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Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 5, 2017 

Continued from the June 1, 2017 Hearing 
 

Date: September 28, 2017 
Case No.: 2016-004009DRP 
Project Address: 3932-3934 26th Street 
Permit Application: 201603182438 
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential – House, Two-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6552/012 
Project Sponsor: Khoan Duong  
 John Lum Architecture 
 3246 17th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94110 
Staff Contact: Veronica Flores – (415) 575-9173 
 Veronica.flores@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 

 

BACKGROUND 
On February 9, 2017, the project appeared before the Planning Commission as a vertical and horizontal 
addition to an existing three-story, two-unit building. The project also proposed excavating and 
expanding the garage level to relocate one unit to the ground level and façade alterations. After closing 
public hearing, the Planning Commission continued the item to June 1, 2017 with the following 
directions: 
 

• Adjust the proposal to yield two equal-sized units 
• Redesign the 4th floor in order to reduce the impact of the proposal to the neighbors 

 
On June 1, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the project to August 31, 2017 to continue working 
with the neighbors on redesigning the proposal. On August 31, 2017, the Planning Commission 
continued the project to October 5, 2017 upon the request of the Project Sponsor. 
 

CURRENT PROPOSAL 
The attached plans reflect changes made to the project per Commission’s June 1, 2017 comments. The 
changes include: 
 

• Reduced the size of windows at the front and rear facades 
• Changed the front facade to a warmer contemporary style with cement plaster cladding with 

natural wood siding at the modified bay windows. The doors and windows remain aluminum 
framed. 
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• Revised floor plans to create two similarly sized units. 
• 3932 26th Street (Unit 1): now 2,198 sq. ft., 3 bed + study (prev. proposed as 2,402 sq. ft.) 
• 3934 26th Street (Unit 2): now 2,159 sq. ft., 3 bed (prev. proposed as 2,781 sq. ft.) 

• Reduced massing for vertical addition. 
• The 4th floor is now set back 23 feet 5 inches from the front structural wall (prev. 14 feet 6 

inches) 
• The 4th floor is now set back 14 feet 6 inches from the rear structural wall (prev. 4 feet 7 

inches) 

• Reduced 3rd floor roof deck area for Unit 2. 
• The front roof deck is now set back 15 feet 6 inches from the front structural wall (prev. 6 

feet 6 inches) 
• The rear roof deck is now set back 14 feet 6 inches from the rear structural wall (prev. no 

set back) 
• All 3rd floor roof decks are now set back 5 feet from the eastern property line (prev. some 

portions had no set back) 
• The roof deck area is now 183 sq. ft. (prev. 533 sq. Ft.) 

 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must not take DR and approve the project as 
modified. 
 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 The revised plans follow the direction provided by the Planning Commission. 
 The project yields two family-sized units of simlar size. 
 The neighborhood is of architecturely mixed in nature, and the proposal compliments the 

existing neighborhood context. 
 The proposed Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve with Conditions 

 
Attachments: 
Revised Plans 
Additional Materials from the Project Sponsor 
Additional Public Comments 
Commission Packet dated June 1, 2017 
 
 
 

























NEW 1-HOUR FIRE-RATED WALL:
(N) FINISH MATERIAL (REFER TO EXT. ELEVS.)
O/ 2 LAYERS GRADE 'D' BUILDING PAPER,
O/ 5/8" TYPE 'X' GYPSUM SHEATHING,
O/ STRUCTURAL PLYWD. (WHERE OCCURS, S.S.D.)
O/ WD. STUDS, S.S.D. W/ R19 THERMAL INSULATION,
O/ 5/8" TYPE 'X' GYPSUM BOARD

NEW INTERIOR WALL:
5/8" GYPSUM BOARD,
O/ 2X4 WD. STUDS,
O/ STRUCTURAL PLYWD. (WHERE OCCURS, S.S.D)
O/ 5/8" GYPSUM BOARD

NEW EXTERIOR WALL (NON-RATED):
(N) FINISH MATERIAL (REFER TO EXTERIOR ELEVS.)
O/ 2 LAYERS GRADE 'D' BUILDING PAPER,
O/ EXTERIOR GRADE PLYWOOD,
O/ WD. STUDS, S.S.D. W/ R19 THERMAL INSULATION,
O/ 5/8" GYPSUM BOARD (INTERIOR FACE)
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CONSTRUCTION NOTES
1.
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September 21, 2017 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
 
Attn: Veronica Flores, Planner 
 
Re: 3932-3934 26th Street     

2016004009DRP 
 Response to DR hearing request 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners, 
 
We have revised our project to incorporate your comments that were made at our last DR 
hearing, held on June 1, 2017. 
 
