Discretionary Review
Abbreviated Analysis
HEARING DATE: JULY 25, 2019

Date:
Case No.:
Project Address:
Permit Application:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:
Recommendation:

July 12, 2019
2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue
2017.0707.1206
RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family]
40-X Height and Bulk District
1341/025
John Kantor
256 16th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94110
David Winslow – (415) 575-9159
David.Winslow@sfgov.org
Take DR and Approve with Modifications

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project consists of a rear horizontal addition at levels 1 through 3 and a horizontal front addition at the
fourth story. The proposal also includes the legalization of previous demolition of a three-story bay
projection, deck and chimney on the South façade performed without the benefit of a permit.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE
The site is a 25’-0” wide x 120’-0” lot with an existing 4-story, single-family house built in 1913. The building
is a category ‘C’ historical resource. This block of 17th Avenue is a 60’-0” wide dead-end right-of-way that
terminates in the Presidio.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD
This property on 17th Avenue is set amongst a group of 3-4 story single-family houses set back from the
street. The lot to the immediate South, which is also part of this ‘project’ but under a separate permit, has a
one-story garage in the rea of the lot. The buildings to the North have a generally consistent alignment with
respect to the rear yard, that extend further than the subject building. The properties to the South extend
about half as far int the rear.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION
TYPE

311
Notice

REQUIRED

NOTIFICATION

PERIOD

DATES

30 days

February 21,
2019 – March 25,
2019

DR FILE DATE

DR HEARING DATE

FILING TO HEARING TIME

3.25. 2019

7.25. 2019

101 days
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HEARING NOTIFICATION
TYPE

Posted Notice
Mailed Notice
Online Notice

REQUIRED
PERIOD

20 days
20 days
20 days

REQUIRED NOTICE DATE

ACTUAL NOTICE DATE

July 5, 2019
July 5, 2019
July 5, 2019

July 5, 2019
July 5, 2019
July 5, 2019

ACTUAL
PERIOD

20 days
20 days
20 days

PUBLIC COMMENT

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

SUPPORT

OPPOSED

NO POSITION

0

0

0

0

10

0

0

0

0

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (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 10,000 square
feet).

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY:
On July 21, 2016, a complaint was filed (Case no. 2016-009806ENF) with the Planning Department in
reference to a Complaint with the Dept. of Building Inspections regarding demolition exceeding the
permitted scope of work (BPA No. 201601066439, “Replace (e) foundation with new mat foundation;”
201606160104: “Demo all lath & plaster removal and repair dry rot along entire south wall replace and
repair where needed with new materials, fire rate entire south facing wall. Stucco repair in-kind.”)
Following a site visit by Planning staff on August 25, 2016, it was determined that a side bay and deck had
been removed without the benefit of permits and the Department of Building Inspections suspended all
active permits at the site.
Due to further pending work for the project scope currently before the Commission, staff required that the
project sponsor complete a Historic Resource Evaluation to determine whether the subject building was
historically significant for CEQA purposes (Case No. 2017-000987ENV) prior to reviewing permits to
legalize the unpermitted work; the building was reclassified as “Category C, no historic resource” on March
20, 2017. On May 18, 2017, a permit was filed to abate the violation and to legalize the removal of the side
bay and deck as well as address interior work at the garage level (BPA No. 201705186923), which was
issued on August 1, 2017 and appealed on August 2, 2019. The appeal was granted by the Board of Appeals
(Appeal No. 17-128) on September 13, 2017. The Board required that the scope of work related to the
abatement of the DBI and Planning violations be removed from the permit under appeal and incorporated
into the larger project currently before the Commission. To date the project sponsor has paid all fees for
staff time and materials related to the enforcement case and provided timely responses to all staff
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requirements and requests; therefore, no penalties have accrued. The permit currently before the
Commission would not only allow for the proposed addition to 25 17th Avenue and new construction at
27 17th Avenue, but also abate the violation relating to the unpermitted removal of the deck and bay at the
south wall of the existing building.

DR REQUESTORS
DR requestor #1:
Jerry Dratler of 40 17th Avenue, a neighbor across the street to the East of the proposed project.
DR requestor #2:
Alan Greinetz of 20 18th Avenue, the neighbor to the rear (West) of the proposed project.

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
DR requestor #1:
1.

Work was performed without the benefit of a permit including the removal of a three-story bay
extending over the side lot line.

2.

The size and massing of the proposed building is not compatible with height and scale of existing
nearby buildings.

3.

Abating the violation of removing the bay should not be allowed due to the historical heritage of
the building. The lot split would be contingent upon the removal of building features that straddle
the new subdivided lot lines, the approval of removal was not considered in the lot split due to
inaccuracies of the plans provided by the project sponsor.

4.

The proposed project does not conform to Residential Design Guidelines:
• Design the Scale of the Building to be Compatible with the Height and Depth of
Surrounding Buildings. The proposed building is out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhood.
• Articulate the Building to Minimize Impacts on Light and Privacy to Adjacent Properties.
The proposed decks at the front and rear of the 4th floor are excessive and intrusive to
privacy.

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated March 25, 2019.
DR requestor #2:
1.
2.

Work was performed without the benefit of a permit including the removal of a three-story bay
extending over the side lot line.
The project does not conform to several Residential Design Guidelines:
• Design the Scale of the Building to be Compatible with the Height and Depth of
Surrounding Buildings.
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Articulate the Building to Minimize Impacts on Light and Privacy to Adjacent Properties.
The quantity and size of the proposed decks impacts the privacy of properties that front
on 18th Avenue, as well as properties across 17th Avenue.

Proposed alternatives:
1 Reduce the size of the project to approximately 5,000 s.f.
2 Remove the front and rear 4th floor decks
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated March 25, 2019.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION
The sponsor has complied with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) in relation to the DR requestor’s
issues related to scale and height, neighborhood character, light and privacy.
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated April 30, 2019.

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW
The Department’s Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) re-reviewed this project and confirmed that
this addition does not present an exceptional or extraordinary circumstance with respect to relevant
Residential Design Guidelines related to massing, scale, mid-block open space, neighborhood character,
and light. However, there are exceptional circumstance related to privacy with respect to the decks.
In response to issues specifically addressed by the DR requestors:
1.

The legality of two separate lots has been conclusively determined by San Francisco Public
Works, the appropriate City agency, as two legally complying lots. (See attached letters from
Muhammed Nuru, Director of Public Works and Bruce Storrs, City and County Land
Surveyor.)

2.

While the removal of portions of the building straddling the lot line without benefit of a
permit is inappropriate, staff preservation review determined that this building, although
the work of a prominent local architect, was not significant, nor eligible as an individual or
as a part of a historic district. Furthermore, that the side bay was not original to the house,
but a subsequent addition from around from 1919-1938. (see CEQA determination.)

3.

The existing building retains the features of its front façade, except for a modest addition to
the 4th story which is setback from the front, which maintains continuity with neighborhood
character.

4.

The rear additions to the first through third floors extend no further than the adjacent
building to the north and step back as they ascend with the third story incorporating a 5’
side setback against the property to the south so as not to create a building mass that is out
of scale or blocks access to the mid-block open space.

5.

The amount, size, and location of decks are consistent with Department’s criteria that look at
minimizing potential nuisance to neighboring properties in that they are setback from
adjacent open space --with the exception of the front deck that is adjacent to a window of the
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neighbor to the North. Staff recommends that the front deck be setback 5’ from all building
edges, and the rear decks should incorporate solid guardrails.
RECOMMENDATION:

Take DR and Approve with Modifications

Attachments:
Block Book Map
Sanborn Map
Zoning Map
Aerial Photographs
Context Photographs
Section 311 Notice
CEQA Determination
DR Applications
Letters from neighbors
Response to DR Application, drawings dated April 15, 2019
Reduced Plans
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City and County of San Francisco
Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Board of Appeals
Cynthia G. Goldstein
Executive Director

PROCESS FOR SUBMITTING REVISED PLANS

The following process applies only to appeals in which the Board of Appeals has
imposed the submittal of revised plans as a condition of approval for a building
permit or zoning variance.
1. The permit holder shall submit three (3) sets of revised plans to the
Executive Director for review and approval.
2. All three (3) sets of plans shall be marked with clouds and/or highlighting to
clearly show the specific revisions required by the Board of Appeals.
3. A copy of the Notice of Decision issued by the Board of Appeals shall be
reproduced on the plans.
4. After approval by the Executive Director, the permit holder or his/her
representative will submit two plan sets to the Department of Building
Inspection for expedited review under the Building Code, for the purpose of
obtaining a Board of Appeals Special Conditions Permit. The Board of
Appeals will retain one plan set as part of the permanent Appeal record.
You may contact the Board of Appeals office for an appointment with the Executive
Director to have the plans reviewed while you wait, or you may leave the plans at the
Board office for review and pick up at a later time.

1650 Mission Street, Suite 304  San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-575-6880  Fax: 415-575-6885  Email: boardofappeals@sfgov.org
www.sfgov.org/boa

Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Parcel Map

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Sanborn Map*

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY

SUBJECT 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
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Zoning Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Aerial Photo

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Aerial Photo

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Aerial Photo

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Aerial Photo

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue

Site Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-000987DRP-02
25 17th Avenue
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Address

Block/Lot(s)

25 17th Avenue
Case No.

Permit No.

1341/021
Plans Dated

2017-000987ENV
❑
✓ Addition/
Alteration

12/28/2016
Demolition
(requires HRER if over 45 years old)

❑New
Construction

~Project Modification
(GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Interior and exterior alterations to an existing four single-family residence. Rear addition and new
foundation. Lot split.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*
Class 1 —Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

0

Class 3 —New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.Change of use under 10,000
s . ft. if rind all ermined or with a CU.
Class 15
15 —minor land divisions in areas with an average slope of less than 20%.

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
If any box is checked below,an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation ofenrollment in the San Francisco Department ofPublic Health(DPH)Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations.(refer to EP ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)
Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, ar a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco D artment o Public Health(DPH)Maher pro ram, a DPH waiver om the
SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Maher program, or other documentationfrom Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP ArcMap > Maher layer).
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/ar bicycle safety
(hazards)or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?
Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2)feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight(8)feet in anon-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)
Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)
❑

❑

❑

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following:(1)square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint,(2)excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil,(3) new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked,a geotechnical report is required.
Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following:(1)square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint,(2)excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil,(3)new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.
Seismic: Liquefaction Zone:Does the project involve any of the following:(1)square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint,(2)excavation of 50
cubic yards or more of soil,(3) new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones)If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above,an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.
p n
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS -HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:(re er to Parcel In ormation Ma )
Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
❑
Category B:Potential Historical Resource (over 45 ears of a e). GO TO STEP 4.
✓
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible(under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised: 4/11116

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
Check all that apply to the project.
1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.
2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.
❑ 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.
❑ 4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelinesfir Adding Garages and Curh Ci.~ts; and~nr
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.
U 15. Deck,terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.
❑ 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-ofway.
❑ 7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.
❑

8. Additions)that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

~ Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

~

~ ~ ✓ J ~ Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

~

U Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.
n Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.
U ~ Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER
Check all that apply to the project.
❑

1. Project involves a known historical resource(CEQA Category A)as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.
2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

❑

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with
existing historic character.
4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.
5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

❑

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

❑

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standardsfor Rehabilitation.

❑

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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised: 4111/10

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
10. Reclassification of property status.(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation
Coordinator)
Reclassify to Category A
Q✓ Reclassify to Category C
Per
PTR
tormdated
s-zo-~~
(attach HRER)
a.Per HRER dated:
b. Other (specify):
Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked,a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.
❑

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

❑

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

JOr9eC~ CIeeCYIaC~C~

Digitally signed byJorgenCleemann
Date: 2017.03.21 103828 -07'00'

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
Further environmental review required.Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):
Step 2 — CEQA Impacts
❑

Step 5 —Advanced Historical Review

STOP!Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.
Q

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

Planner Name: Jorgen

Cleemann

Project Approval Action:
Building Permit
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Acfion for the
project.

Signature:

signed
Jorgen byDigitally
Jorgen
CIee ma Cleemann
Date: 2017.03.21
nn
~ 0:38:53 -07~~0~

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31
of the Administrative Code.
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed
within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM
Preservation Team Meeting Date:

Date of Form Completion 2/24/2017

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Reception:

415.558.6378

Address:

Planner:
Jo~rgen G.Cleemann

25 17th Avenue

Block/Lot:

Fax:

415.558.6409

Cross Streets:

1 341/021

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Lake Street and the Presidio

CEQA Category:

Art. 10/11:

B

BPA/Case No.:

N/A

2017-000987ENV

PURPOSE OF REVIEW:
CCQA
(
:

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONc

~ Article 10/11

<' Preliminary/PIC

~ Alteration

(~' Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 12/28/2016
PROJECT ISSUES:
~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?
If so,are the proposed changes a significant impact?
Additional Notes:

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
Page &Turnbull (dated December 6,2016).
Proposed Project: Removal of bay window on side elevation; at rear, removal of deck
and facade, construction of four-story horizontal addition; reconstruction of rooftop
penthouse to bring front facade closer to street wall; demolition of garage; interior
alterations.
PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:
Category:

~A
Individual

(' B

(C

Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the
following Criteria:

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of
the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 -Event:

(F Yes G No

Criterion 1 -Event:

C Yes (: No

Criterion 2 -Persons:

(' Yes (: No

Criterion 2-Persons:

(` Yes G' No

Criterion 3 -Architecture:

(' Yes C: No

Criterion 3 -Architecture:

(' Yes G No

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential•

('Yes ~ No

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential:

(': Yes (: No

Period of Significance:

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

NSA

Period of Significance:

N/A

Contributor ('Non-Contributor

Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 11:

(` Yes

(-'' No

CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:

(~' Yes

r No

CEQA Material Impair~~~ent to the historic district:

(1' Yes

(: No

Requires Design Revisions:

~>Yes

(%No

Defer to Residential Design Team:

(•~ Yes

(-` No

( N/A

(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Page &Turnbull (dated
December 6,2016)and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject
property at 25 17th Avenue contains atwo-story over-garage, wood-frame building with a
setback one-story rooftop penthouse. Located on the west side of 17th Avenue in the
Inner Richmond district of San Francisco,the subject property is clad in stucco on its
primary east elevation. The subject property was designed by Edward Eyestone Young
and constructed in 1913.
The building's original owner, Matthew Little, was a builder who owned the property for
less than a year. The two longest-term owner/occupants were Zeb and Arabelle Kendall
(1919-ca. 1932)and the extended Hooper family(1946-2015). Known exterior alterations
to the property include the addition of a bay window on the side (south)elevation
(1919-1938); the construction of a garage in the backyard (1919);the alteration of the
projecting wing in the rear yard (1915-1950);the construction of a deck wrapping around
the side and rear elevations (1995);foundation underpinning (2001);the installation of
rooftop solar panels (2003); additional foundation work (2016);the demolition of the sideyard deck (date unknown);and miscellaneous repairs.
The subject property is not significant for association with broad patterns of history at the
local, regional, or national level (Criterion 1). None of the owners or occupants has been
identified as important to history (Criterion 2). Although Zeb Kendall was a prominent
miner and politician, he is more directly linked with the State of Nevada, where a house he
inhabited has been placed on the National Register. The building is not architecturally
distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 3. The subject building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this significance
criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built environment.
Planning staff concurs with the conclusions of the consultant that 17th Avenue between
Lake Street and the Presidio does not qualify as a potential historic district. The boundaries
of this study area, which includes the properties on the two Lake Street corners as well as
both sides of 17th Avenue, were determined in consultation with Planning Department
staff and are consistent with the staff's current approach to identifying potential historic
districts. An earlier HRER issued by the Planning Department in 2012 for 1650 Lake Street
- continued -

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner /Preservation Coordinator:

~~
~.aK ~~s:t~~:;..~
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Date:

c3

~ ~c~? D J

- continued (2012.0590E) identified a potential California Register-eligible historic district in an area bounded by 15tH
Avenue, Lake Street, 20th Avenue, and the Presidio. Such a district would include the subject property.
Since the time of that HRER, the Planning Department has refined its approach to evaluating potential
historic districts. In the case of this area, staff has taken the position that if a district were to exist in this
general vicinity, it is not as large as that described in the HRER for 1650 Lake Street. This refined
a pproach is reflected in such recent documents as the 2016 Categorical Exemption Determination for 20
16th Ave.(2016.001445ENV), which is located one block from the subject property. Assessing the
potential existence of an eligible Historic District that is smaller in scale than that described by the HRER
for 1650 Lake Street, the Preservation Team Review Form for 20 16`h Ave. concludes that no such district
appears to exist "on 16th Avenue and on nearby blocks ..." It should be noted, however, that neither the
current determination nor the determination for 2016th Ave. preclude the possibility that historic
districts and individually significant historic resources may exist elsewhere in the neighborhood, both
inside and outside the area identified in the 2012 HRER.
The development pattern for the study area, which was built up between 1909 and 1917, is typical for
western neighborhoods that were rapidly developed in the wake of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. This
pattern is embodied in the nearby Presidio Heights neighborhood, large portions of which the Planning
Department has recognized as a California Register-eligible historic district. The study area thus does
not convey significance in a way that is not already conveyed more clearly by a similar, geographically
proximate historic district.
In making the current determination, Planning staff studied the contents of the study area and found
that they do not contain sufficient coherence and do not exemplify a high level of architectural
achievement. Although four residences on the west side of the 17th Avenue, including the subject
property, were designed by the master architect Edward Eyestone Young, these buildings are not
representative of his best designs, several of which are recognized historic resources (e.g., the Hotel
Californian (now the Serrano Hotel) at 403 Taylor Street; the Francisca Club at 595 Sutter Street). Young
was an extremely prolific designer of residential buildings, responsible for over 600 commissions. Many
of his more accomplished single-family residences and apartment buildings may be found throughout
the Pacific Heights and Cow Hollow neighborhoods (e.g., 2740, 2750, and 2760 Divisadero Street; 2880
Green Street; 2235, 2245, and 2255 Octavia Street; 2790 Green Street; 2105 Buchanan Street; 2265
Broadway; 2230 Steiner Street). Young also designed the house at 22 Presidio Terrace that he and his
family inhabited for 26 years. Of the four houses in the study area that Young designed, one was the
subject of a 2003 renovation in which the front facade was replaced with a modern design. The other
buildings in the study area were designed in a variety of styles and do not hold together as a coherent
group.
Therefore the subject building is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria
individually or as part of a historic district and is not a historic resource under CEQA.

25 17th Ave. Screenshot of June 2015 Google streetview.
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NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)
On July 7, 2017, Building Permit Application No. 201707071206 was filed for work at the Project Address below.
Notice Date: 2/21/2019

Expiration Date: 3/25/2019

PROJECT INFORMATION

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

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Applicant:
Address:
City, State:
Telephone:
Email:

25 17th Avenue
Lake Street
1341 / 025
RH-1/40-X
2017-000987PRJ

John Kantor
256 16TH Avenue
San Francisco, CA
(415) 412-6798
kantor@pacbell.net

You are receiving this notice as an owner or occupant of property 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 that the Planning Commission review
this application at a public hearing for Discretionary Review. Requests for a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during
the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown above, 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
± 16’-5”
±0
± 63’-4”
± 38’-3”
± 35’-3”
4
1
1

Residential
No change
No change
± 68’-4”
± 33’-3”
No change
No change
No change
2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to alter an existing four story, single family residence by constructing a rear horizontal addition on all
levels and a front horizontal addition on the fourth floor. The proposed building expansion will accommodate a new elevator
and additional living space on all floors. The proposal also includes the demolition of a three-story bay window along the
south façade. 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
To view plans or related documents, visit sf-planning.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above. Once the
property is located, click on the dot(s) to view details of the record number above, its related documents and/or plans.
For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:
Sylvia Jimenez, 415-575-9187, Sylvia.Jimenez@sfgov.org

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, contact the Planning Information
Center (PIC) at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415) 558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org. 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),
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 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.

1650 MISSION STREET, #400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103
www.sfplanning.org

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION
APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS
Pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 (d) and 312 (e), the Planning Commission may exercise its power of
Discretionary Review over a building permit application.
Please read the Discretionary Review Informational Packet carefully before the application form is completed.

WHAT TO SUBMIT:
☐☐Two (2) complete applications signed by owner or
agent.
☐☐A Letter of Authorization for Agent from the owner
giving you permission to communicate with the
Planning Department on their behalf.
☐☐Photographs or plans that illustrate your concerns.
☐☐Related covenants or deed restrictions (if any).
☐☐A digital copy (CD or USB drive) of the above
materials (optional)
☐☐Payment via Check, Money Order or debit/credit
for the required intake fee amount. (See Fee
Schedule and/or Calculator)

HOW TO SUBMIT:
To ﬁle your Mandatory or Staff Initiated Discretionary
Review application, please send an email request
along with the intake appointment request
form to: CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. Intake request
forms are available here: http://sf-planning.org/
permit-forms-applications-and-fees.
To ﬁle your Public Initiated Discretionary Review (Public)
application, please submit in person at the Planning
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, first floor,
with all required materials including a check payable
to the Planning Department.
Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud
en español, por favor llame al 415.575.9010. Tenga en
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al
menos un día hábil para responder
中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請
致電415.575.9010。請注意，規劃部門需要至少一個工作日
來回應。

Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto
ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang
415.575.9121. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang
Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw
na pantrabaho para makasagot.
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PLANNING APPLICATION RECORD NUMBER

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION
Property Owner’s Information
Twenty Five 17th Avenue, LLC

Name:
Address:

256 16th Ave San Francisco, CA

Email Address:

kantor@pacbell.net

Telephone:

415-412-6798

Applicant Information (if applicable)
Name:

Jerry Dratler

Same as above

Company/Organization:
Address:

40 17th Avenue San Francisco, CA

Please Select Billing Contact:



Owner

Email Address:

dratler@sonic.net

Telephone:

415-387-5092



Applicant



Other (see below for details)

Name: _______________________________ Email: _____________________________________ Phone: _________________________

Please Select Primary Project Contact:



Owner



Applicant



Billing

Property Information
Project Address:

25 17th Avenue

Block/Lot(s):

1341/025

Plan Area:

Project Description:
Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose.

