF DECKS

ENTRY

CORRIDOR

ENTRY

CORRIDOR

ANGLE OF 45 DEGREES AS  
REQUIRED SETBACK PER. 
PLANNING CODE SEC 261(C)

STORAGE LAUNDRYLAUNDRY

UNIT-A

SECTION A-A

UNIT-B

80' WIDE !
DE HARO!
STREET

BASEMENT LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

ROOF

3RD LEVEL

ELEV.= +267 .00 '

ROOF

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +286.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +267 .00'

ELEV.= +286.33'

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
.  

C
E

IL
IN

G
 

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
.  

C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.

1ST LEVEL

BASEMENT LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

3RD LEVEL

1ST LEVEL

30
'-0

" H
T.

 A
BO

VE
 M

ID
PO

IN
T 

O
F 

C
U

R
B 

AT
 

SO
U

TH
ER

N
 O

F 
SE

C
TI

O
N

3'-0"

9'
-8

"

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
9'

-0
"

9'
-0

"
7'

-8
"

10
'-4

"
9'

-0
"

9'
-0

"
7'

-8
"

3'
-6

"

12'-0"

3'-0"
45'-0" (45 % REQUIRED REAR YARD)

3'
-6

"

3'
-6

"

100'-0" (LOT DEPTH)

7'
-1

0"

REAR PROPERTY LINE
FRONT PROPERTY LINE

CORRIDOR

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



A11

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML

19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

SI
TE

 S
U

R
VE

Y
SA

N
 F

R
A

N
C

IS
C

O
, C

A
B

LO
C

K
 4

09
5 

 / 
LO

T 
01

8

1 07/10/12 ML

2 01/30/14 ML

3 06/09/14 ML

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2

A12

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
--------------
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

PR
O

JE
C

T 
!

R
EN

D
ER

IN
G

S
SA

N
 F

R
A

N
C

IS
C

O
, C

A
B

LO
C

K
 4

09
5 

 / 
LO

T 
01

8

1 07/10/12 ML

2 01/30/14 ML

PROPOSED BUILDING LOOKING WEST ON DE HARO STREET

PROPOSED BUILDING LOOKING SOUTH WEST ON DE HARO STREETPROPOSED BUILDING LOOKING NORTH EAST ON SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVE.

3 06/09/14 ML



16'-0"

A2

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

PR
O

PO
SE

D
 B

A
SE

M
EN

T!
LE

VE
L 

PL
A

N
SA

N
 F

R
A

N
C

IS
C

O
, C

A
B

LO
C

K
 4

09
5 

 / 
LO

T 
01

8

N

1 07/10/12 ML

2 01/30/14 ML

3 06/09/14 ML

D
E

 H
A

R
O

 S
TR

E
E

T 
(8

0.
00

' W
ID

E
)

A

(E
) 1

5'
 S

ID
E

W
A

L`
K

(N) CURB CUT

STAIR  A

STAIR  B

ELEVATOR AELEVATOR B

A

EXISTING 
THREE STORY 

BUILDING

EXISTING 
TWO STORY 

BUILDING

66'-9"

23
'-8

"
6'

-0
"

8'
-7

 1
/2

"
8'

-0
"

2'
-8

"

100'-0"
33'-0" 3"

13
'-5

"

35'-8"

67'-4 1/2"

4'
-1

"

4'-10"

2-CAR GARAGE

UNEXCAVATED  
EARTH

LEVEL G-SHARED 
(+267') 

[1,180 SO.FT.] 

SLOPE DOWN 24"

STORAGE

STORAGE
LEVEL G-B 

(+267') 
[183 SO.FT.]

LEVEL G-A 
(+267') 

[257 SO.FT.] 

