Discretionary Review
Abbreviated Analysis
HEARING DATE: MARCH 29, 2018
Date:
Case No.:
Project Address:
Permit Application:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:
Recommendation:

March 22, 2018
2016-000017DRP
43 EVERSON STREET
2016.0127.8097
RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
7542/024
Jennifer Butler
Rodgers Architecture
227 Guerrero Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Ella Samonsky – (415) 575-9112
Ella.Samonsky@sfgov.org
Do not take DR and approve as proposed

BACKGROUND
On June 15, 2017 the Planning Commission took Discretionary Review (Application No. 2016-000017DRP)
and approved Building Permit Application No. 2016.0127.8097, as revised and presented by the Sponsor
at the June 15, 2017 hearing (Discretionary Review Action DRA-0534, attached). The Discretionary
Review Requestor subsequently filed an appeal of the CEQA determination on July 19, 2017. On August
30, 2017, the Planning Department rescinded the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Class
1(e)(1) Categorical Exemption determination. The environmental review was reopened to include
evaluation of all elements of the proposed project including removal of the possible unauthorized
dwelling unit, which was raised in the appeal, and the additional excavation conducted under a
supplemental permit. The Project Sponsor has modified the proposal to include the creation of an
accessory dwelling unit, under Planning Code Section 207(c)(6), so that there is no loss of dwelling units
on-site. Other interior modifications have been made to accommodate the new ADU, but the exterior
dimensions and architectural treatments of the building have not changed since the Commission’s
approval in June 2017.
Since the Commission’s action on the DR at the June 15, 2017 hearing relied on a CEQA determination
that was rescinded, the Commission’s action has been invalidated. The project is being brought back to
the Commission with a new CEQA determination, and Staff is requesting the Commission re-approve the
project, as revised.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposal is to construct a three-story horizontal rear addition, add an accessory dwelling unit to the
lower two floors per Planning Code Section 207(c)(6), and remodel the front facade of a single family
dwelling. The rear addition would be approximately 19.5 feet in depth for the two lowest floors (below
grade of the street) and 4 feet in depth at the street level with a roof deck over the addition to the lower
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floors. The majority of roof would be reconstructed and raised approximately two feet in height to align
with the height of the existing roof over the living room. The height of the residence, as measured per the
Planning Code, would not change. On the Everson Street façade, the entry would have a floor-to-ceiling
clear channel glass wall and glass door off of a recessed entry, concrete steps and planter. A portion of
the existing roof overhang would be removed, the garage doors and exterior finishes would be replaced
with plaster and cement board panels and landscape would be added at grade in the front yard.
The Project includes extensive remodeling of the interior of the residence. The interior connection
between the top floor and the two lower floors would be removed and a kitchen added to the second
floor to create a separate accessory dwelling unit accessible from an independent entry on the western
elevation. A bedroom, media room and hall on the second floor would be removed to create a doublestory gym/half-basketball court. The third floor would be remodeled to add a bedroom and create and
open kitchen, dining room and living room configuration. Since the original submittal of the Building
Permit Application on January 27, 2016, the Project Sponsor applied for and was issued building permits
for an interior remodel, including installation of the home gym, sauna and wet bar, and excavation and
foundation work within the existing building envelope. A building permit was also issued to install a
pool in the rear yard. The attached plans reflect the approved configuration of the residence, including
the pool.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE
The Project is on the southern side of Everson Street, approximately 150 feet east of the intersection with
Beacon Street, Block 7542, Lot 024 and located within the RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning
District with a 40-X Height and Bulk designation. The Project Site is a down sloping hillside lot, 102 feet
in depth, with a 50 foot frontage along Everson Street. The site is developed with an existing vacant
single-family residence, with one unauthorized basement-level dwelling unit, that is one story in the front
and three-stories in the rear, and is setback approximately 7 feet from the front property line, 45 feet from
the rear property line, and is built approximately 4 feet- 5 inches and 5 feet – 3 inches from the side
property lines. The existing residence was constructed in 1965, is clad in horizontal siding with a
distinctive four-foot projection the full width of the front façade, and has a two-car garage. The building
has undergone excavation and interior demolition work under building permit application
#201603303476, which was issued on April 1, 2016, and suspended September 11, 2017 after the
Categorical Exemption was rescinded.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD
The subject property is located in the Glen Park neighborhood within Supervisor District 8. The
neighborhood is characterized by one-to-three story single-family homes, attached and detached,
predominately constructed in the 1960s and 1970s. To the east of the Project Site at the terminus of
Everson Street is the Fairmont Plaza open space.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION
TYPE

311
Notice

REQUIRED
PERIOD

30 days

NOTIFICATION DATES

DR FILE DATE

DR HEARING DATE

FILING TO HEARING
TIME

August 22, 2016 September 20, 2016

September 16, 2016

April 6, 2017

202 days
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HEARING NOTIFICATION
TYPE

Posted Notice
Mailed Notice

REQUIRED
PERIOD

10 days
10 days

REQUIRED NOTICE DATE

ACTUAL NOTICE DATE

March 19, 2018
March 19, 2018

March 19, 2018
March 19, 2018

ACTUAL
PERIOD

10 days
10 days

PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT

Adjacent neighbor(s)
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across
the street
Neighborhood residents
Neighborhood groups
Other (City residents)

OPPOSED

NO POSITION

1 (DR Requestor)
5
6

12
1
3

Public comment from March to June of 2017: Three neighbors submitted letters with the DR application,
stating similar concerns regarding the Project’s massing, encroachment on the mid-block open space and
compatibly with the character of the existing neighborhood. Fourteen neighbors and residents of the Glen
Park neighborhood expressed opposition to the project, by phone and email, and noted concerns that
include, the piecemeal work underway on the residence, massing of the addition, potential for the
residence to be used as an entrainment venue rather than a home, reduction in privacy from the third
floor (street level) deck and noise and light impacts from the addition of the gym/half basketball court,
which has a large amount of glazing on the rear wall. Six neighborhood residents emailed their support
of the project and the ability of a property-owner to have a home gym/half basketball court and update
the property. The Glen Park Association supported modifications to reduce the mass of the basketball
court by tucking it further into the hillside, add soundproofing, reduce the glazing and door openings on
the south wall, employ setbacks and articulation to reduce the appearance of mass of the rear addition,
setback the deck, and setback the roof height from the front.