Alteration of an existing four story residence by constructing a rear horizontal addition on all four
levels and front horizontal addition on fourth floor. Additional living space on all four floors.
Demolition of three-story bay window along south facade.
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Project Details:



Change of Use



Additions






New Construction

Demolition



Legislative/Zoning Changes



Facade Alterations

L ot Line Adjustment-Subdivision





ROW Improvements

Other__________________

Estimated Construction Cost: _________________________
Residential:

 Special Needs  Senior Housing  100% Affordable  Student Housing  Dwelling Unit Legalization
 Inclusionary Housing Required

Non-Residential:

 State Density Bonus      Accessory Dwelling Unit



Formula Retail



Medical Cannabis Dispensary



Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment



Financial Service



Massage Establishment



Other: 		

Related Building Permits Applications
Building Permit Applications No(s):
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ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
In reviewing applications for Certificate of Appropriateness the Historic Preservation Commission, Department staff, Board of
Appeals and/or Board of Supervisors, and the Planning Commission shall be governed by The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties pursuant to Section 1006.6 of the Planning Code. Please respond to each statement
completely (Note: Attach continuation sheets, if necessary). Give reasons as to how and why the project meets the ten Standards
rather than merely concluding that it does so. IF A GIVEN REQUIREMENT DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY IT
DOES NOT.
PRIOR ACTION

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? (including Community Boards)

NO

✔

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 attach a summary of the
result, including any changes that were made to the proposed project.
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1. What are the reasons for requesting the Discretionary Review? The project

meets the standards of the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines.
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 Policies or Residential Design Guidelines?
Please be specific and site-specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.
There are four reasons for requesting a Discretionary Review.
1. Work performed without the benefit of permit that remains unabated should not
be abated.
2. The Planning Department is recommending the abatement of the two Notices of
Violation for a second time.
3. A 3-story bay illegally straddling two new lots (025 and 026) is the result of a
Certificate of Compliance that should not have been filed and approved.
4. The proposed 5,589 sq. ft. home does not meet the standards in the Residential
Design Guidelines.
1.Work performed without the benefit of permit that remains unabated should not
be abated.
The house at 25 17th Ave. was designed in 1913 by master architect Edward Eyestone
Young. Mr. Young, a prominent local architect, designed Glide Memorial Church
(National Register), Francisca Club, the Russian Embassy and other important San
Francisco buildings . The attached article (Exhibit 1)discusses Mr. Young’s professional
accomplishments and the significance of 25 17th Avenue.
Reducing the width of 25 17th Ave. to 25 feet required the removal of all the existing
features on the south side of the home. The features that were removed include ; the
deck/parking structure, the 3-story chimney, 3-story bay windows, French Doors, and
the existing windows on the south side of the home (Exhibits 2,3,4 demolition pictures).
The south side of 25 17th Ave. is now covered in plywood.
The property owner’s four-step plan to build a second house on 25 17th Ave. included
these improper actions.
1. Demolish the deck/parking structure on the south wall of the house without a
permit.
2. Submit false architectural plans with the dry rot repair permit application that
failed to show the existing 3-story bay.( Exhibit 5 NOV).
3. Exceed the scope of the dry rot repair permit and remove the 3-story bay.
4. Subdivide the existing 50-foot lot.
The property owner should have received CEQA approval to remove the deck and bay
from a home that is over 100 years old. Securing a building permit to remove the entire

south wall of 25 17th Ave. would have been difficult because the home was designed by
master architect E. E. Young.
2. The Planning Department is recommending the abatement of two Notices of
Violation for a second time.
The property owner used illegal methods to achieve a goal, removal of the south wall of
25 17th Ave., that was likely unachievable through legal means. Abating the two NOVs
would reward the property owner for their illegal acts.
The previous (2017) permit to abate the two open NOVs approved by the Department of
Building Inspection and Planning was denied by the Board of Appeals (BOA). The BOA
reduced the scope of the abatement permit (it removed the abatement of the deck and
bay NOVs) to completion of the permitted foundation replacement and a voluntary
seismic upgrade.
The permitted foundation repair and seismic upgrade were not completed, the project
was abandoned in June of 2018 (Exhibit 10, memo to DBI).
Neighbors of 25 17th Ave. are upset the developer removed an important part of San
Francisco’s architectural heritage by circumventing the demolition permit and lot split
application processes. The concerned 23 neighbors presented a long list of additional
violations (Exhibit 14.BOA brief) to the BOA in the hearing. The severity of the two
NOVs and the additional violations were a critical factor weighed by the Board of
Appeals in their denial of the abatement permit. One BOA member presented a motion
which was seconded to require the property owner to replace the existing bay. The bay
replacement motion did not have enough votes to pass, the Board of Appeals
compromised and kicked the NOV abatement issue back to the Planning Department.
The Planning Department has not offered new information or justifications for filing a
second abatement permit. Former S. F. Planning Department Zoning Administrator,
Mary Gallagher’s four questions below need to be asked and answered to fully
understand why abatement of the violations is the wrong choice.
3.The improper approval of the 2017 lot split has the 3-story bay straddling two
lots that should not have been created.
Subdividing a lot out of compliance with local building codes is improper. Former S. F.
Planning Department Zoning Administrator, Mary Gallagher, sent an email to the S. F.
Department of Public Works (DPW) on April 13,2018 (Exhibit 12). Ms. Gallagher stated
the 3-story bay now crosses the new property line that created two lots (025 and 026).
The October 2016 Certificate of Compliance application should not have been filed 43
days after the Planning Department issued a Notice of Enforcement requiring the
property owner to replace the 3-story bay. The lot split application included a plat map
acknowledging the encroaching portions of the building (3-story bay) to be demolished.
The 3-story bay has not been legally removed.

Ms. Gallagher acknowledges the approval of the Certificate of Compliance (COC) on
January 7, 2017 and the recording of the COC in February 2017. She asks if a new
permit is filed to try again to get the bay removal legalized and is taken to the Planning
Commission it is entirely possible the Commission will require the bay to be
reconstructed. Ms. Gallagher asked four questions that were not answered by DPW.
1. Did DPW require proof of the bay removal prior to issuance of the Certificate of
Compliance?
2. Was the removal of the bay ( whether proof was submitted or not) required for
issuance of the Certificate of Compliance.
3. Does DPW require proof of the owners obtaining a permit when portions of a
building shown to be removed when such portions must be removed in order to
approve a Certificate of Compliance and, if so, why was this not required in this
case?
4. If the Planning Commission requires the bay to be reconstructed , what process
will be required to again merge the lots—specifically, can the
Certificate of Compliance be revoked by DPW given the history of the site or is
some other process required?
DPW’s approval and review of the COC application was deeply flawed. DPW approved
the application 25 days before the surveyor submitted the final COC application on
February 02,2017.The DPW Bureau of Streets and Mapping review of the final
application occurred 30 days after the application was approved.
The March 06,2017 email I sent the City Attorney and City Administrator includes a
completed review of the COC approval process (Exhibit 13).

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and
expected as part of construction. Please explain how this project would cause
unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others or the
neighborhood would be unreasonably affected, please state who would be
affected, and how.
The Residential Design Guidelines articulate expectations regarding the character of the
building environment and intended to promote design that will protect neighborhood
character. The proposed project disrupts the cohesive neighborhood identity and
disturbs the unique setting of this small block (exhibit 8, picture). Attached is a letter
signed by 26 neighbors who request and support a reduction in the proposed expansion
of 25 17th Avenue that requires the home to be compatible with the existing homes on
the block and preserve mid-block open space.
Design principle: Ensure the building’s scale is compatible with the surrounding
buildings. The proposed home at 25 17th Ave. is not appropriately scaled for the block.

1.Splitting the existing 50 ft. wide lot in 2017 doubled the housing density of 25 17th
Avenue. The subdivision of the existing 50-ft. wide lot into to two 25-foot lots in 2017
doubled the density(floor area ratio)of 25 17th Avenue.
2.Increasing 25 17th Avenue to 5,589 square ft. would further increase the home’s
density. The proposed 5,589 square ft. house on a 3,000 square ft. lot would have a
housing density of nearly twice the current housing density for the ten homes on 17th
Avenue North of Lake Street. The proposed home would have a floor area ratio of 1.9
which is 190% of the floor area ratio of the existing homes.
3. The scale of the proposed home is too large relative to the existing homes on the
block. The proposed 5,589 sq. ft. home at 25 17th Ave. is out of scale with the existing
ten homes on 17th Ave. North of Lake St. that average 3,131 sq. ft.,(Exhibit 7). The
proposed home is 78% larger than the existing homes.
4.The proposed 5,589 sq. ft. home at 25 17th Ave. and the proposed second 5,500
square ft. home at 27 17th Ave. would result in two homes of 11,089 square ft. ( exhibit
8 picture) adjacent to the existing 4,382 square ft. home at 17 17th Ave. Having three
homes in a row that total 15,471 square feet would create a huge massing problem. The
three-home average of 5,157 square feet is over twice the size of our home (2,154 sq.
ft.) at 40 17th Ave.
Design principle: Provide architectural features that enhance the neighborhood’s
character.
The plans submitted for 25 17th Ave. includes three new decks, two at the rear of the
home and one on the fourth floor at the front of the home. The existing 4th floor plan
shows the flat roof at the front of the 4th floor to be an existing deck. The exhibit 3
picture clearly shows the space to be a flat roof and not an existing deck.
The fourth floor was designed by Mr. Young not to be visible from street level. The
proposed horizontal addition to the fourth floor of 25 17th Ave. compromises master
architect E. E. Young’s 1913 front façade design. The front façade of the house has
been unchanged for over 100 years and should remain unchanged. The proposed 4th
floor deck and horizontal expansion would create privacy issues for residents on east
side of 17th Ave.
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?
1. My neighbors and I would like the scale of the two proposed homes (25 and 27 17th
Ave.) scaled down to be consistent with the existing homes in the neighborhood.
This would also retain the mid-block open space.
2. 25 17th Ave. is one of the larger homes on the block so the proposed expansion
should be very modest, I recommend not to exceed 4,200 sq. ft. 27 17th Ave. is new
construction; a well-designed new home is not constrained by the lifestyles and

3.

4.

5.

6.

construction limitations that existed 100 years ago. 27 17th Ave. should be slightly
larger than the average home on the block, perhaps 3,700 sq. ft.
The unpermitted demolition violations should not be abated. The developer and his
structural engineer have decades of experience and should be held to a high
standard. This is another example of an experienced developer gaming the system
and asking for forgiveness for serious violations of the building and planning code
when they are caught.
The most reasonable remedy for dealing with the three-story bay that straddles two
lots it to reverse the lot split that should not have been filed because the lot was out
of compliance and was improperly approved by DPW.
The horizontal front addition to the fourth floor should not be approved, it radically
alters an intact 100-year old facade. A fourth-floor deck is not a reason to alter the
work of a master architect.
Two rear and one front deck in a congested city like San Francisco is excessive. The
size of the rear horizontal expansion should be reduced to preserve the mid-block
open space and retain the privacy of the homes on Lake Street and 18th Avenue.

Attached exhibits
Exhibit 1- one-page article on E. E. Young and 25 17th Ave.
Exhibit2- Picture of south wall of 25 17th Ave., deck and 3-story bay and 4th floor
Exhibit 3- Picture of south wall after deck was removed.
Exhibit 4- Picture of south wall after deck and bay removed.
Exhibit 5- Copy of NOV, violation description notes arch. plans “do not show existing
bay”.
Exhibit 6- McGuire Realty floor plans of 25 17th Ave. August 2015.
Exhibit 7- Schedule of the size of the ten existing homes on 17th Ave. North of Lake
Street
Exhibit 8- Picture of two proposed homes
Exhibit 9- Letter signed by homeowners and list of homeowner addresses.
Exhibit 10- Memo to DBI on foundation repair
Exhibit 11- Memo to DPW from former Zoning Administrator Mary Gallagher.
Exhibit 12- Detailed analysis of COC application approval
Exhibit 13- BOA brief with exhibits.
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17 th Ave. North of Lake St.
Ten homes

house #
West side of St.
#5
#11
#17
#25
#35
total
Average
Total
Block average

PIM
Existing
sq. ft.
2,907
3,597
4,382
3,564
3,197
17,647
3,529

house #
East side of St.
#10
#16
#24
#34
#40

31,305
3,131

Pim
Existing
sq. ft.
3,138
3,010
2,691
2,665
2,154
13,658
2,732

Proposed #25 & # 27
house #
sq. ft.
West side of St.
#5
2,907
#11
3,597
#17
4,382
#25
5,589
#27
5,500
#35
3,197
Total
25,172
Average
4,195

house #
East side of St.
#10
#16
#24
#34

sq. ft.

#40

2,154
13,658
2,732

3,138
3,010
2,691
2,665

To: Mr. McHugh
From: Jerry Dratler
Subject; Removal of shoring and structural beams prior to completion of foundation
repair at 25 17th Avenue.
Date: June 25,2018
Thank you for visiting the jobs site and examining the foundation repair at 25 17th
Avenue on June 19,2018. The October 31,2017 Board of Appeals ruling allowed the
property owner to finish the foundation replacement and complete a seismic upgrade.
There have been over 11 code violations at 25 17th Avenue since June of 2016 when a
stop work order was issued and four in the foundation repair process alone.
Summary
The purpose of this memo is to review the building code enforcement over the two
years of foundation repair at 25-17th Avenue. The foundation repair building code
violations enumerated in this memo share many of the attributes of the complaint the
City Attorney recently filed against Ashok Gujral, work without permit, underpayment of
permit fees, work beyond the scope of permit and only after being caught, applying for
building permits.
I am both shocked and disappointed that the only NOV issued by DBI for all the
foundation repair code violations was for an emergency code violation. Failure to
enforce the building code combined with a contractor’s stated belief that the world is
corrupt and influenced by Zionists is the ideal prescription for future serious building
code violations.
The foundation repair permit in PTS as of June 23,2018 (exhibit 1) shows there has not
been a final inspection of the foundation repair. The seismic upgrade permit (exhibit 2)
issued on December 28,2017 shows that the last site visit was on February 22,2018
where an ok to pour was approved.
Removing the steel beams and shoring that were installed for the foundation repair prior
to a final inspection is both a public safety issue and a building code violation.

1

Foundation repair violations:
1. Inspector Walsh signed off on the concrete pour one week after the issuance of a
NOV with a stop work order. I asked DBI why they allowed the concrete pour and
the response was,” It was the opinion of the district inspector and management
that due to windblown sand conditions at the site it would be better to allow the
pour for safety reasons” (exhibit 3). There were no windblown sand conditions at
the site.
2. Installation of shoring without a building permit. The shoring permit was secured
on July 07, 2016 (exhibit 4) after the shoring was put in place. A picture below
shows the shoring in place on June 23,2016. An NOV should have been issued
for installing shoring without a shoring permit.
3. The property owner submitted a permit with a cost $10,000 which was increased
to $25,000 by DBI (exhibit 5). No penalty or fine was assessed for understating
the permit cost.
2

4. The required inspection of the shoring by DBI after the shoring was installed was
not scheduled by the property owner. Had the inspection been schedule the
building inspector would have noticed the shoring was defective. A NOV should
have been issued for failing to schedule the required post shoring installation
inspection.
5. On August 14,2017, over one year after the installation of the shoring, Mr.
Santos, the project structural engineer, sent the President of the Permit Appeals
Board a letter (exhibit 5) stating that “the building poses major life safety issues
and It is imperative we stabilize the site to protect the building, adjacent
buildings, and people in the general vicinity”.
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6. I filed a complaint with DBI (exhibit 6) regarding the unsafe shoring and DBI
opened the case on August 21,2017 and issued an NOV and emergency shoring
request. You signed off on the work on September 12,2017.
In your June 19,2018 email response (exhibit7), you enumerate several aspects of the
project that have not been completed:
1. “The eight-foot-wide center grade beam connecting the 2 sets of moment frames
in the middle of the building”. I noticed that the structural steel contractor
removed four steel beams from the building site.
2. “Some plywood on the 2nd floor has yet to be nailed off to the joists, and the
nailer on top of the moment frame.
3. “Straps attached to the bottom of the 2nd floor joists, minimal framing and the
ground floor 5-inch concrete slab also need to be completed”.
The removal of the shoring and steel beams prior to final inspection of the foundation
repair is the second code violation last week at 25 17th Avenue. The first was the use of
a debris hauler not on the City’s list of debris haulers on Saturday June 16, 2018 to
4

remove a mixed load of building debris from the jobsite. This is the second time the
property owner used an unapproved debris hauler.
In your email you state that oft-times it (the shoring removal) is to accommodate other
work required by the governing permit. On Saturday the contractor gave me an answer
why he violates the building and planning codes. Mr. McKevitt said, the world is corrupt
and then ended his rant with a comment about Zionists”.

The actions of the contractor on Saturday June 16, 2018 as described below provide
insight into the recurring code compliance problem at 25 17th Avenue. The contractor
went on a rant and said, “the world is corrupt and then ended his rant with a comment
about Zionists”. I believe that Declan’s rant is his personal justification for his repeated
violations of the San Francisco Building Code. The situation leading up to the rant is
explained below.
When I took the picture below I had a very strange conversation with Declan McKevitt,
the contractor. I was walking down the steps of our house with my camera on a strap
around my neck. Declan said, why don’t you come over and take a picture? I told him
that I had many pictures. He responded by saying why don’t you let some hard-working
guys earn a living. I said that I was not preventing them from working and expressed my
concern that they don’t engage in any illegal activity.
This is where the conversation became very strange. Declan went on a rant and said
that the world is corrupt and then ended his rant with a comment about Zionists.

5

From: dratlerj@gmail.com
Subject: Lots 025 and 026 were improperly created and 311 notices have been sent for building permits, Mr. Nuru has not addressed
this problem
Date: March 6, 2019 at 8:50 AM
To: city.administrator@sfgov.org, cityattorney@sfcityatty.org
Cc: carol.stuart@sfcityatty.org

memo to City on
COC…its.pdf

To: S. F. City Administrator Kelly, S. F. City Attorney Herrera
From: Jerry Dratler
Subject: Lots 025 and 026 of block 1341 were improperly created because DPW erred in
approving a Certificate of Compliance.
I would like to meet with you in the next 5 days to discuss a document review I performed of
the Certificate of Compliance that divided lot 021 of block 1341 into lots 025 and 026. It is my
contention that this was an improper lot split. This matter is of urgent importance as plans to
build a structure on the improperly created lot are currently under final review by the Planning
Department.
Summary
Developer Tim Brown improperly subdivided 25 17th Avenue (lot 021 of block 1341) through the
Certificate of Compliance ( COC) administrative process.


25 17th Avenue currently sits on two lots (025 and 026) which I am told is illegal.



The 1985 revision of block map 1341 was the Map of Record when the COC application
was filed. The Map of Record depicts lot 021 to be a 50‐foot lot. The COC application
claims 25 17th Avenue was on two 25‐foot wide lots. The preliminary title policy
submitted with the 2016 COC application includes the 1985 block map with lot 021 and
a legal description of a 50‐foot lot.



Lots 025 and 026 appear to have been improperly created and 25 17th Avenue was not
in compliance with local building and planning codes when the COC application was
filed.



DPW received the surveyor’s signed legal description and plat map 25 days after the
COC application was approved and forwarded the documents to the Assessor for
recordation. Documents received 25 days after the COC application was approved could
not have been included in that review and should not have been sent to the Assessor for
recordation.

The balance of this memo is divided into four sections: 1) an ownership history of lots 004 and
005 which were merged into lot 021; 2) the City’s approval and recording of the lot merger
application to merge lots 004 and 005 into lot 021 in 1975; 3) the DPW Bureau of Street Use
and Mapping’s improper approval of the COC application, and 4) the Assessor/Recorder’s
revision of block map 1341 which now shows lots 025 and 026.
1) Lot ownership
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In 2016, 25 17th Avenue sat on a 50‐foot‐wide lot (formerly lots 004 and 005 of block 1341) that
was acquired 99 years ago by Arabelle Kendall.
 Mrs. Kendall owned the property for over 18 years and transferred a single 50‐ foot
wide lot in 1938 (Exhibit 3, pg. 7).
 The legal description for the 50‐foot wide lot recorded in 1938 is the same legal
description used when 25 17th Avenue was sold to Mr. and Mrs. Hooper in 1946 (Exhibit
4pg. 9).
 The ownership of 25 17th Avenue remained in the Hooper family from 1946 to 2015
when Mr. Brown’s LLC (SF Clem) acquired the property.
 In August of 2015 Mr. Brown signed purchase documents for a single 50‐foot wide lot
which were recorded.
 Lot history information is summarized in the lot ownership schedules (Exhibit 4, pgs. 8‐
9) from the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) report prepared by preservation
architects Page and Turnbull in December of 2016. Page 8 of the HRE report states,
“when the two lots were merged, there was a sale stipulation that the bungalow at lot
005 be removed within 30 days”.
2) Lot merger and recordation by the City
In August of 1975 Mr. Hooper submitted an application to the S. F. Planning Department
(Exhibit 5, pg.10 ) to merge lots 004 and 005 into a single lot.









Mr. Hooper’s application was approved by the Planning Department and recorded with
the City of San Francisco.
The 1976 block map (Exhibit6, pg.11) for block 1341 depicts two 25‐foot‐wide lots (004
and 005). The 1985 revision (Exhibit 7,pg.12) of block map 1341 depicts a single 50‐foot
wide lot, lot 021.
With the approval and recording of the lot merger, 25 17th Avenue’s recorded legal
description and the block map were brought into agreement, both documents reflecting
the existence of a single 50‐foot wide lot.
In 1994 the property owner applied for a permit to remodel 25 17th Avenue which
included a horizontal addition that covered most of what is now designated lot 026 with
a deck/parking structure. DBI and the Planning Department approved the building
permit (Exhibit 8,pgs. 13‐14) which was issued to lot 021 of block 1341. The building
permit would not have been issued if two lots (004 and 005) were in existence.
The Preliminary Title report, issued in the name of the current property owner,
submitted with the COC application includes a copy of the 1985 block map which
depicts lot 021, the same legal description for a single 50‐foot wide lot that was first
recorded in 1938 and a property tax bill for lot 021.
The HRE report and Chain of Title reports show no recorded transactions for lots 004
and 005 after 1919. A hand‐written chain of title diagram (Exhibit 9, pg. 15) in the COC
project file prepared by DPW also confirms the legal descriptions for lots 004 and 005
were last recorded in 1919. These documents contradict Mr. Brown and Mr. Seher, the
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developer’s surveyor’s assertion two lots (004 and 005) have existed for the last 99
years.
There is no evidence to support the assertion that lots 004 and 005 were in existence when the
preliminary COC application was submitted on October 24, 2016 (Exhibit 10, pg. 16).
Furthermore, if the two lots were in existence, the City would not have issued two new lot
numbers (25 and 26) to replace lot 021. Please provide an explanation as to why two new lot
numbers were required if the two lots were in existence in 2016 when the preliminary COC
application was filed.
At the time the COC application was submitted, 25 17th Avenue was not in compliance with
local property laws. The property was subject to two unresolved Notices of Violation (NOV) and
an open Notice of Enforcement (NOE) issued by the Planning Department. All these documents
were available in the S. F. Planning Department Accela system when the COC application was
prepared.


I requested a copy of the DPW COC project file and found the project file failed to
include the two NOVs and the Planning Department NOE that required the property
owner to replace the three‐story bay that was illegally removed. The absence of these
documents in the DPW project file indicates the documents were not reviewed in the
DPW Bureau of Streets and Mapping department review of the COC application.



The preliminary plat map, exhibit B submitted with COC application (Exhibit 13, pg. 23),
depicts the three‐story bay that was illegally removed and depicts 25 17th Avenue
residing on two lots (now lots 025 and 026).
o Attached is a memo (Exhibit 12, pgs.17‐18) prepared by Ms. Mary Gallagher, a
former Zoning Administrator for the San Francisco Planning Department. In the
conclusion section of the memo Ms. Gallagher refutes the assertion that two lots
were in existence when the COC was filed and concludes the COC application to
create lots 25 and 26 should not have been approved due to the existence of the
south side bay that crossed the proposed property line.
o Ms. Gallagher also sent the attached email (Exhibit 13, pgs. 19‐27) to James
Ryan, the lead reviewer of the COC, with several questions: did DPW require
proof of the bay removal prior to issuance of the COC, was the removal of the
bay required for the issuance of the COC, and if the Planning Commission
requires reconstruction of the bay what will be the process to merge the lots. All
of Ms. Gallagher’s questions remain unanswered ten months after she sent her
email.

3) DPW’s improper review and approval of the COC which created lots 025 and 026
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DPW approved the COC application on January 07, 2017, twenty‐five days before Mr.
Seher submitted the final COC application exhibits on February 02, 2017 with his seal
and signature. DPW’s Bureau of Street Use and Mapping’s department review of the
COC on February 06, 2017 occurred 30 days after the COC application was signed.
o The only plat map (exhibit B) in DPW’s COC project file on January 07, 2017 was
the October 2016 preliminary plat map that depicted the three‐story bay which
extended into the proposed lot (026) with the comment, “encroaching portions
of building to be demolished”.
o On January 18, 2017, eleven days after the COC application was approved, DPW
created a redline copy of the preliminary COC application legal description
(Exhibit A) and plat map (Exhibit B) with recommended changes that were sent
to Mr. Seher. The redline copy of the legal description (exhibit A) and the plat
map (exhibit B) are exhibit 14 on pages 28 and 29.


Mr. Seher’s comment on the preliminary plat map (Exhibit B) ,
“encroaching portions of the building to be demolished”, was unchanged.
It is interesting to note that the final plat map (Exhibit 16, pg. 38)
submitted 25 days after the COC application was signed does not depict
the three‐story bay that continues to encroach on lot 026. Please provide
an explanation of the difference between October 2016 and February
2017 plat maps.



In the redline copy of exhibit B, DPW added a comment that the
boundary line between lots 025 and 026 in Mr. Seher’s preliminary plat
map was added by the Assessor (Exhibit 14, pg.29). It is illogical that the
Assessor/Recorder would have received a copy of the preliminary COC
application and altered the plat map. Why did DPW add the boundary
line comment to the redline copy of the plat map?

4) The Assessor’s 2018 revision of block map 1341 which now shows lots 025 and 026


The recorded COC application (Exhibit 16, pgs. 32‐38) contains two plat maps (Exhibit B).
The first map, the preliminary map created in October of 2016, depicts the three‐story
bay that was illegally removed. The final plat map with Mr. Seher’s signature and seal
was submitted 25 days after the COC application was signed and does not depict the
three‐story bay. Because the final exhibits A and B with the surveyor’s signature and
seal were received after January 07,2017, they were not part of the COC application
approval process and should not have been sent to the Assessor/Recorder for
recordation.