LAUNDRY

UP

LAUNDRY

UTILITIES

(2) CLASS -1 
BICYCLE 
PARKING 
SPACES

TRASH BIN  
AREA

PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

GARAGE DOOR

STANDARD

STANDARD

UP
UP

DN

10
'-0

"

49
'-0

"

16'-0" 7'
-6

"

7'-6"

1'
-8

"

 63
8.3

9'

D
E

C
K

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



A3

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

PR
O

PO
SE

D
 F

IR
ST

 !
LE

VE
L 

PL
A

N
SA

N
 F

R
A

N
C

IS
C

O
, C

A
B

LO
C

K
 4

09
5 

 / 
LO

T 
01

8

1 07/10/12 ML

2 01/30/14 ML

3 06/09/14 ML

19
'-4

"
6'

-0
"

12'-0"

12'-0" 19'-2" 21'-10"

   
  5

'-2
"

   
  S

ID
E

 -
S

E
TB

A
C

K

16
'-4

"

10
'-7

"

49
'-1

"

54'-2"

17'-0"

9'-2" 4'-7"

9'-4"

2'-8"
2'-8"

33'-0"

4'
-1

"

3'-8"

13'-8"

5'-2"

23
'-9

"

4'-10"

12'-6"

8'
-4

"

       45'-0"
REAR SETBACK

EXISTING 
THREE STORY 

BUILDING

EXISTING 
TWO STORY 

BUILDING

+276.00

+276.00

GYM / OFFICE 2

OFFICEENTRY

ENTRY

GUEST  
BEDROOM 
SUITEMASTER BATH

C
LO

S
E

T

BATH

MASTER BED

ENTRY / LOUNGE

WALK-IN CLOSET

PWD.

+275.00

D
E

 H
A

R
O

 S
TR

E
E

T 
(8

0.
00

' W
ID

E
)

SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVENUE (60.00' WIDE)

LINEN

CL
O

SE
T

CLOSET

(E
) 1

5'
 S

ID
E

W
A

LK

(E) 8' SIDEWALK

N

BATH

STAIR  A

STAIR  B

ELEVATOR A
ELEVATOR B

LIN.

(E) CURB CUT 
TO BE REMOVED

+272.00

AUNIT B 
PRIVATE 

REAR YARD LEVEL 2A 
(+276') 

[1,111 SO.FT.] 

LEVEL 2B 
(+276') 

[1,031 SO.FT.] 

DN

DN

UP

UP

DN

DN

LANDSCAPED 
AREA

A

(N) CURB CUT

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



A4

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

PR
O

PO
SE

D
 S

EC
O

N
D
!

 L
EV

EL
 P

LA
N

SA
N

 F
R

A
N

C
IS

C
O

, C
A

B
LO

C
K

 4
09

5 
 / 

LO
T 

01
8

1 07/10/12 ML

2 01/30/14 ML

3 06/09/14 ML

N

A

19'-2" 21'-10"

5'
-0

"
16

'-4
"

10
'-7

"

5'
-6

"
7'

-7
 1

/2
"

3'
-1

0"
9'

-0
"

6'
-6

"
6'

-0
"

5'
-0

"
9'

-0
"

7'
-0

"

9'-0"

17'-0"

13'-8"

23'-6"

9'-2" 4'-7"

2'
-1

0"
5'

-9
"

54'-2"
2'-

0"

2"

DECK

LEVEL 3B 
(+286.33') 

[954 SO.FT.] 
DNCLO.

DECK

MASTER 
BEDROOM 

C
LO

.

 CLOSET

MASTER  
BATH

BEDROOM 

BEDROOM

BEDROOM

BEDROOM

DECK

LEVEL 3A 
(+286.33') 

[1,197 SO.FT.] 

BATH

DN

UP

CLOSET

LIN.

CL
O

.

BATH

BEDROOM 

STAIR  A

STAIR  B

CLO.