DR REQUESTOR
David Cowfer, 49 Everson Street, San Francisco CA 94131. The DR Requestor’s property is directly west
of the Project Site.

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated September 16, 2016.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated March 7, 2017.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department has determined that the Project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301(e)(1) (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e)
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 50
percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW
The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the Project and the DR Request on October 12, 2016 and
did not find any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances with regard to the loss of privacy, midblock
open space, or neighborhood character, and supports the approval as proposed. Considering the slope,
side yards, setbacks and size of the existing building, the RDT found that the scale and massing of the
Project would not be disruptive to the surrounding neighborhood and the mid-block open space and that
any reduction in privacy would be within tolerances expected in a dense urban environment. The RDT
found the proposed facade design to be in-keeping with neighborhood patterns but approached in a
contemporary manner.
RECOMMENDATION:

Do not take DR and approve project as proposed

Attachments:
Block Book Map
Sanborn Map
Zoning Map
Aerial Photographs
Context Photographs
Section 311 Notice
Environmental Document dated March 15, 2018
DR Application
Response to DR Application dated March 7, 2017 & Update Memo dated March 15, 2018
Reduced Plans dated January 22, 2018
Discretionary Review Action DRA-0534
Draft Discretionary Review Action
ES: M:\Planning Production\ID2\A4A7DACD-B0DC-4322-BD29-F6F07103C6E0\0\979000-979999\979008\L\L\032918_DRAFT_ 43 Everson St DRAbbreviated Analysis (ID 979008).docx
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Sanborn Map*
SUBJECT PROPERTY

DR REQUESTOR ‘S PROPERTY

*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.

Discretionary Review Hearing
March 29, 2018
Case Number 2016-000017DRP
43 Everson Street

Aerial Photo
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Site Photo (Prior to Start of Construction)
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1650 Mis s ion Str eet Suite 400

San Franc is c o, CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)
On January 27, 2016, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2016.0127.8097 with the City and
County of San Francisco.
PROPERTY INFORMATION

Project Address:
Cross Street(s):
Block/Lot No.:
Zoning District(s):

APPLICANT INFORMATION

43 Everson Street
Bemis and Beacon Streets
7542/024
RH-1 / 40-X

Applicant:
Address:
City, State:
Telephone:

Jennifer Butler, Rodgers Architecture
156 South Park
San Francisco, CA 94107
(415) 309-9612

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.
PROJECT SCOPE

 Demolition

 New Construction

 Alteration

 Change of Use

 Façade Alteration(s)

 Front Addition

 Rear Addition

 Side Addition

 Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES

EXISTING

PROPOSED

Building Use
Front Setback
Side Setbacks
Building Depth
Rear Yard
Building Height
Number of Stories
Number of Dwelling Units
Number of Parking Spaces

Residential
2.5 feet
5 feet / 4.5 feet
55 feet
45 feet
13 feet (from curb)
3
1
2

No Change
No Change
No Change
74 feet
26 feet
No Change
No Change
No Change
No Chnge

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct a three-story horizontal rear addition and remodel the front fasade of a single family dwelling. The
rear addition would be approximately 19.5 feet in depth for the two lowest floor (below grade of the street) and 4 feet in depth at
the street level with a roof deck over the addition to the lower floors. The project includes extensive remodeling of the interior and
the front façade. On the Everson Street fasade the front porch would be enclosed, the roof overhang removed, and the garage
doors and exterior finishes would be replaced. See attached plans.
The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:
Planner:
Ella Samonsky
Telephone:
(415) 575-9112
E-mail:
ella.samonsky@sfgov.org

Notice Date:
Expiration Date:

8/22/16
9/20/16

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

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.
2.

3.

Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you.
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.
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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Project Description-- FULL TEXT:
 

!""#$%&%
('%'&)"%)
SITE:
One 5,127-square-foot
rectangular
lot on south side of Everson$'"
Street in block
bound by Amatista Lane
*+%
(&%%,($$-#.$+$
.$!-'-%%/0#
%"$
and Addison, Beacon and Miguel streets in the Glen Park neighborhood of San Francisco. The lot slopes
$$ $$ 1 $$.)2$!%$$ %3 4-$!-%'"(%$$ 1
downward to the south by approximately 34 percent.
EXISTING:
(at $!"&
time of original
application submittal): One-story (two-story-over-basement
4 5)
6 EE
'$"%$!78$+0$!!9'$"$6
1 when viewed from
rear), approximately 13-foot-tall, 5,407-gross-square-foot, single-family residence (constructed in 1965) with
one
second
unauthorized basement-level dwelling
unit#$!-&+'83
and two parking spaces. The building
has undergone
:;:
8"$-<$$!'$"%$!%

""76
""
$
"%$!"+0-%"$89

68$<%'$"%$!#$-
6%#""$!$7

excavation and interior demolition work under building permit application #201603303476 (issued 04/01/2016,
%$
'%8%#'%8$96
!%"
88
$"0
%
suspended 09/11/2017) since the original EE application submittal.
 
