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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE MARCH 15, 2018 
 

Date:  March 8, 2018 

Case No.:  2015‐009015DRP‐03 

Project Address:  75, 77, 79‐81 LELAND AVENUE 

Permit Application:  201506290164; 201506290165; 201506290158  

Zoning:  RH‐1 (Residential House, One‐Family) Zoning District; 

  NC‐2 (Neighborhood Commercial‐Small Scale) Zoning District 

  Visitacion Valley/Schlage Special Use District 

  40‐X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot:  6250/007B and 030 

Project Sponsor:  David Silverman 

  Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

  One Bush Street, Suite 600 

  San Francisco, CA 94104 

Staff Contact:  Esmeralda Jardines – (415) 575‐9144 

  esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org 

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

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project includes subdivision of Lot 007B and construction of three new buildings on three 

new  lots consisting of: two new two‐story single‐family homes addressed as 75 and 77 Leland Avenue, 

and a new  three‐story mixed‐use building addressed as 79‐81 Leland Avenue. The proposed buildings 

would be located across three individual lots, one along Leland Avenue and two proposed at the rear. 

 

79‐81 Leland Avenue would  front Leland Avenue on Lot 030  in  the NC‐2 Zoning District, and would 

provide three residential units and one ground floor retail professional service unit. The proposed three‐

story mixed‐use building at 79‐81 Leland Avenue would measure approximately 4,469 gross square feet, 

including 972 square feet of professional service use at the ground floor, and no off‐street parking spaces 

are  proposed.  79‐81  Leland Avenue would  provide  access  to  the  two  single‐family  residences  via  an 

easement.   

 

75‐77 Leland Avenue would be located on Lot 007B, behind on Lot 030, in the RH‐1 Zoning District. The 

two  single‐family homes would  each have  their  own  rear yard,  and would  each measure  2,830 gross 

square  feet,  inclusive of  the garage. Each  single‐family  residence would possess one off‐street parking 

space. 

 

Since publication of the 311 notification, the Project Sponsor has updated the design of the Project at 79‐81 

Leland Avenue by providing a glazed rollup door at the easement opening and at 75‐77 Leland Avenue, 

the single‐family homes have been moved forward two feet to move the building massing forward and 
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preserve as much of  the mid‐block open space possible, per direction from  the Urban Design Advisory 

Team  (UDAT)  and Residential Design Advisory Team  (RDAT),  respectively. Revised plans have been 

included for review.   

 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The subject property is located on Assessor’s Block 6250 spanning two existing parcels, Lot 030 and Lot 

007B. These lots are bounded by Leland Avenue to the north and private lots to the east, south, and west. 

Lot 007B is currently landlocked with no direct access to Leland Avenue except across Lot 030. Currently, 

the existing parcels are vacant, covered with hardscape and utilized as vehicle storage.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The  Project  site  is  located  in  an  area  characterized  by  single‐family  residences  and  a  neighborhood 

commercial  corridor  along Leland Avenue. Existing  single‐family  homes  along Leland  and Visitacion 

Avenues are  two‐  to‐three‐stories  tall. The Project  site  is  located within  the RH‐1  as well  as  the NC‐2 

Zoning Districts.  

 

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE REQUIRED 
PERIOD 

NOTIFICATION 
DATES 

DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 & 312 

Notice 
30 days 

October 23, 2017 

– November 22, 

2017 

November 21 

and 22, 2017 
March 15, 2018  113 & 114 days 

 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE REQUIRED 
PERIOD 

REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD 

Posted Notice  10 days  March 4, 2018 March 4, 2018  11 days

Mailed Notice  10 days  March 5, 2018 March 5, 2018  10 days

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  X  

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across the 

street 

    X 

Neighborhood groups  X  

 

DR REQUESTOR 

75 and 77 Leland Avenue DR Requestor:  
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Nelson Gutierrez 

624 Visitacion Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94134 

 

78‐91 Leland Avenue DR Requestor:  

Russel Morine on behalf of Visitacion Valley Connections 

64 Gillette Avenue 

PO Box 34003 

San Francisco, CA 94134 

 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Nelson Gutierrez: 

 

Issue #1: Building two single‐family homes on Lot 007B would destroy and eliminate all elements of the 

existing mid‐block open space.  

 

Issue #2:  The two single‐family homes will shadow the rear yards of the neighboring properties.  

 

Issue #3: The two single‐family homes will box in the rear yards of all neighboring residential properties.  

 

Issue #4: The DR requestor’s home will lose a sense of privacy.  

 

Issue  #5:  The  two  single‐family  homes  would  be  out  of  context  because  they  would  be  entirely 

surrounded  by  residential  and  mixed‐use  properties.  This  situation  is  virtually  nonexistent  in  the 

neighborhood.  

 

Issue #6: Loss of visual openness, reducution in natural light and air.  

 

Alternatives:  

 

Alternative 1: Reducing the number of buildings and the height of the proposal. Build a one‐story cottage 

building  which  would  reduce  the  “boxed  in”  sense  and  minimize  impacts  to  privacy.  A  one‐story 

building would somewhat address the loss of light and air  compared to a two‐story building.  

 

Alternative 2: Reduce the bulk of the proposal. The site plan indicates an excessive front yard setback of 

25  feet when  15  feet  are  required. Building  can  be  shifted  10  feet  forward  appropriate  for  residential 

properties on Visitacion Avenue.  

 

Alternative  3:  Side  setbacks  should be provided  to  create  a buffer between properties  and preserve  a 

portion of the existing mid‐block open space.  

 

Alternative 4: A fire‐rated roof will eliminate the need for the parapet and grade the land.  
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Alternative 5: Because the project sponsor owns the lot and existing building at Lot 31, permit the project 

sponsor  to build an additional  floor on  the existing building  to produce additional units. Eliminate  the 

easement  through  the proposed  three‐story mixed‐unit building (lot 30) and allowing  lower  level  to be 

strictly commercial only.  

 

Russel Morine on behalf of Visitacion Valley Connections: 

 

Issue#1: The project  sponsor’s design  for  a new mixed‐use building  ignores  the pattern of  storefronts 

along Leland Avenue and would diminish the quality of life of the streetscape due to its poorly conceived 

façade. The design  of  79‐81 Leland Avenue  is  entirely dictacted  by  the  proposed  separate  permits  of 

residential projects  to  the rear of  this property. To access  the properties  to  the rear,  the project sponsor 

proposes an easement through 79‐81 Leland Avenue. This easement results in a gaping hole in the façade 

of the building. The gaping hole ignores the neighborhood’s fine graned storefront character and results 

in a small leftover commercial space that would be challenging to activate.  

 

Issue#2: The design of the new building should harmonize with the scale and orientation of the existing 

buildings.  79‐81 Leland Avenue would  not  be  in  harmony with  the  existing  buildings. The design  is 

entirely incluenced by external factors. However, these factors should not diminish the aesthetic quality 

of what would otherwise be a straightforward mixed‐use building.  If built as designed,  it would be an 

exception to the established character of the commercial corridor.  

 

Issue#3: The easement through the building results in a façade that is inconsistent and at odds with the 

character of the commercial corridor. Specifically, 25‐foot wide building would have an 11‐foot wide and 

14  foot‐9‐inch‐opening  in  its  façade. This gaping hole would dominate  the  façade of  the building  and 

distract from the regular pattern of storefronts and mixed‐use buidlings common along the corridor.  

 

Please  refer  to  the Discretionary Review Application  for additional  information.   The Discretionary Review 

Application is attached as an exhibits to this Discretionary Review full analysis. 