4



Mr. Seher’s February 14, 2017 email (Exhibit 17, pgs. 39‐40) to DPW addresses the
problem DPW created when they included both the preliminary and final plat maps in
the COC application sent to the Assessor for recordation. In the email Mr. Seher states,
the COC that was recorded, “appears to be missing certain elements, legal description
of the compliant parcels, exhibit A, two exhibits B one marked preliminary and the
other signed, missing ownership page and maybe other elements that I’m not aware
of”.
o DPW has done nothing to correct the problem of the improperly issued COC
after receiving my emails, Ms. Gallagher’s emails and Mr. Seher’s February
14,2017 email. DPW Director Nur’s December 03,2018 email refuses to
acknowledge the concerns raised in this memo.
o The Assessor/Recorder issued a 2018 revision of block map 1341 using the
erroneous final plat map (Exhibit B) (Exhibit 17,pg. 38) with Mr. Seher’s signature
and seal that fails to show the three‐story bay that encroaches on to what is now
lot 026.
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25 17th Ave. COC
Schedule of Exhibits

3/4/2019

Exhibit #

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Page #

1-2
3-6
7
8-9
10
11
12
13-14
15
16
12-13
17-18
19-27
28-29
30-31

15
32-38
16

17

Document description
December 03 2018 email from DPW Director Nuru
Application for new lot number
1938 legal description showing the sale of a 50-foot wide lot
Two pages from Historic Resource Evaluation report showing the ownership of lots , 004,005
and 021, note no entries for lots 004 and 005 after 1938.
1975 application to merge lots 004 and 005 approved by the Planning Department
1976 Block map (1341) showing the existence of lots 004 and 005
1985 Block map (1341) showing a single 50-foot wide lot, 021 and the recording of the lot
merger by the City.
1994 Approved building permit for horizontal addition to lot 021 approved by the Planning
Department and Department of Building Inspection
DPW diagram showing the merger of lots 004 and 005 into lot 021 in 1938, from COC project
file
October 24,206 letter of transmittal from Mr. Seher to Mr. Storrs at DPW with preliminary
Certificate of Compliance documents
April 13,2018 memo prepared by former Zoning Admin. Ms. Gallagher regarding the improper
issuance of the COC
Memo from Mary Gallagher summarizing 25 17th Avenue and issuance of COC
April 13,2018 email from Ms. Gallagher to DPW with attachments, that questions the issuance
of the COC
Redline copy of COC application exhibits A and B
DPW project management report showing COC actions by date , note the COC department
senior review occurred on February 06,2017, 30-days after the COC was signed on January
07,2017.
The Certificate of Compliance recorded with the City on February 08,2017 , note the COC was
signed and notarized 25 days before the final COC application was received.

Email from Mr. Seher to DPW employee Mr. Ryan regarding the COC that was recorded on
39-40 Feb 08,2017 with the Assessor/Recorder which appears to be missing certain elements and
two exhibit B plat maps that have conflicting information.

Fwd: conclusive proof that the 25 17th Avenue Certi icate of Compli...

Subject: Fwd: conclusive proof that the 25 17th Avenue Cer ﬁcate of Compliance was issued in error and
should be rescinded
From: Jerry Dratler <dratler@me.com>
Date: 2/14/2019, 10:02 AM
To: Jerry Dratler <dratler@sonic.net>

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Nuru, Mohammed (DPW)" <mohammed.nuru@sfdpw.org>
Subject: RE: conclusive proof that the 25 17th Avenue Certificate of Compliance was
issued in error and should be rescinded
Date: December 3, 2018 at 2:41:06 PM PST
To: "dratler@me.com" <dratler@me.com>
Cc: "Sanchez, Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, "Kirby, Alexandra (CPC)"
<alexandra.kirby@sfgov.org>, "Teague, Corey (CPC)" <corey.teague@sfgov.org>, "O'Riordan,
Patrick (DBI)" <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>, "Duffy, Joseph (DBI)" <joseph.duffy@sfgov.org>,
"Administrator, City (ADM)" <city.administrator@sfgov.org>, "Hui, Tom (DBI)"
<tom.hui@sfgov.org>, "Rahaim, John (CPC)" <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>, "Storrs, Bruce (DPW)"
<Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>, Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>, "Chu, Carmen (ASR)"
<carmen.chu@sfgov.org>
Mr. Dratler:
Thank you for raising your concerns about Public Works issuance of a Cer ﬁcate of Compliance for 25 17thAvenue with
myself and other City Oﬃcials. I requested Bruce Storrs, our City and County Surveyor and the signatory to the Cer ﬁcate
of Compliance, to brief me about this ma er and the new informa on you presented. As part of my brieﬁng from Mr.
Storrs, he shared with me the a ached le er from July 19, 2018 that he sent to you detailing the basis for his decision
regarding the Cer ﬁcate of Compliance for 25 17th Avenue (Project Iden ﬁca on 9190), which was recorded February 8,
2017.
As he stated in that le er:
“For mul ple proper es to be merged, some ac on impar ng public no ce needs to take place, and the ac on
impar ng public no ce also requires some subdivision mapping or governmental ac on to legally merge the lots.”
In your recent le er to the City dated November 26, 2018 “dra le er dated November 05 2018 version 6.pdf”, you
provided an a achment on page 3 with the header “1975 Approved merger applica on exhibit 2. We have searched the
tle history for these proper es and determined that this is not a recorded document, does not impart public no ce, and
did not received the proper City approval to legally merge the parcels as required by the California Civil Code, the
Subdivision Map Act (California Government Code), and the San Francisco Subdivision Code. In San Francisco, the only
City department authorized to approve a merger is Public Works. The City Planning Commission cannot unilaterally take
an ac on to legally merge lots. Consequently, this document does not sa sfy any of the requirements Mr. Storrs
men oned above in this July 19, 2018 le er to you.
Out of an abundance of cau on, Mr. Storrs did contact the Planning Department and asked them to research their records
on these proper es to determine the relevance, if any, of the document you presented to us. While the Planning
Department did ﬁnd a copy of this document in its historic ﬁle on the proper es, there were no other documents,
resolu ons, mo ons, or Planning Commission ac ons associated with it or on record with the Planning Department. The
Planning Department hypothesized that this document may have been related to a proposed merger that Public Works
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Fwd: conclusive proof that the 25 17th Avenue Certi icate of Compli...

referred to Planning for its input and recommenda on, but that ul mately the City (through Public Works) never
approved the merger. Given that Public Works and the Planning Department have no other records rela ng to this 1975
document and there is no recorded document in the chain of tle evidencing a legal merger of the lots, we view this
document as a historic relic that has no bearing on Mr. Storrs’s determina on as represented in the Cer ﬁcate of
Compliance that these lots have not been merged.
Further, the code compliance issues raised in your le er are not relevant to the Cer ﬁcate of Compliance. The Planning
Department and the Department of Building Inspec on have jurisdic on over those ma ers and are responsible for
following up with the property owner to resolve the issues.
Consequently, I stand by the February 8, 2017 Cer ﬁcate of Compliance, issued under the auspices of San Francisco Public
Works by the City and County Surveyor, and the representa ons in Mr. Storrs’s July 19, 2018 le er. Mr. Storrs’s Cer ﬁcate
of Compliance decision is ﬁnal and not appealable.
Best regards,

image003.jpg

Mohammed Nuru
Director
San Francisco Public Works | City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodle Place | San Francisco, CA 94102 | (415) 554‐6920 | sfpublicworks.org ∙ twi er.com/sfpublicworks

From: dratler@me.com [mailto:dratler@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2018 8:50 PM
To: Administrator, City (ADM) <city.administrator@sfgov.org>; Nuru, Mohammed (DPW) <mohammed.nuru@sfdpw.org>;
Hui, Tom (DBI) <tom.hui@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Storrs, Bruce (DPW)
<Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>; Citya orney <Citya orney@sfcitya y.org>; Chu, Carmen (ASR) <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>
Cc: Sanchez, Sco (CPC) <sco .sanchez@sfgov.org>; Kirby, Alexandra (CPC) <alexandra.kirby@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey
(CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>; Duﬀy, Joseph (DBI)
<joseph.duﬀy@sfgov.org>
Subject: conclusive proof that the 25 17th Avenue Cer ﬁcate of Compliance was issued in error and should be rescinded
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please see a ached memo.
Thank you,
Jerry Dratler
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25 17th Avenue
San Francisco, California

Historic Resource Evaluation, Part 1

History” below). The south bay was not part of the original design by Edward Young. In fact, a bay
along the subject building’s south façade would not have been possible due to the existence of a
bungalow directly to the south. When the two lots were merged, there was a sale stipulation that the
bungalow at lot 005 be removed within 30 days. The demolition of the bungalow made possible the
construction of a bay on the south façade of the subject building. Recent changes to the subject
building have included the demolition of the south bay. Further evidence that the bay was not
original to the building was uncovered during its recent demolition.17
A detached garage was constructed at the southwest corner of the lot in 1919. The main building has
experienced known alterations. The rear (west) wing was depicted on the Sanborn maps as a onestory structure; today it extends three stories. A parapet above the east bay window was removed at
an unknown date (see Figure 36). Exterior wood decking constructed in the 1990s was recently
removed. The interior and the ground level of the building have been gutted and the building is
currently supported by means of cribbing. The basement-level garage door and single door at the east
façade have been removed. The entire south facade and the south portion of the east façade were
wrapped and not visible during Page & Turnbull’s November 2016 site visit.
OWNERSHIP AND OCCUPANT HISTORY
The following information has been gathered using sales records held at the San Francisco AssessorRecorder’s Office, building permit applications, and San Francisco City Directories.
Ownership Table
Date(s)
Lot #
9/8/1913004
6/22/1914
6/22/1914004
9/8/1915
9/8/1915004
3/14/1919
3/14/1919004
5/26/1919
5/26/1919004
9/19/1919
9/19/19193/16/1938
Unknown3/18/1908
3/18/190810/2/1912
10/2/19124/17/1919
4/17/19199/11/1919
9/11/1919
9/11/1919-

Owner(s)
Matthew Little and Frankie Little

Occupancy
Matthew: Builder

Seymour Lee and Henrietta Lee

n/a

Cyril Davis, Flora Davis and Vera
Davis
Vera Davis

n/a

Zeb Kendall

Broker, Miner, President of
Mexican Gold and Silver Mining
Co.
n/a

n/a

004

Arabelle Kendall

005

Vernor: Freight Clerk

005

Diana Handyside and Vernor
Handyside
Phillip Kammerer and Harriet
Kammerer
Don Morris and Zela Morris

005

Edwin Turney and Rose Turney

n/a

005
005

Fred Peterson and Emma Peterson
Arabelle Kendall

Fred: Building Contractor
n/a

005

n/a
Don: Bookeeper

Following the demolition of the south bay, observations were reported: the bay window was not anchored
correctly; exterior siding of the south façade under the bay was painted and later covered with stucco; a mix of
old and new lumber was used in the construction of the bay.
17
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25 17th Avenue
San Francisco, California

Historic Resource Evaluation, Part 1

3/16/1938
September
021
Arabelle Kendall
19193/16/1938
3/16/1938021
Paul Campiche and May Campiche
Paul: Private practice surgeon
2/1/1946
2/1/1946021
Betty Lee Hooper and R. Pardow
R. Pardow: professional farm12/22/1992
Hooper
manager
12/22/1992- 021
Robyn Hooper Aissa
n/a
7/7/1993
7/7/1993021
Robyn Hooper Aissa and Victor
n/a
2/9/2007
Aissa
2/9/2007021
Victor Aissa
n/a
8/17/2015
8/17/2015021
SF Clem LLC
n/a
11/18/2015
11/18/2015- 021
25 17th Avenue, LLC
n/a
present
*Lots 004 and 005 were jointly owned by Arabelle Kendall from late 1919 to early 1938. There are no
recorded documents of a formal merger. In 1938, the two lots were sold in one conveyance
transaction. The property currently known as lot 021 was last transferred as lots 004 and 005 during a
sale in February 1946. The 1950 Sanborn map shows one lot labeled as 021.18
The subject building appears to have been owner-occupied. Owner Arabelle Kendall owned the lot
for nineteen years and the Hoopers owned the lot for forty-six years; otherwise, there has been
significant occupancy turnover. The original and subsequent owners of the building have not been
found to be particularly important to local, state or national history.
ARCHITECT
Edward Eyestone Young (1870-1934) was born in Carthage, Missouri. In 1902, he moved to San
Francisco and began work as a contractor before receiving his state architectural license in 1905.19
Young married Julia Rapier Tharp, a pianist and sister of City architect Newton J. Tharp, in 1906. In
1907 they moved into a house Young had designed at 22 Presidio Terrace. Young opened an
architectural office at 251 Kearny in 1908 and remained at that location until 1923, when he moved
operations to a Mediterranean style studio he had designed at 2002 California Street.20
Young was a prolific architect active throughout San Francisco, designing clubs, hotels, churches,
apartment buildings, and single-family residences. He is well-known for the Francisca Club at 595
Sutter Street (1919) and the Hotel California (now the Serrano Hotel, listed on the National Register
of Historic Places) at 403 Taylor Street (1923). Young is not known for designing in any one style.
Rather, he “became a master at designing in any of the styles a client might request,” and
subsequently received nearly six hundred residential commissions.21 When designing apartment
buildings and homes, Young oftentimes received commissions for a series on a block with two, three
A condition of the 1919 sale of Lot 005 by Peterson to Kendall was that the existing bungalow be removed
within 30 days of sale.
19 David Parry, “Young, Edward Eyestone,” The Encyclopedia of San Francisco.
http://www.sfhistoryencyclopedia.com/articles/y/youngEdward.html
20 Young also designed the brick buildings adjacent to and opposite his new studio at 2002 California Street:
2000 and 2001 California Street.
21 “The Story of the Hotel Californian.” https://serranohotel.com/our-history/
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25 17th Avenue: Lot Status and Legality of South Side Bay
Prepared by Mary Gallagher, April 13, 2018

Statement of qualifications: I am an urban planner with thirty years experience in the field, a qualified
expert witness in land use in San Francisco, and also qualified as an architectural historian under
National Register standards. My undergraduate work was in architecture and architectural history, with
a degree in the latter. I hold a Masters of Historic Preservation Planning from Cornell University and also
fulfilled all major requirements for the Masters of Regional Planning. Positions I have held include Senior
Planner in charge of Enforcement and later Assistant Director of Planning in San Francisco and Chief of
Planning in San Mateo. I am currently self‐employed as an urban planning consultant.
Background: In reading the Historic Resources Evaluation (HRE) and application for a Certificate of
Compliance for this property, I saw two issues that are of significant importance to the entitlement
applications for this site: first is that the Certificate of Compliance appears to rely on the removal of the
south side bay in order to grant recognition of the site as two lots instead of one; and, second, several
statements in the HRE regarding the lot status and legality of the bay are unsubstantiated and contrary
to the underlaying facts provided in the HRE itself. I undertook the study of these two issues to take a
closer look at the facts.
Lot History and Bay Removal and their Relationship to the Certificate of Compliance:
Title documents provided in the Certificate of Compliance application show two separate lots (lot 4 and
lot 5) through part of 1919 when a single party – Arabelle Kendall – purchased each lot about a week
apart. The next sale that takes place, according to the C of C filed documents, is in 1938, by which time
the verbal description of the site in the title document is of a single parcel of 50‐foot width. The HRE
nonetheless states “The property currently known as lot 21 was last transferred as lots 4 and 5 during a
sale in February 1946” (page 19 note in HRE). Not only is there no factual basis for this statement in the
HRE but the HRE itself lists the site as one lot – lot 21 – during all years after Kendall’s purchase in 1919
(see table on page 19) thru the purchase by the current owners in 2015. All title documents from 1938
to 2015 describe the property as a single parcel of 50‐foot width.
An application for a Certificate of Compliance was filed in October of 2016 to recognize the site as two
lots. The survey filed with the application shows the south side bay as encroaching into the newly
proposed south lot. That survey states, “encroaching portions of building to be demolished.” Two lots of
25‐foot width could not be recognized without this statement because no portion of an existing building
can cross a property line. This survey was dated October, 2016. Based upon a Notice of Enforcement
issued by the San Francisco Planning Department, sometime before August 18, 2016 the owners
removed the bay without benefit of permit. The Certificate of Compliance was issued January 7, 2017
and recorded the following month. I do not believe the certificate of compliance would have been
issued without the bay removal because the recognition of two lots with an existing building crossing
the property lines would not have been legal. In summary, two lots would not have been recognized had
the bay not been legally or illegally removed.
South Side Bay Construction History: Arabelle Kendall purchased lot 4 on September 19, 1919 and lot 5
on September 11, 1919. The HRE states a condition of the sale of lot 5 was that “the existing bungalow
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be removed within 30 days of sale” (footnote 18, HRE, page 16). On November 3, 1919, which would
have been several weeks after the building on lot 5 would have been demolished, a permit application
on Kendall’s behalf was filed for, “alterations and additions as per plans.” A Sanborn Map of 1913‐1915
shows the two buildings on the two lots. A Sanborn dated 1913‐1950 shows one building remaining with
the south side bay. A 1938 aerial photo shows one building with the south side bay. Therefore we know
the bay must have been constructed sometime between 1915 and 1938. In cities with permit
requirements, Sanborn Maps were based on city records and not random street‐walking surveyors.1
Furthermore, all prior and current Zoning Administrators of the City and County of San Francisco have
relied on Sanborn Maps to determine legal status when no other records exist. So if a building is shown
on a Sanborn Map with a certain outline, that outline is presumed to have been constructed with legal
permit in the absence of any contravening record. The city did not maintain the plans associated with
Kendall’s 1919 permit, but the fact the bay appears in a Sanborn Map and a 1919 permit was taken out
for “additions” just subsequent to the purchase of both lots by one person and also just subsequent to
the demolition of a building on a site in the bay’s location, lead naturally to the conclusion the bay was
constructed with that 1919 permit. It is not credible that an owner who took out a permit for
“alterations and additions” would then go ahead and construct a bay without permit.
The HRE concludes the bay was “unpermitted” (bottom page 17) not only without any supporting
evidence whatsoever but in direct conflict with the filing of a permit for “additions” during the time
period the HRE states the bay would have been constructed. Furthermore, nowhere does the HRE
indicate the removal of the bay was unpermitted, which had been documented in a notice of
enforcement issued by the Planning Department prior to the filing of the HRE.
Conclusion:
The site was two lots until 1919 when they were purchased by a single person. In that year the building
on one of the lots was demolished and a permit was filed for “additions” which most likely included the
south side bay. When the owner since 1919 sold the property in 1938 the deed described the site as one
parcel with 50‐feet of width – in other words, as a single lot. Only the City can give lot numbers. That the
site changed from lots 4 and 5 to lot 21 is proof some recognized City process occurred to merge the
lots. The site remained a single lot until a 2017 Certificate of Compliance was issued. That Certificate
could not have been approved with the south side bay because that bay crossed the proposed new
property line. The owners removed the south side bay without permit, apparently to gain approval of
the lot split and be able to apply for two separate projects. Both the bay removal and lot split came
about because of work without permit.

1

Library of Congress, Introduction to the Collection of Sanborn Mpas: https://www.loc.gov/collections/sanborn‐
maps/articles‐and‐essays/introduction‐to‐the‐collection/. Sanborn surveyors were provided with a manual that
instructed them to begin with city records to develop the maps. In my 30‐year experience as a planner in San
Francisco, I have never seen any additions done without permit appearing on the Sanborn Maps.
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UPDATE
October 24, 2016

EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS OF COMPLIANT PARCELS
PARCEL “A” (FORMERLY LOT 004)
(APN: 1341- )
CCSF TO
ASSIGN APN

Real property in the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, described
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
as follows:
Commencing at a point on the westerly line of 17th Avenue, distant thereon 125 feet northerly from the
northerly line of Lake Street, running thence northerly and along said westerly line of 17th Avenue 25
feet, thence at a right angle westerly 120 feet, thence at a right angle southerly 25 feet, thence at a
right angle easterly 120 feet to the westerly line of 17th Avenue and the point of commencement.
Being a part of Outside Land Block No. 55

PARCEL “B” (FORMERLY LOT 005)
(APN: 1341- )
CCSF TO
ASSIGN APN

Real property in the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, described
as follows:
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Beginning at a point on the westerly line of Seventeenth Avenue, distant thereon 100 feet northerly
from the point formed by the intersection of the westerly line of Seventeenth Avenue with the northerly
line of Lake Street; and running thence northerly along said line of Seventeenth Avenue 25 feet; thence
at a right angle westerly 120 feet; thence at a right angle southerly 25 feet; and thence at a right angle
easterly 120 feet to the point of beginning.
Being a part of Outside Land Block “M”, also known as Outside Land Block No. 55

LICENSE
STAMP

P:\Proj-15\1910-15\COC\EXHIBITS\Exhibit A_COC.doc
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LABEL AS:
ASSESSOR
PARCEL LINE
ADDED

CCSF TO
ASSIGN APN

LOT 004

LOT 005

CCSF TO
ASSIGN APN

LICENSE
STAMP

REPLACE WITH
NEW ASSESSOR
PARCEL NUMBERS
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7/26/2018

Department of Public Works

back to list
project id: 9190
Project Name:

1341 / 021 (COMP)

DPW Surveyor:

James Ryan

0 Certificate of Compliance

Project Type:
Check Rec'd

$2701

ECP Check Rec'd

Surveyor / Engineer of
Record:

FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES

Address #

$0

Street Name

25-25

Block #

17TH AVE

1341

Lot #
021

Current Phase: Submitted to the Recorder Current Status: Confirmed Recorded
Book:

Page: -

Date Rec'd

Date to
DCP

Box: 352

Date Rec'd from
DCP

Map:

Date DPW Tent.
Approval

Date Mylars
Rec'd

10/25/2016 11:28:07
AM

Activity
Application Logged
Application Assigned
Project Funds Received
Comment
Comment
Comment

Date
Recorded
2/9/2017

Date
Stamp
10/25/2016
10/25/2016
10/25/2016
11/9/2016
11/15/2016
12/13/2016

Comments
Received check for $2701.00 (Check #: 1010). AE.
James Ryan
AE/SB
Project under review. tn
Email to DCP: Block Maps requested . tn
RH

Comment

1/13/2017

Tax cert received. eb

Comment

1/17/2017

Exhibits under review. sb

Comment

1/17/2017

To Lead for review. sb

Application Deemed Submittable

1/17/2017

sb

Comment

1/17/2017

Requested confirmation of proposed APNs from
Assessor's Office. sb

Comment

1/18/2017

APNs confirmed by ASR. sb

Comment

1/26/2017

To Lead for transmittal signature. sb

Comment

2/1/2017

Returned to applicant. Requested final exhibits and
recording fee. sb

Comment

2/2/2017

Received final exhibits and Recorder fee (check#7334

http://bsm.sfdpw.org/subdivision/tracking/
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Two years ago, Mr. Brown, a developer, purchased a 3,500-square foot home (25-17th
Avenue) which sits on a double lot across the street from our house with the goal of creating
two 6,000 square foot homes. I am appealing an abatement permit the developer filed to
legalize unpermitted work. The permit was approved in August of 2017.
For reference, page numbers in parentheses in this brief refer to the exhibit page number.
Both the developer and the project structural engineer are experienced professionals and
are aware of the S. F. Building and Planning Code requirements. Mr. Brown, the developer
who purchased the home, is a licensed realtor and the owner/broker at Brown & Co., a real
estate brokerage firm. His biography on the website states that “Mr. Brown has 37 years of
experience in sales, development and investing in properties”. Mr. Brown has converted
over 2,500 residential units in San Francisco to TIC units (18). Mr. Santos, the licensed
project structural engineer, was President of the Building Inspection Commission in 2005.
Their experience and professional standing require they be held to the highest level of
accountability for willfully violating the S. F. Building and Planning Codes
There are a total of 15 building and planning code violations (17) for 25-17th Avenue. The
principal violations are the unpermitted demolition of a very large deck, a three-story bay, a
three-story chimney, windows and a lightwell on the south wall of 25-17th Avenue. Before
and after pictures and building plans (1-9) show the scale of the unpermitted work. The