8800
"0($!0

PROPOSED:
(1) Rear horizontal
addition $%1/%!%!!#$-6+-$
(approximately 932 square feet or 17 percent increase)
at basement,
 -0 -8 & "0($!0 % 6 "'$ & "0($!0 1 $< "
first
second
floors; (2) addition of one new
accessory dwelling unit (ADU) at basement and%+$#
first floor; (3)
'$ & and
"0
#"%'0+$%%&%
$%#"(1/%!%!!#"%'
alterations
to
building
interior
and
façade;
and
(4)
addition
of
new
rear
deck,
patio
and
lap
pool.
Proposed
 #$% ' &% =#<$$! ' &% #"%'8+%1.
$
project
would
result
in
a
one-story
(two-story-over-basement
when
viewed
from
rear),
approximately
12-foot<0 %"8-1< +$-#%$%0($!!!#"%$+"+-8+"
00<$8"&6
'$ &%$"8<$88%0-'
'"#!%
1
eight-inch-tall,
6,339-gross-square-foot,
two-unit residential building with
two off-street parking spaces.
The
basement level (dwelling unit 2) would include a new home gym/media room, seating area/wet bar, family
room/exercise area, sauna, 1.5 baths, mechanical room and patio with lap pool. The first-floor level (dwelling
unit 2) would include a new living/dining/kitchen area, 1.5 baths, bedroom and closets and would be connected
to the basement level by an internal spiral staircase. The second-floor level would include a remodeled two-car
garage and dwelling unit 1, which would include a remodeled entry/foyer, kitchen, dining and living room and
add a new bedroom, bathroom, laundry, closets, mechanical room and rear deck. Construction would last
approximately 12 months and require 990 cubic yards of excavation to a maximum depth of approximately 30
feet below ground surface.
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APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review

~~. .

1. Owner/Applicant Information

PLRtJNI~,G UEE'k~t;~,~'~ly
..._...._—_._.__.._p..~
~.
_...._

._.__..._..

-'.DR APPLICANT'S.NAME

David Cowfer
QR APPLICANT S AOQRESS.

49 Everson Street

ZIP CODE:

( TELEPHONE.

94131

; 415 )672-1495

PROPERN OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTMG DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME

43 Everson LLC
ADDfiESS:

ZIP CODE

43 Everson Street
_...
__ ...---- --- — --- ----

_...__

_

~ TELEPHONE

94131
--- _ __.._

--- _—

I
__J _~

~_....

CONTACT FOR DA AP~CATION:

DRESS;

ZIP CODE:

TELEPHONE

~

j ~

_...—

-......_..

iAAfLADDRESS:

2. location and Classification

3. Project Description
Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑

New Construction ❑

Change of Hours ❑

Additions to Building:

Rear r~

Front ~

Height ~

Alterations ~

Demolition Q

Other ❑

Side Yard

Dwelling
Present or Previous Use: --.

Proposed Use:

_ ...

_

Dwelling
_.. _.
_..
2016.0127.8097

Building Permit Application No.

_. _ _.. . _- -.,

- __. . _

___.. .

. ---_
--Date Filed: January 27, 2016

4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prlor Acllon

YES

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?

[~

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

❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

❑

NO

[3~
I

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.
N/A

SAN FFANCISCO PLANNING DE PgqTMENT V.08.0].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.

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.
See attached -Item 1
See attached -Item 4, letter from neighbor - 66 Everson
See attached -Item 5, letter from neighbor -100 Beacon
--~-Lc~'~C~~ --r-{T~--~o-~ _-~G~1_~- ~'l~it2._--~1~.f~~1L~---- _~..-~-~---~s.C~Su~I-...---

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

See attached -Item 2

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

See attached -Item 3

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

---~,,
Signature: _ /`

~_"_~~-_

j~

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:
David E Cowfer

(j;_~ It^~P~ty~

ir /Authorized Agent (circle one)
S
~_~

SAN FFANCIS Cp PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.OB.O].20;2

Date:

~ ~~j~ / ~~I/~ /~f~

Ap~~lication fpr Discre#ionary Review''

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist
Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.
__

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

DR APPLICAT70N

[v~

Application, with all blanks completed
Address labels(original), if applicable
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable

Q

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)

j

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
Optional Material.
O Two sets of oiiginel labels end one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners antl owners of property across street.

G~~~ ~ G~~ ~~,
P~~.n;N eau ~_, ;',

For Department Use Only

Application race' d by

By:

g Departrnent:

A~.~Q~e~

Date:

I

~(D (~p

Attachment - 43 Everson -Discretionary Review request

Item 1
a m the owner of 49 Everson, adjacent to 43 Everson. 49 Everson is located to the west of 43 Everson.
It is also my primary residence.
The proposed plans for 43 Everson call for a larger building than previously existed. The proposed
building will be much larger than other neighboring homes on the same side of the steet and does not
comport with design guidance provided in the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (Guidelines)
These failures translate to a project that is out of scale for the neighborhood and detracts from rather
than enhancing the neighborhood as a whole.
The Guidelines offer clear language and provide both positive and negative examples to illustrate the
concepts that are to be preferred for construction. The proposed project fails to fulfill numerous
objectives clearly stated in the Guidelines.
An initial meeting with the Architect in January did not result in any modifications to the design that
would address the numerous concerns strongly voiced by the six neighbors in attendance. The summary
notes prepared by the architect do not adequately capture the level of concern and outright disapproval
of the plans presented.
It is now necessary to pursue this route to mitigate the significant concerns that I and the rest of the
neighborhood have.
• The proposed project's scale is not compatible with surrounding buildings —Proposed building
is much larger than surrounding homes in the neighborhood and would extend much deeper
into the lot
~

The proposed project does not respect the strongly consistent mid-block open space pattern —
Ifbuilt as planned it will greatly exceed the depth of any neighboring building into the green
space