BATH

DECK

D
E

C
K

D
E

C
K

UP

9'-4"

2'-8"
2'-8"

3'-8"

5'-2"

4'-9"

9'
-8

"
3'

-1
1"

2"

2"

3'-0"

3'-0"

12'-0"33'-0"

49
'-0

"

A

PEAK ELEV = 299.1
ROOF ELEV = 296.1

ROOF ELEV = 293.1

EXISTING 
THREE STORY 

BUILDING

EXISTING 
TWO STORY 

BUILDING

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

SA
N

 F
R

A
N

C
IS

C
O

, C
A

B
LO

C
K

 4
09

5 
 / 

LO
T 

01
8

2 01/30/14 ML

3 06/09/14 ML

N

1 07/10/12 ML

12'-0"
4'

-8
"

16
'-4

"
10

'-7
"

19
'-8

"
18

'-4
"

11
'-0

"

49
'-0

"

17'-9"

23'-6"

13
'-1

"

2'
-0

"

4'-7"

18'-9" 21'-10"13'-10"

5'-2"

14'-8"

3'-8"

2'-6"8"

11'-9" 1'-6"

4'
-1

" 4'-10"
2'-

0"

12'-0"33'-0"

PRIVATE DECK

LIVING

DINING

DN

DINING

LIVING

PWD

CLO.

KITCHEN

DN

PWD.

KITCHEN

CLO.

FL
A

T 
R

O
O

F

DECK 
BELOW

STAIR  A

STAIR  B

PRIVATE 
 DECK

DECK 
BELOW

FLAT 
ROOF

LEVEL 4B 
(+296.67') 

[848 SO.FT.] 
UP

UP LEVEL 4A 
(+296.67') 

[830 SO.FT.] 

A

A

A5

PR
O

PO
SE

D
 T

H
IR

D
!

 L
EV

EL
 P

LA
N

ROOF ELEV = 293.1

EXISTING 
THREE STORY 

BUILDING

EXISTING 
TWO STORY 

BUILDING

LEVEL 4B 
(+296.67') 

[848 SO.FT.] 

PEAK ELEV = 299.1
ROOF ELEV = 296.1

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



A6

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

SO
U

TH
ER

N
 H

EI
G

H
TS

 A
VE

.!
(S

O
U

TH
) E

LE
VA

TI
O

N
SA

N
 F

R
A

N
C

IS
C

O
, C

A
B

LO
C

K
 4

09
5 

 / 
LO

T 
01

8

SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVE. (SOUTH) ELEVATION

CLEAR ANODIZED  
ALUMINUM  WINDOW 

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 1)

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 1)

CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM  
WINDOW SYSTEM

VERTICAL GRAIN RED 
CEDAR - NATURAL FINISH

VERTICAL GRAIN  
RED CEDAR -  
NATURAL FINISH

POWDERCOATED  
ALUMINIUM 
FINISH

PAINTED WOOD TO  
MATCH STUCCO #1

VERTICAL  
GRAIN  
RED CEDAR 
NATURAL  
FINISH 
@ JAMB

CLEAR  
ANODIZED  
ALUMINUM  
WINDOW  
SYSTEM 
 

80' WIDE DE HARO STREET

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE 
24 SQ.FT.

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE 
24 SQ.FT.

REAR PROPERTY LINE

ROOF

ELEV.= +267 .00 '

ROOF

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +286.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +267 .00'

ELEV.= +286.33'

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

  
H

T.

BASEMENT LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

3RD LEVEL

1ST LEVEL

BASEMENT LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

3RD LEVEL

1ST LEVEL

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

45'-0" (45 % REQUIRED REAR YARD)

12'-0"

3'-0"

49'-9"
EXISTING ADJACENT 3-STORY RESIDENTIAL BUILDING

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

inc.

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE 24 SQ.FT. 

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



A6

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

SA
N

 F
R

A
N

C
IS

C
O

, C
A

SOUTHERN HEIGHTS AVE. (SOUTH) ELEVATION
ELEV.= +267 .00 ' ELEV.= +267 .00'

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
  

H
T.

BASEMENT LEVEL BASEMENT LEVEL

9'
-0

"

9'
-0

"

7'
-8

"

7'
-8

"

49'-9"
EXISTING ADJACENT 3-STORY RESIDENTIAL BUILDING

A7
DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

D
E 

H
A

R
O

 S
T.

 (E
A

ST
 )!