ϭ


penalty assessed by DBI and Planning for these unpermitted actions was $253.40 (10). The
penalty that was assessed vs. the scale of the violations is outrageous!
Recommendations and requests. The City Code only specifies what the Permit Appeals
Board may do, not what it may not do. The underlined portion of the following statement in
the Board’s Special Instructions For Parties appears to be unsupported by the City Code,
“In deciding a case, the Board may only uphold, overturn or place conditions on
departmental decision; it cannot remand (send back) a decision to the underlying
department for further review or action”.
The Permit Appeal Board is empowered to set permit penalties at between 2 and 9 times
permit fees, and there do not appear to be any limitations on the Board’s authority regarding
requiring DBI to amend or correct building permits that have been issued in error (49).
The penalty for the removal of the three-story bay, chimney, windows and lightwell should
include the $200,000 cost of addressing the structural problems created by the violations
and the penalty should be 9 times the $4,132.53 permit fee or $37,192.77 and not $253.40.
A penalty of $7,983 should be assessed for installing risky shoring without a permit.
As background, 25-17th Avenue was constructed in 1913 and designed by E. E. Young, the
prominent architect who designed the Russian Embassy; the Hotel California (Serrano
Hotel), now Glide Memorial Methodist Church which is on the National Register of historic
places in San Francisco, and the Francisca Club. A summary of E. E. Young’s work (19)
Ϯ


includes a picture of 25-17th Avenue, one of three E. E. Young homes on the west side of
17th Avenue north of Lake Street. The developer purchased the home in 2015 from Mr.
Hooper’s son-in-law. Mr. Hooper purchased 25-17th Avenue in 1947. The home had been in
the same family for nearly 70 years.
Eleven of the 15 violations are summarized below.
Unpermitted demolition of two decks. I filed my first complaint (20) on June 02, 2016
regarding the unpermitted demolition of the large south wall deck that wrapped around the
house to the west wall.
The district inspector visited the jobsite on June 06, 2016, and the contractor told the district
inspector that the project engineer was pulling a permit to reconstruct the deck that day. My
June 02, 2016 complaint was deleted from the DBI permit tracking system and replaced
with a second complaint generated by DBI (21) that did not include the district inspector’s
site visit or the contractor’s statement about the structural engineer pulling a permit. The
second complaint was marked as closed on August 12, 2016 with a reference that the
second complaint was part of a third complaint #201623795 (22) that I filed 22 days after
the deck demolition complaint. The third complaint deals with the unpermitted demolition of
the internal four floors of 25-17th Avenue and is unrelated to the violations contained in the
second complaint generated by DBI. I do not understand why the two complaints were
combined. The combined deck demolition and interior demolition complaint remains open
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and a Director’s hearing is scheduled for September 27, 2017. It is not clear why DBI
approved an abatement permit where the scope of work includes approving the unpermitted
demolition of the two decks when there is an open complaint subject to a director’s hearing.
The unpermitted deck demolition and the unpermitted bay removal is valued at $3,500 on
the Notice of Violation #2 (23). The value on Notice of Violation #1 was $2,500. The value of
$3,500 does not reflect the genuine cost of demolishing the deck and bay. I believe that the
violation was work without a permit vs. work outside the scope of an existing building permit
because the only existing permit as June 02, 2016 was the foundation replacement building
permit. The penalty for work without permit is 9 times the fees paid.
Filing a false building plan with the City. On June 16, 2016, the engineer applied for and
received an over-the-counter Planning Department permit where the scope of work was a
like-kind repair of south wall dry rot. When the engineer submitted the building permit he
submitted building plans that failed to show the existing three-story bay (24).
Mr. Santos, the project engineer, has a documented history of submitting false documents
with the City. In addition to deleting existing structures from plans submitted to the City, he
in another case created a garage that did not exist (25) on building plans (214 State Street).
Mr. Santos, was the project engineer for 125 Crown Terrace which collapsed and fell down
the hill (26-27). 125 Crown Terrace was developed by Mel Murphy, another former
President of the Building Inspection Commission.
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In 2005 while Mr. Santos was President of the Building Inspection Committee, he
represented Ms. Lei who ran into trouble obtaining permits to finish her construction project.
A copy of the Chronicle Story is on exhibit page 28.
The BIC Litigation Committee referred these three cases to the City Attorney (11) and the
S.F. Planning Department has seven active cases (16) with Mr. Santos’s firm, Santos &
Urrutia.
The Planning Department’s response to my Sunshine Request regarding penalties for
submitting false plans was “Planning does not assess fines and penalties for submitting
false plans” (16). If the City does not rein in this abhorrent practice through penalties, it will
continue and there will ultimately be serious injuries or even loss of life. The abatement
permit does not address this violation.
Failure to file a Planning Department Historical Review application. The developer did
not file a Historic Review Evaluation (HRE) application with the Planning Department which
is required under CEQA. The Planning Department response to my Sunshine Request
regarding penalties for failing to file an HRE was “there are no penalties or fees directly
associated with failing to file an HRE” (15).
Approval of an HRE application can slow down a construction project by between three and
six months, and the need to file an HRE only becomes visible if the developer requests a
building permit and DBI determines the building is over fifty years old. The current situation
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allows developers the opportunity to accelerate their project by six months if they do
unpermitted work and “legalize” the work after it has been completed.
A six-month delay in remodeling a house purchased for $4 million results in approximately
$100,000 of additional carrying cost (i.e., cost of funds, property taxes, insurance). The
financial incentives for unpermitted construction work and the lack of meaningful financial
penalties appear to be the root cause in the increase in unpermitted demolition and
construction in San Francisco.
Demolition of three-story bay without permit. Sr. Building inspector Curran stated in his
July 12, 2016 email (31-32) that permit # 201606160104 was “obtained under the guise of
dry rot work” and the developer demolished the three-story bay at the southeast corner of
the house. As you can see from the before and after pictures, the developer infilled the area
where the three-story bay existed with plywood. No attempt was made in July of 2016 to
deal with structural problems from the unpermitted removal of the three-story bay. If the
developer had elected to address the structural problems he created by ripping out the bay
before infilling with plywood that could be described as a voluntary action. Agreeing to
remedy the structural problems the developer created after DBI issued a Notice of Violation
(NOV) and stop work order does not appear to be a voluntary action.
Permit 201705186923 (33-34), the abatement permit, has a stated cost of $200,000 and
includes “voluntary lateral strengthening and partial structural strengthening of floor”. Most
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of the value of the work performed under the permit is the “voluntary” structural work. The
developer valued the work at $100,000 when the permit was submitted, and DBI increased
the value of the work to $200,000.
It is arbitrary to only assess a penalty on the cost of ripping out the three-story bay, a part of
the infraction, and not the entire cost of unpermitted bay removal which includes the cost to
address the structural problems. The permit fee for the abatement permit is $4,132.53, and I
believe the unpermitted bay removal is without permit which is assessed at 9 times the
permit fee or $37,192.77.
The Planning Department issued a Notice of Enforcement on September 6, 2016. The
abatement permit addresses the Notice of Enforcement (NOE). The Planning Department
response to my Sunshine Request regarding penalties assessed from the issuance of the
NOE (15-16) was, “no penalties have been assessed, the cost of staff time and materials is
$4,724.19 of which $1,308 has been paid”. “Our goal is to bring cases into compliance with
the Planning Code, not penalize”. Can a Planning Department enforcement process that
does not issue penalties be an effective deterrent?
Unpermitted expansion of west wall of 25-17th Avenue. I asked Sr. Building Inspector
Curran to determine if the developer had expanded the west wall of 25-17th Avenue during
his site visit. Sr. Building Inspector Curran in his July 12, 2016 email reply (31-32) stated “it
looks like that might be their thought in the future but it has not taken place”. The
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developer’s intent is also confirmed by plans that were submitted with the foundation repair
permit filled in January of 2016. Page 1 of the plans depicts an extension of the existing rear
ground floor wall of 25-17th Avenue. This is the rectangle on page 8 of the exhibits showing
where the rear deck was removed. The scope of work on the plans is “replace existing
foundation with new MAT foundation” which is inconsistent with what is depicted in the
plans.
The plans show the developer intended to pour the floor and footing for the unpermitted
expansion of the west wall of 25-17th Avenue. This is further confirmed by the excavation
and construction of concrete forms (36). The developer would have poured the concrete
floor and footing if Sr. Building Inspector Curran had not told the contractor not to pour the
footing to expand the west wall of 25-17th Avenue. An NOV was not issued for this
unpermitted work.
Demolition of the three-story chimney, windows, lightwells and infill with plywood.
An NOV (37) was issued in 2017 for this violation. The work is valued at $5,000 and the
penalty was assessed at 2 times permit fees. The only permit filed to address this violation
is the abatement permit. The penalty should be 9 times the abatement permit fees.
This NOV was one of three NOVs added to the abatement permit a week after the
abatement permit (33-34) was approved over the counter. The second NOV added after the
abatement permit was approved is an amended NOV for the demolition of the 2 decks and
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south bay, the value of the work was increased from $2,500 to $3,500. I believe the third
NOV was for the Planning Department Notice of Enforcement (NOE). The attached
response (13) from Mr. Pang at DBI states that the three NOVs were removed from the
Permit Tracking System.
Why did DBI add three permits to the scope of work of the abatement permit after the permit
was approved over the counter and why were the three NOVs removed from the Permit
Tracking system? An amended abatement permit should have been issued where the
scope of work included the three NOVs.
Installation of building shoring without a shoring permit. On January 7, 2016, the
developer secured a permit to replace the foundation of 25-17th Avenue. On about June 23,
2016 the developer jacked up the four-story house and had the house supported by two
large steel beams running east-west. The two steel beams are supported by shoring. The
project engineer did not apply for a shoring permit until July 7, 2016, two weeks after
installing the shoring. DBI is required to inspect the shoring; however, no special inspection
was made per the shoring permit (42). A Notice of Violation (NOV) should have been issued
and a penalty should have been assessed at 9 times the permit fees ($887.00) or $7,983.
The shoring permit (38-41) was submitted with a shoring cost of $10,000 which was
increased to $25,000 by DBI.
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Mr. Santos sent the Permit Appeals Board a letter dated August 14, 2017 stating “the
building currently poses major life safety issues and it is imperative we stabilize the site to
protect the building and people in the vicinity” (43). After reading Mr. Santos’s letter, I filed a
complaint on August 21, 2017 (44) and DBI visited the site on August 22, 2017 and issued a
NOV requiring emergency shoring. The neighbors of 25-17th Avenue have had to live with
major safety issues identified in Mr. Santos’s memo for the last fourteen months. The
severity of this violation requires the assessment of the maximum allowable penalties.
Demolition of ground floor interior walls and mechanical equipment without a permit.
To replace the entire existing foundation of 25-17th Avenue, the ground floor structures and
equipment needed to be removed which should have required additional building permits: 1)
a permit for the demolition of the ground floor kitchen, bathroom and internal walls. and 2) a
mechanical or plumbing permit to remove the existing furnace and distribution ducts (they
were not covered in the plumbing permit scope of work). An NOV (45) for the furnace
demolition was issued without penalties and closed.
The heating plant and distribution ducts removed without a permit contain friable asbestos
(46). I took the two pictures (47-48) with my cell phone. The construction crew did not wear
protective clothing or install plastic barriers to prevent the spread of asbestos. The removal
of asbestos requires additional permits. The developer also expanded the existing garage
door opening by one foot, without a building permit.
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Failure to recycle construction debris. Demolishing the four internal floors, the exterior
deck and the exterior stucco of the south wall of 25-17th Avenue creates a substantial
amount of building debris. The result was nine large truckload of building debris. This
excludes the concrete debris from the foundation replacement which was properly disposed
of. I observed nine truckloads of building debris removed from 25-17th Avenue by AJ
Hauling Inc., a debris hauler not licensed by the City of San Francisco.
San Francisco implemented local laws to enforce the State of California mandate that 50%
of construction and demolition debris (C&D) be recycled. San Francisco’s method of
enforcing this law is to require that property owners use debris haulers on the San
Francisco list of approved debris haulers. This ensures that debris is sent to a City approved
recycling center.
Submission of a materially inaccurate Environmental Evaluation Application. The
project summary table for 25-17th Avenue submitted by the developer overstated the size of
the existing structure by 459 sq. ft. which results in a material understatement of the
proposed new construction. No penalties were assessed by Planning. The actual new
construction is 1,625 sq. ft.
Preparing and distributing inaccurate pre-application meeting materials. The Notice of
Pre-Application Meeting prepared by the developer for the March 01, 2017 meeting to
discuss the development of 25-17th Avenue showed the existing building square feet at
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5,817 sq. ft. and the proposed sq. feet to be 6,061 square feet. A net addition of 244 square
feet which is inconsistent with the 1,625 additional square feet in the Environmental
Evaluation Application submitted to Planning. The Planning Department Sunshine Request
response (16) from Planning is that “pre-application meetings are not mandated by the
Planning Code, but rather a policy requirement implemented to improve neighborhood
communication regarding projects”. “In certain circumstances, the Zoning Administrator will
require a revised meeting”.
Conclusions. Many of the appeals that come before the Permit Appeals Board deal with
contested facts, the failure of S. F. citizens to timely file complaints with DBI or Planning or
to escalate their complaints within DBI or Planning. The 15 violations in my complaint don’t
have these limitations. This allows us to focus on the root causes of the violations.
I am utilizing the permit appeal process to document which areas of the Building and
Planning Code are a root cause of the increase in unpermitted construction in San
Francisco.
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tŝůůŝĂŵ^ƚƌĂǁŶ
>ĞŐŝƐůĂƟǀĞͬWƵďůŝĐīĂŝƌƐDĂŶĂŐĞƌ
&ƌŽŵ͗^ǁĞĞŶĞǇ͕ĚǁĂƌĚ;/Ϳ
^ĞŶƚ͗tĞĚŶĞƐĚĂǇ͕ƵŐƵƐƚϮϯ͕ϮϬϭϳϯ͗ϬϲWD
Đ͗^ƚƌĂǁŶ͕tŝůůŝĂŵ;/ͿфǁŝůůŝĂŵ͘ƐƚƌĂǁŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх͖:ĂǇŝŶ͕ĂƌŽůǇŶ;/ͿфĐĂƌŽůǇŶ͘ũĂǇŝŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх͖KΖZŝŽƌĚĂŶ͕
WĂƚƌŝĐŬ;/ͿфƉĂƚƌŝĐŬ͘ŽƌŝŽƌĚĂŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх͖DĐ,ƵŐŚ͕<ĞǀŝŶ;/ͿфŬĞǀŝŶ͘ŵĐŚƵŐŚΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх͖tĂůƐŚ͕tŝůůŝĂŵ;/Ϳ
фǁŝůůŝĂŵ͘Ƶ͘ǁĂůƐŚΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх͖ƵƌƌĂŶ͕ĞƌŶŝĞ;/ͿфďĞƌŶŝĞ͘ĐƵƌƌĂŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх
^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗ϮϱͲϭϳƚŚǀĞƐƵŶƐŚŝŶĞƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘ƵŐƵƐƚϭϰ͕ϮϬϭϳ
WĂŐĞϯŝ
ŶŽƟĐĞŽĨǀŝŽůĂƟŽŶηϮϬϭϲϮϯϳϵϱǁĂƐŝƐƐƵĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞĚĞŵŽůŝƟŽŶŽĨĂĚĞĐŬĂŶĚĂďĂǇǁŝŶĚŽǁŽŶ:ƵůǇϭϰ͕ϮϬϭϲ͘ƚƚŚĞ
ƟŵĞŽĨƚŚĞǀŝŽůĂƟŽŶďĞŝŶŐǁƌŝƩĞŶŶŽǁŽƌŬŚĂĚďĞĞŶŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚĂƚƚŚĞǁĞƐƚǁĂůů͘
WĂŐĞϲYϳ
EKsηϮϬϭϲϮϯϳϵϱǁĂƐĂŵĞŶĚĞĚƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂůůŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨƉĞƌŵŝƚĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ͛Ɛ
ηϮϬϭϲϬϭϬϲϲϰϯϵĂŶĚηϮϬϭϲϬϲϭϲϬϭϬϰ͘dŚĞŽǁŶĞƌƐŚĂǀĞŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚĂƉĞƌŵŝƚW͘ηϮϬϭϳϬϱϭϴϲϵϮϯǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŶŽǁƵŶĚĞƌ
ĂƉƉĞĂůǁŝƚŚdŚĞŽĂƌĚŽĨWĞƌŵŝƚƉƉĞĂůƐ͘dŚŝƐƉĞƌŵŝƚƐŚŽƵůĚĂďĂƚĞĂůůŽĨƚŚĞEKs͛ƐƚŽĚĂƚĞ͘dŚŝƐEKsηϮϬϭϲϮϯϳϵϱ
ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂŶĂŵĞŶĚĞĚEKsǁĂƐƚŽĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚĞĂůůŽĨƚŚĞƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚƐĂŶĚEKs͛ƐŝƐƐƵĞĚƉƌŝŽƌƚŽ:ƵůǇϮϲ͕ϮϬϭϳ͘
/ĐĂŶŶŽƚĂďĂƚĞĂŶEKsƵŶƟůĂƉĞƌŵŝƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬŝƐĚĞĞŵĞĚƚŽĐŽŶĨŽƌŵƚŽƚŚĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĐŽĚĞ͘
ůůŽƚŚĞƌĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚƐǁĞƌĞĐůŽƐĞĚƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞǀŝŽůĂƟŽŶƐŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚǁĞƌĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶEKsηϮϬϭϲϮϯϳϵϱ͘EKsηϮϬϭϳϱϳϯϵϵ
ǁĂƐŝƐƐƵĞĚŽŶϮͬϭϯͬϭϳĨŽƌǁŽƌŬŽŶƚŚĞƐŽƵƚŚǁĂůůďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨǁŽƌŬ͘
WĂŐĞϲŝŝŝ
ϭ͘ ^ĞĞŚŝĞĨWůƵŵďŝŶŐ/ŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌ^ƚĞǀĞWĂŶĞůůŝ͛ƐůĞƩĞƌ͘
Ϯ͘ dŚĞƌĞŵŽǀĂůŽĨĂůůŽĨƚŚĞǁĂůůƐŽŶƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚŇŽŽƌŝƐƐŚŽǁŶŽŶƚŚĞƉůĂŶƐŽĨWĞƌŵŝƚƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ
ηϮϬϭϲϬϳϬϭϭϰϭϳĚĂƚĞĚϳͬϳͬϮϬϭϲ͘dŚĞǁŽƌŬŽĨƌĞƉůĂĐŝŶŐƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƟŶŐĨŽƵŶĚĂƟŽŶǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶǀĞƌǇ
ĚŝĸĐƵůƚǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐƚŚĞǁĂůůƐĂŶĚŚĞĂƟŶŐƵŶŝƚĂƚƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚŇŽŽƌƵŶŝƚ͘
ϯ͘ /ƚǁĂƐƚŚĞŽƉŝŶŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌĂŶĚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞǁŝŶĚďůŽǁŶƐĂŶĚĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐĂƚ
ƚŚĞƐŝƚĞŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞďĞƩĞƌƚŽĂůůŽǁƚŚĞƉŽƵƌĨŽƌƐĂĨĞƚǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘
ƚŚĞƐŝƚĞŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞďĞƩĞƌƚŽĂůůŽǁƚŚĞƉŽƵƌĨŽƌƐĂĨĞƚǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘dŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚŚĞůƉƚŽƐŚŽƌĞƵƉƚŚĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ͘
dŚĞǁŽƌŬŽĨƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐĂĚĞĐŬĂŶĚĂďĂǇǁŝŶĚŽǁŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶ ƚŚĞĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚǀĂůƵĞŽĨƚŚĞůĂďŽƌŽŶůǇ;ΨϮϱϬϬͿ
ϯĂdŚĞǁŽƌŬŽĨƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐĂĚĞĐŬĂŶĚĂďĂǇǁŝŶĚŽǁŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚǀĂůƵĞŽĨƚŚĞůĂďŽƌŽŶůǇ;ΨϮϱϬϬͿ
ƐŝŶĐĞŶŽŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐǁĞƌĞƵƐĞĚ͘ƟŵĞƐϮŵƵůƟƉůŝĞƌǁĂƐƵƐĞĚƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂƉĞƌŵŝƚŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚ;W
ηϮϬϭϲϬϭϬϲϲϰϯϵͿ͘dŚĞŽǁŶĞƌŽĨϮϱͲϭ
ϭϳƚŚǀĞŶƵĞƉĂŝĚΨϮϱϯ͘ϰϬ
ηϮϬϭϲϬϭϬϲϲϰϯϵͿ͘dŚĞŽǁŶĞƌŽĨϮϱͲϭϳ
ǀĞŶƵĞƉĂŝĚΨϮϱϯ͘ϰϬŝŶƉĞŶĂůƟĞƐŝŶĂĚĚŝƟŽŶƚŽƚŚĞΨϭϲ͕ϱϰϮ͘ϵϯŝŶƚŽƚĂů
ƉĞƌŵŝƚĐŽƐƚĨŽƌWηϮϬϭϳϬϱϭϴϲϵϮϯ͘
ϯďdŚĞĚĞŵŽůŝƟŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĨƵƌŶĂĐĞƐĞĞWůƵŵďŝŶŐĐŚŝĞĨƐůĞƩĞƌ͘'ƌŽƵŶĚŇŽŽƌĚĞŵŽǁĂƐƐŚŽǁŶŽŶ
WηϮϬϭϲϬϳϬϭϭϰϭϳ͘dŚĞĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŐĂƌĂŐĞĚŽŽƌŽƉĞŶŝŶŐŝƐĂůƐŽĐŽǀĞƌĞĚƵŶĚĞƌW͛ƐϮϬϭϲϬϭϬϲϲϰϯϵĨŽƵŶĚĂƟŽŶ
ƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚWηϮϬϭϲϬϳϬϭϭϰϭϳdĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇƐŚŽƌŝŶŐƉĞƌŵŝƚ͘
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ʹ͵

WĂŐĞϴ
ϭ͘ ^ĞĞWůĂŶŚĞĐŬŶŐŝŶĞĞƌĂǀŝĚWĂŶŐ͛ƐůĞƩĞƌ͘
Ϯ͘ /ďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĞƐĞǁĞƌĞƐĞŶƚ͘zŽƵŵĂǇĂůƐŽŐĞƚƚŚŝƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶŽŶůŝŶĞ͘
ϯ͘ ΨϮϱϯ͘ϰϬ
ϭϭ͘dǁŽďƵŝůĚŝŶŐEKs͛ƐǁĞƌĞŝƐƐƵĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŽǁŶĞƌĂƚϮϱͲϭϳƚŚǀĞ͘dŚĞƚŽƚĂůĂŵŽƵŶƚΨϳ͕ϱϬϬǆϮ͘dŚĞĮƌƐƚΨϳ͕ϱϬϬ
ǇǁĂƐΨϮϱϯ͘ϰϬ͘d
ǁĂƐĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚĂƐǆϮсϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ͘dŚĞĂĚĚĞĚƉĞŶĂůƚǇǁĂƐΨϮϱϯ͘ϰϬ͘dŚĞŽǁŶĞƌƉĂŝĚĂƚŽƚĂůĨĞĞŽĨϭϲ͕ϱϰϮ͘ϵϯ
WĂŐĞϵ
ϭ͘dŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŝƐĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌǁƌŝƟŶŐƚŚĞEKs͘d
ϭ͘dŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŝƐĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌǁƌŝƟŶŐƚŚĞEKs͘dŚŝƐŝƐ
ďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĂĐƚƵĂůĐŽƐƚƐŽĨƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐƚŚĞĚĞĐŬ͕ďĂƚ͕ĐŚŝŵŶĞǇĞƚĐ͙͘dŚŝƐǁŽƌŬŝƐƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĂŶĚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŝŶǀŽůǀĞ
ĂŶǇŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ͘
Ă͘ǇĞƐ
ď͘EŽƟĐĞŽĨsŝŽůĂƟŽŶǁŚĞŶŝƐƐƵĞĚŝƐĨŽƌƚŚĞĂŵŽƵŶƚĚŽŶĞŽŶůǇ͕
Đ͘ŶŽ
ŝŝ
ϭ͘ ^ĞĞĂďŽǀĞ
Ϯ͘ ^ĞĞĂďŽǀĞ
/ŝŝ
Ă͘ WĞŶĂůƚǇǁĂƐĨŽƌǁŽƌŬĚŽŶĞďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞƐĐŽƉĞ͘
ď͘ ĞǇŽŶĚƐĐŽƉĞŽĨǁŽƌŬǆϮ
WĂŐĞϭϬ
/ƐĞĞĂďŽǀĞ
/ŝƐĞĞĂďŽǀĞ
/ŝŝ/ĨŽůůŽǁƐƚŚĞ^&ƵŝůĚŝŶŐŽĚĞ͘/ŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨƉĞŶĂůƟĞƐƉůĞĂƐĞƐĞĞ^ĞĐϭϭϬ͕ƚĂďůĞϭͲ<
YϭϮEŽ
Ă͘ KĸĐĞWŽůŝĐǇĂŶĚWƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐĨŽƌ/ƐƐƵŝŶŐEŽƟĐĞƐŽĨsŝŽůĂƟŽŶηKWͲϬϭϱ͘ϵϴĚĂƚĞĚDĂƌĐŚϮϱ͕ϭϵϵϴ͘zŽƵǁĞƌĞ
ŐŝǀĞŶƚŚŝƐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚǁŚĞŶŽŶƚŚĞ'ƌĂŶĚ:ƵƌǇ͘
ď͘ ŽŶ͛ƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĂƚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ
Đ͘ /ŝƐƐƵĞƐĂĮƌƐƚEKsǁŝƚŚƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƟŵĞƉĞƌŝŽĚƐƚŽƌĞƐƉŽŶĚ͘ƐĞĐŽŶĚEKsĐĂŶďĞŝƐƐƵĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞĐĂƐĞƐĞŶƚ
ƚŽŽĚĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚǁŚĞƌĞĂĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐŚĞĂƌŝŶŐŝƐƐĐŚĞĚƵůĞĚŝĨƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽĂĐƟŽŶďǇƚŚĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽǁŶĞƌ͘ƚ
ƚŚĞĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐŚĞĂƌŝŶŐƚŚĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐŽǁŶĞƌŝƐŐŝǀĞŶĂĐŚĂŶĐĞƚŽĞǆƉůĂŝŶǁŚǇƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞŶŽƚƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ
EKsƚŚĂƚǁĂƐŝƐƐƵĞĚ͘/ĨƚŚĞŚĞĂƌŝŶŐŽĸĐĞƌĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŐĞƚĂŐŽŽĚƌĞĂƐŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞĚĞůĂǇƐĂŶKƌĚĞƌŽĨ
ďĂƚĞŵĞŶƚĐĂŶďĞŝƐƐƵĞĚ͘/ĨůŝĨĞ^ĂĨĞƚǇŝƐŽĨĂĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŽƌƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŝƐƐĞĞŶĂƐƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇĞŐƌĞŐŝŽƵƐŽĚĞ
ŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚĐĂŶƌĞĨĞƌƚŚĞĐĂƐĞƚŽƚŚĞ/ůŝƟŐĂƟŽŶĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĞĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƌƌĞǀŝĞǁĂŶĚĂĐƟŽŶ͘dŚĞ>ŝƟŐĂƟŽŶ
ŽŵŵŝƩĞĞŵĂǇƌĞĨĞƌƚŚĞƐĞĐĂƐĞƚŽƚŚĞŝƚǇƩŽƌŶĞǇ͘
Ě͘ /ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŝƐƐƵĞǁĂƌŶŝŶŐƐƚŽĂŶǇŽŶĞ͘dŚĞŝƚǇƩŽƌŶĞǇǁŽƵůĚďĞƚŚĞĐŽƌƌĞĐƚĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƚŽŝŶƋƵŝƌĞ͘
Yϭϯ
dŚĞƚŚƌĞĞĐĂƐĞƐƚŚĂƚǇŽƵŚĂǀĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶǇŽƵƌƐƵŶƐŚŝŶĞƌĞƋƵĞƐƚϯϯϳͲϮ
ϮϳƚŚǀĞŶƵĞ;DƐ͘>ĞŝͿ͕ϭϮϱƌŽǁŶdĞƌƌĂĐĞ͕
dŚĞƚŚƌĞĞĐĂƐĞƐƚŚĂƚǇŽƵŚĂǀĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶǇŽƵƌƐƵŶƐŚŝŶĞƌĞƋƵĞƐƚϯϯϳͲϮϳ