 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 

75 and 77 Leland Avenue:   

 

As stated by the Project Sponsor: “The zoning district is RH‐1, single‐family home. Access to the rear lot 

is provided by an easement  that has been approved by  the Department of Building  Inspection and  the 

Fire Department and has been recorded on title to the Property. Mid‐block open space is provided by the 

rear yards of all adjacent parcels, as well as the subject parcel. The General Plan encourages development 

of housing on vacant parcels  in R Districts, of which  the  subject property Lot XXX,  is within. Per  the 

General Plan’s Housing Element, Objective 1, identify and make available for development adequate sites 

to meet the City’s housing needs. 

 

The DR Requestor has not requested any reasonable alternatives. The subject vacant lot is underutilized 

and the size of the single family home is well suited to the neighborhood. 
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All of the adjacent parcels have code‐compliant rear yards as does the proposed project. There will be no 

unual impacts on the surrounding properties.” 

 

79‐81 Leland Avenue:  

 

As  stated by  the Project  Sponsor:  “The  zoning district  is NC‐2  (Neighborhood Commercial)  and  40‐X 

height and bulk district. The proposal  is  two  floors of  residential  (three units) over ground  floor  retail 

professional  service.  The  project  is  typical  of  the  NC‐2  zoning  district.  The  existing  vacant  lot  is 

underutilized.  The  proposed  housing  is  needed  due  to  the  housing  crisis.  The  ground  floor  retail 

professional service is intended to provide neighborhood services. 

 

Though  the DR  applicant would  like  a  smaller  building,  the  proposal  is  10  feet  below  the  allowable 

height and within comparable heights for  the NC‐2 district. The DR applicant also objects  to  the access 

easement. The easement has been approved by the Building and Fire Departments and recorded against 

the title to the subject property. 

 

The project would  not  have  any  adverse  or unusual  impacts  on  surrounding properties The  adjacent 

building at 73 Leland Avenue is a grocery store and a one‐stop that appears vacant, 83 Leland Avenue is 

a commercial Laundromat, and 73 Leland appears to provide a residential use at the second story”. 

 

Please refer to the Project Sposnor’s Response to Discretionary Review Application for additional information.  

The  the  Project  Sposnor’s  Response  to Discretionary  Review Application  is  attached  as  an  exhibits  to  this 

Discretionary Review full analysis. 

 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 

75‐77 Leland Avenue:  

 

The  existing  vacant  parcels  are  currently  underutilized  lots  currently  providing  vehicular  storage. 

Vehicular storage is not permitted in the RH‐1 and the NC‐2 Zoning Districts. The Project, which includes 

construction of two new single‐family homes and a new mixed‐use building, is consistent with the intent 

and purposes of  the RH‐1 and NC‐2 Zoning Districts,  respectively. The Project will bring  the  site  into 

greater compliance with the Planning Code and General Plan.  

 

Lot 007B  is currently  surrounded by  the neighboring  residential properties,and  is a  land‐locked parcel 

with no direct street access. The Project Sponsor also explained that the two new single‐family homes are 

proposed  as  far  forward  as  permitted  by  the  Fire  Code.  The DR  Requestor’s  side  setbacks  are  only 

required  by  the  Planning  Code  in  RH‐1(D)  Districts.  The  RH‐1  Zoning  District  does  not  possess  a 

requirement for side setbacks. Furthermore, side setbacks are not a prevailing pattern of Block 6250 or the 

neighboring block faces. 

 

Within  the neighborhood,  there  is  a  similar precedent  of  a dwelling unit  in  a  rear  lot with  restrictive 

access to the street as seen on Block 6306. At 158 Talbert Street (Assessor’s Block 6306 and Lot 048), the 

dwelling unit is entirely within the required rear yard and behind an existing residential building along 

Talbert  Street;  however,  the  aforementioned  is  improved with  a  8‐foot  pathway  extending  to  Talbert 
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Street.  Furthermore, unlike  158 Talbert,  75  and  77 Leland Avenue  are providing  code‐complying  rear 

yards. Lot  007B  is  not  improved with  the  aforementioned pathway providing direct  access  to Leland 

Avenue. The existing configuration of the lot is unique, since this lot is located in the middle of the block 

face with no direct access to the street.  

 

The mid‐block open space is preserved via code‐complying rear yards. Lot 007B not having direct street 

access is a practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship not created by or attributed to the owner of the 

property. Developing  single‐family  homes  is  a  substantial  right  of  the  subject  property, possessed  by 

other properties in the RH‐1 Zoning District. A shadow application is not required for the single‐family 

homes at the proposed heights which are less than 40 feet in height and not in the vicinity of open space 

or land owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. 

 

79‐81 Leland Avenue: 

 

In response to UDAT comments, the Project has incorporated a new storefront system via a rollup glazed 

door  to address  the disruption  in  the  street  frontage. The Project assists  in  continuing  the  commercial 

block face found along Leland Avenue. 

 

The proposed easement  through 79‐81 Leland Avenue  is required  to provide  legal access from  the rear 

Lot 007B to Leland Avenue. This easement/access point has been designed with a glazed rollup door that 

would be  in keeping with nearby  commercial  storefronts. The ground  floor  retail professional  service 

with upper floor residential is a prevailing pattern of the NC‐2 Zoning District.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The  Department  has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  is  exempt  from  environmental  review, 

pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15303(b). 

 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN ADVISORY TEAM REVIEW/URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY TEAM REVIEW 

After RDAT and UDAT reviewed the DR concerns, RDAT requested that the rear single‐family homes be 

brought forward as much as possible to preserve the mid‐block open space to the extent possible. UDAT 

requested that a rolloup glazed door be provided to continue the feel of the commercial frontages along 

Leland Avenue.  

 

Based upon  the  latest update  to  the Project,  the Project Sponsor has  incorporated both of  these design 

suggestions. 

 

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 

In evaluating the pros and cons of this Project, the Department found that this Project which includes the 

new  construction  of  two  single‐family  homes  and  one  mixed‐use  building  with  ground  floor  retail 
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professional  service  and  residential  above,  provides  new  family‐sized  housing  opportunities,  that  on 

balance, comply with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:  

 In consideration of the Housing Element, the proposed Project adheres to the allowable building 

height and provides four new dwelling units, two on their own parcel and three on a contingous 

parcel, to the City’s housing stock. 

 The Project provides for a range of housing needs, including family‐sized housing. 

 The construction of new single‐family homes within an RH‐1 Zoning District brings  the Project 

site  into greater  conformance with  the Planning Code. The vacant hardscape  lots are used  for 

vehicle  storage which  not  permitted within  the  RH‐1  Zoning District.  Removing  the  vehicle 

storage to provide residential uses also removes the non‐conformity at the Project site. 

 The single‐family homes will have code‐complying rear yards that will further complement and 

enhance  the mid‐block open space’s prevailing pattern, as opposed  to a hardscape  lot used  for 

vehicle storage. 

 The  overall  architectural  expression  of  the  Project  is  in  keeping  with  the  neighborhood’s 

residential character for the single‐family homes at 75‐77 Leland Avenue and in keeping with the 

neighborhood commercial character for 79‐81 Leland Avenue. 

 The proposed  residential massing  is compatible with  the  surrounding neighborhood  in height, 

scale and form.  

 The Project provides two new, family‐sized, single‐family residences in addition to a mixed‐use 

building  providing  three  additional  residential  units,  thus  contributing  to  the mix  of  housing 

within the City and providing an opportunity to expand the existing limited housing stock. 

 The Project Sponsor has modified  the design  to bring  the  single‐family homes at 75‐77 Leland 

Avenue as  forward as possible. Further,  the Project Sponsor has a  rollup glazed door at 79‐81 

Leland Avenue to mirror the commercial frontages along Leland Avenue. 