•

The building does not enhance the neighborhood's character —The neighborhood homes are a
mixed collection of well-cared for mid-century modern homes of similar size, separated from
the sidewalk with small gardens and recessed entrances. The proposed project extends very
close to the property line, removing even the small setback with landscaping that previously
existed

• The building does not use articulations to minimize impacts on light, privacy and wind — A 38
foot tall extension 25 feet deeper into the lot will negatively impact light and privacy of
neighboring properties and will create unknown wind effects in a site that can experiences 4550mph winds
have attached letter of concern from neighbors at 66 Everson Street(2 signatures, item 4)and 100
Beacon Street (corner of Everson and Beacon, 2 signatures, item 5)

Attachment - 43 Everson -Discretionary Review request

Item 2
am the owner of 49 Everson, adjacent to 43 Everson. 49 Everson is located to the west of 43 Everson.
It is also my primary residence.
The impacts that are unreasonable include the following and they are related to the failure to comport
with the direction provided in the Guidelines.
Impact of 25'extension - A 25' addition requires a significant and outsize extension into the lot. This is
basically a 50%increase in the overall size of the building. The planned project calls for a multistory 25'
addition that will in effect create a 35' x 25', an 875 square foot bulk mass with little or no articulation to
provide visual and practical relief for concerns such as privacy, light and wind. These impacts are most
felt by the adjacent neighbors, myself at 49 Everson and the neighbors at 37 Everson.
Privacy is a concern because the project will extend so much deeper into the lot that it will be
extremely easy to look back into the adjacent houses; directly into bedrooms and into living rooms
and kitchens. The homes on either side of the project have many windows on the southern
exposure which is a
Light will be greatly diminished in homes on either side of the project because the plan does so
m uch deeper into the lot. The project proposed to extend 25'to the south and is +/- 25' deeper
than homes on either side. This creates an ongoing, permanent and significant reduction in the
a mount of light that will be cast on homes that are to the east and west of the project.
Wind is a significant concern because of the hilltop or ridge environment. This is very big concern for
me as my property is to the west of the project. The prevailing wind direction is most often from the
west and it is common to experience 25-30 mph wind throughout the year. In storms, the wind can
gust to 45-50 mph and higher. This wind will encounter the project's massive wall, nearly 900 sq. ft.,
that extends into the green space and be deflected in unknown ways. It will certainly create drafts
that make it more difficult to enjoy my back yard and may create dangerous conditions such as tree
fall.
Impact to street facade —The proposed project fails in three ways to fulfill the Guidelines and the
expectations of how the front of the house meets the street and how neighbors and pedestrians interact
with it. While Everson is a cul de sac, there are many people who walk on the street to get to/from the
Glen Park BART station. The project contains several features that when combined create a large and
unwelcoming wall that is very out of character to every other house on the block. It is also unnecessary.
The project seeks to extend the front wall of the building further out towards the sidewalk than what
existed previously. This removes even the small bit of entrance setback and garden that provided some
relief. The project also proposes to raise the roof height of the building. The roof line at the front of the
building will be raised 4' compared to what existed before and will also add to the severe and
unwelcoming aspect. The overall effect is to add a large unbroken wall as the facade, placed closer to
the sidewalk, providing a much less open feel to the many pedestrians who travel through the
neighborhood. It is a highly modern design with no connection to the strong mid-century modern look
and feel of the rest of the neighborhood.

Attachment - 43 Everson -Discretionary Review request

Item 3
a m the owner of 49 Everson, adjacent to 43 Everson. 49 Everson is located to the west of 43 Everson.
It is also my primary residence.
The following are suggestions to mitigate the impact and address the concerns that I and many
neighbors have regarding the proposed project.
Add rear setbacks to manage the blocky multistory addition - To address the impact of the multistory
25' extension it is requested that the project consider to add setbacks to comport with Guidelines.
Setbacks are a recommended way to reduce the impact of large additions. One way to achieve this
would be to reposition the basketball court to more interior location and in this way offer more
opportunity to create the setbacks. Adding setbacks may also address the concerns regarding privacy,
light and wind if they are done well. A less bulky addition will not block as much light and will not deflect
as much wind in unexpected ways. An extension that is not 25' deep on the upper floors reduces the
impact of look back into the windows of adjacent properties.
Retain front wall of house at original position — If the project can proceed without extending the front
wall of the building forward then that will help to minimize the impact on pedestrians on the sidewalk
and retain overall neighborhood character.
Retain landscaping and entry set back from the street — As above, if the project can proceed without
extending the front wall of the building forward then that will help to minimize the impact on
pedestrians on the sidewalk and retain overall neighborhood character.
Retain original roof height at front of house — If the project can set back the proposed roof line that will
be raised 4'from existing, it will help to address the overbearing feeling of a monolithic wall that is
planned to be taller and closer to the sidewalk than what existed previously.