EL
EV

A
TI

O
N

SA
N

 F
R

A
N

C
IS

C
O

, C
A

B
LO

C
K

 4
09

5 
 / 

LO
T 

01
8

DE HARO ST.(EAST) ELEVATION

VERTICAL GRAIN RED 
CEDAR - NATURAL FINISH

VERTICAL GRAIN RED 
CEDAR - NATURAL FINISH

CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM  
WINDOW SYSTEM

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 1)

CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM  
DOOR SYSTEM

VERTICAL GRAIN RED 
CEDAR - NATURAL FINISH

CLEAR ANODIZED  
ALUMINUM  
DOOR /WINDOW  
SYSTEM

TEMPERED  
GLASS 
GUARDRAIL TEMPERED  

GLASS 
GUARDRAIL

PAINTED WOOD TO  
MATCH STUCCO #1

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE 24 SQ.FT. 

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE  
24 SQ .FT. 

ALUMINUM  & 
FROSTED GLASS  
OVERHEAD DOOR 

SOUTHERN PORTION HEIGHT DETERMINATION MEASUREMENT NORTHERN PORTION

CURB 272.35' @ MID !
POINT OF SOUTHERN!
PORTION OF BUILDING CURB 268.47' @ MID !

POINT OF NORTHERN!
PORTION OF BUILDING

EXISTING ADJACENT 2-STORY !
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING

60' WIDE !
SOUTHERN !
HTS. AVE.

ROOF

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +286.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +267 .00'

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
.  

C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.

BASEMENT LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

3RD LEVEL

1ST LEVEL

30
'-0

" H
T.

 A
BO

VE
 M

ID
PO

IN
T 

O
F 

C
U

R
B 

AT
 S

O
U

TH
ER

N
 S

EC
TI

O
N

28
'-2

"  
H

T.
 A

BO
VE

 M
ID

PO
IN

T 
O

F 
C

U
R

B 
AT

   
   

   
 N

O
R

TH
ER

N
 S

EC
TI

O
N

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

9'-0"

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



A8

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

W
ES

T 
 E

LE
VA

TI
O

N
SA

N
 F

R
A

N
C

IS
C

O
, C

A
B

LO
C

K
 4

09
5 

 / 
LO

T 
01

8

2 01/30/14 ML

WEST ELEVATION

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 1)

CLEAR ANODIZED  
ALUMINUM DOOR/ 
 WINDOW SYSTEM

VERTICAL GRAIN RED 
CEDAR - NATURAL FINISH

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 1)

CLEAR ANODIZED  
ALUMINUM WINDOW 

1 07/10/12 ML

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE 
24 SQ.FT.

PAINTED WOOD TO  
MATCH STUCCO #1

CLEAR ANODIZED  
ALUMINUM  WINDOW 

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

8' WIDE SIDEWALK 60' WIDE SOUTHERN !
HTS. AVE.

ELEV.= +267 .00 '

ROOF

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +286.33'

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
.  

C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.

BASEMENT LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

3RD LEVEL

1ST LEVEL

EXISTING ADJACENT 2-STORY !
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING

3 06/09/14 ML

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2



A9

Revisions     By

DATE:
SCALE:
DRAWN:
SHEET:

ML
1/4"=1'-0"
19 MARCH 2012

89
6 

D
EH

A
R

O
 S

TR
EE

T 
TO

W
N

H
O

M
ES

l
e
a
v
it
t

a
r

c
h

it
e

c
tu

r
e

1327 mason st. 
san francisco 
california 94133 
t 415 674 9100 
f 415 674 9101

inc.

N
O

R
TH

 E
LE

VA
TI

O
N

SA
N

 F
R

A
N

C
IS

C
O

, C
A

B
LO

C
K

 4
09

5 
 / 

LO
T 

01
8

2 01/30/14 ML

1 07/10/12 ML

NORTH ELEVATION

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 1)

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 1)

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 2)

VERTICAL GRAIN RED 
CEDAR - NATURAL FINISH

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE 
24 SQ.FT.

EXT. PLYWOOD PANELS 
AT BLIND WALL (TYP.)

EXT. PLYWOOD PANELS 
AT BLIND WALL (TYP.)