Specifically, you asked us to modify our design to 1) have more equitable sized units, 2) examine 
the size of the proposed development and make it more compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 
Subsequently we have modified the project as follows:  
 
We have redesigned the project to contain two equitable sized units, both being family-friendly 
three-bedrooms with the lower unit being 2,198 square feet and upper being 2,159 square feet, 
respectively.  In comparison, the previous plan had a lower unit at 870 square feet and the upper 
unit was 4,085 square feet.  
 
We have reduced the overall project from 4,966 square feet of habitable space to 4,530 square 
feet - a reduction of 436 square feet.  
  
The main area of reduction has been the fourth floor which was reduced by 428 square feet, from 
869 square feet to 441 square feet of space and now contains solely a master bedroom suite. The 
front setback of this floor increases from 14’-6” to 23’-5", and the rear setback increases from 4’-
7" to 14’-6".  The east setback remains at 5 feet.  The fourth floor is not visible from the street 
(see attached rendering).  The fourth floor decks have also been substantially reduced from 533 
square feet to 183 square feet.  Note that we must provide the roof deck at the fourth floor as the 
upper unit does not have access to the rear yard.  The upper unit is two stories above grade, so its 
usage of the rear yard, even if accessible, would be incidental at best. 
 



We believe the modest sizes of these two units, being similar in size to others in the 
neighborhood, will be a positive development and will further the City’s goals of building 
housing that is geared towards keeping families in San Francisco.  The city lacks specifically in 
this housing type (per the recently published SF Planning Report on January 17, 2017, “Housing 
for Families with Children”, less than 10% of units constructed since 2005 includes three-
bedroom plus units).   
 
We believe the merits of this project far outweigh the low impact that this will have on the 
neighborhood.  And we hope that you will support the project.   
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
John Lum, AIA 
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9/20/17

 

To The Planning Commissioners:

 

I am writing to ask that you do not approve any proposed changes at 
3932-34 26th Street for several reasons:

 

It would set a bad example for other landlords/speculators who buy rent-
controlled buildings with elderly or disabled tenants. As you know, the 
landlord in this case never informed the Planning Department that there 
was a 93-year-old, Carl Jensen, living in his building. Then of course he 
said that he was going to take care of Mr. Jensen and had reached an 
agreement with him to move to another place. This is not true. I spoke with 
Mr. Jensen just days before he died and he denied that. I helped him send 
an email informing you that there was no deal and he did not want to leave 
his apartment of 63 years. Mr. Jensen was feeling tremendous stress over 
the situation and that stress must have contributed to what happened to 
him.

 

Why is the city allowing rent-controlled units to be demolished? Landlords 
and speculators know that if they get the tenants out of the building or 
simply don’t tell Planning about them, they can demolish and do what they 
want to the rent controlled units. The Planning Commission needs to come 
up with a policy that dis-incentivizes these evictions and prevents our rent 
controlled units from being demolished. Some of the most vulnerable 
tenants in our city, such as Carl Jensen, live in these units. 

 

In terms of 3932-34 26th Street, the Planning Commission should send a 
strong message that the city will do everything it can to protect our rent-
controlled stock and that protecting seniors, disabled, and long-term 
tenants is a priority. Please reject any plans to alter the two rent-controlled 
units at 3932-34 26th Street.

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Tommi Avicolli Mecca

Housing Rights Committee



September	20,	2017	
	
	
Dear	President	Hillis	and	Fellow	Planning	Commission	members:	
	
	
I	am	writing	to	express	my	concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	3932-3934	26th	
Street.		Having	just	received	the	pdf	version	of	the	latest	plans,	I	am	struck	by	the	
similarity	to	the	original	plans	and	that	the	habitable	area	has	only	been	decreased	a	
total	of	436	sq.	ft.		The	current	plans	still	reflect	an	elevator,	the	4th	floor	addition,	
and	floor	plans	that	could	easily	be	converted	into	an	Airbnb.	
	