~~ ~~~~sU~ ~ ~~-t~
To whom it may concern,
support a request for discretionary review of the plans proposed for the home located at 43 Everson
Street, San Francisco, CA 94131.
The proposed plans call for a much larger home than previously existed. The proposed building will be
m uch larger than other neighborhood homes and does not comply with several requirements of the San
Francisco Residential Design Guidelines
In reviewing the Design Guidelines it appears that several of the design principles are not adhered to
and I would like to add my voice to those of my neighbors to address these keys points because the
proposed plan appears to fall short in some basic aspects:
• The building's scale is not compatible with surrounding buildings —Proposed building is much
larger than surrounding homes in the neighborhood
• The building does not respect the mid-block open space — if built as planned it will greatly
exceed the depth of any neighboring building into the green space
• The building does not enhance the neighborhood's character —The neighborhood homes are a
mixed collection of well-cared for mid-century modern homes of similar size, separated from
the sidewalk with small gardens. Proposed building extends to the property line, removing even
the small setback with landscaping that previously existed
• The building does not use articulations to minimize impacts on light, privacy and wind — A 38
foot tall extension 25 feet deeper into the lot will negatively impact light and privacy of
neighboring properties and will create unknown wind effects in a site that can experiences 45
mph winds
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To whom it may concern,
support a request for discretionary review of the plans proposed for the home located at 43 Everson
Street, San Francisco, CA 94131.
The proposed plans call for a much larger home than previously existed. The proposed building
will be
m uch larger than other neighborhood homes and does not comply with several requirements of the
San
Francisco Residential Design Guidelines
In reviewing the Design Guidelines it appears that several of the design principles are not adhered
to
and I would like to add my voice to those of my neighbors to address these keys points because the
proposed plan appears to fall short in some basic aspects:
• The building's scale is not compatible with surrounding buildings —Proposed building
is much
larger than surrounding homes in the neighborhood
• The building does not respect the mid-block open space — if built as planned it will greatly
exceed the depth of any neighboring building into the green space
• The building does not enhance the neighborhood's character —The neighborhood homes
are a
mixed collection of well-cared for mid-century modern homes of similar size, separated from
the sidewalk with small gardens. Proposed building extends to the property line, removing
even
the small setback with landscaping that previously existed
•

The building does not use articulations to minimize impacts on light, privacy and wind —

A 38

foot tall extension 25 feet deeper into the lot will negatively impact light and privacy of
neighboring properties and will create unknown wind effects in a site that can experiences
45
m ph winds
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To whom it may concern,
support a request for discretionary review of the plans proposed for the home located at 43 Everson
Street, San Francisco, CA 94131.
The proposed plans call for a much larger home than previously existed. The proposed building will be
m uch larger than other neighborhood homes and does not comply with several requirements of the San
Francisco Residential Design Guidelines
In reviewing the Design Guidelines it appears that several of the design principles are not adhered to
and I would like to add my voice to those of my neighbors to address these keys points because the
proposed plan appears to fall short in some basic aspects:
• The building's scale is not compatible with surrounding buildings —Proposed building is much
larger than surrounding homes in the neighborhood
• The building does not respect the mid-block open space — if built as planned it will greatly
exceed the depth of any neighboring building into the green space
• The building does not enhance the neighborhood's character —The neighborhood homes are a
mixed collection of well-cared for mid-century modern homes of similar size, separated from
the sidewalk with small gardens. Proposed building extends to the property line, removing even
the small setback with landscaping that previously existed
• The building does not use articulations to minimize impacts on light, privacy and wind — A 38
foot tall extension 25 feet deeper into the lot will negatively impact light and privacy of
neighboring properties and will create unknown wind effects in a site that can experiences 45
m ph winds

l ~Wl ~~n

~Gu1i►

~~~t

6'l~v(LvVITVI ~

~ ~~,~~

~ ~n~~~ 1 lvl~~w~~~~~
6~

~~~~rss~~ ~+

irvitl~

i~

~~/If S(

(ev1(ZY" t/~S

~il~c ~Z I~~~v~~

RESPONSE TO

D I S C R E T I O N A RY
REVIEW (drp)
Project Information
Property Address:

Zip Code:

94131

Building Permit Application(s): 201601278097
Record Number:

Assigned Planner:

Ella Samonsky

Project Sponsor
Name:

Jennifer Butler

Phone:

415-505-0763

Email:

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

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

See attached.

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

See attached.

PAGE 1 | RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING

V. 5/27/2015 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Project Features
Please provide the following information about the project for both the existing and proposed features. Please attach an additional
sheet with project features that are not included in this table.

EXISTING

Dwelling Units (only one kitchen per unit - additional kitchens count as additional units)
Basement Levels (may include garage or windowless storage rooms)

1
3
0

Parking Spaces (Off-Street)

2

Occupied Stories (all levels with habitable rooms)

Bedrooms
Height

6
13'-1"

Building Depth

51'-3"

Rental Value (monthly)

PROPOSED

13'-1"

n.a./unknown
unknown

Property Value

I attest that the above information is true to the best of my knowledge.
Signature:

Date:

Printed Name:

✔

Property Owner
Authorized Agent

If you have any additional information that is not covered by this application, please feel free to attach
additional sheets to this form.

PAGE 2 | RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING
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RODGERS

A R C H I T E C T S I N C.

March 6, 2017
RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
CASE NO.:
2016-000017DRP
BLDG PERMIT NO.:
2016.01.27.8097
ADDRESS:
43 Everson Street
PROJECT SPONSOR:
TELEPHONE NO.:

Andy Rodgers
415 309 9612

1. We submit that the proposed project should be approved as it has quite minimal impact on the
neighbor at 49 Everson (Mr. David Cowfer, the DR requestor). The proposed project fits within
the lot’s allowable depth and height, and is consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines
and the prevailing neighborhood development pattern. The San Francisco Planning staff
supported the proposed plan as originally designed (in January, 2016) and a discretionary
review was filed by only one neighbor.
The original proposed horizontal addition, submitted to DBI on March 7, 2014, included a rear
yard extension to the required 25% setback line, as permitted within the property’s RH-1 zone.
This would put the new south wall within one foot of the adjacent (downhill) property’s south
wall at 37 Everson (see Exhibit A – existing and proposed site plans). Of significance is an
existing 5’ side setback on both sides of all three houses, which helps to mitigate concerns
about lost natural light and privacy. Unlike other neighborhoods in the city, there will remain
10’ between adjacent houses. The neighbor at 37 Everson does not oppose the project.
2. We met with invited neighbors on January 22, 2016 as part of the pre-application process in
order to review the proposed plans for the project. We noted the initial concerns raised by the
neighbors as part of the submittal on January 27, 2016.
On August 22, 2016 the required 311 notice period commenced.
On September 16, 2016 Mr. David Cowfer filed for discretionary review.
On October 12, 2016 we met with Mr. Cowfer, his attorney Ryan Patterson, and his engineer
Pat Buscovitch, on site. As a courtesy, to help visualize the proposed alteration we had our
contractor erect a story pole representing the depth and height of the new addition. We have
had numerous communications with Mr. Cowfer and his representatives in an attempt to
address Mr. Cowfer’s concerns.
The following concessions were offered by our client, in direct response to Mr. Cowfer’s stated
concerns about a loss of privacy and natural light resulting from the proposed horizontal addition:

156 SOUTH PARK
S A N F R A N C I S C O, C A 9 4 1 0 7
PHONE: 415 309 9612 FAX: 415 924 2750 EMAIL: ardesign@att.net

A. Change all west-facing windows to frosted glass - see Exhibit C (proposed west
elevation) attached. Privacy would be greatly enhanced between the houses vs. the clear glass
windows originally specified.
B. Change the main level deck guardrail to clear tempered glass panels on all 3 sides see Exhibit B (proposed south elevation) and Exhibit C (proposed west elevation). Responding to
concerns about lost natural light, this alteration (at significant added expense to our client) would
effectively render the top 42” of the horizontal addition transparent. It should be noted that Mr.
Cowfer’s house is directly to the west of our client’s residence, so access to mid-day and afternoon
natural light were never at issue.
C. Property line walls to be enhanced for reduced sound transmission – our client will
have a licensed sound engineer specify the wall composition so as to lessen sound transmission from
our client’s interior space to both adjacent neighbors.
D. Pull in west guardrail on the living level away from Mr. Cowfer’s residence This is a
significant revision as our client would be losing deck space, but it would lessen direct sight lines
between the deck at 43 Everson and the south wall of 49 Everson, so privacy would be greatly
enhanced.
E. More architectural articulation of west wall - see Exhibit C (proposed west elevation
study) attached. Responding to concerns about a tall blank wall facing the rear yard of 49 Everson,
we explored the possibility of an opening, either glass block or channel glass (could be translucent),
and / or an alternate cladding material so as to enhance this part of 43 Everson’s design from the
previous iteration.
F. Reduction in depth of new entry – Responding to a concern about the new façade design
and its setback from the street, we considerably redesigned the entry such that it no longer extends
northward beyond existing entry wall. See Exhibit D (proposed north and east elevations) attached.
3. We feel that the project as originally designed was not excessive and was within what is
allowable by the Planning Code (for the rear horizontal extension), and was consistent with the
Planning Department Residential Design Guidelines and the prevailing neighborhood
development pattern. Further changes, as outlined above, only bring the project further into
compliance and respond directly to concerns raised by the neighbor, Mr. David Cowfer. We
urge the Planning Commission to uphold the planning staff’s support of this remodel. The
main purpose of the rear extension is to provide space for a recreational use, and any further
changes to the extension would defeat its purpose.

Thank you,

Andy Rodgers
Architect
156 SOUTH PARK
S A N F R A N C I S C O, C A 9 4 1 0 7
PHONE: 415 309 9612 FAX: 415 924 2750 EMAIL: ardesign@att.net

Exhibit A - Existing and Proposed Site Plans

43 Everson Street
Discretionary Review Hearing

Exhibit B - Proposed South Elevation

43 Everson Street
Discretionary Review Hearing

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

March 15, 2018

TO:

San Francisco Planning Commission

FROM:

Thomas Tunny

REGARDING:

43 Everson Street

OUR FILE NO.:

10501.01

This memorandum updates the Planning Commission on the proposed rear addition and
remodel (the “Project”) at 43 Everson Street. The Planning Commission approved the Project
(with modifications described below) on June 15, 2017. (The Commission’s DR Action Memo
is attached as Exhibit A.) Following the Planning Commission’s approval of the Project, the
Discretionary Review requestor filed an appeal of the Project’s Categorical Exemption, on the
grounds that the Project description should have included the presence of a second dwelling unit,
and the amount of excavation for the Project was underestimated. In response to the appeal, the
Project has been revised to add an ADU, and a new Categorical Exemption issued (excavation
amounts were updated).
The Project is now scheduled for consideration at the Planning Commission’s March 29,
2018 meeting. We urge the Planning Commission to affirm its prior approval, and again approve
the Project (as revised) for the following reasons:
•

Prior to the Planning Commission’s approval of the Project in June 2017, the Project
sponsor agreed to significant revisions of the massing and design of the rear addition to
address the DR requestor’s concerns. Commissioner Richards visited the Project site and
expressed his satisfaction with the Project changes, and the changes were made
conditions of the Commission’s approval. These changes are as follows and are shown in
the renderings attached as Exhibit B:

1) Lowered height of the rear addition and main level deck by 2 feet, 6 inches;
2) Reduced massing along the western elevation of the addition by 5 feet in height and depth;
3) Set back western deck guardrail 5 feet from the building wall;
4) Installation of a planter along the southwest corner of the roof deck; and
5) Elimination of the rear fold-up glass door, replacing it with a 4-panel sliding glass door,
wherein 2 panels are fixed.
•

The Project sponsor agreed to the following additional measures in response to the DR
requestor’s concerns:

1) Changed the rear deck railing to clear glass to allow more sunlight onto the DR requestor’s
property;
2) Substantially modified the front facade by setting the entry back and lowering the entry
volume 2'-8"; and
3) Engaged Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc. to evaluate the sound levels of the proposed
basketball court; the report concluded that the sound levels would comply with the City’s
residential noise limits.
•

The Project sponsor has added a second dwelling unit (as an ADU) to the Project. As the
Commission will recall, this issue of a second unit was brought up at the Commission
previously. When the Project sponsor purchased the property, the property was listed as
a single family home. The 3R report designates the property as a single-family dwelling.
(Exhibit C.) An NSR recorded in 1994 restricts the Property to a single-family dwelling.
(Exhibit D.) The DR requestor subsequently produced evidence that the Property had an
unauthorized dwelling unit. As a solution, the Project sponsor has agreed to add the
ADU to the Project. The ADU is the larger unit (designated as Unit 2 in the site permit
drawings), at 3,013 square feet of floor area, and the other unit (designated as Unit 1 in
the sire permit drawings) is 1,275 square feet. (The site permit drawings are attached as
Exhibit E.)