Ϯϭϰ^ƚĂƚĞƐŚĂǀĞĂůůďĞĞŶƐĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞ/>ŝƟŐĂƟŽŶĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĞ͘dŚĞ>ŝƟŐĂƟŽŶŽŵŵŝƩĞĞƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŚĞƐĞĐĂƐĞƐƚŽ
ƚŚĞŝƚǇƩŽƌŶĞǇ͛ƐŽĸĐĞ͘
WĂŐĞϭϮ
Ğ͘ WůĞĂƐĞƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ^&ƵŝůĚŝŶŐŽĚĞ^ĞĐ͘ϭϭϬ
/ŝŝ^ĞĞĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŽƉĂŐĞϭϬY͘ϭϮ
Y͘ϭϰ
ƚĂƉĞƌŵŝƚŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ
ď͘^ĞĞŚŝĞĨWĂŶĞůůŝ͛ƐůĞƩĞƌ͘dŚĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐĐŽĚĞ^ĞĐϭϬϲ͘ϭ͘ϲ͘ϭĂŶĚϭϬϲ͘ϭ͘ϭϭďŽƚŚƐĂǇƚŚĂƚĂƉĞƌŵŝƚŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ
ĨŽƌŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƟŽŶŽƌƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽŶůǇŶŽƚƌĞŵŽǀĂů
ĨŽƌŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƟŽŶŽƌƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽŶůǇŶŽƚƌĞŵŽǀĂů͘^ŝŶĐĞƉĞƌŵŝƚƐĨŽƌĨŽƵŶĚĂƟŽŶƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƐŚŽƌŝŶŐǁŚŝĐŚ
ƐŚŽǁĞĚƌĞŵŽǀĂůŽĨĂůůƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚŇŽŽƌǁĂůůƐǁĞƌĞŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚƚŚĞĨƵƌŶĂĐĞǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƌĞŵŽǀĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽƵƌƐĞŽĨ
ǁŽƌŬďĞŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚ͘
Đ͘/ĂĐƚƐŝŶĂŶĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇƌŽůĞ͘W,ĂŶĚƚŚĞĞƉƚ͘ŽĨŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚďĞƚŚĞůĞĂĚ͘/Ĩ/ŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌƐƐƵƐƉĞĐƚ
11

ͺȀʹͻȀʹͲͳͳͳǣ͵ͳ

ǣʹͷǦͳǤͳͶǡʹͲͳ

͵͵

ŚĂǌĂƌĚŽƵƐŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐĂƌĞďĞŝŶŐŚĂŶĚůĞĚŝŵƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇƚŚĞŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌƐǁŽƵůĚĐĂůůW,͘WůĞĂƐĞƐĞĞ/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ^ŚĞĞƚ
'ͲϮϬ͘
Ě͘^ĞĞŚŝĞĨWĂŶĞůůŝ͛ƐůĞƩĞƌ
Ğ͘ƐĞĞĂďŽǀĞ

$WWDFKPHQWV

EŽƟĐĞŽĨsŝŽůĂƟŽŶKWΘW͘ƉĚĨ

ϵϵϵ<

ϴ͘ϭϲ͘ϭϳWĂŶŐŵĂŝů͘ƉĚĨ

Ϯϱ͘ϵ<

ϴ͘ϭϴ͘ϭϳWĂŶĞůůŝŵĂŝů͘ƉĚĨ

Ϯϵ͘Ϯ<

12

ͺȀʹͻȀʹͲͳͳͳǣ͵ͳ

13

14

ϮϱϭϳƚŚǀĞ^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞZĞƋƵĞƐƚ
ZĞƋƵĞƐƚηϭĂƉƉĞĂƌƐƚŽŽŶůǇĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ/ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐƉĞƌƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞƌĞŵŽǀĂůŽĨƚŚĞƐŝĚĞĚĞĐŬƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ
ĂŶĚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂŶĚƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ͘dŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝǀĞŽĚĞƐĚŽŶŽƚƐƚŝƉƵůĂƚĞŵĂǆŝŵƵŵ
ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ͘WůĞĂƐĞƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϳϲ͘ϭ;ĞͿŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽĚĞĨŽƌƚŚĞƉĞŶĂůƚǇƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͘
ZĞƋƵĞƐƚηϮ
ϭ͘ dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŶŽƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐŽƌĨĞĞƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĨĂŝůŝŶŐƚŽĨŝůĞĂŶĚ,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ
ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ;,ZͿƉƌŝŽƌƚŽĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƉĞƌY͘&ŽƌƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚ,ZǁĂƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ;,ZͿƉƌŝŽƌƚŽĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƉĞƌY͘
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ͕ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚƐĐŽƉĞŽĨǁŽƌŬ͕ĂŶĚƐƚĂĨĨĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƵĐŚ
ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕ǁĞĐŽƵůĚŵĂŬĞĂďĞƚƚĞƌͲŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂůƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞƐŝĚĞ
ŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͘
/ŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͕ŝĨǁĞďĞĐĂŵĞĂǁĂƌĞŽĨŝŶĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞŝŶĨŽŝŶƚŚĞ;ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ
ƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƵŶĚĞƌǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞ,ZŝƐƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚͿĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽƵƌƐĞŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞǀŝĞǁ͕ǁĞ
ǁŽƵůĚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƵƉĚĂƚĞͬĐŽƌƌĞĐƚƚŚĞŝƌ͘tĞǁŽƵůĚƚŚĞŶĂƐƐĞƐƐƚŚĞ
ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĂĚĞƋƵĂĐǇŽĨƚŚĞĚĂƚĂĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚĂŶĚŽƵƌ
ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƚŽŚĂǀĞĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞĨĨĞĐƚŽŶƚŚĞ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘/ĨŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ͕ǁĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞǀŝĞǁĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇ
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ͕ďĞƵƉĚĂƚĞĚƚŽƌĞĨůĞĐƚƚŚĞĐŽƌƌĞĐƚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚŝƐŵĂǇĐŚĂŶŐĞ
ƚŚĞůĞǀĞůŽĨYƌĞǀŝĞǁƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͕ĂůůŽĨǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĐŽƐƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐĂŶĚƐĐŚĞĚƵůĞ
ĚĞůĂǇƐ͘
/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĐŽƵůĚďĞƐĂŝĚŝĨŽƵƌYĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚǁĞƌĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇŝƐƐƵĞĚ͕ďƵƚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁĂƐ
ŶŽƚǇĞƚĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚ͘tĞĐŽƵůĚƌĞƐĐŝŶĚŽƵƌYĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŝĨŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ͘
Ϯ͘ 
ϯ͘ dŚĞƚǇƉŝĐĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĨŽƌŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞǀŝĞǁƚĂŬĞƐƉůĂĐĞƉƌŝŽƌƚŽĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘WĞƌYǁĞĂƌĞ
ŽŶůǇĂďůĞƚŽĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͖ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞŝĨǁŽƌŬŝƐĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚŽƌƵŶĚĞƌǁĂǇƚŚĞ
ƌĞǀŝĞǁŝƐŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ͘dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵǁŝƚŚŝŶY͘
dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵǁŝƚŚŝŶY͘
ϰ͘ ΨϬʹƐĞĞĂďŽǀĞ͘tĞĐĂŶŶŽƚƉĞŶĂůŝǌĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽǁŶĞƌƐŽƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƉŽŶƐŽƌƐǀŝĂY͘
ϱ͘ &ŽƌƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ;ϮϱϭϳƚŚǀĞŶƵĞ͕ŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚEŽ͘ϮϬϭϲͲϬϬϵϴϬϲE&ͿŶŽƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶ
ŶŽƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶ
ĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚ͕
ĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚ͕/ŚĂǀĞŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐďĞůŽǁ͘dŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƉŽŶƐŽƌŝƐ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƚŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨƐƚĂĨĨƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĂƚΨϰ͕ϳϮϰ͘ϭϵ͕ŽĨǁŚŝĐŚ
ƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞƉĂŝĚΨϭ͕ϯϬϴ͘
ŝ͘
ŝŝ͘
ŝŝŝ͘
ŝǀ͘

WĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ͗ΨϬʹĚŝĚŶŽƚĞǆƚĞŶĚƚŽĚĂŝůǇƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ
WĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ͗ΨϬʹ
&ĞĞƐ͗Ψϰ͕ϳϮϰ͘ϭϵ͕ƐĞĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ͘dŚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌƐƚŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨƐƚĂĨĨƚŝŵĞΘŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ
ĐƚƵĂůĨŝŶĞ͗ƐĞĞƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ
ĐƚƵĂůŽƚŚĞƌĐŽƐƚƐ͗dŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁĂƐĚĞůĂǇĞĚĨŽƌĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϭŵŽŶƚŚƐǁŚŝůĞ
ǁĞĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐƌĞǀŝĞǁŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐĂŶĚƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚ
ƚŚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͘

ϲ͘ ^ĞĞĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚŶŽƚŝĐĞŽĨŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ͘
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Ă͘ ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϳϲŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽĚĞĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŵĂǆŝŵƵŵƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ͘ƐĂĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͕
ŽƵƌŐŽĂůŝƐƚŽďƌŝŶŐĐĂƐĞƐŝŶƚŽĐŽŵƉůŝĂŶĐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽĚĞ͕ŶŽƚƚŽƉĞŶĂůŝǌĞ
ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌƐ͘ƐĂƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͕ƐƚĂĨĨǁŝůůŝƐƐƵĞĂEŽƚŝĐĞŽĨŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ;͞EK͟Ϳ͕ǁŚŝĐŚ
ĂůůŽǁƐƚŚĞƐƉŽŶƐŽƌϭϱĚĂǇƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂŶǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌĞŶƚŝƚůĞŵĞŶƚƐ
;ƵŝůĚŝŶŐWĞƌŵŝƚ͕ŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůhƐĞ͕ĞƚĐ͘Ϳ͘/ĨĂƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞŝƐŶŽƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶ
ƚŚĂƚƚŝŵĞƉĞƌŝŽĚĂEŽƚŝĐĞŽĨsŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ;͞EKs͟ͿŝƐŝƐƐƵĞĚďǇƚŚĞŽŶŝŶŐĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ͘
dŚŝƐŝƐĂŶĂƉƉĞĂůĂďůĞĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƚŚĞƐƉŽŶƐŽƌǁŝƚŚĂŶŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽ
ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚĂŚĞĂƌŝŶŐďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞŽŶŝŶŐĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ͘ƚƚŚŝƐƐƚĂŐĞ͕ĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵĨĞĞŽĨ
Ψϭ͕ϯϬϴŝƐĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇƉĂŝĚƉƌŝŽƌƚŽƚŚĞƉĞƌŵŝƚďĞŝŶŐ
ŝƐƐƵĞĚ͘/ĨĂůůƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐĂƌĞŶŽƚŵĞƚŽƌŶŽĂƉƉĞĂůŝƐĨŝůĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞϭϱĚĂǇƐĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞEKsĂĚĂŝůǇƉĞŶĂůƚǇŽĨΨϮϱϬͬĚĂǇŝƐŝŶŝƚŝĂƚĞĚ͘ĨƚĞƌϱϬĚĂǇƐŽĨĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐ͕
ǁĞƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚĐĂƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞŝƚǇƚƚŽƌŶĞǇ͛ƐŽĨĨŝĐĞ͘
&ŽƌƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ƚŚĞǇƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚĂůůƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐŝŶĂƚŝŵĞůǇĨĂƐŚŝŽŶĂŶĚŶŽEKs
ǁĂƐŝƐƐƵĞĚ͘ĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐũƵƐƚŝĨŝĞĚƚŚĞƐƉŽŶƐŽƌǁŝůůďĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌ
ƉĂǇŝŶŐĨŽƌĂůůƐƚĂĨĨƚŝŵĞĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĂďĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ͘
ď͘ dŽĚĂƚĞ͕Ψϰ͕ϳϮϰ͘ϭϵ͕ĂŶǇƐƚĂĨĨƚŝŵĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ;ƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞĂƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ
ĂĐƚŝǀĞƉĞƌŵŝƚŽŶĨŝůĞͿǁŝůůďĞĐŚĂƌŐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘ůůĞǆĐĞĞĚĞĚƐĐŽƉĞƐŽĨǁŽƌŬŚĂǀĞ
ďĞĞŶĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŽŶĞǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ͘
Đ͘ /ĚŽŶ͛ƚŚĂǀĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚŝƐĚĂƚĂ͕/ŚĂǀĞƉĂƐƐĞĚƚŚŝƐŽŶƚŽŽƵƌ/dĂŶĚĨŝŶĂŶĐĞĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ͘
ϳ͘ ůůEKsƐŶŽƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶDĂƉǁĞƌĞŝƐƐƵĞĚďǇ/͕ǁĞŚĂǀĞŶŽŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽŶ
ƚŚĞƐĞŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ͘
ϴ͘ ^ĞĞĂďŽǀĞ͘
ϵ͘ EŽƚƚŽŵǇŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͘/ĂŵĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĂǁĂƌĞŽĨϳĂĐƚŝǀĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚĐĂƐĞƐǁŝƚŚ^ĂŶƚŽƐ
/ĂŵĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĂǁĂƌĞŽĨϳĂĐƚŝǀĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚĐĂƐĞƐǁŝƚŚ^ĂŶƚŽƐ
ΘhƌƌƵƚŝĂ͘
ϭϬ͘ &ŝŶĞƐĂŶĚƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐĂƌĞŶŽƚĂĐĐƌƵĞĚĨŽƌƐƵďŵŝƚƚŝŶŐĨĂůƐĞƉůĂŶƐ͕ďƵƚĨŽƌĞǆĐĞĞĚƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚ
&ŝŶĞƐĂŶĚƉĞŶĂůƚŝĞƐĂƌĞŶŽƚĂĐĐƌƵĞĚĨŽƌƐƵďŵŝƚƚŝŶŐĨĂůƐĞƉůĂŶƐ͕
ƐĐŽƉĞŽĨǁŽƌŬ͘
ZĞƋƵĞƐƚηϯ
ϭ͘ ^ĞĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽƉĞŶĂůƚǇĨŽƌĨŝůŝŶŐŝŶĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌYƌĞǀŝĞǁ͘
Ϯ͘ ΨϬ
ϯ͘ WƌĞͲƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶDĞĞƚŝŶŐƐĂƌĞŶŽƚŵĂŶĚĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽĚĞ͕ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌĂƉŽůŝĐǇ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘/Ŷ
ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐƚŚĞŽŶŝŶŐĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌǁŝůůƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŝĨĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŶŽƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚŽƌƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚďĞŝŶŐŵŝƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚ͘
ϰ͘ ΨϬ
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sŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Unpermitted demolition of two decks
Filing false building plans with the City
Failure to file a Planning Department Historical Review Application
Demolition of a three-story bay without a permit
Unpermitted expansion of west wall of 25-17th Avenue
unpermitted demolition of a three-story chimney, windows, lightwell and infill with plywood
Installation of shoring without a shoring permit and failure to have a DBI inspection of shoring.
Unpermitted demolition of the ground floor interior walls and mechanical equipment of 25-17th Ave.
Unpermitted demolition of plumbing fixtures
Unpermitted demolition of three internal floors (2,3,4) of 25-17th Avenue.
Unpermitted expansion of existing ground level garage door opening.
Failure to use a licensed asbestos removal contractor to remove asbestos laden construction materials.
Failure to properly recycle construction debris
Submission of inaccurate Environmental Evaluation Application to the Planning Department
Preparing and distributing inaccurate pre-application meeting materials to the neighbors of 25-17th Ave.
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COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number:

201620761

OWNER DATA
SUPPRESSED
Owner's Phone: -Contact Name:
Contact Phone: -COMPLAINANT DATA
Complainant:
SUPPRESSED
Owner/Agent:

Complainant's
Phone:
Complaint
Source:
Assigned to
Division:
Description:

Date Filed:
Location:
Block:
Lot:

25 17TH AV
1341
021

Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By:

Sharae Brown

Division:

INS

TELEPHONE
BID
Demolition of structure without a permit.
Please reference attached images

Instructions:

INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR
BID
WALSH

ID
6312

DISTRICT
5

PRIORITY

REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE
TYPE
DIV INSPECTOR STATUS
CASE
06/02/16 CASE OPENED
BID Walsh
RECEIVED

06/06/16

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
BID Walsh
VIOLATION

08/12/16

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
BID Walsh
VIOLATION

COMMENT

I met with the contractor Declan
McKevitt, at the prorerty. He has an
active permit (P.A. # 201601066439)
CASE
issued for "replace existing
CONTINUED foundation" and stated that his
Engineer was at DBI actively seeking
another permit for the deck rebuild.
Case Continued, B.Walsh
CASE
This complaint has been addressed by
CLOSED
complaint # 201623795. KM /jj

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS):

NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.
Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility
Policies
City and County of San Francisco
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COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number:

201620753

OWNER DATA
SUPPRESSED
Owner's Phone: -Contact Name:
Contact Phone: -COMPLAINANT DATA
Complainant:
SUPPRESSED
Owner/Agent:

Date Filed:
Location:
Block:
Lot:

25 17TH AV
1341
021

Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By:

GSAMARAS

Division:

BID

Complainant's
Phone:
Complaint
Source:
Assigned to
Division:

WEB FORM

Description:

date last observed: 01-JUN-16; time last observed: 9:13 an; exact location: Main Bldg; building
type: Residence/Dwelling WORK W/O PERMIT; ; additional information: Developer purchased
the home last year and contractor is demolishing a large outside deck. There are two decks, one
on the south side of the house and a second deck at the rear of the house. The only permit on file
for the house is a permit for foundation work. When I asked the workers if they had a demolition
permit they said yes. I told them if they did not stop I would file a compliant. They responded that
they would call their boss. After speaking with their boss they stopped demolition on the southd
deck and started working on the rear deck. ;

BID

Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR
BID
WALSH

ID
6312

DISTRICT
5

PRIORITY

REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE
TYPE
DIV INSPECTOR STATUS
CASE
06/02/16 CASE OPENED
BID Walsh
RECEIVED
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
CASE
08/12/16
BID Walsh
VIOLATION
CLOSED

COMMENT

This complaint has been addressed by
complaint #201623795. KM

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS):

NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.
Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility
Policies
City and County of San Francisco
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Developer Mel Murphy's House Tumbles,
and a Metaphor for S.F. Arises
%\-RH(VNHQD]L

Wednesday, Dec 25 2013
Comments ҉

All too often, it feels like San Francisco just ain't
that friendly of a town.
Folks on your block, or even in your building,
may not bother to say hello. Why would they?
They don't know your name and you don't know
theirs.
JIM HERD

The neighbors never drop in to visit.
'HYHORSHU0HO0XUSK\ V+RXVH7XPEOHV

Actually, that's not necessarily so. In one tony
subdivision, a prominent resident has, most
assuredly, dropped in on the neighbors. And, wouldn't you know it, everyone
complained.
That's because, while influential developer Mel Murphy was purportedly enjoying
himself in Hawaii, large portions of the Twin Peaks home at 125 Crown Terrace he was
remodeling collapsed and plunged downhill into the streets below.
Actually, Murphy was remodeling more than just a home; he was remodeling the
A
definition of the term "remodeling." After multiple attempts to obtain a demolition
permit to raze an 854-square-foot home and erect a 4,019-square-foot residence, he
came back with a plan to "remodel" it — to 5,139 square feet.
Naturally, the city approved this; Murphy's engineer Rodrigo Santos claimed he could
retain 90 percent of the home's existing walls and foundations even while sextupling its
size. Last week, however, a goodly percentage of this percentage crumbled, spewing
detritus down onto Graystone Terrace and giving an upscale enclave the appearance of a

3238/$56725,(6
Most Popular Stories

Stories You Missed

6FUHZ-RE6DQ)UDQFLVFR V
&RQVWUXFWLRQ%RRP*LYHV5LVH
WRD+LJKHU&ODVVRI&ULPLQDO

'HDG7UHH3XEOLFDWLRQ

&DQ6DQ)UDQFLVFDQV$IIRUGWR
*URZ8S"

drone strike.
It warrants mentioning that this occurred on a temperate, dry, lovely San Francisco
evening. It also warrants mentioning thatt both Murphy and Santos are former members
of the city's Building Inspection Commission, a body for which both men served as

6KDGHVRIWKH3DVW7KH&RORUV
RQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR V2XWVLGH
5HYHDOWKH6SLULWRI,WV,QVLGH

president.
Sudden and utter loss of structural integrity at a Mel Murphy property is something of an Amy Winehouse
moment: It's a shock. But it's no surprise.