At	the	June	1	DR	hearing,	the	Commission	directed	that	the	project	sponsor	come	
back	with	a	revised	plan	with	equal	sized	units,	neither	of	which	was	to	be	greater	
than	1800	sq.	ft.	and	that	the	4th	floor	addition	be	removed.		The	current	plans	are	
not	in	compliance	with	this	directive	and	Unit	#1	is	2,198	sq.	.ft.	(	398	sq.	ft.		larger	
than	directed)	and	Unit	#2	is	2,159	sq.	ft.(	359	sq.	ft.	greater	than	directed).		This	
plan	further	erodes	any	plan	for	affordable	housing.	The	current	price	of	a	sq.	ft.	of	
property	in	Noe	Valley	is	$1,388;	so	at	this	rate	the	cost	of	the	units	would	increase	
by		$552,424	&	$498,292	respectively,	thus	pricing	the	units	even	further	out	of	the	
reach	of	all	but	the	most	wealthy	individuals.		The	family,	community	nature	of	the	
neighborhood	needs	to	be	maintained,	and	the	current	plan	provides	even	a	greater	
hurdle	for	families	and	a	diverse	population	to	live	in	Noe	Valley.	
	
The	architect	tells	us	that	the	purpose	of	the	4th	floor	deck	is	to	provide	required	
open	space.		I	am	puzzled,	because	a	2-flight	staircase	could	easily	provide	access	to	
the	yard.		A	4th	floor	deck	may	be	a	bit	more	amenable	to	fancy	evening	
entertainment,	but	certainly	if	the	goal	is	to	provide	housing	for	families,	access	to	a	
backyard	would	be	more	child	friendly.	
	
As	the	neighbor	immediately	next	door,	I	still	have	privacy	concerns	about	such	a	
large	structure	,decks,	and	windows	close	to	my	property	line.		
	
I	urge	you	to	restrict	the	size	of	either	unit	to	1800	square	feet	and	remove	any	4th	
floor	or	roof	deck.	
	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration	of	my	concerns,	
	
Patricia	Heldman	
3928	–	26th	Street	
	



558	Capp	Street	•	San	Francisco	CA	•	94110	•	(415)282-6543	•	www.sftu.org	
	
	
September	21,	2017	
	
	
Dear	Planning	Commission,	
	
I	write	in	support	Discretionary	Review	and	the	following	changes	to	current	plans	for	3923-34	26th	St:	
	

• Reduce	the	overall	mass	per	unit	
• Remove	the	4th	floor	addition	
• Remove	the	roofdecks	as	they	do	not	fit	in	with	the	neighborhood	design	characteristics	and	

are	intrusive	for	neighbors	in	the	line	of	sight	
	
These	changes	will	be	closer	to	General	Plan’s	goal	of	preserving	affordable	housing	units,	Objectives	2	
and	3:	
	

OBJECTIVE	2:	RETAIN	EXISTING	HOUSING	UNITS,	AND	PROMOTE	SAFETY	AND	MAINTENANCE	
STANDARDS,	WITHOUT	JEOPARDIZING	AFFORDABILITY	and	
	
OBJECTIVE	3:	PROTECT	THE	AFFORDABILITY	OF	THE	EXISTING	HOSUING	STOCK,	ESPECIALLY	
RENTAL	UNITS	

	
The	owner	of	this	property	is	well-known	in	the	tenant	advocate	world	for	a	history	of	speculation,	
including	purchasing	multiple	properties	in	foreclosure	auctions	to	flip	as	distressed	homeowners	
scrambled	to	resolve	dual	tracking	issues	with	their	lenders.	He	has	removed	tenants	via	the	Ellis	Act	and	
other	pressures.	The	bargain	purchases	and	evictions	are	all	documented	at	the	Rent	Board	and	on	the	
site	www.antievictionmapping	project.		
	
When	the	project	sponsors	neglected	to	tell	the	commission	that	an	elderly	tenant,	Carl	Jensen,	lived	at	
3932-34	26th	St	(until	a	neighbor	exposed	the	fact)	it	showed	disregard	for	the	comfort	and	well-being	
of	Mr.	Jensen.	
	