 The proposed Project meets the requirements of the San Francisco Planning Code, and does not 

seek any additional entitlements or exceptions. 

 

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

 

Attachments: 

CEQA Determination 

Parcel Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Height and Bulk Map 

Aerial Photographs  

Leland Avenue Site Photographs  

Section 311 NN Notice forms 

Section 311 Reduced Plans 
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DRP Applications: DRP, DRP‐02 and DRP‐03 

Response to DRP Applications dated December 15, 2017  

Project Sponsor’s Submittals 

Revised Plans per RDAT & UDAT comments after DRP submittals 
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Design Review Checklist 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one)   

Defined 

Mixed  X 

 

Comments: The  surrounding  residential neighborhood has a mixed neighborhood  character  consisting 

predominantly  of  two‐story  single‐family  (one‐story  over  garage)  residences  designed  in  a  variety  of 

architectural styles. The surrounding neighborhood also has a few three‐story residential buildings along 

Leland Avenue. 

 

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  immediate neighborhood  is  located on a flat street, Leland Avenue. Currently, the two 

contiguous are at the same grade from Leland Avenue to the rearmost portion of Lot 007B. The existing 

site is currently vacant and covered with hardscape, the front entrance is oriented along Leland Avenue. 

There is no prevailing pattern of buildings possessing a side yard; however, all consistently provide rear 



Discretionary Review – Full Analysis CASE NO. 2015-009015DRP-03 
March 15, 2018 75, 77, 79-81 LELAND AVENUE 

 10

yards at the nearby residential properties. The proposed structures are within the permitted height and 

bulk for the RH‐1 and NC‐2 Zoning Districts. 

 

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: Most of  the properties on  the  adjacent block and within  the  immediate neighborhood  are 

primarily  two‐stories  in height, one‐story over garage. The proposed single‐family homes continue  this 

building typology of one‐story over garage for a total of two stories in height, with a front façade setback 

and would maintain  code‐complying  rear  yards.  The  building  form  is  similar  in  nature  to  the  other 

residences on  the  subject block. The proposed mixed‐use building along Leland Avenue proposes  two 

stories over ground floor retail professional service, residential above ground floor retail is a prevailing 

pattern of the NC‐2 Zoning District. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES  NO N/A

Building Entrances (pages 31 ‐ 33)   

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 

the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
X     

Does  the  location  of  the  building  entrance  respect  the  existing  pattern  of 

building entrances? 
X     

Is  the building’s  front porch  compatible with  existing porches of  surrounding 

buildings? 
    X 

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 

the sidewalk?  
X     

Bay Windows (page 34)  

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 

surrounding buildings? 
X     

Garages (pages 34 ‐ 37)   

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X 
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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 and garage location of the proposed project are consistent with the 

Residential Design Guideilnes, the latter of which does not exceed the suggested 10 feet in width. The 79‐

81  Leland Avenue  proposals  does  feature  a  stair  penthouse.  Staff worked  diligently with  the  project 

Architect  to minimize  the massing and visbility of said stair penthouse  to  the extent possible. Staff,  the 

project Architect and SF DBI met to discuss the penthouse and SF DBI explained the aforementioned was 

required and that they would not accept a rooftop hatch in lieu of the penthouse. Therefore, the Archtiect 

tried to reduce its visibility. 

 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 

Architectural Details (pages 43 ‐ 44)   

Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 

and the surrounding area? 
X     

Windows (pages 44 ‐ 46)       

Do  the windows contribute  to  the architectural character of  the building and  the 

neighborhood? 
X     

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

the neighborhood? 
X     

Are  the  window  features  designed  to  be  compatible  with  the  building’s 

architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
X     

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 

especially on facades visible from the street?
X     

Exterior Materials (pages 47 ‐ 48)   

Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 

used in the surrounding area? 
X     

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 

are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
X     

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied?  X     
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Comments: The proposed windows and exterior materials compliment  the surrounding neighborhood. 

The project provides an appropriate architectural response to the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

 
 



CEQA Categorical Exemption
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   CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address  Block/Lot(s) 

   

Case No.  Permit No.  Plans Dated 

     

  Addition/ 

       Alteration 

Demolition  

     (requires HRER if over 45 years  old) 

New        

     Construction 

 Project Modification  

     (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

 

 

 

 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 
 

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

 

 
Class 3 – New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single‐family 

residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .; 

change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000 

sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. 

  Class___  

 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior‐care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? 

Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel 

generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents 

documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and 

the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap > 
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone) 

 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards 

or more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 

checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 

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

enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the 
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects 

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

 

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

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

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

 

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

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non‐archeological sensitive 

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

 

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

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 
Topography) 

 

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater 

than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of 

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is 
checked, a geotechnical report is required. 

 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion 

greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard 

Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.  

 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage 

expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.  

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

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

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

CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

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

  Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER   

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

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

 
3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 

storefront window alterations. 

 
4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

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

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

way. 

 
7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

 

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

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.  

  Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

 
1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

  2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

 
3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in‐kind” but are consistent with 

existing historic character. 

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

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

features. 

 
6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic 

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

 
7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right‐of‐way 

and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 
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9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments): 

 

 

 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) ________________________ 

 

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation 

Coordinator) 

        Reclassify to Category A       Reclassify to Category C 

 

a. Per HRER dated:   (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): 

 

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

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

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

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

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

Comments (optional): 

 

 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

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

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

all that apply):  

 Step 2 – CEQA Impacts 

 
 Step 5 – Advanced Historical Review  

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

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

 Planner Name:  Signature: 

 

 

Project Approval Action:  
 

 

 

 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 

project. 

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

of the Administrative Code. 

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

within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.  
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
In  accordance with Chapter  31 of  the San Francisco Administrative Code, when  a California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes 

a  substantial modification  of  that  project.    This  checklist  shall  be  used  to  determine whether  the  proposed 

changes  to  the  approved  project would  constitute  a  “substantial modification”  and,  therefore,  be  subject  to 

additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

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

front page) 

   

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

     

Plans Dated  Previous Approval Action  New Approval Action 

     

Modified Project Description: 

 

 

 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION  
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

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

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

Sections 311 or 312; 

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

 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 

no longer qualify for the exemption? 

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
 The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.  

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 

approval and no additional environmental review is required.  This determination shall be posted on the Planning 

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name:  Signature or Stamp: 
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1650 Mission Street  Sui te 400   San Francisco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On June 29, 2015, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2015.0629.0164 with the City and 
County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O J E C T  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: 75 Leland Avenue Applicant: Jason Chan 
Cross Street(s): Peabody St and Desmond St Address: 615 Santa Barbara Avenue 
Block/Lot No.: 6250/007B City, State: Millbrae, CA  94030 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 710-8896 
Record No.: 2015-009015PRJ Email: jasonchan16988@gmail.com 

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

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

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 

  Change of Use   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 Residential 

Front Setback Vacant Lot 26 feet 6 inches to 31 feet 8 inches 
(inclusive of a 16 foot to 21 foot 9 inch 
easement) 

Side Setbacks Vacant Lot None 

Building Depth Vacant Lot 55 feet 6 inches 

Rear Yard Vacant Lot 29 feet  

Building Height Vacant Lot 23 feet 6 inches 

Number of Stories Vacant Lot 2 

Number of Dwelling Units Vacant Lot 1 

Number of Parking Spaces Vacant Lot 1 
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The proposal is to construct a new two-story single-family home at 75 Leland Avenue upon subdividing two new separate 
lots within the RH-1 Zoning District.  
 