:LWKRXW)HDWKHUV7KH)ODS2YHU
1DWLYH$PHULFDQ5HJDOLDDWWKH
%DOOSDUN5HYHDOVD'HHSHU
+\SRFULV\

A decade ago, an unknown caller informed the Building Inspection Department that an
ostensibly sound property recently obtained by Murphy on 26th Street was, suddenly,
"falling over" and at risk of imminent collapse. A demolition permit for that structure
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was later approved on the very day an aggrieved complainant claimed half the building
had already been demolished sans permit. Earlier this year, after the Chronicle asked
why work had been under way on the property for months without the necessary
permitting, Murphy shelled out $167,833 for the required paperwork one day later.
Almost exactly one year to the day before the house at 125 Crown Terrace took itself for a
walk, it was the centerpiece of an SF Weekly cover story about the gaping loopholes that

6/,'(6+2:6

certain builders, long on knowledge and connections and short on qualms, can use to
essentially demolish small, (somewhat) affordable family housing and erect monster
homes for ascendent San Francisco buyers flush with cash.
Murphy's definition of the term "remodel" stretched the limits of semantics and
credulity. But the city acquiesced. San Francisco, however, exercises little control over
the laws of physics and gravity. As such, the home is a pile of twisted wreckage. But it's

clipping at Brava
Theater Sept. 11

Tame Impala at The
Greek Theatre,
September 3
More Slideshows »

also much more than that.
7+(61,7&+

It's a metaphor for a time and place where things have grown rather twisted indeed.
Distilled to its essence, the parable of Mel Murphy's dream home is a recurring San Francisco theme: A
wealthy, powerful, and connected player conjures up a self-serving proposition that's crazy on its face. Far
from leading to derision or reproach, the proposition is approved and even advocated by the city. And yet,
when exposed to the harsh light of reality, it disintegrates.

It's a disturbingly common motif. Think of the America's Cup sold to San Francisco as a
$1.4 billion economic engine attracting 15 free-spending yachting syndicates and millions
upon millions of spendthrift yachting aficionados. Think of the lockstep support from
developers, city politicos, members of the building trades, and downtown groups behind
erecting condos for the super-rich in a waterfront tower at 8 Washington St., at nearly
triple the height limits. Think of the indulgent tax breaks and generous incentives piled
upon technology companies at the behest of those very companies, their heavy investors,
and politicians favored by both.

6)6HHQ$V3HUIHFW+RVW&LW\
)RU6XPPHU2O\PSLFV䠉LQ


)LOPPDNHU¶V7LPH/DSVH9LGHR
6KRZV6WXQQLQJ6))RJ

0LOOHQQLDO3UREOHPV0RVW
3RNHPRQ2EVHVVHG&LW\,V
1276)

More »

The city buys the notion that transforming a cottage into a square-mile fortress qualifies
as a "remodel," provided aging, worthless, and superficial elements of the original
structure are retained. Many city planners and self-interested parties can — and will —
parse codes to explain how this works; they'll even explain how you can actually replace
the very elements you're retaining in order to fall under the aegis of a "remodel" and still
not qualify as a "demolition."
Yes: Parts of a building can be simultaneously replaced and retained. And, in the end,
that kind of logic crumbles as assuredly as 125 Crown Terrace.
As it does with America's Cup: The yachting syndicates didn't come, a sailor died, the
economic numbers were continually downgraded and remain highly uncertain, and the
crowds were modest. Taxpayers are still on the hook for millions of dollars.
And as it does with 8 Washington: Voters rejected the proposed pillar of pied-à-terres by
a 2-to-1 margin.
The logic has also collapsed, to a degree, regarding the incestuous relationship between
the tech industry and a city government largely espousing the notion that what's good for
tech is good for San Francisco. To an extent, it's true — depending upon one's definition
of "good" and "San Francisco." The city's unemployment rate keeps shrinking and the
amount of cash rolling around keeps growing. But we're reaching unequaled levels of
inequality, and the city is showing its fault lines. Tension grows when corporate shuttles
idle in Muni stops, forcing actual Muni riders to run like hell for the bus; when rents and
home prices soar to parodic levels; when residents are left to ponder just whom this city
is for and whom its government serves. The millions of dollars shunted away from city
coffers via tax breaks are calculable. The benefit this has supposedly delivered to the city
remains more abstract.
Your humble narrator reached Mel Murphy on his cellphone last week. The developer said he was boarding a
plane in Hawaii and had no comment for us.

It's always sobering news to learn that your house isn't where you left it. But, for Murphy,
it may not be such a bad thing. He might just end up getting that demolition permit he
was after.
In San Francisco, after all, logic can be both retained and replaced.
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When Crystal Li Ming Lei ran into trouble obtaining permits to finish a San Francisco construction project two years ago, she hired an
influential engineer to help solve the problem: Rodrigo Santos, then head of the city's Building Inspection Commission, which
oversees the same agency that had shut Lei's construction project down.
Within
Within the next few months, Santos drew up new engineering plans for the renovations, contacted a senior city building inspection official to
discuss the project, visited the property with another commissioner and participated in the debate when the project came up at a commission
meeting.
In most government agencies, it is considered an ethical violation of the highest order for an official to try to influence decisions in which he has a
financial stake.
At San Francisco's embattled Department of Building Inspection, critics say, it is business as usual.

/$7(671(:69,'(26
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"It's a system that allows many wrongs," said Debra Walker, a commission member who has raised concerns about corruption in the department,
which her commission oversees.
Augustine Fallay, a supervisor in the agency's permit coordination division, pleaded not guilty earlier this month to charges of accepting 10 bribes
since 1993, including a $50,000 loan from developers. Many of the charges stem from Fallay's days in the Planning Department, but some
concern his dealings after he moved to the Building Inspection Department in 2001.
That agency has been dogged by complaints of cronyism and favoritism for years.
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In 2001, the year after reports first surfaced about an FBI investigation into accusations of bribery and cover-ups in the building agency, an audit
by the city controller's office said nearly half the agency's workers reported seeing preferential treatment given to permit expediters -- private
individuals hired to push projects through the complex permit process.
The audit called for many reforms to make the department more efficient and free of corruption charges. But department leaders balked at
implementing some of the suggestions, including one that called for an occasional survey of the department's customers.
"We kept trying to follow up," said City Controller Ed Harrington, who noted that the agency is not legally required to follow the
recommendations. "We used moral persuasion, but the commission wasn't interested."
In 2001, the Board of Supervisors debated a measure to force permit expediters to register with the Ethics Commission, just as political
lobbyists do.
Instead, supervisors adopted a watered-down version last year that required the Planning, Public Works and Building Inspection departments to
post a general "Permit Processing Code of Conduct" in a conspicuous place. The law also required the agencies to adopt more detailed policies to
treat all applicants fairly.
"I called for the registration of permit expediters, the supervisors picked up on it, and the next thing I know is we ended up with not much," said
Charlie Marsteller, former head of the government watchdog group Common Cause in San Francisco.
Even so, the Building Inspection Department still hasn't posted the code of conduct as required by February 2005. Carla Johnson, chief building
inspector, said the agency was unaware of the deadline.
"I'd call it a misunderstanding," Johnson said. "We will make efforts to comply."
Johnson also said the three departments are still in the process of crafting the more detailed regulations. "It's still in draft form," she said.
In 2003, a civil grand jury found that favoritism in the department was deeply ingrained and that employees were unaware that preferential
treatment was prohibited.
Department officials disagreed with most of the report's findings and again refused to implement some of its suggestions.
That same year the grand jury criticized the department's inefficient computer technology, the man in charge of improving the system, former
information systems manager Marcus Armstrong, pleaded guilty to charges he took $500,000 in bribes from companies vying for city contracts.
City leaders say they are trying to eliminate complaints of impropriety at the Building Inspection Department. The agency has a new acting
director, Amy Lee, and recently updated its Web site to let the public track permits online, making the process more transparent.
"It's important that the system as we know it changes," said Walker, who served on the Building Inspection Commission from 2000 to 2002 and
was recently appointed to the panel again by Board of Supervisors President Aaron Peskin. "It's just going to take time."
But the latest bribery charges, and complaints against Santos, suggest the city may need to do more to repair the agency's reputation.
Santos, who served on the Building Inspection Commission from 2000 to February 2005, was hired to work on one of the projects that have been
linked to the bribery probe of Fallay, according to a search warrant and city records.
That project was a house renovation at 337 28th Ave. in the Richmond District. It stalled in September 2003 after city inspectors ordered Lei to
halt construction for doing far more work than her permits allowed. Two months later, Lei hired Santos, a structural engineer, to draw up new
plans for the renovations. In a letter filed with the city, Lei said Santos had told her he was a member of the Building Inspection Commission at the
time.
Within days, Lei said, Santos contacted James Hutchinson, the Building Inspection Department's deputy director, to talk about the project.
Hutchinson oversaw the division that had shut down the project.
Despite the apparent conflict of interest, the conversation probably did not violate the city's ethics rules. Until last year, the rules automatically
exempted officials such as Santos who held commission seats that required them to belong to certain professions. Starting in January 2004, the
rules required Santos and similar officials to seek a special waiver to contact city officials on behalf of a client.
Yet even in early 2004, after the ethics rules were tightened, Santos said he visited the property with fellow Commissioner Roy Guinnane to try to
broker a settlement with Lei and the Building Inspection Department. Santos did not seek a waiver to contact city officials regarding the project,
according to the Ethics Commission.
And when the project came up at a commission meeting on March 1, 2004, Santos participated in the discussion of the property, saying Lei was
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willing to accommodate the city to move the project forward, according to minutes of the meeting. John St. Croix, executive director of the Ethics
Commission, declined to say whether Santos' conduct was improper.
"It's not a good idea for me to comment on cases that could eventually come before the commission," he said. He refused to say whether the city
plans to investigate the issue.
Sue Hestor, a San Francisco land-use attorney, said she filed a complaint against Santos with the Ethics Commission more than a year ago for
similar behavior on a different project.
"He had no boundaries whatsoever," Hestor said.
Santos, however, said his work for Lei was never a problem because he was public about his relationship and never voted on the project. "If there is
a project that comes up before the commission (for a vote), you have to recuse yourself," Santos said.
Despite Santos' assistance, the Building Inspection Department refused to grant Lei permission to complete the Richmond District project. The
Board of Appeals, which handles disputes about building permits, turned down Lei's appeal.
Santos said conflicts are inevitable as long as the city requires one of the building commissioners to be a practicing San Francisco structural
engineer. He said he had warned Mayor Gavin Newsom before leaving the panel that it was becoming increasingly difficult to separate his
engineering business from his role as a commissioner.
"Maybe the city needs to change the charter," said Santos, co-founder of Santos & Urrutia Structural Engineers Inc.
+HDUVW&RPPXQLFDWLRQV,QF
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,ZDVRXWWKHUH\HVWHUGD\,KDYHDGGUHVVHGHDFKRI\RXUTXHVWLRQVEHORZXQGHU\RXU
UHTXHVW,KDYHDOVRDVNHGWKDWWKHFRQWUDFWRUFRPHLQWR'%,ZLWKKLVDSSURYHGSODQVRQ
7KXUV


%HUQLH&XUUDQ
6HQLRU%XLOGLQJ,QVSHFWRU%,'
'HSDUWPHQWRI%XLOGLQJ,QVSHFWLRQ
0LVVLRQ6WUHHWUGIORRU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
7HO


2ULJLQDO0HVVDJH
)URP-HUU\'UDWOHU>PDLOWRGUDWOHU#VRQLFQHW@
6HQW7XHVGD\-XO\30
7R&XUUDQ%HUQLH '%, EHUQLHFXUUDQ#VIJRYRUJPDLOWREHUQLHFXUUDQ#VIJRYRUJ!!
6XEMHFWWK$YHQXH

,QVSHFWRU&XUUDQWKDQN\RXIRUFDOOLQJPH

:KHQ\RXGR\RXUVLWHYLVLWSOHDVHFKHFNWKHIROORZLQJ
,VWKHH[SDQVLRQRIWKHJURXQGIORRUVSDFHZKHUHWKHKRWWXEZDVSUHYLRXVO\
ORFDWHGEH\RQGWKHVFRSHRIWKHLUIRXQGDWLRQUHSDLUSHUPLW"
,IVRWKH\VKRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRVWRSWKHLOOHJDOH[SDQVLRQDQGVHFXUHDSHUPLWIURPWKH
SODQQLQJGHSDUWPHQW7KHKRXVHZDVEXLOWLQVRWKH\ZRXOGQHHGKLVWRULF
SUHVHUYDWLRQUHYLHZSULRUWRVHFXULQJDSSURYDOWRH[SDQGWKHKRXVHWRWKHUHDU
$VRI\HWWKH\KDYHQRWH[SDQGHGWKHEXLOGLQJDWWKHJURXQGIORRULWORRNVOLNHWKDWPLJKW
EHWKHLUWKRXJKWLQWKHIXWXUHEXWLWKDVQRWWDNHQSODFHDQGDV\RXFRUUHFWO\VWDWHGWKDW
ZRXOGUHTXLUH3ODQQLQJ'HSWDSSURYDO,ZRXOGWKLQNWKDWZRXOGEHDGGUHVVHGDVSDUWRI
WKHQRUPDOSURFHVVDQGSURFHGXUHLQDFTXLULQJDSHUPLWIRUDQ\UHPRGHOLQJRU
H[SDQVLRQRIWKHEXLOGLQJ,ORRNHGXSWKLVSURSHUW\DQGZKLOHROGLWLVQRWOLVWHGDV
KLVWRULF
&DQ\RXFKHFNWRVHHLIWKH\KDYHVWDUWHGUHPRYLQJWKHWZRVWRU\ED\DWWKHVRXWK
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HDVWFRUQHURIWKHSURSHUW\WRUHGXFHWKHIRRWSULQWRIWKHH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJVRWKDWWKH\
FDQEXLOGDVHFRQGKRPHRQWKHVLGHORW
7KLVZRXOGEHDYLRODWLRQRIWKHSODQQLQJGHSDUWPHQWSHUPLWWRUHSDLUWKHVRXWKZDOO
VWXFFRRQDOLNHNLQGEDVLVDQGPDNHWKHHQWLUHVRXWKZDOOILUHUDWHG7KLVZRXOGEHD
VHFRQGVHULRXVYLRODWLRQZKHUHWKHVFRSHRIZRUNUHTXLUHVWKHFRQWUDFWRUWRVHFXUH
3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWDSSURYDOWRUHPRYHWKHWZRVWRU\ED\
,WORRNVOLNHWKH\KDYHUHPRYHGVDLGED\DWWKH6RXWKVLGHZLWKRXWSURSHUSHUPLWWLQJRU
3ODQQLQJ'HSW$SSURYDO7KHUHLVQRZDVWUDLJKWZDOOWKDWZDVLQVWDOOHGXQGHUWKHJXLVH
RIWKHGU\URWZRUN ,ZLOODGGUHVVWKLVLQD1RWLFHRI9LRODWLRQWKDW,DPJRLQJWRLVVXH
ZKHQ,PHHWZLWKWKHFRQWUDFWRUWRPRUURZ
,VXJJHVWWKDW\RXZDONWKURXJKWKHHQWLUHKRXVHEHFDXVH,EHOLHYHWKH\KDYH
GHPROLVKHGWKHHQWLUHLQWHULRURIWKHEXLOGLQJZLWKRXWVHFXULQJDGHPROLWLRQSHUPLW
DQGWKH\YLRODWHGWKHGHEULVRUGLQDQFHE\KDYLQJVHYHQRUHLJKWWUXFNORDGVRIGHEULV
KDXOHGDZD\E\DWUXFNLQJFRPSDQ\QRWRQWKH&LW\ VDSSURYHGOLVW,KDYHSLFWXUHVRI
WKHWUXFNVLIWKLVZRXOGEHKHOSIXO
7KHUHPRYDORIDOOWKHZDOOILQLVKHV ODWKH SODVWHU LVFRYHUHGXQGHU3D
,ZDVWROGE\WKHIRUHPDQWKDWDOOGHEULVZDVWDNHQWRDFHUWLILHGVLWHIRU
UHF\FOLQJDQGRUGLVSRVDO,KDYHUHTXHVWHGWKHWDJVIRUWKLV

0\QHLJKERUVDQG,ZDQWWKHGHYHORSHUDQGFRQWUDFWRUWRVHFXUHDOOWKHOHJDOO\UHTXLUHG
SHUPLWVIRUWKHLUFRQVWUXFWLRQZRUN$OOUHTXLUHGSHUPLWVZRXOGLQFOXGHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
SHUPLWVIURP'%,DQGODQGXVHSHUPLWVIURPWKH6)3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW7KH
GHYHORSHUDQGFRQWUDFWRUKDYHGHPRQVWUDWHGDQHDUWRWDOGLVUHJDUGIRUWKH&LW\ V
EXLOGLQJDQG3ODQQLQJFRGHVDQGP\QHLJKERUVDQG,ZDQWWKHSLHFHRIPLQGWKDWDOO
ZRUNRQWKHVLWHZLOOEHOHJDOXSWRFRGH7KLVLVHVSHFLDOO\WUXHIRUWKHQHLJKERUV
WRWKHQRUWKRIWK$YHQXHZKR VZDOOWRXFKHVWK$YHQXH
,QFORVLQJ,ZRXOGOLNHWRVD\WKDWWKHUHDUHDIHZRWKHUWKLQJVVXFKDVWKHUHPRYDORIWKH
GHFNWKDWZLOODOVREHDGGUHVVHGRQWKH1RWLFHRI9LRODWLRQ,ZRXOGOLNHWRDVVXUH\RX
WKDWWKH\ZLOOEHPDGHWRIROORZDOORIWKHSURSHUVWHSVPRYLQJWKURXJKWKHYDULRXV
GHSDUWPHQWVLQYROYHG7KHEXLOGLQJZLOOEHLQIXOOFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWRGD\¶V%XLOGLQJ
&RGHVDQG3ODQQLQJ'HSWJXLGHOLQHVDVWKH\DSSO\WRWKLVSURMHFW

7KDQN\RX
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34

'HSDUWPHQWRI%XLOGLQJ,QVSHFWLRQ

RI

KWWSGELZHEVIJRYRUJGELSWVGHIDXOWDVS["SDJH 3HUPLW'HWDLOV

Permit Details Report
Report Date:

8/25/2017 9:02:22 AM

Application Number:
Form Number:
Address(es):

201705186923
3
1341 / 025 / 0
25
17TH
AV
ABATE PLANNING 2016-009806 ENF, ABATE DBI NOV#201623795 ଛ. REMOVE
EXTERIOR BAY AND CHASE ALONG SOUTH WALL AT ALL FLOORS. INTERIOR
REMODEL AT GROUND FLOOR. AT GROUND FL & 2ND FL: VOLUNTARY
LATERAL STRENGTHENING & PARTIAL STRUCTURAL STRENGTHENING OF
FLOOR. REMOVAL OF EXTERIOR DECK & STAIRS.
$200,000.00
R-3
27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING

Description:

Cost:
Occupancy Code:
Building Use:
Disposition / Stage:
Action Date
5/18/2017
5/18/2017
5/18/2017
8/1/2017
8/1/2017
8/1/2017
8/2/2017

Stage
Comments
TRIAGE
FILING
FILED
PLANCHECK
APPROVED
ISSUED
SUSPEND
Per BOA request. Appeal#: 17-128

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License
Number:
Name:
Company Name:
Address:
Phone:

OWN
OWNER OWNER
OWNER
OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000

Addenda Details:
Description:
Step Station Arrive Start
BIDINSP

In
Hold

Out
Hold

Finish Checked By

Hold Description

CURRAN
BERNIE
CHUNG
2
INTAKE 5/18/17 5/18/17
5/18/17
JANCE
3
CPB
7/13/17 7/13/17
7/13/17 CHAN AMARIS 30 PAGES.
No interior remodel @ 2nd floor; no
KIRBY
4
CP-ZOC 7/13/17 7/17/17
7/17/17
removal of exterior siding or framing to
ALEXANDRA
accommodate seismic strengthening.
7/26/17 reviewed removal of deck piers
5
BLDG 7/18/17 7/19/17
7/26/17 PANG DAVID
and added 3 NOV's to scope of work.
ORTEGA
6
MECH 7/19/17 7/19/17
7/19/17
Approved, OTC
REYNALDO
7/27/17: to CPB; dc 7/26/17: 1 set missing
A1.01A; dc 7/20/17: to Hold bin per BID
chief Patrick O'Riordan; cp 7/20/17: to
CHEUNG
PPC for qc; cp 7/19/17am: to David Pang's
7
PPC
7/26/17 7/26/17
7/27/17
DEREK
inbox. ibb 7/19/17: Rodrigo Santos took
plans to OTC;EC. 7/19/17: OTC approved
by Rudy Pada; Plans to OTC;EC. 7/18/17:
to BLDG;EC.
08/01/2017: approved & issued. ST
TORRES
07/28/2017: school fees not req'd, but
8
CPB
7/27/17 8/1/17
8/1/17
SHIRLEY
David Pang needs to fill out school fee
form. ST
This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096.
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'HSDUWPHQWRI%XLOGLQJ,QVSHFWLRQ

RI

KWWSGELZHEVIJRYRUJGELSWVGHIDXOWDVS["SDJH 3HUPLW'HWDLOV

Permit Details Report
Report Date:

8/25/2017 9:08:11 AM

Application Number:
Form Number:
Address(es):
Description:
Cost:
Occupancy Code:
Building Use:

201607011417
8
1341 / 021 / 0 25
17TH
AV
TEMPORARY SHORING OF BUILDING BY MEANS OF CRIBBING
$25,000.00
R-3
27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:
Action Date
7/1/2016
7/1/2016
7/1/2016
7/7/2016
7/7/2016

Stage
Comments
TRIAGE
FILING
FILED
APPROVED
ISSUED

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License
Number:
Name:
Company Name:
Address:
Phone:

OWN
OWNER OWNER
OWNER
OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000

Addenda Details:
Description:
Step Station Arrive Start

In
Hold

Out
Hold

Finish Checked By

Hold Description

1

INTAKE 7/1/16 7/1/16
7/1/16 BUFKA SUSAN
BID2
7/1/16 7/1/16
7/1/16
BID-INSP STAFF
INSP
3
BLDG 7/5/16 7/5/16
7/5/16 LIU CHU
4
CPB
7/7/16 7/7/16
7/7/16 GALIZA DELIA
This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096.
Appointments:
Appointment
Date

Appointment
AM/PM

Appointment
Code

Appointment
Type

Description

Time
Slots

Inspections:
Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status
Special Inspections:
Addenda Completed
Inspected By
No.
Date
0
0

Inspection
Description
Code
24F
OTHERS
21A
SHORING

Remarks
cribbing system installation

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.
Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page
42
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'HSDUWPHQWRI%XLOGLQJ,QVSHFWLRQ

RI

KWWSGELZHEVIJRYRUJGELSWVGHIDXOWDVS["SDJH $GGUHVV&RPSODLQW 

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number:

201700172

OWNER DATA
SUPPRESSED
Owner's Phone: -Contact Name:
Contact Phone: -COMPLAINANT DATA
Complainant:
SUPPRESSED
Owner/Agent:

Date Filed:
Location:
Block:
Lot:

25 17TH AV
1341
021

Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By:

JTRAN

Division:

BID

Complainant's
Phone:
Complaint
Source:
Assigned to
Division:

WEB FORM

Description:

date last observed: 14-AUG-17; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling
STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS; ; additional information: Building posese life safety issues per
structural engineer, Mr. Santos, in letter sent to Permit Appleals Board on Aug. 14,2017. ;

BID

Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR
BID
WALSH

ID
6312

DISTRICT
5

PRIORITY

REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE
TYPE
DIV INSPECTOR STATUS
CASE
08/21/17 CASE OPENED
BID Walsh
RECEIVED
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
CASE
08/22/17
INS Walsh
VIOLATION
UPDATE
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
FIRST NOV
08/22/17
BID Walsh
VIOLATION
SENT
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
CASE
08/23/17
BID Walsh
VIOLATION
UPDATE

COMMENT

Mailed 1st NOV; s.thai.
case reviewed, to be investigated by
district inspector. mh
NOV issued 8/22/17. Emergency
shoring reqd for structure. kmh

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS):

NOV (BID):