•

The CEQA appeal identified an error in the amount of excavation stated in the
Categorical Exemption Project description. The amount of proposed excavation
increased due to revisions in the Project after the original Project applications were
submitted. These revisions were disclosed to and approved by the City, but the
Categorical Exemption was not updated. The Categorical Exemption has been updated,
and the Project’s licensed geotechnical engineer issued an updated report concluding that
no changes in his prior geotechnical conclusions and recommendations were necessary.
(Exhibit F.)

Thank you for your consideration.
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1650 Mission St.

Discretionary Review Action DRA-0534
HEARING DATE: JUNE 15, 2017
Case No.:
Project Address:
Building Permit:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

DR Requestor:

Staff Contact:

2016-000017DRP
43 EVERSON STREET
2016.0127.8097
RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
7542/024
Jennifer Butler
Rodgers Architecture
227 Guerrero Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
David Cowfer
49 Everson Street
San Francisco CA 94131
Ella Samonsky — (415)575-9112
EIIa.Samonsk~@sfgov.org

SanF~anOisco,
CA 94103-2479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE NO. 2016000017DRP AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT 2016.0127.8097 PROPOSING
CONSTRUCTION OF A THREE-STORY HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION AND REMODEL OF
THE FRONT FACADE OF A SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING, WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL,
HOUSE,ONE-FAMILY)ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.
PREAMBLE
On January 27, 2016, Jennifer Butler of Rodgers Architecture filed for Building Permit Application No.
2016.0127.8097 proposing construction of a three-story horizontal rear addition that would be
approximately 19.5 feet in depth for the two lowest floors (below grade of the street) and 4 feet in depth
at the street level with a roof deck over the addition to the lower floors, reconstruction and raising
portions of the roof approximately two feet, and remodeling the front facade of asingle-family dwelling
within the RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.
On September 16, 2016 David Cowfer (hereinafter "Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor") filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for Discretionary Review (2016000017DRP)of Building Permit Application No.2016.0127.8097.
The Department has determined that the Project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301(e)(1) (Class One -Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e)
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 50
percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less).
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DRA-0534
June 15, 2017

Case No.2016-000017DRP
43 Everson Street

After continuing the hearing on March 16, 2017, April 6, 2017, May 18, 2017 and June 1, 2017, on June 15,
2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2016-000017DRI'.
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

ACTION
The Commission hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Application No. 2016-000017DRP and
approves the Building Permit Application 2016.0127.8097 as revised and presented by the Sponsor at the
June 15, 2017 hearing. The revised scope includes the following modifications from the original proposal::
1) Lowered height of the rear addition and main level deck by 2 feet -6 inches;
2) Reduced massing along the western elevation of the addition by five feet in height and depth;
3) Set back western deck guardrail five feet from the building wall;
4) Installation of a planter along the southwest corner of the roof deck; and
5) Elimination of the rear fold-up glass door, replacing it with afour-panel sliding glass door,
wherein two panels are fixed.
The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:
1. Although, the proposal complies with the Planning Code, the General Plan, and conforms to the
Residential Design Guidelines, the Commission found there to be extraordinary or exceptional
circumstances, in that, the proposed building massing and roof deck would affect the light and
privacy of neighboring yards that could be minimized through the aforementioned
modifications.
2. The Commission determined that modifications to the project with respect to the height, massing
and glazing of the rear addition, and configuration of the associated roof deck, were necessary
and instructed staff to approve the project with the revisions as reflected in the plans dated May
24, 2017.

SAN fRANCISCD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DRA-0534

Case No. 2016-000017DRP

June 15, 2017

43 Everson Street

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building
Permit Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued.
For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415)575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304,
San Francisco, CA,94103-2481.
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. T'he protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a)and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission did take Discretionary Review and approved the building
permit s refe ence in this action memo on June 15, 2017.

Jonas P.Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:

Hillis, Koppel, Melgar, Richards

NAYS:

Moore

ABSENT:

Fong,Johnson

ADOPTED:

June 15, 2017
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1650 Mission St.

Discretionary Review Action DRA-0534
HEARING DATE: JUNE 15, 2017
Case No.:
Project Address:
Building Permit:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

DR Requestor:

Staff Contact:

2016-000017DRP
43 EVERSON STREET
2016.0127.8097
RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
7542/024
Jennifer Butler
Rodgers Architecture
227 Guerrero Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
David Cowfer
49 Everson Street
San Francisco CA 94131
Ella Samonsky — (415)575-9112
EIIa.Samonsk~@sfgov.org