The other new lot will be improved with a new two-story single-family home at 75 Leland Avenue under BPA no. 
2015.0629.0164. The front vacant parcel, 6250/030, will be improved with a new three-story mixed-use building with three 
dwelling units and one ground floor commercial unit at 79-81 Leland Avenue within an NC-2 Zoning District under BPA no. 
2015.0629.0158. 

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval 
at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Esmeralda Jardines 
Telephone: (415) 575-9144      Notice Date:   
E-mail:  esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org    Expiration Date:   
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to 
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If 
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning 
Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday.  If 
you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this 
notice.  

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  

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

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 
www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable 
solutions.   

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential 
problems without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your 
concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary 
powers to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 
for projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; 
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary 
Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a 
Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. 
Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st 
Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information 
Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the 
Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department 
Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and 
new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required 
materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   
Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 
304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of 
Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part 
of this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the 
Exemption Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from 
CEQA may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action 
identified on the determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available 
from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
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1650 Mission Street  Sui te 400   San Francisco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On June 29, 2015, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2015.0629.0165 with the City and 
County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O J E C T  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: 77 Leland Avenue Applicant: Jason Chan 
Cross Street(s): Peabody St and Desmond St Address: 615 Santa Barbara Avenue 
Block/Lot No.: 6250/007B City, State: Millbrae, CA  94030 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 710-8896 
Record No.: 2015-009015PRJ Email: jasonchan16988@gmail.com 

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

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

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 

  Change of Use   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 Residential 

Front Setback Vacant Lot 26 feet 6 inches to 31 feet 8 inches 
(inclusive of a 16 foot to 21 foot 9 inch 
easement) 

Side Setbacks Vacant Lot None 

Building Depth Vacant Lot 55 feet 6 inches 

Rear Yard Vacant Lot 29 feet 6 inches 

Building Height Vacant Lot 23 feet 6 inches 

Number of Stories Vacant Lot 2 

Number of Dwelling Units Vacant Lot 1 

Number of Parking Spaces Vacant Lot 1 
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The proposal is to construct a new two-story single-family home at 77 Leland Avenue upon subdividing two new separate 
lots within the RH-1 Zoning District.  
 
The other new lot will be improved with a new two-story single-family home at 75 Leland Avenue under BPA no. 
2015.0629.0164. The front vacant parcel, 6250/030, will be improved with a new three-story mixed-use building with three 
dwelling units and one ground floor commercial unit at 79-81 Leland Avenue within an NC-2 Zoning District under BPA no. 
2015.0629.0158. 

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval 
at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Esmeralda Jardines 
Telephone: (415) 575-9144      Notice Date:   
E-mail:  esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org    Expiration Date:   
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to 
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If 
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning 
Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday.  If 
you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this 
notice.  

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  

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

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 
www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable 
solutions.   

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential 
problems without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your 
concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary 
powers to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 
for projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; 
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary 
Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a 
Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. 
Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st 
Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information 
Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the 
Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department 
Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and 
new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required 
materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   
Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 
304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of 
Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part 
of this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the 
Exemption Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from 
CEQA may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action 
identified on the determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available 
from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
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1650 Mission Street  Sui te 400   San Francisco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 312) 
 

On June 29, 2015, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2015.0629.0158 with the City and 
County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O J E C T  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: 79-81 Leland Avenue Applicant: Jason Chan 
Cross Street(s): Peabody St and Desmond St Address: 615 Santa Barbara Avenue 
Block/Lot No.: 6250/030 City, State: Millbrae, CA  94030 
Zoning District(s): NC-3/ 40-X; VV Schlage SUD Telephone: (415) 710-8896 
Record No.: 2015-009015PRJ Email: jasonchan16988@gmail.com 

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

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

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 

  Change of Use   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 Residential and Commercial 

Front Setback Vacant Lot None 

Side Setbacks Vacant Lot None 

Building Depth Vacant Lot 75 feet 

Rear Yard Vacant Lot 25 feet 

Building Height Vacant Lot 40 feet 

Number of Stories Vacant Lot 3 

Number of Dwelling Units Vacant Lot 3 

Number of Parking Spaces Vacant Lot None 
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The proposal is to construct one new three-story mixed-use building with three dwelling units and one ground floor 
commercial unit at 79-81 Leland Avenue within an NC-2 Zoning District. Two new single-family homes, 75-77 Leland 
Avenue, will be constructed in the rear vacant parcels within the RH-1 Zoning District under BPA nos. 2015.0629.0164 and 
2015.0629.0165. 
 
 
 
 

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval 
at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Esmeralda Jardines 
Telephone: (415) 575-9144      Notice Date:   
E-mail:  esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org    Expiration Date:   
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to 
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If 
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning 
Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday.  If 
you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this 
notice.  

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  

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

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 
www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable 
solutions.   

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential 
problems without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your 
concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary 
powers to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 
for projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; 
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary 
Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a 
Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. 
Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st 
Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information 
Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the 
Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department 
Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and 
new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required 
materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   
Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 
304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of 
Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part 
of this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the 
Exemption Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from 
CEQA may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action 
identified on the determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available 
from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 



















DR Applications: DRP, DRP-02 & DRP-03

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2015‐009015DRP‐03
75‐81 Leland Avenue
6250/007B and 030
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APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review

~~• ~ ~ ~

~~CASENUMBER: /~ /~
~Foi Stafl Use only ~ D/~,J~D~YOI~~~~

!✓

~!~°r' ~~ c~~~E~6~~' i~~ S.F.
PLANNIt~lG DEPARTMEi~T

P IC

1. Owner/Applicant Information
---------- ------- - ------ ----------- — - -

.. •.,".DR'AP LICANTS NAME `' l'. _ :. v !.; -

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESSi ' - ` ~'' ~ ZIP.bODE: '

f ~~.`I ~`,5~~c~~a~~~ Vie. q~13~t
- . -

~' PROPERTY OWNER WHO ISbOING~TME.PROJECT ON WHICH YOU, ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME[

i ~~ ~ v ~ ~ ~~

-- ---- - ---

;TELEPHONE: '.

a c`Ir~~ 3~~—za~~

ADDRESS .a_. ..:. % ~ .. ~; '.~ ~ ZIP,QODE' TELEPHONE: .. _. . _: i

, . ,. .. ..~ CONTACT FOFi DR,APPLICATION: `~ .. ,: ~ . .

Same as Above 

i

-----~---~------s---------------------------- ----------- -------•-- --- 
~ . ~j ADDRESS:. t:.'.. . .: 

~ ., '.-. . .. ". .: .' - 
ZIP CODE:. .- . - :-

------- — -------------------'
'j TELEPHONE:

EMAILADDRESS:` - 
_ .. _ _ . ---------;------

..
- --

i

2. Location and Classification

l---T-- 
--- --- --

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT:, ~ ZIP CODE

~S 1~ e. ~ ~~~.r.~ ~v ~
-_-

`~' ~'t'13
-- -- --- --------- -- —

'-CROSSSiAEETS: - ~ ,.

ASSESSORS. BLOCK/LOT '. . '- ~' I. LOS DIMENSIONS ; LOT AREA (SQ F~: '; ZONING DISTRICT ` _ . HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

~7~ 
_ _ i.~~~g ,... .. _ _ , . __ . ;.