08/22/17

Inspector Contact Information

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.
Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility
Policies
City and County of San Francisco
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ǣ
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^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗Z͗^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ
&ƌŽŵ͗Η'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ͕ǇŶƚŚŝĂ;KͿΗфĐǇŶƚŚŝĂ͘ŐŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх
ĂƚĞ͗ϴͬϮϵͬϮϬϭϳϭϭ͗ϭϲD
dŽ͗:ĞƌƌǇƌĂƚůĞƌфĚƌĂƚůĞƌΛƐŽŶŝĐ͘ŶĞƚх
͗ΗĂŶƚĂƌĂ͕'ĂƌǇ;KͿΗфŐĂƌǇ͘ĐĂŶƚĂƌĂΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх
Dƌ͘ƌĂƚůĞƌ͕
DǇĂƉŽůŽŐŝĞƐĨŽƌŶŽƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐǇŽƵƌƌĞƋƵĞƐƚŵŽƌĞĐůĞĂƌůǇ͘
dŚĞŚĂƌƚĞƌĂŶĚŽĚĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ/ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŽǇŽƵĂƌĞƚŚĞŽŶůǇƐƵĐŚƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ/ŬŶŽǁŽĨƚŚĂƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐǇŽƵƌŝƚĞŵηϯ͘
dŚŽƐĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐƐƉĞĐŝĨǇǁŚĂƚƚŚĞŽĂƌĚŵĂǇĚŽǁŚĞŶĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐĂŶĂƉƉĞĂů͘^ŝŶĐĞƌĞŵĂŶĚŝŶŐĂŵĂƩĞƌƚŽƚŚĞ
͘^ŝŶĐĞƌĞŵĂŶĚŝŶŐĂŵĂƩĞƌƚŽƚŚĞ
ƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŝƐŶŽƚůŝƐƚĞĚĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŽƉƟŽŶƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŽĂƌĚ͕ƚŚĞŽĂƌĚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƌĞŵĂŶĚŵĂƩĞƌƐ͘
/͛ŵĂǁĂƌĞŽĨŶŽŽƚŚĞƌŽĚĞŽƌŚĂƌƚĞƌƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞŵŽƌĞ
ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŽŶƚŚŝƐƉŽŝŶƚ͘
/͛ŵĂǁĂƌĞŽĨŶŽŽƚŚĞƌŽĚĞŽƌŚĂƌƚĞƌƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞŵŽƌĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŽŶƚŚŝƐƉŽŝŶƚ͘
ǇŶƚŚŝĂ'͘'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ
ǆĞĐƵƟǀĞŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ
^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐ
ϭϲϱϬDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕^ƵŝƚĞϯϬϰ
^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕ϵϰϭϬϯ
WŚŽŶĞ͗ϰϭϱͲϱϳϱͲϲϴϴϭ
&Ăǆ͗ϰϭϱͲϱϳϱͲϲϴϴϱ
ŵĂŝů͗ĐǇŶƚŚŝĂ͘ŐŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐ
&ƌŽŵ͗:ĞƌƌǇƌĂƚůĞƌŵĂŝůƚŽ͗ĚƌĂƚůĞƌΛƐŽŶŝĐ͘ŶĞƚ
^ĞŶƚ͗dƵĞƐĚĂǇ͕ƵŐƵƐƚϮϵ͕ϮϬϭϳϭϭ͗ϬϳD
dŽ͗'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ͕ǇŶƚŚŝĂ;KͿфĐǇŶƚŚŝĂ͘ŐŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх
Đ͗ĂŶƚĂƌĂ͕'ĂƌǇ;KͿфŐĂƌǇ͘ĐĂŶƚĂƌĂΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх
^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗ZĞ͗^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ

DƐ͘'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ͕

ϭ͘^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞZĞƋƵĞƐƚŝƚĞŵηϯĚĞĂůƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞůĞŐĂůũƵƐƟĮĐĂƟŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞ
WĞƌŵŝƚƉƉĞĂůƐŚĂŶĚŽƵƚ͕͞/ŶĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐĂĐĂƐĞ͕ƚŚĞŽĂƌĚŵĂǇŽŶůǇƵƉŚŽůĚ͕ŽǀĞƌƚƵƌŶŽƌ
ƉůĂĐĞĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐŽŶĂ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĂůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͖ŝƚĐĂŶŶŽƚƌĞŵĂŶĚ;ƐĞŶĚďĂĐŬͿĂĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĨŽƌĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƌĞǀŝĞǁŽƌĂĐƟŽŶ͘͟DǇ^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞZĞƋƵĞƐƚƌĞƋƵĞƐƚĞĚĐŽƉŝĞƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƐĞĐƟŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƚǇŽĚĞŽƌǁƌŝƩĞŶŽĂƌĚƉŽůŝĐǇƚŚĂƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚŝƐ
ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ͘
zŽƵƌ^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞĨĂŝůĞĚƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĐŽƉŝĞƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĐƟŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƚǇŽĚĞŽƌ
ǁƌŝƩĞŶŽĂƌĚƉŽůŝĐǇƚŚĂƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚĂďŽǀĞ͘WůĞĂƐĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƉŽŝŶƚƚŚƌĞĞŽĨ
ŵǇƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ͘/ĨƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŝƐŶŽƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƐĞĐƟŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƚǇŽĚĞŽƌ
ǁƌŝƩĞŶŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐƉŽůŝĐǇƉůĞĂƐĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽǁƌŝƩĞŶĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ
ƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ͘
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ZĞƐƉĞĐƞƵůůǇ͕
:ĞƌƌǇƌĂƚůĞƌ
KŶϴͬϮϴͬϮϬϭϳϯ͗ϬϰWD͕'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ͕ǇŶƚŚŝĂ;KͿǁƌŽƚĞ͗

Dƌ͘ƌĂƚůĞƌ͕
dŚŝƐŵĞƐƐĂŐĞŝƐƐĞŶƚŝŶƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽǇŽƵƌƵŐƵƐƚϮϴ͕ϮϬϭϳĞŵĂŝůůĂďĞůĞĚΗZĞ͗
^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞZĞƋƵĞƐƚΗŝŶǁŚŝĐŚǇŽƵƌĞƋƵĞƐƚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ͗
ϭ͘WůĞĂƐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĐŽƉŝĞƐŽĨĂůůŝƚǇŽĚĞ^ĞĐƟŽŶƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ/͕Wt͕
WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕ŽŶŝŶŐ
ĞƚĐ͘ĂŶĚŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐƌƵůĞƐĂŶĚƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐƚŚĞ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
ŽƉƟŽŶƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞWĞƌŵŝƚƉƉĞĂůƐŽĂƌĚŝŶ/ƉĞƌŵŝƚĂƉƉĞĂůŚĞĂƌŝŶŐƐ͘
Ϯ͘WůĞĂƐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŝƚǇŽĚĞƐĞĐƟŽŶƐĂŶĚŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐƌƵůĞƐ
ĂŶĚƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĂůůǇůŝŵŝƚƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŽƉƟŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞWĞƌŵŝƚ
ƉƉĞĂůƐŽĂƌĚŝŶ/ƉĞƌŵŝƚĂƉƉĞĂůŚĞĂƌŝŶŐƐ͘
ϯ͘dŚĞŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐ^ƉĞĐŝĂů/ŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ&ŽƌWĂƌƟĞƐŚĂŶĚŽƵƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĞ
dŚĞŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐ^ƉĞĐŝĂů/ŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ&ŽƌWĂƌƟĞƐŚĂŶĚŽƵƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĞ
ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ͖
͞/ŶĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐĂĐĂƐĞ͕ƚŚĞŽĂƌĚŵĂǇŽŶůǇƵƉŚŽůĚ͕ŽǀĞƌƚƵƌŶŽƌƉůĂĐĞ
ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐŽŶĂ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĂůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͖ŝƚĐĂŶŶŽƚƌĞŵĂŶĚ;ƐĞŶĚďĂĐŬͿĂĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞ
ƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐ
ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĨŽƌĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƌĞǀŝĞǁŽƌĂĐƟŽŶ͘͟
ŝ͘WůĞĂƐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĐŽƉŝĞƐŽĨƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƐĞĐƟŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƚǇŽĚĞŽƌ
ǁƌŝƩĞŶ
ŽĂƌĚƉŽůŝĐǇƚŚĂƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚŝƐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞŚĂŶĚŽƵƚ͘
Ǉ͞ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŽƉƟŽŶƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞWĞƌŵŝƚƉƉĞĂůƐŽĂƌĚŝŶ/ƉĞƌŵŝƚĂƉƉĞĂů
ŚĞĂƌŝŶŐƐ͟/͛ŵĂƐƐƵŵŝŶŐǇŽƵŵĞĂŶƚŚĞǁĂǇƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐŵĂǇ
ĚĞĐŝĚĞĂŶĂƉƉĞĂůůŝŬĞƚŚĞŽŶĞǇŽƵĮůĞĚŝŶƌĞŐĂƌĚƐƚŽƵŝůĚŝŶŐWĞƌŵŝƚƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ
EŽ͘ϮϬϭϳͬϬϱͬϭϴͬϲϵϮϯĨŽƌǁŽƌŬĂƚϮϱϭϳƚŚǀĞŶƵĞ;ƉƉĞĂůEŽ͘ϭϳͲϭϮϴͿ͘
ƩĂĐŚĞĚŝƐĂĐŽƉǇŽĨĂĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ
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ŚĂƌƚĞƌĂŶĚ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĂŶĚdĂǆZĞŐƵůĂƟŽŶƐŽĚĞƉĞƌƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ
ŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐ͘ŚĂƌƚĞƌ^ĞĐƟŽŶϰ͘ϭϬϲ;ĚͿĂŶĚƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĂŶĚdĂǆZĞŐƵůĂƟŽŶƐŽĚĞ
ƌƟĐůĞϭ͕^ĞĐƟŽŶƐϭϰĂŶĚϮϲĂƌĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝǀĞƚŽǇŽƵƌƌĞƋƵĞƐƚƐ͘
/Ĩ/ŚĂǀĞŵŝƐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞĚǇŽƵƌƌĞƋƵĞƐƚŽƌǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞ
ĂƉƉĞĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞĨĞĞůĨƌĞĞƚŽĐĂůůŵĞĂƚƚŚĞƚĞůĞƉŚŽŶĞŶƵŵďĞƌďĞůŽǁ͘
^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕
ǇŶƚŚŝĂ'͘'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ
ǆĞĐƵƟǀĞŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ
^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŽĂƌĚŽĨƉƉĞĂůƐ
ϭϲϱϬDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕^ƵŝƚĞϯϬϰ
^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕ϵϰϭϬϯ
WŚŽŶĞ͗ϰϭϱͲϱϳϱͲϲϴϴϭ
&Ăǆ͗ϰϭϱͲϱϳϱͲϲϴϴϱ
ŵĂŝů͗ĐǇŶƚŚŝĂ͘ŐŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐ
ͲͲͲͲͲKƌŝŐŝŶĂůDĞƐƐĂŐĞͲͲͲͲͲ
&ƌŽŵ͗:ĞƌƌǇƌĂƚůĞƌŵĂŝůƚŽ͗ĚƌĂƚůĞƌΛƐŽŶŝĐ͘ŶĞƚ
^ĞŶƚ͗DŽŶĚĂǇ͕ƵŐƵƐƚϮϴ͕ϮϬϭϳϭϭ͗ϯϲD
dŽ͗'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ͕ǇŶƚŚŝĂ;KͿфĐǇŶƚŚŝĂ͘ŐŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх
Đ͗ĂŶƚĂƌĂ͕'ĂƌǇ;KͿфŐĂƌǇ͘ĐĂŶƚĂƌĂΛƐĨŐŽǀ͘ŽƌŐх
^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗^ƵŶƐŚŝŶĞƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ
WůĞĂƐĞƐĞĞĂƩĂĐŚĞĚ͘
:ĞƌƌǇƌĂƚůĞƌ
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
In the space below and on seperate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.
1.

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the standards of the Planning Code and the
Residential Design Guidelines. 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.

2.

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

See attached.

3.

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

See attached.
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25 17th Avenue (Horizontal Expansion and Demolition), BPA No.: 2017.0707.1206
27 17th Avenue (Demolition and New Construction), BPA No.: 2018.0625.2842
Discretionary Review Request
1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the
standards of the Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines. 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 Policies or Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site-specific
sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.
The reasons for requesting the Discretionary Review are three-fold:
1. A record of work performed without the benefit of a permit and a disregard to
consider neighbor concerns has resulted in the need for a heightened project
evaluation and the request to include monitoring mechanisms so as to ensure
project implementation is completed in accordance with Code;
2. The proposal does not meet the standards in the Residential Design Guidelines; and,
3. There are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances pertaining to a complex
review process that relies on work performed without the benefit of a permit
(namely, the demolition of the encroaching bay window and chimney and a
subsequent lot split for a property with an active NOV), and the assumption of an
approval of a proposed building that has not yet been approved (27 17th Avenue).
1. Work Performed without the Benefit of a Permit
In June 2016, an over the counter permit (BPA No.: 2016.0616.0104) was issued to
remove lath and plaster and repair dry rot on the subject property. The actual scope of
work included the demolition and removal of two decks, a chimney, and a bay window
(Exhibit 1: Image of bay window and decks before unpermitted demolition). The result
was a series of complaints, notices of violation, enforcement cases, and an appeal.
During this time, with the ‘encroaching’ bay window, decks and chimney now removed,
a lot subdivision was proposed and subsequently deemed compliant in February 2017.
Despite common practice that all permit activity be placed on hold for properties with
violations, the lot split occurred, and the project sponsor submitted two project
proposals – a remodel of the existing property and a new construction on the now
vacant lot. During approximately the same time, permits were issued to replace the
existing foundation (BPA Nos: 2016.0106.6439, 2016.0701.1417, 2017.0830.6367,
2017.1213.6333), again, notices of violations and corrections and an appeal occurred.
The Board of Appeals eliminated the abatement of the bay and deck from the
abatement permit and allowed the property owner to continue with a permitted
foundation replacement and a voluntary seismic upgrade. The foundation replacement
and seismic upgrade have not been completed, the project was abandoned in August of
2018. It is suspected the scope of unpermitted work completed by the sponsor also
included the creation of usable floor area at the first floor expanding the home from
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what was advertised when it was purchased by the project sponsor as a 3,710 square
foot home, to a 5,067 square foot home (Exhibit 2: Existing square foot differential).
The result of this pre-emptive enlargement from a 3,710 square foot home to a
proposed 5,589 square foot home reduces the current proposal to a 522 square foot
expansion when the total 1,879 square foot expansion should be considered. Lastly, the
pre-application meetings were well attended and neighbors raised a large number of
questions and concerns (Exhibit 3: 27 17th Avenue Pre-app sign-in sheet and summary of
comments). The meeting’s intention is to initiate neighbor communication and identify
issues and concerns. These issues and concerns were not addressed, and the proposed
projects do not adhere to the context-specific issues that have been raised by
neighbors including: mass, design, and privacy.
2. Residential Design Guidelines
The Residential Design Guidelines articulate expectations regarding the character of the
building environment and are intended to promote design that will protect
neighborhood character. The proposed project disrupts the cohesive neighborhood
identity and disturbs the unique setting of this small dead-end block. What follows is a
list of the guidelines that are not adhered to. Generally, there is support and a request
for: an overall size reduction (including in proposed depth) so that the proposed
projects (both 25 and 27 17th Avenue) are compatible with the existing buildings on the
block and scale at the mid-block open space; and a redesign of the front facade to
incorporate important architectural features, fenestration and entry patterns and
materials.
Design Principle: Ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with the surrounding
buildings.
Neighborhood Character: Design Principle: Design buildings to be responsive to the
overall neighborhood context, in order to preserve the existing visual character.
Guideline: In areas with a defined visual character, design buildings to be compatible
with the patterns and architectural features of surrounding buildings.
Design Principle: Design the building’s scale and form to be compatible with that of
surrounding buildings, in order to preserve neighborhood character.
Guideline: Design the scale of the building to be compatible with the height and depth
of surrounding buildings.
Guideline: Design the building’s form to be compatible with that of surrounding
buildings.
The plans as proposed do not support the construction of appropriately-scaled buildings
for the block.
The two proposed homes of approximately 5,500 square feet are 76% larger than the
existing average (3,130 sf) of the ten homes on 17th Avenue north of Lake Street and is
roughly four times the average-sized home in San Francisco (Exhibit 4: Current homesize comparison). We support an expansion of a home that is limited to a size that is
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compatible with other homes on the street and propose that 27 17th Avenue be no
more than 4,000 square feet and 25 17th Avenue no more than 5,000 square feet
(retain existing building envelope). We believe this reduction, while still larger than
most buildings on the block, will be more compatible with the existing neighborhood
character and mid-block open space.
Design Principle: Provide architectural features that enhance the neighborhood’s
character.
Building Details: Design Principle: Use architectural details to establish and define a
building’s character and to visually unify a neighborhood.
Guideline: Design the placement and scale of architectural details to be compatible
with the building and the surrounding area.
Guideline: Use windows that contribute to the architectural character of the building
and the neighborhood.
The proposal’s front façade lacks architectural detail compatible with the building and
surrounding area.
This block of 17th Ave, and in fact most nearby blocks, is dominated by older homes
with rich architectural detail and divided wood windows. Exterior facades often include
several building materials with stucco and/or shingle facades and wood trim. Windows
and their surrounds are wood with substantial depth and detail. Floors are generally
distinguished by setbacks or belt courses. Entries are most often inset behind arched
entry porches. Rooflines are enhanced by cornice lines and large corbels. There is only
one building on this block that is modern and lacking in detail.
The proposed façade of the building at 27 17th Avenue is out of character and lacks
architectural detail commensurate with other buildings on the block. The only other
house similar to it is an anomaly. The proposed design not only does not contribute to
the character of the block; it detracts from it substantially. Buildings can be decidedly
and unabashedly modern while acknowledging adjacent character, detail and material;
this building makes no effort to fit into the neighborhood.
Design Principle: Place the building on its site so it responds to the topography of the
site, its position on the block, and to the placement of surrounding buildings.
Guideline: Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent
properties.
The proposal to provide over 1,000 square feet of decks on multiple levels as part of a
horizontal addition generates privacy impacts.
Currently, the rear wall of 25 17th Avenue is comprised of a very small deck (only 4’ deep
and maybe 40 square feet) on the top floor and doors and stairs leading from the
second to first floor. The adjacent lot, which proposes 27 17th Avenue, currently houses
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a garage that includes a rear wall with 2 double hung windows. The proposal includes
approximately 1,112 square feet of decks (25 17th Avenue: 200 square foot roof deck at
the second floor, and two roof decks on the 4th floors: front deck approximately 312
square feet, rear deck approximately 200 square feet) (27 17th Avenue: approximately
247 square foot deck at the second floor, an approximately 70 square foot deck at the
third floor, and an approximately 100 square foot deck in the rear on the 4 th floor and
an approximately 200 square foot deck in the front on the 4th floor). The unusual
number of proposed decks in addition to the proposed horizontal addition with floor to
ceiling glass doors impacts the privacy of the mid-block open space and properties that
reside on 18th avenue looking east, and Lake Street looking north. (Exhibit 5: Mid-block
open space rendering and photo). The fourth floor roof in the front of 25 17th Ave is
inaccurately labeled as a deck and the proposal to create a new roof deck raises privacy
concerns for the east side of 17th Avenue (Exhibit 6: Image of existing 4th floor ‘roof
deck’).
3. Exceptional and Extraordinary Circumstances: 25 27th Avenue has not yet been
approved, and 35 17th Avenue is a key lot.
In addition to the work performed without benefit of a permit described above, the
proposal for 27 17th Avenue assumes the approval of the proposal for 25 27th Avenue.
On its own, the proposal to develop the vacant lot would likely require a greater
reduction in building depth, a lightwell for the bay window, and a project designed in
keeping with the nuances provided by the key lot at 35 17th Avenue and of the
neighborhood character in general.
2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and
expected as part of construction. Please explain how this project would cause
unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of others of the
neighborhood would be unreasonably affected, please state who would be affected,
and how.
The projects as proposed and described above will create unreasonable impacts
associated with building mass and privacy. In both cases, the projects have submitted
revised drawings but have proposed minimal reduction in square footage and replaced
much of the reduction with the addition of decks. For example, when the proposal for
25 17th Avenue was initially submitted to the Planning Department, the existing square
footage was stated to be 4,858 square feet and the project proposed expanding the
building to 6,054 square feet. In response to Planning Department requests, the project
was revised to slightly reduce the building envelope and to add the unpermitted
demolition. The revision increased the existing square footage to 5,067 and reduced the
proposed square footage to 5,589 square feet. The revision resulted in a reduction of
465 square feet. For 27 17th Avenue, the proposal was revised from 5,689 square feet to
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5,500 square feet, a reduction of approximately 189 square feet. Impacts still exist as a
result of the project.
The adjacent lot to the south (35 17th Avenue) is a key lot and measures 57’5” and
includes an 8’ rear yard. It has three side, property line windows that depend on the lot
at 27 17th Avenue for light. The project at 27 17th Avenue has been designed to
accommodate light for one of those windows. The Residential Design Guidelines include
articulating the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties
and to provide setbacks on upper floors of the building to protect these windows. In
addition, lot 7 fronts Lake Street and the rear yard abuts the south side lot line of 27 17th
Avenue (lot 26) (Exhibit 7: Lot map). The proposal to extend the building at the side
property line all the way back to only a 33 foot rear setback on the ground floor, to
extend the second floor 5 feet past the existing adjacent building (lot 6, 35 17th Avenue),
and add a deck on the roof of the ground floor raises privacy concerns for the occupants
of 1600 Lake Street (lot 7) and 1628 Lake Street (lot 7A).
The addition of five decks to the mid-block open space provided by the two properties
coupled with floor to ceiling glass doors constitute an intrusion of privacy and light and
need to be sufficiently reduced to honor this space.
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?
In response to the adverse effects noted in number 1 above, we propose the following
changes be made:
1. Implement a monitoring mechanism so as to ensure the project is implemented
accordingly to the approved permit. Any variations in scope should be brought back
before the Planning Commission for review.
2. Amend the project design to significantly reduce the mass of both buildings:
27 17th Avenue
• Reduce the size of the proposed project to approximately 4,000 square feet
so as to be more compatible with the average size of homes on the block and
to respect the mid-block open space,
• Reduce the size of the deck on the 2nd floor from 13’ to 6’ deep and remove
the firepit,
• Remove the deck on the 3rd floor,
• Remove the rear deck on the 4th floor,
• Reduce the width of the building in the rear to provide a 5 foot setback from
the south lot line and an approximately 67.5 foot rear setback along the
south lot line.
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25 17th Avenue
• Reduce the size of the proposed project to approximately 5,000 square feet
so as to be more compatible with the average size of homes on the block and
to respect the mid-block open space
• Remove the front and rear 4th floor decks
3. Add sheets in the 27 17th Avenue plan set (BPA 2018.06.25.2842) that do not only
show the proposed addition but the existing condition so that plans accurately
reflect what currently and legally exists.
Exhibits
Exhibit 1: Image of bay window and decks before demolition
Exhibit 2: Existing square foot differential
Exhibit 3: Pre-app sign-in sheet and summary of comments
Exhibit 4: Current home-size comparison
Exhibit 5: Mid-block open space rendering and photo
Exhibit 6: Existing 4th floor ‘roof deck’
Exhibit 7: Lot map
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Exhibit 1: Bay window and decks before demolition

Exhibit 2: Existing square foot differential

Exhibit 3: Pre-App sign-in sheet and summary of comments submitted by
Project Sponsor

Exhibit 4: Current home-size comparison

As-is current homes
17th. Ave.
PIM
Existing
house #
sq. ft.
West side of St.
#5
2,907
#11
3,597
#17
4,382
#25
3,564
#35

3,197

total
average
total

17,647
3,529

block average

17th. Ave.
house #
East side of St.
#10
#16
#24
#34
#40

Pim
Existing
sq. ft.
3,138
3,010
2,691
2,665
2,154
13,658
2,732

17th. Ave.
Proposed 25 and 27 the
house #
sq. ft.
West side of St.
#5
2,907
#11
3,597
#17
4,382
#25
6,054
#27
5,500
#35
3,197
total
average

25,637
4,273

17th. Ave.
house #

sq. ft.

#10
#16
#24
#34

3,138
3,010
2,691
2,665

#40

2,154
13,658
2,732

31,305
3,131

1. Density for #25 17th Ave. doubled after the lot split.
2. The 3 largest homes on the block are #11,17 and #25. The proposal for #25 and #27 would
result in four homes in a row with an average size of 4,883 sq. ft. This is way over scale for the block!
3. The proposed 2,490 square ft. addition to 25 17th Ave. is near the avg. size (2,732 sq. ft.)
of the five existing homes on the east side of 17th Ave.
4. Increasing #25 by 2,490 sq. ft. is like adding a 3rd house to the west side of 17th Ave.
5. The proposed 5,500 sq. ft. size of #27 is 1,971 sq. ft or 56% larger than the existing five homes
on the west side of the block.