I	might	feel	differently	about	the	massive	expansion	of	these	units	if	the	project	sponsor	actually	
occupied	the	building	and	had	a	good	argument	to	expand	like	a	growing	family	or	non-profit	housing.	
But	these	design	amenities	are	simply	marketing	tools	to	entice	more	affluent	occupants	and	not	
reasonable	upgrades.	That	so	many	nearby	neighbors	also	object	to	the	plan	and	worry	about	the	
effects	on	their	own	living	situations	shows	a	lack	of	integration	by	the	owner	into	the	neighborhood	
through	goodwill	and	community	effort.	
	
I	urge	you	to	keep	this	property	as	it	currently	is—affordable,	reasonably	sized	units	likely	to	be	rented.	
Otherwise,	a	signal	is	sent	to	future	speculators	that	blatant	disregard	for	tenants	is	an	acceptable	and	a	
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profitable	business	model.	I	ask	you	to	consider	how	our	large	tenant	population	(64	percent)	is	affected	
by	speculation	and	ask	if	it	is	good	public	policy	to	encourage	it	via	the	planning	process?	
	
Thank	you	very	much	for	your	time.	
	
Sincerely,	

	
	
Jennifer	Fieber	
Political	Campaign	Director	
San	Francisco	Tenants	Union.	
	



September 21, 2017


RE:  3932-34 28th Street; Case # 2016-004009DRP; Hearing Scheduled 
for October 5, 2017


Dear President Hillis and Fellow Members of the Planning Commission:


I am writing in support of the DR Requestor, Mr. Pritchard and his other 
immediate neighbors to request the following concerning this project:


	 Remove the 4th Floor to maintain neighborhood character….there 
are no four story buildings on this block. 

	 Allow a reasonable remodel for this pair of flats, to maintain 
neighborhood character and maintain relative affordability. 

	 No roof deck on the top most floor to maintain privacy for the 
neighbors….there are no roof decks on this block. 

	 Please make sure that the windows facing the rear yard mid block 
open space do not become over-sized with massive glazing that is intrusive 
and beyond the tolerances of privacy in a congested urban environment. 

These are all issues you have discussed at the previous hearings for this 
project and you have and directed the Project Sponsor to grapple with 
them.   Based on the most recent revision and the plans before you, your 
directives have been to put it gently, “overlooked”.   This is an unfortunate 
project, not only because of the extravagant size of the units, but due to 
tenancy issues.


Please take DR and maintain neighborhood character and neighborhood 
relative affordability and create two affordable by design, family-friendly 
units.


Thank you.

Sincerely

Georgia Schuttish



Noe Neighborhood Council 
Neighbors committed to fair planning for Noe Valley 

 
 

 
September 20, 2017 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
San Francisco Planning Department  
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400  
San Francisco, CA 94103  
 
Re: Discretionary Review Hearing for 3932-3934 26th Street - Continued from June 1st, 2017  
Permit Application No. 2016.03.18.2438  
 
President Hillis, Vice President Richards, and Members of the Planning Commission:  

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council, I am writing to express our opposition to the latest version of 
the proposed project at 3932-3934 26th Street for a number of reasons. 
 
For one, the 3rd incarnation of these plans is still too massive and out of scale with the homes nearby.  
Despite the Commission’s directives to substantially reduce the size of proposed units, the plans 
maintain over 2100 square feet per dwelling plus a substantial space for garage, which pushes the 
total square footage even beyond the limits proposed by the upcoming Residential Expansion 
Threshold. 
 
Second, there is still a 4th floor vertical addition on these plans despite the Commission’s 
recommendation to eliminate it last time when this case was before you.  The truth is that there is no 
need to add a fourth floor since the deep horizontal addition being proposed is more than adequate to 
fit two 3-bedroom units in.   
 
Lastly, the developer’s behavior vis-à-vis the elderly nonagenarian tenant who had been living there 
for 63 years and his failure to disclose his existence to the Planning Department should be reason 
enough to reject this project altogether. It is a well-established fact that rent-controlled buildings with 
elderly or disabled tenants fetch lower prices than comparable properties and this building is no 
exception. It is unfortunate that the passing of Carl Jensen awarded the developer with an increase in 
his property value.  But why award him further by approving this project? 
 