3. Project Description

Please check'all that apply

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

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

Present or Previous Use: ~~~̀ ~-~ ~ ~ v ~CWti~ `~ ̀, ~'
-- --------- -------

Proposed Use: ~ ~C~ -̀t~-~~E1 ~' ~ '0jc1 ~' Y Vtt ~ ~̀~f} ~pt~

Building Permit Application No. Z-~ ~ ~„ Q ~ Z-~~, ~ l~__ Date Filed: 2~~~~
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o

4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

PrlarAction YES NO

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

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

L Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant; planning staff or gone through mediation, please

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

SAN ffiANCISCO PLANNING DEPANTMENT V.OB.OT2012



Discretionary Review Request

Application'for Discretionary Review

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.

e1 e~s~ ~ ~ e ~~.c1nv~.eti.~

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:

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?



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declazations are made:
a: The undersigned is d1e 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 maybe required.

Date: ~ ~ ~~ ~'

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

~ e~Sc~ v~ C;~~~~~~.
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FpANCI5L0 PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.01.2012



• • • • ~ ,-

CASE NUMBER:,

- For-5to(1 Use only ,

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Departrnent must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

LL REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) ~
_.

DR APPLICATIO

`
Application, with all blanks completed

I
`~__

Address labels (original), if applicable
----

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable

Photocopy of this completed application
------------------ -------------... _ ~

~ Ly' 
---- ----------------------------------------- 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns
I..-
~ ~

Convenant or Deed Restrictions , ~ ~

l Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

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

~ elements (i.e. windows, doors)

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

For Department Use Oniy

Application received liy. Plaruung Department; .

By:. ~T_i~,_,o~ 

- 

Date: ~ '' Z Z



r

FOR f!~lORE iNFORMAT9OPl: ~. ~ '
r < < r,.o

'
'~ Call: or visit the'.San:Francsco Planning Department ~~,'• : ° .

,~ Ott! ~ • . . . :

S,,;;C~~~~ ~ Central Reception `~ Planning Information Center (PIC)
~: YG `y.

,~ ~~ .~~•, -
3' °'

.. ~ ~

'1650 Mission Street;:Suite 400', ~ ~.
..

~ 1660 Mission Street;- First Floor
"San Francisco CA 94103 2479 -, -San Francisco CA;94103=2479 .~

-. ,SAN FRA~JCISEO
PLANiV 11VG: TEL 415 558 6378 TEL 415:558 6377. -.• ~ ',
D E PA r~#T M e NT ~ Ff~ 41`5 5.58-6409, Planning staflare ava~labfe by phone and ai thg PIC counter.

_ ~. - ~ WEB:,`h$p://,iivwwCSfplenning:Org;;-., ~ '.~No'appoinhnenfisneoessa'ry, _



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

75 Leland Ave (permit 2015.0629.0164) as proposed would build TWO single family homes on a
vacant lot, (6250-007B). Lot 007B would need to be subdivided. This vacant lot is exceptional due to its
lack of direct access to a public street. The project sponsor's design solution to this exceptional' situation
is extraordinary (not in a good way!). The TWO single family homes will require a subordinate
easement through mixed use building on lot 30, which fronts on Leland Ave.

Lot 007B (land locked): Block 6250 has an exceptional configuration. Lot 007B is mid-block and is
currently a paved parking lot. Lot 007B clearly defines the mid-block open space for the adjoining
residential lots. Building TWO single family homes on Lot 007B will destroy all elements of the
existing mid-block open space for the existing residential lots.
"When expanding a building into the rear yard, the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for
abutting structures must be considered. "Residential Design Guidelines, Page 16.

The San Francisco City Planning Code and the San Francisco Residential Design
Guidelines, acknowledge the importance of light impacts to a property. SFPlanning Code
101(c);
San Francisco General Plan POLICY 4.1 S
Protect the livability and character of residentialproperties, fi~om the intrusion of incompatible
new buildings.

This mid-block open space is shared by the residents along Desmond St., Visitation Ave. and Talbert
CourtlSt. The TWO single family homes will shadow the rear yards of neighboring properties. The
TWO single family homes will visually bog in the rear yards of all the neighboring residential
properties. The existing properties including my home, will lose a sense of privacy due to the higher
elevation of the subject lot. The plans submitted at the time of this submittal do not depict the topography
of Block 6250.
"This City Planning Code is adopted to promote and protect the public health, safely, peace, morals,
comfort, convenience and general welfare, and for the following more particularly specified purposes:...
To provide adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of access to property..."San Francisco Planning
Code Section 101 (c).
Residential Design Guidelines, Pages 16.
San Francisco General Plan POLICY 4.1 S

The TWO single family homes would be out of context because they would be entirely surrounded by
residential and mixed-use properties. This would be a situation that is virtually none~stent in this
neighborhood.
"Though the Planning Code establishes the maximum building envelope by dictating setbacks and
heights, the building must also be compatible with the form of surrounding buildings. "Residential
Design Guidelines, Page 28.
San Francisco General Plan POLICY 4.1 S



Theproject sponsor proposal will be out-of-scale and incompatible with surrounding buildings creating

exceptional and extraordinary impacts. Specifically,.all of block 6250 will be boned in and blocked-

in and cut-off from light and open_ space.
"The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard can impact the mid-block open space.

Even when permitted by the Planning Code, building expansions into the rear yard may not be

appropriate if they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of other buildings that

define the mid-block open~space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding residents

feeling "boxed-in"and cut-off from the mid-block open space. "Residential Design Guidelines, Page 26

The proposal is unprecedented not appropriate based upon the context of the other buildings that define

mid-block opens space. Lot 007B presently defines the mid-block pattern for this block.. "Rear yards

provide open space for the residences to which they are attached, and they collectively contribute to the

mid-block open space that is visible to most residents of the block. This visual open space can be a

significant community amenity. "Residential Design Guidelines,

Page 25.

The project sponsor's design solution would result in TWO single family homes that'significantly

negatively impact the adjacent residential property owners, reasons stated above, I believe that this project

rises to level of an exceptional and extraordinary.

My request is that you take DR and suggest changes that will lessen the negative impacts on the

adjoining neighbors.

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

expected as part of construction. Please explain how this project would cause

unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the

neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected and

how.
Block 6250 has a unique shape. Lot 007B is unlike any other lot in the neighborhood.

Therefore any development of Lot 007B should be carefully considered. Because Lot 007B is

almost'entirely surrounded by residential rear yards it clearly defines the mid-block for Block

6250 open. This project would cause unreasonable impacts on all the adjacent residential

properties because TWO two-story single family homes will result in the complete elimination

of this well-defined mid-block open space pattern. Subsequently leaving the adjacent back

yards cut-off from the mid-block open space. The yards will beboned-in by a 30 plus feet wall

(includes Lot 007B topography higher than the block peruneter) or overlooked by intrusive rear

windows (loss of privacy). There will also be a loss of visual openness, and a significant

reduction in natural light and air. As stated, this Block and Lot are exceptional in its

configuration. This project completely ignores this extraordinary situation by attempting to

develop the site in such a way that does not consider how it will impact its neighbors. The two

structures do not have direct street frontage and are out of character and out of scale and are not

compatible with existing neighbor character.



3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes already

made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and

reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1.

If this lot must be developed, it should be done so in a manner that acknowledges that the site is

exceptional and extraordinary and that any structure built will have a disproportional adversely

impact on neighboring properties. These impacts can be somewhat mitigated by:

1. Reducing the number of buildings and height of the proposal. Build One one-story

c̀ottage' building would reduce some of the sense of being ̀ boxed-in'. One—story

building would somewhat address the loss of light and air compared to a two-story

building. One cottage One-story building could also preserve somewhat the sense of

privacy because there would no longer be second floor rear windows overlooking the

homes.
2. Reduce the bulk of the proposal. As can be seen site plan gave an excessive front yard

setback 25 feet when 15 feet is require building can be shifted 10 feet forward

appropriate for residential properties on Visitacion Ave. And side-backs are appropriate

for the residential properties on Desmond Street and Talbert CourtlStreet. This would

create a buffer between properties and in a small way preserve a portion of the

preexisting mid-block open space. Additional changes to reduce bulk incorporate fire

rated roof this will eliminate the need for the parapet and grade the land.