Exhibit 5: Mid-block open space rendering

Exhibit 6: Existing 4th floor 'roof deck'

Exhibit 6: Lot Map (highlight showing affected properties)

Lot 21 into lots 25 & 26 for 2018 roll

REVISED 2018
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SANDRA J. DRATLER, DrPH
40 17th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

sdratler@berkeley.edu

415.387.5092

July 10, 2019
President Myrna Melgar
Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
RE:

Jerry Dratler
27 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-040
Block/lot 1341/026
Building Permit #20180625842

Jerry Dratler
25 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP
Block/lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Alan Greinetz.
27 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-030
Block/lot 1341/026
Building Permit #20180625842

Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-020
Block/lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Dear Commissioner Melgar;
I am a neighbor residing at 40 17th Avenue who has lived on the block for nearly 35 years. I am
writing to express my objections to the projects being proposed at 25 17th Avenue and 27 17th
Avenue as well as the request for abatement of the two open Notices of Violation.
The developer purchased the single-family home at 25 17th Avenue in August 2015 with the
intent of splitting the 50-foot lot and developing a spec house in the current side yard. In his
effort to accomplish this, he has undertaken illegal demolition of a three-story bay and a
deck/parking structure. Notices of Violation related to these demolitions were issued by DBI in
July 2016. The Planning Department issued a Notice of Enforcement requiring the property
owner to replace the three-story bay exactly as it existed before the removal.
The property owner’s first request to abate the NOVs was denied by the Board of Appeals in
the fall of 2017. Your approval of the building permit will abate these Notices of Violation and
send a message to the developer community that it is ok to ignore the City’s Building and
Planning Code because, if you are caught, the City will approve a permit to abate your
violations. The Planning Commission should deny the developer’s application to abate the
two Notices of Violation for the illegal removal of the three-story bay and deck/parking
structure.

Along with the illegal demolitions, the developer improperly created lots 025 and 026 from lot
021, the 50-foot lot on which the existing house sits. The city revised block map 1341 in 1985
and replaced original lots 004 and 005 with a single 50-foot wide lot 021. The developer’s claim
that lots 004 and 005 were not merged into lot 021 is false. The improper lot split taken with
the Notice of Enforcement to restore the three-story bay finds the existing home at 25 17th
Avenue to be occupying two lots, another violation of City codes.
As further evidence of the existence of the single 50-foot wide lot, the title policy the property
owner/developer received after he purchased 25 17th Avenue included a block map depicting a
single 50-foot wide lot, a legal description for a 50- foot wide and a property tax bill for lot 021.
Also, DBI issued the two Notices of Violation to lot 021 as did the Planning Department in
issuing its Notice of Enforcement to replace the three-story bay.
The developer and the Department of Public Works have not presented documentation to
support the developer’s claim that the City did not legally create lot 021, the 50-foot wide lot. A
written legal opinion regarding the legal entitlement of lots 025 and 026 should be required
prior to the approval of building permits for 25 and 27 17th Avenue.
The developer has consistently been less than truthful with the neighbors and staff in the
Planning Department regarding the size and scope of the renovation at 25 17th Avenue. He has
submitted three different sets of architectural plans claiming the existing home to be a large as
5,817 sq. ft. and as small as 4,858 sq. ft. All three sets of plans cannot be accurate. The plans
before the Commission also do not show the existing rooftop solar installation and depict a
fourth-floor front deck that does not exist. The remodel permit for 25 17th Avenue should be
denied as it is based on false plans.
My neighbors will speak more to the design, aesthetics and size of the renovations and new
construction. My concern in raising my objections lies with the total disregard the developer
has had for the open and transparent processes the City strives to undertake as we all look to
create more housing. He wantonly demolished structures to clear the way for his intended
plans. He abused City processes to create two lots where there is only one.
The developer has from the first misrepresented the project itself to City staff and neighbors.
He has shown himself to be a bad actor. These projects could already be underway if the
established processes had been followed.
Your consideration of denying these requests is greatly appreciated.
Regards,

Sandra J. Dratler

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

CPC-Commissions Secretary
Thursday, July 11, 2019 11:41 AM
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis
Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
FW: Design Review 25 and 27 - 17th Avenue

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Gwendolyn Rothman <gwendolyn.rothman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 7:07 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Design Review 25 and 27 - 17th Avenue
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To: Secretary of Commission Affairs
From: Gwendolyn Rothman
Date: 10 July 2019
Below you will find a copy of my letter to The Planning Commissioners
regarding the projects listed before the salutation of the letter.
Thank you for your consideration.
Gwendolyn Rothman
1600-1602 Lake
Street
San
Francisco, CA 94121

July 10, 2019

To: Commissioner
Planning Commission,
1650 Mission Street, Suite
400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
Re:
Jerry Dratler
Ave.
040
026
Alan Greinetz.
Ave.
030
026
Alan Greinetz
Avenue
020
lot
1341/025
Jerry Dratler
Ave
000987DRP
1341/025

27 17th
Record # 2017-000987DRPBlock/ lot

1341Building Permit #20180625842
27 17th
Record # 2017-000987DRP-

Block/ lot

1341Building Permit # 20180625842
25 17th
Record # 2017-000987DRP-

Block
Building permit # 201707071206
25 17th
Record 2017Block lot
Building permit #201707071206

Dear Commissioner,
I am the neighbor who owns 1600-1602 Lake Street; I have owned my house for 50 years.
Our neighborhood is a close-knit community. Over the years our 17th Avenue Association
has planted matching trees and installed underground utilities on our cul-de-sac
bordered by the Presidio. We’ve had block parties every Halloween for more than 35
years. Our 1913 house was known as the old Easter Seal House but before that it was
owned by Charles Sutro whose rose garden was admired by all passers-by. Even today,
people stop to admire our garden with its stately palms.
I am writing to express my objections to the proposed project for the large lot where
25 17th Avenue exists and I oppose the design for a new house would be on the side yard
adjacent to my property.
The proposed structure does not meet San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines.

•

•

•

•

The proposed home violates the design principle requiring architectural
features that enhance the neighborhood’s character. The proposed front façade
of 27 17th Ave. clashes with the existing neighborhood homes. The large canopy at
the front of the home is out of place and the proposed style and building
materials are not in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
The proposed home is out of scale with the ten existing homes on 17th Ave. North
of Lake Street. The proposed 5,500 square foot home adjacent to the proposed
5,589 sq. ft. home at 25 17th Ave. would create a significant massing problem.
The size of both proposed homes should be reduced.
The property owner is proposing seven decks that total 1,390 sq. ft between 25
and 27 17th Ave. This is excessive and invasive of our privacy. Five of the seven
decks are rear decks totaling 940 square ft.
4 outside decks that total 740 sq. ft. are proposed for 27 17th Ave.; the 3 rear
decks total 540 sq. ft. and single front deck is 200 sq. ft. The proposed home
should have a single outside deck like most of the other houses here.

The developers’ proposal for spec houses in the center of our block is
unacceptable to us. In addition, their many violations of city codes and neighborhood
trust impel me to ask you to deny their plans. .
Sincerely yours,
Gwendolyn Rothman

Judith l. Rosen
30-18th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 9412
July 1, 2019
To: President Myrna Melgar
Planning Commission,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414.
Re:
Jerry Dratler
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-040
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842,

Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue
Record # 2017-000987DRP-020
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit # 201707071206

Alan Greinetz.
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-030
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842

Jerry Dratler
25 17th Ave
Record 2017-000987DRP
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Dear Commissioner Melgar,
I am the owner of the property directly in back of the current garage on the
50- foot long lot on 17th Ave. I have lived in my home for fifty-five years. The
developers’ plans to build both houses, infringes on my privacy and space with their
massive size. From the beginning, the developers have been disingenuous and with
numerous code violations (which have been brought to your attention through my
neighbors). In particular, they have neglected to file for permits when:
• They removed the deck /parking structure
• They removed the 3 -story bay.

• They removed the wing walls and pedestrian door on the front façade of
25-17th Ave
• They improperly removed an asbestos laden heating plant and ducts
• They jacked up their 4-story house and put it on shoring prior to obtaining
a building permit
These violations are particularly appalling, which brings to light their credibility.
In addition, the developers have misrepresented the facts when questioned
about the permits and an actual work being done. In my opinion, these people have
been less than honest in dealing with us.
The scope and scale of the proposed houses in not in keeping with the
neighborhood. Thank you for your consideration.
Most Sincerely,

Judith l. Rosen

Trent Hu
5 - 17th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121
July 9, 2019
To: President Myrna Melgar
Planning Commission,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
Re:
Jerry Dratler
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-040
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842,
Alan Greinetz.
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-030
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842

Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue
Record # 2017-000987DRP-020
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit # 201707071206
Jerry Dratler
25 17th Ave
Record 2017-000987DRP
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit #20170707120
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Dear Commissioner Melgar,
Please accept the following comments in support of the DR Applications listed above. I
have lived in my house 5 – 17th Avenue all my life. The developers’ plan to build two
unnecessarily huge houses is an imposition on our small cul-de-sac block and the proposed
façade of the new home is in not in keeping with the neighborhood.
In addition, all along the developers have consistently presented inaccurate information
to the City and the neighbors, and violated numerous codes. For example:
*

The developer submitted three different sets of plans to the City which overstate the
size of the existing home (see attached)

*

They told us the wrong number of square feet they planned to expand the existing
house. (They said only a 244 sq.ft. expansion but they were going to add 3 new rooms)

*

They illegally subdivided the 50-ft. wide lot. A written legal opinion from the City
Attorney is necessary.

*

They demolished the deck and the 3 -story bay without a permit. And Rodrigo Santos
submitted a dry rot repair permit with plans that failed to show the existing 3-story
bay.

*

The abatement permit before you is the developer’s second attempt to abate
these violations; the first attempt was denied by the Board of Appeals. Approval
of the second abatement permit would send a message to developers that it is
OK to violate the City’s Building and Planning Codes.

These violations and prevarications have caused so much disruption in the neighborhood.
I ask that you do not approve these 2 building permits, deny the abatement permit, and uphold
the Planning Department’s Notice of Violation to restore the 3-story bay at #25-17th Avenue.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Trent Hu
Attached: Analysis of Square Feet
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Jim Riley
1601 Lake Street
San Francisco, CA 94121
July 8, 2019
To: Commissioner Affairs
Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
Re: Support of Discretionary Review of the following:
Jerry Dratler
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-040
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit #20180625842
Alan Greinetz.
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-030
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842
Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue
Record # 2017-000987DRP-020
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit # 201707071206
Jerry Dratler
25 17th Ave
Record 2017-000987DRP
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Dear Commission Affairs,
This project has been dishonest, misleading and legally questionable from the very beginning. Certain
parties involved have made it suspicious even before the lying and fraudulent plans were exposed.
Why are bad actors and bad behavior given such free reign in SF?
Those involved with this project have submitted 4 sets of architectural plans, 3 from their architect and
one from the structural engineer involved, one Mr. Rodrigo Santos. The square footage has been as
large as 5,817 SF and as small as 4,858 SF. The current set claims the existing home at 25 17th Ave is
5,067 sf. We were mislead and lied to from day one at the first meeting held at the Richmond
Recreation Center when the numbers just were not adding up. At that meeting I pointed out that I had
been in 25 17th Ave and the ceiling height of the ground floor did not make it habitable space. Mr. Brown
acknowledged that fact and called it “non-heatable space”. Whatever that is?
The current plans for 25 17th Ave have the following errors:
-

An existing 4th floor deck does not exist – Does a door on to a roof does make it a deck!

-

The existing rooftop solar panels are not shown.

-

The wing walls on either side of the garage and the garage pedestrian door are not shown on
plans and all 3 structural elements were removed without permit by the current owner.
Why was an NOV not issued for these like the unpermitted 3-story bay removal?

-

The Environmental Evaluation form submitted claims 31 CY of soil to be excavated to make the
ground floor habitable space. The proposed 9’-8” and 8’-0” ceiling heights could require more
than 50 CY to be removed. This fact also is proof of my previous point that the ground floor was
not habitable space and should not be included in existing square footage calculations.
Why is an amended Environmental Evaluation and a geotechnical report not required?

In 2017 Rodrigo Santos submitted a permit to abate the unpermitted removal of the deck and 3-story
bay, DBI increased the stated value of the work on the permit from $100K to $200K. That permit was
denied by the Board of Appeals. The BOA did allow the completion of the permitted foundation
replacement under the footprint of the existing 25 17th Avenue only. That work was abandoned in 2018.
Why?

I have lived at 1601 Lake Street for over 2 decades and enjoy all the neighborhood offers. I particularly
like the green space we have around our homes and the Presidio nearby. My home looks north toward
the Sutro home across the street with it 3 mature palm trees, green space mid block and beyond into
the Presido. If 27 17th Ave is built as planned, I will see 3 stories of siding. A view that would be sold for
billboard space if it were south of Market. Consideration for sides of structures can be just as important
as the front and rear façade. The cruise ship analogy has been used and is most appropriate for what the
end product looks like with projects like this. I have one visible from my kitchen. Prior to it’s launch
there was always a nice tree lined skyscape with the moon, stars and planets in the southwest sky. Now
at night I see 500 recessed light fixtures on 3 floors above the trees. Please do not allow either ship to
dock on 17th Avenue and ruin the character of our neighborhood.
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration,
Jim Riley

STEPHANIE PEEK
th

35 17 Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94118

stephanie@stephaniepeek.com

415.971.0577

July 14, 2019
President Myrna Melgar
Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
RE:
Jerry Dratler
27 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-040
Block/lot 1341/026
Building Permit #20180625842

Jerry Dratler
25 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP
Block/lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Alan Greinetz
27 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-030
Block/lot 1341/026
Building Permit #20180625842

Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-020
Block/lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Dear President Melgar,
Thank you for reviewing this project next door to my house. I have lived at #35-17th Ave. for 34
years. To the north, my house shares a property line with #25-17th Ave. For more than 60 years,
#25 has occupied a large lot, twice as wide and more than twice as deep as my small key lot.
The developers’ proposed 522 sq.ft. expansion of 25 17th Ave. and new construction at 27 17th
Ave. would result in two homes that greatly exceed the size of existing neighborhood homes.
The proposed front façade for 27 17th Ave. with a commercial canopy is out of character with
the existing homes. I also oppose the two proposed homes because the developer has refused
to follow proper procedures. From the beginning, the developers have misrepresented facts to
the neighbors, the DBI, the Planning Department and the Board of Appeals.
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Examples of misrepresentation and misconduct:
--The developers’ statement that their lot 021 (a 50-foot wide lot) was never created through
the merger of lots 004 and 005 is incorrect. Their claim that 25 17th Ave. has always been 2 lots
is not true, which has been thoroughly documented for you by Jerry Dratler.
--The house at #25-17th Ave has been illegally straddling two lots for the last 30 months.
Two open Notices of Violation were not resolved before the 50- foot lot was improperly
subdivided.
--In the fall of 2017, when the Board of Appeals denied the developers’ abatement permit of
these two open NOVs, they were allowed to proceed with their foundation replacement
project. But, the developers abandoned the project in June of 2018 leaving large debris piles
and tall unruly weeds alongside my house which have resulted in an infestation of rats into my
house on a regular basis.
Size and Design:
- The average house on our block is significantly smaller than the developers’ proposed houses
with almost 6000 sq. ft. proposed for the expansion of the existing house and 5500 sq. ft. for a
new house to be inserted in the side yard.
-- 7 decks with shiny glass guards have been added to these houses which invade privacy and
are visually offensive as is the unsightly façade.
-- For the new house #27, a huge sunken “media room” on the ground floor and a “great room”
on the top floor have been proposed in addition to the living room on the second floor, is out of
context, unnecessary and excessive.
-- The proposed new entertainment room on first floor of the existing house #25 is 450 sq. ft. by
itself. The proposed additional sq. ft. for the whole house is 522 sq. ft. and there are still 2 more
rooms proposed: a “great room” on the second floor and a major expansion of the 3rd floor
bedroom.
There isn’t space enough in my letter to list all the illegal steps these developers have taken to
get to this point, but I hope I have given you some indication of their bad behavior and that,
along with my neighbors’ testimony, their irregular method of operation has been made clear.
It is exasperating that neighbors have to pay the price for the massive profits the sponsors seek
to reap from these uncontextual spec houses obtained through dubious means.
Respectfully yours,

Stephanie Peek
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Commented [jd1]: It allowed the developer to proceed
with his foundation replacement project.

Commented [jd2]: I suggest we not get into a discussion
of the average size of the houses on 17th Ave because the
Planning Dept. sq. footages exclude the ground floor. I
suggest you talk in more general terms.

Commented [jd3]: Is this constructive or whining?

To: David Winslow Planner
From: Daniel Neumeyer
Date: 10 July 2019
Below you will find a copy of my letter to The Planning Commissioners
regarding the projects listed before the salutation of the letter.
Thank you for your consideration.

Daniel Neumeyer
1600-1602 Lake Street
San Francisco, CA 94121

July 10, 2019
To: Commissioner
Planning Commission,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
Re:
Jerry Dratler
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-040
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit #20180625842
Alan Greinetz.
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-030
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842
Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue

Record # 2017-000987DRP-020
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit # 201707071206
Jerry Dratler
25 17th Ave
Record 2017-000987DRP
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206
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Dear Commissioner Melgar,
I am writing to express my objections to the expansion of 25 17th Ave. and the proposed new
house at 27 17th Ave. which abuts my property. My wife has resided at 1600 Lake Street since
the early sixties
1. The remodel permit for 25 17th Avenue should be denied as it is based on false plans.
The developer has submitted 3 different sets of architectural plans claiming the existing home
to be a large as 5,817 sq. ft. and as small as 4,858 square feet; all three sets of plans cannot be
accurate. Furthermore, the plans before the Commission do not show the existing rooftop solar
installation and depict a fourth-floor front deck that does not exist.
2.The Planning Commission should deny the developer’s application to abate the two Notices
of Violation for the illegal removal of the 3-story bay and deck/parking structure. The
Department of Building Inspection issued 2 Notices of Violation because the developer illegally
removed an existing 3-story bay and deck/parking structure to reduce the width of 25 17th Ave.
After DBI issued the NOV for the 3-story bay removal, the Planning Department issued a Notice
of Enforcement requiring the property owner to replace the 3-story bay exactly as it existed
before the removal. The property owner’s first request to abate was denied by the Board of
Appeals in the fall of 2017.
If the Planning Commission approves the building permit to abate the two Notices of Violation,
it is sending a very bad message to the developer community. The Planning Commission would
be telling developers it is OK to ignore the City’s Building and Planning Code because if you are
caught the City will approve a permit to abate your violations
3. The proposed home at 27 17th Ave. does not meet San Francisco Residential Design
Guidelines.
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•

The proposed home violates the design principle requiring architectural features that
enhance the neighborhood’s character. The proposed front façade of 27 17th Ave.
clashes with existing neighborhood homes. The large canopy at the front of the home is
out of place and the proposed style and building materials are not in keeping with the
character of the neighborhood.

•

The proposed home is out of scale with the ten existing homes on 17th Ave. North of
Lake Street. The proposed 5,500 square foot home adjacent to the proposed 5,589 sq.
ft. home at 25

•

17th Ave. would create a significant massing problem. The size of both proposed homes
should be reduced.

•

The property owner is proposing seven decks that total 1,390 sq. ft between 25 and 27
17th Ave. This is excessive. Five of the seven decks are rear decks totaling 940 square ft.
o Four outside decks that total 740 sq. ft. are proposed for 27 17th Ave., the three
rear decks total 540 sq. ft. and single front deck is 200 sq. ft. The proposed
home should have a single outside deck. (All this is in Gwendolyn’s letter now)

The proposed scale of the south wall of 27 17th Ave. would tower over the rose garden planted
by Charles Sutro, son of former Mayor Adolph Sutro on the side yard of our home. The garden
has been a neighborhood treasure for approximately 100 years. Mr. Sutro was a noted
gardener who maintained a well-known rose garden with majestic palms that was a source of
continued delight to his friends and a perpetual joy to him. My neighbors and I feel the same
way about the Sutro rose garden.
Thank you for your consideration,

Daniel Neumeyer
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Nancy Clark
1628 Lake Street
San Francisco, CA 94121
July 9, 2019
To: David Winslow
Current Planning
Architecture and Design Review
Architect Manager
RE:
Jerry Dratler
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-040
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842,
Alan Greinetz.
27 17th Ave.
Record # 2017-000987DRP-030
Block/ lot 1341-026
Building Permit # 20180625842
Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue
Record # 2017-000987DRP-020
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit # 201707071206
Jerry Dratler
25 17th Ave
Record 2017-000987DRP
Block lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Dear Mr. Winslow,
When people ask when we bought out house at 1628 Lake Street I say “In the nick of
time in 1971. We certainly couldn’t afford the house now.” That alas is true and sad
testimony to the skyrocketing cost of housing all over the City. Our section of the
Richmond district reflects a time period and a neighborhood style of well cared for older
family homes. Though times have changed significantly since 1971 when we moved to
our home and definitely since 1896 when my house was built, the integrity of style and
scale of the surrounding homes and condominiums in the area has remained intact over
the years.
For this reason I am deeply concerned about what the developer Tim Brown, has
proposed to build at 25- and 27- 17thAvenue My house shares a backyard property line
with the property(s) in question.
***Mr. Brown is proposing to significantly expand the size of the home at 25-17th
Avenue. He is proposing to build a second new house of equally gigantic proportions—
behemoth, in fact, on a separate lot of dubious existence at 27-17th Avenue
***Both of these proposed houses are out of scale with other homes on the square block
and would significantly reduce the mid-block open space shared with homes on 17th and
18th Avenues and on Lake Street. In my case, the open space would be entirely removed.
According to the plans submitted by Mr. Brown, a WALL of looming decks, several
decks, would be at the rear of my property. Not only is any semblance of open space
removed, equally significant is the removal of privacy.
***That the developer has shown no regard for the integrity of the neighborhood is one
issue. Perhaps more important is his lack of integrity with the neighbors and in fact with
the Planning Commission. From the outset he did extensive work without permits
-He removed an existing deck and a 3-storey bay window
-He removed part of the front façade of 25-17th Avenue
With the help of structural engineer Rodrigo Santos he submitted a dry rot repair
permit with plans that failed to show the existing 3-storey bay
-He submitted 3 different architectural plans with three different estimates of the
existing square footage of 25-17th Avenue
-At a neighborhood meeting he asserted that the size of the house would only
increase 244 sq feet in spite of the fact that his proposal showed the addition of
three large rooms. It is estimated that the size of the house has increased by 40%
- In order to build a completely new house at 27-17th Avenue Mr. Brown illegally
subdivided the original 50-foot lot 0f 25-17th Avenue using a Certificate of
Compliance, claiming it had always been two lots. Records show that the City
approved the merger of those lots decades earlier. The property was sold to Mr.
Brown as one lot.
Misrepresentation has been standard operating procedure for Mr. Brown and his staff.

I am hopeful that the Planning Commission will carefully consider this matter and deny
the existing plans for 25-17th Avenue and for a new house at 27-17th Avenue. A
McMansion house –or worse, two of them --is not appropriate for this Richmond district
neighborhood.

From: Sara Stephens
Address: 16- 17th Avenue
San Francisco CA 94121
To: Commissioner Dennis Richards
Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
Date: July 13, 2019
RE:
Jerry Dratler
27 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-040
Block/lot 1341/026
Building Permit #20180625842

Jerry Dratler
25 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP
Block/lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Alan Greinetz
27 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-030
Block/lot 1341/026
Building Permit #20180625842

Alan Greinetz
25 17th Avenue
Record #2017-000987DRP-020
Block/lot 1341/025
Building permit #201707071206

Dear Commissioner Richards:
I was surprised and confused to receive the mailing and to read the posting notice
on our block announcing a request for a review and approval to remove the 3 story
bay windows that are already gone! Doesn’t the city know they were removed, and
without a permit? It makes one wonder what sort of documentation was presented
to the city by the builder, and how that city planning department review process
proceeded.
Is this a situation where a homeowner or developer goes ahead and does what they
want with a plan to ask forgiveness and pay whatever fine is requested later?
Such behavior is unacceptable. If our city truly wants to present itself as a beacon of,
fair-mindedness, responsibility and principle– we should think through our decision
on this property very carefully.
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I’m grateful we are having a reevaluation of what has been done, what is going to be
allowed and the impact on the neighborhood. I would expect all stakeholders to be
honest and truthful. Additionally, shouldn’t we require everyone, rich or not,
carpenters, contractors, architects and city government officials to follow the rules?
For without consistency and fairness, you have uncontrolled, unmonitored and
unsafe construction in a city with geography that cannot afford it.
The planning commission has a choice. You can ask the developers to replace what
they unlawfully removed or not. If the developers are not offered forgiveness, what
an example and precedent that would set!
Respectfully,

Sara Stephens
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April 30, 2019
Timothy Brown
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