We urge you to take DR and reject the project altogether or at the very least, reduce the proposed 
square footage of each unit and remove the 4th floor addition along with its roof deck to send a strong 
message to developers that if they get rid of tenants -- in any manner -- in order to do a project, then 
their project may not get approved.  By this simple act you can keep dozens of tenants in their homes. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Ozzie Rohm  
On behalf of the 250+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 



Dear President Hillis and Fellow members of the Planning Commission, 
 
 
This will be the 3rd DR Hearing on this project. On February 9, 2016 at the first hearing, 
it was discovered that a tenant lived in the building that you were not aware of. By the 
time of the 2nd hearing, this tenant Carl Jensen, an elder who lived there for 63 years 
and a former employee of the city and county of San Francisco, had died in his 
apartment. This was a sad thing for all of us.  
 
As we approach the 3rd hearing, we are aware that these flats have been empty and 
could be providing housing to the city. I and my neighbors believe what you said at the 
June hearing when you continued it til august 31, was 2 units at a max size of 1800 sf, 
and no fourth floor. This was a great idea. This is not what the project sponsor has 
come back with. These units are still too big. They will be unaffordable. They are not in 
keeping with our neighborhood or the buildings immediately around them.  
 
The roofdecks have always been a concern for us neighbors as they will compromise 
our privacy, don’t speak to family housing and are totally unnecessary. In an ideal world, 
we would respect the loss of a tenant and respect our neighborhood character, by 
simply fixing up the existing units, with only a small extension to the back, but not even 
close to as large as 1800 square feet. I have also repeatedly asked that the glazing on 
the rear be dramatically reduced to maintain privacy to myself and my fellow tenants in 
my building, who directly look into this proposed project.  
 
I request that you take Discretionary Review on October 5 and pass the following 
motion: 
 

1. 2 units of equal size no greater than 1800 square feet 
2. No fourth floor AT ALL (60+ signatures against it including Carl Jensen’s) 
3. No roofdeck (60+ signatures against it, including Carl Jensen’s) 
4. Reasonably match the existing glazing on the rear 
5. Access for both units to the rear yard/mid block open space 
6. Removal of the very unnecessary elevator  

 
 
Sincerely yours,  
 
Brian Pritchard  
 



Dear President Hillis and Fellow Planning Commission members,  
 
 
I wasn't present at the June 1 DR hearing, but I watched it on my computer while out of the 
country and was relieved to hear the Planning Commission's clear directives, which included 
removal of the fourth floor and reduction of the project’s size to 2 units no more than 1800 
square feet. The Commissioners advise the project be “reconsidered to be more manageable 
and reasonable sizing in relation to it’s neighbors”. Neighbors also strongly expressed concern 
about the window sizes in back, which are far too large.  
 
With Carl Jensen, the longtime tenant at this property, no longer with us, AND since this 
“displacement issue” is an ongoing theme in many housing situations today in San Francisco, I 
wish to ask the Planning Commission help implement a city law requiring all developers and 
speculators to disclose if there is a tenant in the building being developed, and city 
representatives visit the properties twice to verify that what is being disclosed is actually what is 
happening. If it werent for the DR requestor and his neighborhood team, the Planning 
Commission would not have been aware that there was an elderly tenant living peacefully in the 
building for over a half century, minding his own business, doing his daily chores and enjoying 
his golden years in a home he loved and cherished.  
 
The proposed elevator in the plans means the 4th floor could easily be converted into an Airbnb, 
a real concern to me and the neighbors. The massive expansion (still 800 square feet OVER, 
OR 400+ square feet per unit over the requested size) is not in keeping with our neighborhood. 
The project sponsors should remove the 4th floor, as suggested by the Planning Commission, 
which would reduce the property size by a little over 400 square feet. That is a start. They 
should then remove the elevator to create more living space inside. They should add a staircase 
in back of the top unit, to provide yard access, removing the need for ANY roofdecks. They have 
expressed twice that they have roofdecks only for “open space”. In summary, there is no need 
for a 4th floor, for any roofdecks or for an elevator.  
 