Second alternative; project sponsor owns the lot and e~sting building (Lot 31) adjacent to lot 30.

Permit Project sponsor build an additional floor on the existing building producing additional units.

Nix the easement through the propose three-story mixed unit building (Lot 30) allowing lower level

be strictly commercial only. Building an addition on the existing building could help mitigate the loss

of two single family homes.



Additional information will be provided shortly.

Thank you Nelson Gutierrez



APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant {nformation

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

_ ...
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS:

CONTACT FOR DR /~PLICATION:

Same as Above ~i..~i.
.................._..... _,_.. ,_._E.__...__.__._..,......._..._.._......
ADDRESS: `

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

2. Location and Classification

ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

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

Additions to Building: Rear Front ❑ H~

Present or Previous Use: ~~"lC`~J ~ C1~

Proposed Use: ....__......----N.:.~J~_~__ _ 
__d w C~ __"...~ ~p._Ỳ v. ~

Building Permit Application No. Z—~ ~ ~d Q ~~^~

❑ Side Yard ❑

V ~..~ Alvl~ ~ ~1

C ~~ Date Filed: ~~ ~-_ ----.___ ___ --- _ _ ~-__ ~1_~_ __

~~ 'lea l Jd2/~-d~-

.. .. - .
OASE NUMBER.

For SiaH Use only

,;

21P CODE. TELEPHONE:

~ ~+'l iii ~ (~C~) '3~~--~.~'}~



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

PriorAciion ~ YES NO ~

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? i ❑

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

❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ~ ❑

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Resuit 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.

SAN FFANCISGO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.O8.0].2012



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

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

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Plaruling 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. 

--------------e~ ~4~e----__5 ~_e___ __ -----~,~,a _ ___ -----___ _----_-------- ______.__ ---___ __._ _._ _ ___ _ ___

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:

_..... _~C̀ .~__ _ _ _ _._..___ . _.. _ _._ ._ _ _ _... _ - - _ _ --

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



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.

Signature

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

N~~~ c~~~
Owner (Authorized Agent (circle one)

Date: C r /~'I f ~'

~~(~ SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.OB.O].2012

The other information or applications may be required.



~ i• • • 1 - •

CASE NUMBER:

For StnH Use only

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required

materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable ~v

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

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

NOTES:

❑ Required Material.

Optional Material.

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

For Department Use Ony

Application received by P1azu1u1g Department:

By: J-r. l ̀• n,Q Date: ~ ~~-z '2~~



FOi~ ~~~~E i~s~~iP,3Jl~"~ BGi~l:
~ ~~' ~ ~ Cal6 car vi~9d the. Caro Franci~~c~ ~°9~~o~i~~~ C1~F~~sfrreae~~

/ ~r `}x~w~" Central Reception Planning Information Center (PIC)
~,~ 1 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1660 Mission Street. First Floor

—'--~ San Francisco CA 94103-2479 San Francisco CA 94103-2479

SAfd fft/iFJCISCO
PLANNING TEL: 415.558.6378 TEL: 415.558.6377
o e vn ~rT nn~ r~ r FAX: 415 558-6409 Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter

WEB http://wwwsfplanning.org No appointment is necessary.



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 Guideline? Please be specific and site specific

sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

77 Leland Ave (pernut 2015.629.0165) as proposed would build TWO single family homes on a
vacant lot, (6250-007B). Lot 007B would need to be subdivided. This vacant lot is exceptional due to its
lack of direct access to a public street. The project sponsor's design solution to this exceptional situation
is extraordinary (not in a good way!). The TWO single family homes will require a subordinate
easement through mixed use building on lot 30, which fronts on Leland Ave.

Lot 007B (land locked): Block 6250 has an exceptional configuration. Lot 007B is mid-block and is
currently a paved parking lot. Lot 007B clearly defnes the mid-block open space for the adjoining
residential lots. Building TWO single fanuly homes on Lot 007B will destroy all elements of the
existing mid-block open space for the existing residential lots.
"When expanding a building into the rear yard, the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for
abutting structures must be considered. "Residential Design Guidelines, Page 16.

The San Francisco City Planning Code and the San Francisco Residential Design
Guidelines, acknowledge the impoYtance of light impacts to a property. SFPlanning Code
101(c);
San Francisco General Plan POLICY 4.1 S

Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible

new buildings.

This mid-block open space is shared by the residents along Desmond St., Visitation Ave. and Talbert
Court/St. The TWO single family homes will shadow the rear yards of neighboring properties. The

TWO single family homes will visually box in the rear yards of all the neighboring residential
properties. The existing properties including my home, will lose a sense of privacy due to the higher
elevation of the subject lot. The plans submitted at the time of this submittal do not depict the topography

of Block 6250.
"This City Planning Code is adopted to promote and protect the public health, safely, peace, morals,
comfort, convenience and general welfare, and for the following more particularly specified purposes:...
To provide adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of access to property... "San Francisco Planning
Code Section 101 (c).
Residential Design Guidelines, Pages 16.
San Francisco General Plan POLICY 4.1 S

The TWO single family homes would be out of context because they would be entirely surrounded by
residential and mixed-use properties. This would be a situation that is virtually nonexistent in this
neighborhood.
"Though the Planning Code establishes the maximum building envelope by dictating setbacks and
heights, the building must also be compatible with the form of surrounding buildings. ̀ Residential
Design Guidelines, Page 28.
San Francisco General Plan POLICY 4.1 S



The project sponsor proposal will be out-of-scale and incompatible with surrounding buildings creating

exceptional and extraordinary impacts. Specifically, all of block 6250 will be boxed in and blocked-

in and cut-off from light and open space.
"The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard can impact the mid-block open space.

Even when permitted by the Planning Code, building expansions into the rear yaYd may not be

appropriate if they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of other buildings that

define the mid-block open space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding residents

feeling "boxed-in"and cut-off from the mid-block open space. "Residential Design Guidelines, Page 26

The proposal is unprecedented not appropriate based upon the context of the other buildings that define

mid-block opens space. Lot 007B presently defines the mid-block pattern for this block. "Rear yards

provide open space for the residences to which they are attached, and they collectively contribute to the

mid-block open space that is visible to most residents of the block. This visual open space can be a

significant community amenity. "Residential Design Guidelines,

Page 25.

The project sponsor's design solution would result in TWO single family homes that significantly

negatively impact the adjacent residential property owners, reasons stated above, I believe that this project

rises to level of an exceptional and extraordinary.

My request is that you take DR and suggest changes that will lessen the negative impacts on the

adjoining neighbors.

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

expected as part of construction. Please explain how this project would cause

unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the

neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected and

how.
Block 6250 has a unique shape. Lot 007B is unlike any other lot in the neighborhood.

Therefore any development of Lot 007B should be carefully considered. Because Lot 007B is

almost entirely surrounded by residential rear yards it clearly defines the mid-block for Block

6250 open. This project would cause unreasonable impacts on all the adjacent residential

properties because TWO two-story single family homes will result in the complete elimination

of this well-defined mid-block open space pattern. Subsequently leaving the adjacent back

yards cut-off from the mid-block open space. The yards will be boxed-in by a 30 plus feet wall

(includes Lot 007B topography higher than the block perimeter) or overlooked by intrusive rear

windows (loss of privacy). There will also be a loss of visual openness, and a significant

reduction in natural light and air. As stated, this Block and Lot are exceptional in its
configuration. This project completely ignores this extraordinary situation by attempting to

develop the site in such a way that does not consider how it will impact its neighbors. The two

structures do not have direct street frontage and are out of character and out of scale and are not

compatible with existing neighbor character.