SMOOTH TROWELED, 
INTEGRAL COLOR 
STUCCO FINISH, 
(COLOR 2)

TEPMERED GLASS  
GUARDRAIL 42" HIGH 
W/ POSTS @ 6'-0" O.C. 
& MAX. GLASS SIZE 
24 SQ.FT.

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

9'
-0

"
10

'-4
"

10
'-4

"
11

'-8
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

9'
-0

"
1'

-4
"

7'
-8

"
1'

-4
"

1'
-4

"
10

'-4
"

15' WIDE SIDEWALK80' WIDE !
DE HARO!
 STREET

ELEV.= +267 .00 '

ROOF

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +286.33'

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
.  

C
E

IL
IN

G
  

H
T.

ROOF

ELEV.= +276.00'

ELEV.= +286.33'

ELEV.= +296.67'

ELEV.= +308.33'

ELEV.= +267 .00'

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 H
T.

C
LR

. C
E

IL
IN

G
 H

T.
 C

LR
. C

E
IL

IN
G

 
 H

T.

BASEMENT LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

3RD LEVEL

1ST LEVEL

BASEMENT !
LEVEL

2ND LEVEL

3RD LEVEL

1ST LEVEL

OUTLINE OF EXISTING ADJACENT !
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING !
IN FOREGROUND!

31
1 

N
O

TI
C

ED
 P

LA
N

 - 
D

A
TE

D
 M

A
R

C
H

 1
9,

 2
01

2


	DR - Full Analysis (896 De Haro St)
	Discretionary Review
	Full Analysis
	Hearing date March 26, 2015
	project description
	Site Description and Present Use
	Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood
	dr requestor
	Dr requestor concerns and proposed alternatives
	PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE-
	PROJECT ANALYSIS
	ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
	Residential Design team Review
	basis for RECOMMENDATION

	REQUIRED PERIOD
	DR HEARING DATE
	DR FILE DATE
	NOTIFICATION DATES
	TYPE
	FILING TO HEARING TIME
	122 days
	ACTUAL PERIOD
	REQUIRED PERIOD
	ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
	REQUIRED NOTICE DATE
	TYPE
	NO POSITION
	OPPOSED
	SUPPORT
	Design Review Checklist
	NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (pages 7-10)
	SITE DESIGN (pages 11 - 21)
	BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (pages 23 - 30)
	ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (pages 31 - 41)
	BUILDING DETAILS (pages 43 - 48)


	Combined Exhibits
	Exhibits (896 De Haro St)
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5

	896 De Haro St- 311 Notice (Amended)
	896 De Haro Street DR Application- Edward Miller (2012.0978 DRP)
	Plan Alternative Submitted by DR Requestor - 896 De Haro St
	PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSE TO DR REQUESTOR CONCERNS

	Alternate Currently Proposed Plans
	A0 SITE PLAN-MOD
	A1 BASEMENT LEVEL-MOD
	A10 SECTION AA-MOD
	A11 SECTION BB-MOD
	A12 RENDERING-1-MOD
	A13 RENDERING-2-MOD
	A14 RENDERING-3-MOD
	A2 FIRST LEVEL PLAN-MOD
	A3 SECOND LEVEL PLAN-MOD
	A4 THIRD LEVEL PLAN-MOD
	A5 ROOF LEVEL PLAN-MOD
	A6 SOUTH  ELEV-MOD
	A7 EAST ELEV-MOD
	A8 WEST ELEV-MOD
	A9 NORTH  ELEV-MOD

	311 Noticed Plans (reduced)
	A1  COVER-SITE-311
	A10 PROPSOED SECTION AA-311
	A11 SURVEY-311
	A12 PROJECT RENDERINGS-311
	A2 PROPOSED BASEMENT PLAN-311
	A3 PROPOSED FIRST PLAN-311
	A4 PROPOSED SECOND PLAN-311
	A5 PROPOSED 3RD PLAN-311
	A6 PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION-311
	A7 PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION-311
	A8 PROPOSED WEST ELEVATIONS-311
	A9 PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION-311