I request that you take Discretionary Review on October 5 and pass the following motion: 

1. 2 units of equal size no greater than 1800 square feet as per 6/1 
2. No 4th floor, in keeping with neighborhood character and the block pattern, AND 

reducing the size another 400+ square feet getting us closer to 1800 square feet. 
3. No roofdecks of any kind – This will reduce ALL the neighbors’ concern re PRIVACY 

AND this project already has an ample yard for open space  
4. Remove the elevator to use as living space instead. The space you gain from the 

elevator removal allows the project sponsors to further reduce size in other, getting 
closer to the desired 1800 square feet per unit  

5. Reduce the glazing on the back to be equal to the existing windows. The neighbors 
behind the building should not be subject to light pollution.  
 

 
Thank you, 
Lynn Rosenzweig 



 

September 21, 2017 

 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 

 

Having recently received the revised plans and given only a few days to review, write, and 

submit a letter in response to the revised plans, my reply will be brief.  

The revised plans do not comply with the Commissioners’ recommendations at the June 1 

hearing. Also, the revised plans still do not respond to my concern about my three young 

children’s privacy from the front roof deck, which looks directly down into their bedroom 

windows.  

I would like to propose that you take Discretionary Review on October 5 by: 

 (1) Removing the 4th floor and roof decks; and   

(2) Reducing the overall mass to 1,800 square feet per unit, as recommended.   

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely yours,  

Janice Minamoto 

 



 Re: October 5, 2017 Discretionary Review for 3932-3934 26th Street 
       2016004009DRP 

 
Dear Planning Commission President Hillis and Fellow Commissioners, 

 
The Planning Commission continued the DR case for a project proposed at 
3932-3934 26th Street, and gave explicit directives to the project sponsor at 

that time to: 
 

• reduce the size of the units, and 

• remove the proposed 4th story. 

 

The current plans however, show that the project sponsor has dismissed the 
Commissioner's directives by failing to take them into account! I feel the project 
sponsor is toying with the Commission by flagrantly disregarding the 

Commissioner's directives, and this is unacceptable. 
 

The proposed project does not consider the neighborhood context or it's 
character, or specific needs of the neighbors. Superfluous additions, such as 
an elevator, a fourth story and roof decks only increase the price of the project 

and greatly raises the cost to live in Noe Valley. Families are looking for 
reasonably affordable places to live and raise their children in this 
neighborhood. 

 
Please take Discretionary review and DENY the project that is currently 

proposed. Thank you. 
 
Yours truly, 

Anastasia Yovanopoulos 
Noe Neighborhood Council member 



 

www.sfplanning.org 

 

 

 

Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 

Continued from the February 9, 2017 Hearing 
 

Date: May 25, 2017 
Case No.: 2016-004009DRP 
Project Address: 3932-3934 26th Street 
Permit Application: 201603182438 
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential – House, Two-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6552/012 
Project Sponsor: Khoan Duong  
 John Lum Architecture 
 3246 17th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94110 
Staff Contact: Veronica Flores – (415) 575-9173 
 Veronica.flores@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 

 

BACKGROUND 
The original project, first heard on February 9, 2017, included a vertical and horizontal addition to an 
existing three-story two-unit building. The project also proposed excavating and expanding the garage 
level to relocate one unit to the ground level and façade alterations. After closing public hearing, the 
Planning Commission continued the item to June 1, 2017 with the following direction: 
 

• Adjust the proposal to yield two equal-sized units 
• Redesign the 4th floor in order to reduce the impact of the proposal to the neighbors 
• Resolve the tenant concerns 

 

CURRENT PROPOSAL 
The attached plans reflect changes made to the project per Commission’s direction and after additional 
outreach to the neighbors. The changes include: 
 

• Revised floor plans to create two similarly sized units. 
• Reduced the size of windows at the front and rear facades 
• Changed the front facade to a warmer contemporary style with cement plaster cladding with 

natural wood siding at the modified bay windows. The doors and windows remain aluminum 
framed. 

• Reduced the roof deck area on the fourth floor to address privacy concerns from 3928 26th Street. 
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Hearing Date:  May 25, 2017 3932-3934 26th Street 

 2 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must not take DR and approve the project as 
modified. 
 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 The revised plans follow the direction provided by the Planning Commission. 
 The project yields two family-sized units. 
 The neighborhood is of architecturely mixed in nature, and the proposal compliments the 

existing neighborhood context. 
 The proposed Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve with Conditions 

 
Attachments: 
Revised Plans 
Additional Materials from the Project Sponsor 
Additional Public Comments 
Commission Packet dated February 2, 2017 
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