3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes already

made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and

reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1.

If this lot must be developed, it should be done so in a manner that acknowledges that the site is

exceptional and extraordinary and that any structure built will have a disproportional adversely

impact on neighboring properties. These impacts can be somewhat mitigated by:

1. Reducing the number of buildings and height of the proposal. Build One one-story

c̀ottage' building would reduce some of the sense of being ̀ boxed-in'. One—story

building would somewhat address the loss of light and air compared to a two-story

building. One cottage One-story building could also preserve somewhat the sense of

privacy because there would no longer be second floor rear windows overlooking the

homes.
2. Reduce the bulk of the proposal. As can be seen site plan gave an excessive front yard

setback 25 feet when 15 feet is require building can be shifted 10 feet forward

appropriate for residential properties on Visitacion Ave. And side-backs are appropriate

for the residential properties on Desmond Street and Talbert Court/Street. This would

create a buffer between properties and in a small way preserve a portion of the

preexisting mid-block open space. Additional changes to reduce bulk incorporate fire

rated roof this will eliminate the need for the parapet and grade the land.

Second alternative; project sponsor owns the lot and e~sting building (Lot 31) adjacent to lot 30.

Permit Project sponsor build an additional floor on the existing building producing additional units.

Nix the easement through the propose three-story mixed unit building (Lot 30) allowing lower level

be strictly commercial only. Building an addition on the existing building could help mitigate the loss

of two single family homes.



Additional information will be provided shortly.

Thank you Nelson Gutierrez
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APPLICATION FOR
lJ N

~ ~ ~J~V ~ ~ ~0~~

1. ~wneriApplicant Information PLANNI~lGP ECPARTMENT

__ .__ - —
. OR AFP ICANT;S NAh7E
(Russe~ Monne

i
i

DR APPLIC4NPS ApGRESS.'. ZI.f CODE ~ELEPhCNE ,.

illette Ava 94134 (415 ~ X40 4014 I

Pr~OPEFT~ OIJNER VJHO IS DOINCa T}-EPROJECT ON.WHICH YGU'AAE FEOIJESTI~G D~SCGE710N4~iY R=VIE4Y NAME:

LI JOHNNY K

~ ADDAES5 ='CODE TElEPHO~.L

79-81 Leland A ~~ 941'd (415 j ' ~ '„"rr'
J

__
~ GONiA~T POF DH APrL1GNTICN:

,—~ Jason Chan
Seme Af ove ~._ i

_..—__. ._
npDRE55: z~P CEDE T-~cPHG'.I

~~ 615 Santa B~.roara ~ ~ Pali r~ee CA = 94030 ~~~-~~J̀6(415)

E-~\7A~L~+DCRESS I

'; JasonChan'~o988@gmail.com

2. Location and Classification
— __

S?FEET ADD'~ESS OF PROJEC T. _
__._.
' ?CODE.