SanF~anOisco,
CA 94103-2479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE NO. 2016000017DRP AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT 2016.0127.8097 PROPOSING
CONSTRUCTION OF A THREE-STORY HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION AND REMODEL OF
THE FRONT FACADE OF A SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING, WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL,
HOUSE,ONE-FAMILY)ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.
PREAMBLE
On January 27, 2016, Jennifer Butler of Rodgers Architecture filed for Building Permit Application No.
2016.0127.8097 proposing construction of a three-story horizontal rear addition that would be
approximately 19.5 feet in depth for the two lowest floors (below grade of the street) and 4 feet in depth
at the street level with a roof deck over the addition to the lower floors, reconstruction and raising
portions of the roof approximately two feet, and remodeling the front facade of asingle-family dwelling
within the RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.
On September 16, 2016 David Cowfer (hereinafter "Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor") filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for Discretionary Review (2016000017DRP)of Building Permit Application No.2016.0127.8097.
The Department has determined that the Project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301(e)(1) (Class One -Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e)
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 50
percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less).
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DRA-0534
June 15, 2017

Case No.2016-000017DRP
43 Everson Street

After continuing the hearing on March 16, 2017, April 6, 2017, May 18, 2017 and June 1, 2017, on June 15,
2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2016-000017DRI'.
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

ACTION
The Commission hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Application No. 2016-000017DRP and
approves the Building Permit Application 2016.0127.8097 as revised and presented by the Sponsor at the
June 15, 2017 hearing. The revised scope includes the following modifications from the original proposal::
1) Lowered height of the rear addition and main level deck by 2 feet -6 inches;
2) Reduced massing along the western elevation of the addition by five feet in height and depth;
3) Set back western deck guardrail five feet from the building wall;
4) Installation of a planter along the southwest corner of the roof deck; and
5) Elimination of the rear fold-up glass door, replacing it with afour-panel sliding glass door,
wherein two panels are fixed.
The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:
1. Although, the proposal complies with the Planning Code, the General Plan, and conforms to the
Residential Design Guidelines, the Commission found there to be extraordinary or exceptional
circumstances, in that, the proposed building massing and roof deck would affect the light and
privacy of neighboring yards that could be minimized through the aforementioned
modifications.
2. The Commission determined that modifications to the project with respect to the height, massing
and glazing of the rear addition, and configuration of the associated roof deck, were necessary
and instructed staff to approve the project with the revisions as reflected in the plans dated May
24, 2017.
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Case No. 2016-000017DRP

June 15, 2017

43 Everson Street

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building
Permit Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued.
For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415)575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304,
San Francisco, CA,94103-2481.
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. T'he protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a)and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission did take Discretionary Review and approved the building
permit s refe ence in this action memo on June 15, 2017.

Jonas P.Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:

Hillis, Koppel, Melgar, Richards

NAYS:

Moore

ABSENT:

Fong,Johnson

ADOPTED:

June 15, 2017

SAN FRANCISCO
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Discretionary Review Action DRA-XXX
HEARING DATE: MARCH 29, 2018
Case No.:
Project Address:
Building Permit:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

DR Requestor:

Staff Contact:

2016-000017DRP
43 EVERSON STREET
2016.0127.8097
RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
7542/024
Jennifer Butler
Rodgers Architecture
227 Guerrero Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
David Cowfer
49 Everson Street
San Francisco CA 94131
Ella Samonsky – (415) 575-9112
Ella.Samonsky@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO NOT TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE NO.
2016-000017DRP AND APPROVING BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2016.0127.8097,
PROPOSING THE ADDITION OF AN ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT, CONSTRUCTION OF A
THREE-STORY HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION AND REMODEL OF THE FRONT FACADE OF A
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING, WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, ONE-FAMILY)
ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE
On January 27, 2016, Jennifer Butler of Rodgers Architecture filed for Building Permit Application No.
2016.0127.8097 proposing construction of a three-story horizontal rear addition that would be
approximately 19.5 feet in depth for the two lowest floors (below grade of the street) and 4 feet in depth
at the street level with a roof deck over the addition to the lower floors, reconstruction and raising
portions of the roof approximately two feet, and remodeling the front facade of a single-family dwelling
within the RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. On
January 22, 2018 the Project Sponsor submitted revisions to add an accessory dwelling unit at the
basement and first floor level.
On September 16, 2016 David Cowfer (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review (2016000017DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2016.0127.8097.
On June 15, 2017, the Planning Commission took DR and approved the project as revised. On July 19,
2017, the Categorical Exemption was appealed. On August 30, 2017, the Planning Department rescinded

Memo

Discretionary Review Action DRA-XXXXX
March 29, 2018

Case No. 2016-000017DRP
43 Everson Street

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Class 1(e)(1) Categorical Exemption determination.
The environmental review was reopened to include evaluation of all elements of the proposed
projectincluding removal of the possible unauthorized dwelling unit which was raised in the appeal ,
and the additional excavation conducted under a supplemental permit. Since the Commission’s action on
the DR at the June 15, 2017 hearing relied on a CEQA determination that was rescinded, the
Commission’s action was invalidated.
The Project has been modified to include the creation of an accessory dwelling unit, under Planning Code
Section 207(c)(6). The Department has determined that this revised Project is exempt/excluded from
environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301(e)(1) (Class One - Minor Alteration of
Existing Facility, (e) Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an
increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition or 2,500 square feet,
whichever is less).
On March 29, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2016000017DRP.
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

ACTION
The Commission hereby does not take the Discretionary Review requested in Application No. 2016000017DRP and approves the Building Permit Application 2016.0127.8097, as proposed. The project
includes the following modifications since the Commission’s previous action:
1) Add an accessory dwelling unit, per Planning Code Section 207(c)(4).

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:
1.

The proposal complies with the Planning Code, the General Plan, and conforms to the Residential
Design Guidelines, and instructed staff to approve the project as reflected in the plans dated
March 22, 2018

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building
Permit Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued.
For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304,
San Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
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Case No. 2016-000017DRP
43 Everson Street

must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the building
permit as reference in this action memo on March 29, 2018.

Jonas P. Ionin
Acting Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED:

March 29, 2018
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