j 79-81 Leland Ave
i

~~~ ~~

CPOSo STAEE?S:
Peabody St and Desmond St.

ASSy550FS BLGCK,LGI LOT GIMENSIONo LOT AREN (S~F1J:' Z~P.INGDI ~'RICT

2500 NC2
H93HTlaLIKD'STflICT~.

40-X
6250 / 030

5x100 I ~

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

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

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

Present or Previous Use:
New three story mixed use building Three dwelling units and one ground floor commercial unit.

Proposed Use: - - -
2015.0629.0158 10/23/17

Building Permit Application No. _ __„__.. __ Date Filed:

vlewis
Typewritten Text
2015-009015DRP-03

vlewis
Typewritten Text



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Rsview Request

P~iorAclion YES NO

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

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

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

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

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

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

79-81 Leland Ave (6250-030) is currently vacant. The project sponsor's design for a new mixed-use b
dilding

pores the of storefronts along Leland Ave and wo _ equality of the streetscape due to its

~orly conceived facade. The desi and Ave is entirely dictated by the proposed (separate permits;

residential pro,}~i~'f~ rear of this property. To access the pro~+P bP re.1r the,proiect sp~ j proposes___

an easement through 79_91_Leland Ave. This easement_results in a gaping hole in the fa4ade ofthe buildin
g._ ~__

(j SAN FRANCISCO VLAN4ING OFPpgTM ENT V.aQ.D1.2012
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~GPSE'NIlM9Ffi:

- ~ For Staff, Ilse Drily'

Discretionary Review Request

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

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.

Please explain how this project would cause uxueasonable unpacts. If you believe your pxopexty, the property of

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

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond t
o

the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

9

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards o
f the

Plaruung Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review o
f

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.



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 applicarions maybe required.

ci

ter' ~f 2 ( ~
Signature: Date:

Print name, and indicate wheth r ow r, or a,~thorized agent:

Owner/Authorize~Age_it (cir eone)

~, SAN FPANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT VOB.0].2012



Property 79-81 Leland Ave Block6250 Lot 030 BP No. 2015.0629.0158

Text for DR Application filed by Russel Morine/ Visitation Valley Connections.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minim
um

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 Guideline? Please be specific and'site 
specific

sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

79-81 Leland Ave (6250-030) is currently vacant. The project sponsor's design for a new mixed-use

building ignores the pattern of storefronts along Leland Ave and would diminish the quality of the

streetscape due to its poorly conceived facade. The design of 79-81 Leland Ave is entirely dictated by
 the

proposed (separate permits) residential project to the rear of this property. To access the properties to

the rear, the project sponsor proposes an easement through 79-91 Leland Ave. This easement results
 in

a gaping hole in the facade of the building. This ̀ creative' design solution may benefit the project

sponsor's other project, but it does so at the detriment of the public realm.

Continued from application below:

This gaping hole ignores the neighborhood's fine grained storefront character and results in a small

leftover commercial space that would be challenging to activate.

Regarding street frontage in neighborhood commercial districts, SEC. 145.1 of the Planning Code states

that development should try to, "preserve, enhance, and promote attractive, clearly defined street

frontages that are pedestrian-oriented, fine-grained, and which are appropriate and compatible 
with the

buildings and uses in Neighborhood Commercial Districts...". 79-81 Leland Ave fails to do this.

Policy 6.7 of the General Plan in part states "..Continuous commercial frontage at the street level is

especially important .. It prevents the fragmentation and isolation of fringe areas, improves pedestrian

accessibility, and enhances the physical and aesthetic cohesiveness of the district. The design of
 new

buildings should harmonize with the scale and orientation of existing buildings. 79-81 Leland Ave wou
ld

not be in harmony with the existing buildings.

The design of 79-81 Leland Ave is entirely influenced by unusual external factors. However, these 
factors

should not diminish the aesthetic quality what would otherwise be a straight forward mixed-use

building. For these reasons, the project as designed should be considered extraordinary'and if built as

designed it would be an exception to the established character of the commercial corridor.



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

As stated, the design of 79-81 Leland Ave is entirety dictated by an external factor (residential

construction on a separate lot to the rear). As a result, the easement through the building 
results in a

facade that is inconsistent and at odds with the character of the commercial corridor. Specif
ically, the

z5ft wide building would have a 11' wide and 14'9" high opening in its facade. This gaping hole w
ould

dominate the facade of the building and distract from the regular pattern of storefronts and
 mixed-use

buildings common along the corridor. Visually this would be a gated off tunnel that extends 75' 
to the

rear of the building.

Continued from application below:

This easement also significantly confines the dimensions of the included storefront to about 12' w
ide,

but 75' deep. This narrow but long storefront may prove unnecessarily challenging to activate du
e to its

dimensions.

The height of the ground floor is also adversely impacted 6y this.easement. The ground floo
r is an

atypical 15' high. High ceilings in a commercial unit are positive attributes, but as designed the fac
ade of

the building breaks the visual pattern oftypical' storefronts along the corridor. As a result, the 
entire

building is more imposing than its neighbors.

Lastly, the inclusion of the easement will require the continuation of a curb cut to access the
 properties

to the rear. The opportunity to transition toward slightly more public parking spaces while elimin
ating

the need for private vehicles to cross the public sidewalk will be lost.

Leland Ave is a short commercial corridor. Only extending for about 3 blocks before giving way t
o

residential buildings. Therefore, the opportunity to add a new storefront should not be diluted b
y the

construction of a commercial space that is subservient to anon-commercial use.

Taken together, the design of 79-81 Leland Ave unreasonably impacts the commercial streetscape alon
g

Leland Ave. The opportunity improve the public realm and the shopping experience for the reside
nts of

the community will be lost if the project moves forward as designed.

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes already made wo
uld

respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects not
ed

above in question #1.

Given that the issues associated with 79-81 Leland Ave's design or external, it is difficult to sugge
st an

alternative that would reduce the adverse impacts without impacting the associated proposal. H
owever,

if viewed as an entirely independent project, the exceptional and extraordinary factors that requir
e

Planning Commissioners discretion as easily addressed. Simply deny the easement through 79-8
1 Leland

Ave and the resultant building would easily be acceptable and embraced. Beyond, this altern
ative, the

experience of the Planning Commissioners will be required to move toward a reasonable alterna
tive.



.~ .
Application,for Discretionary ,Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

A~plicatidns submitted to the Plazuling Depariznent must be accompanied by this checklist and all required

materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

- REpUIREfl MATERIALS (please check,00rreot. column) -

f

~ Application, with alI blanks completed . - _

~ DR APPLICATION
4

❑ j

Address labels (original}, if applicable '•. Q~ _ _ __

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable Q f

Photocopy of this completed application ~ ~ '^ ❑

Photographs that illustrate your concerns ~ i

i
' Convenant or Died Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept. ❑

Letter of authorization for agent ~

Other: Section Plan, Detail.drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),

Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) andlor Product cut sheets for new

elements (i.e, windows, doors}

❑

~
i ~,

NOTES:

❑ Required Material.

D Optlonal Materiel.
O TWo sets. of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and awnersbi property across sh

eet _

Por Department Use Only -

Application received by, PTaiuzing Depaztment;

By: ~1 « [,~ IL--t ~ ~ Date: ~/V (~/ ~-.l ~ ~-~ / I



Easy Peel Labels
Use template 8662rm

Block 6250 Lot 008G
CHAN KAREN R & EMIL
1 Talbert Ct
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 008E
TORRES COCA ALVAREZ &JAMIE
9 Talbert Ct
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 008E
BORDINARO ANGELINA
15 Talbert Ct
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 008D
WONG KATHLEEN &WILSON
21 Talbert Ct
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 008C
BUDESA SURVIVORS TRUST
27 Talbert Ct.
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 0088
ESTRADA JUANITO & LUZ
33 Talbert Ct.
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot008A
WU KEN LUN-KAN & LAI CHUN
39 Talbert Ct
San Francisco CA
94134

~~ AVERY Utilisez le gabarit 8662*"'

Hold j~~ Pull Separate at Perforation See Back for Details
here //~~-- i C back Detachez suivant le pointille Voir details au verso ~

Block 6250 Lot 008
OUANO-DODD FAMILY TRUST
650 VISITACION AV
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6248 Lot 022
DUNCAN FAMILY TRUST 1989
98 Leland Ave
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6248 Lot 021
LAM JACK C &LISA Z
88 Leland Ave
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 001
DAVID and SHUR-PING L CHAN
51 Leland Ave
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 034
JEW JERRY & HO MYRA WING YE
57 Leland Ave
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 035
LEONETTI TONI
65 Leland Ave
San Francisco CA
94134

Block 6250 Lot 031
LI JOHNNY K
71 Leland Ave
San Francisco CA
94134

Clear Ink Jet/Transparentes Jet D'encre 8662T~

1



Easy Peel Labels Hold j~ Pull Separate at Perforation See Back for Details i

Use template 8662?"' here ~ i C back D~tachez suivant le pointille Voir details au verso ~

b£ bti6 t~£ 6~6 '
yp oasi~ue~~ ueg ~ b~ o~si~u~~~ ueg

a~1~► p~~lal 99 ~ ;aaa}g puowsao trZ
J t/1~3aflt/ dal3All0 131Ntl0 NdAI~'If1S0
1 LO col BtiZ9 ~I~olB Z00 col 0529 ~I~ol9

~£bb6
' d~ o~si~uea~ ueg

bE 6b6 b'~ ~S a^tl pu~1a156
any a;}all!J ti9 J Sd32lUN'd S38N01~

~ aui~oy~ ~assna gZ }off pue L£0 30l 0529 ~I~olB

~Ebb6 ~£Lb6
yp oosiouea~ ueg dp ovsivue~~ ueg
;S puouasaa ~,g aid PUelal 8L

1St12i1 ~MAII JN'dSl 1Sflal JNIAI~ ~fOW NOOd NVl
V500 col 0929 ~I~olB 6 LO ~o~ 9~Z9 ~I~~IB

,, _ - -_ _

~G ~~V

y~ o~si~ue.e~ ueg ~ OEO~b6
~S Puouasaa 05 ~d~ aeJgll!W

bH JNIM'8 a IdM JNON and e~eq~e8 ~~BS SL9
500 col 0529 ~I~ol9 ueyp uose~

~E t-b6 'b£ ~'b6
e~~ o~sioue.~~ ueg y~ oosi~uea~ u~g
;g puowsap g~ an+y uoioe}isi~ Z£9

1Sf12l1 AliWt/~ Olf1ZZ3d d a3afVb'X3ld , Nb'fll JNOfI~ flb'
' t~00 col OSZ9 ~I~olB b►L00 30~ 05Z9 Tole

ti£Tti6
~£ 6~6 b~ o~si~ue~~ ueg +y~ oosiouea~ ueg aAd U01~6~ISI ~S puouasa0 ZE A tit9

~ idl ~raom's A~~od Ndn~ tf NOSl3N Z3aa311f19

b~£0030l 0529 ~1~019 L00 ~~l OSZ9 ~I~~IB

b£ bt~6 b£ 6b6
d~ o~siou~a~ ueg d~ o~siouea~ ueg

' }S puouasaa OE a~'d PUela, ES
f1A'8 N3MNt/W I~ f' ~dSSIl3W JIOH~'8 WIl ab►W

£00 30l 0929 ~I~olB 6Z0 ~o~ 05Z9 ~I~ol9

~~ AVERIf~ Utilisez le gabarit 8662*'" ~ Clear Ink Jet/Transparentes Jet D'encre 8662T~
-- - -



Response to DR Applications: DRP, DRP-02 & 
DRP-03

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2015‐009015DRP‐03
75‐81 Leland Avenue
6250/007B and 030















Project Sponsor’s Submittal

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2015‐009015DRP‐03
75‐81 Leland Avenue
6250/007B and 030





















































































Revised Plans per RDAT & UDAT Comments 
after DRP submittals

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2015‐009015DRP‐03
75‐81 Leland Avenue
6250/007B and 030
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