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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 27, 2020 
 
 

Date: February 17, 2020 
Case No.: 2017-010670DRP 
Project Address: 421 Walnut Street  
Permit Applications: 2017.0802.3659 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential Mixed, Low Density] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 1020 / 002 
Project Sponsor: Ryan Knock  
 Knock A-D 
 2169 Union Street  

 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Staff Contact: David Winslow – (415) 575-9159 
 David.Winslow@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do Not Take DR and Approve  
 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project proposes a one-story front and south side horizontal additions, as well as a second-floor vertical 
addition, to the existing one-story single-family dwelling.  The dwelling would increase in size from 
approximately 760 square feet to approximately 1,950 square feet. Since the existing building and proposed 
additions are located entirely within the required rear yard, a rear yard variance pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 134 is required.   
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The site is a flag lot with a 12’-0” wide frontage and 104’-10” depth containing an existing 1-story, one-
family house that is located in the rear of of the lot and built in 1916 and modified in 1946 to accommodate 
a residence and is categorized as a ‘C’ – No Historic Resource present.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The buildings on this block of Walnut Avenue and California range from 3- 4-stories built to the street face. 
The building pattern at the rear is somewhat varied partially due to subject building occupying a portion 
of the mid-block open space. The proposed project is situated approximately 35’ to the North, across the 
mid-block open space from the DR requestor’s building. 
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CASE NO. 2017-010670DRP 
421 Walnut Avenue 

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated November 15, 2019.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
This is not a Planning Issue. The DR requestor is far enough away from the project site and its dust and 
debris. The project sponsor has offered to inform the neighbor about schedules and take reasonable 
measures to abate dust, noise and pollutant control. 
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
While the Department empathizes with the DR requestor’s circumstances, and encourages applicants to be 
good neighbors, by working through project modifications when feasible, the issues and remedies they 
prompt are outside of the reach of the applicable regulations for this land use decision.   

The Commission is tasked with making land use decisions that affect the built environment, putting aside 
the personal and familial situations of both the applicants and neighbors. The legal decision that affirmed 
the Commission’s right to take DR in “exceptional and extraordinary circumstances” was based on physical 
land use incompatibilities, not personal conflicts.   

The DR requestor has identified that contaminants exist at large in the environment that currently challenge 
her health, and she has presumed that nearby construction would be further challenging.  Despite the 
apparent extremely delicate health issues outlined by the requestor, no specific performance thresholds or 
criteria were outlined to ameliorate them. 

In addition, many of the issues raised by the DR Requestor, such as means and methods of construction, 
dust, noise, and pollutant mitigations are regulated by the Department of Building Inspection or legislated 
through other Codes (such as the Health Code) and are typically fleshed out following the Planning 
Department’s approval. While the request for Discretionary Review to contain prospective site specific 
pollutants emanating from this project is appreciated, it is beyond the purview of the Planning 
Department’s review to establish specific means for mitigation, or require and enforce such means through 
a Planning action. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Take DR and Approve 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map  
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination 
DR Applications 
Reduced plans and 3-D renderings dated 7.18.19 
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to 
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If 
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, 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. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact 
on you. 

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

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

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers 
to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for 
projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; 
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary 

Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a 

Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary 
Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online 

at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 
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. 



CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

421 WALNUT ST 1020/002

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

vertical addition to a existing 12'10", 1186 square foot home. New home will be approximately 31' tall and 3451 

square feet.

Case No.

2017080236592017-010670ENV

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*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. ; change of 

use under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 

10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class ____



STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

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

heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 

Exposure Zone)

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

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

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

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

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

Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 

Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 

EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Topography)

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

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

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required.

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

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

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

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

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

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

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch



STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

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

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

storefront window alterations.

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

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

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

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

right-of-way.

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

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

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

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

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

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

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

existing historic character.

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

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

features.

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

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.



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

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

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (specify or add comments):

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

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER dated

b. Other (specify):

(attach HRER)

Reclassify to Category C

Reclassify to Category C as per PTR form signed on 4/4/18

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: Michelle A Taylor

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

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.

Project Approval Action: Signature:

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.

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

31of 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.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

Michelle A Taylor

04/04/2018

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

There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 

effect.

Building Permit



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

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

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

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

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

subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

front page)

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

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

421 WALNUT ST

2017-010670PRJ 201708023659

Building Permit

1020/002

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

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

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

Sections 311 or 312;

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

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

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

no longer qualify for the exemption?

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

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

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

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

Signature or Stamp:



 

  
     

 

   
  
 

          
 

 

     

 

   

    

    

           

     

 

       

        

 

          

           
   

  

   

 

             
             
   

            

            

            

              

    

   



 
        

         

        

  

      

  

         
            

            
                

              
               

             

                
               

              
              

                
              

               
            

            
        

             
           

           
            

              
             

          
            
               

                
            

               

       

  
 



    
    

                  
                

               
               

             
     

             
             

             
               

                 
                 
                

 

               
               

   

               
                  
               

            
    





































From: Bohn, Nicole (ADM)
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: May, Christopher (CPC); frfbeagle@gmail.com; gail4195@gmail.com
Subject: Verification of disability status: prepping for DR 2/2020
Date: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:57:47 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Gail Boyer Contruction letter.pdf

Hi, David: 
 
I hope you are well.  This e-mail is in regards to the proposed improvements at 421 Walnut St,
and is written on behalf of neighborhood resident Gail Boyer.
 
The attached verification, in addition to the imbedded e-mail below from a second physician,
was provided to Mayor’s Office on Disability (MOD) in order to verify Ms. Boyer’s disability
status and the need for reasonable modification or accommodation to policy or practice under
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
 
MOD considers these two professional verifications, taken in combination, sufficient to verify
the aforementioned need.
 
For the purposes of consultation with you and Planning Staff, Ms. Boyer is comfortable with
this information being shared internally so that reasonable accommodations or modifications
may be discussed.
 
However, this medical information should not be shared as a matter of public record in public
hearing, and with the property owner or project manager only at the discretion of Ms. Boyer
or her advocate/representative, Mr. Richard Frisbee.  Ms. Boyer’s health prevents her from
meeting in person, and it is my understanding that Richard Frisbee has completed the
necessary verification with CPC so that he may act as her representative.  Please copy him on
exchanges, as Ms. Boyer is currently unable to respond in a timely manner.
 
In the event of a Sunshine request, please redact identifying information appropriately. 
 
MOD is available to consult, as needed, on any reasonable accommodation or modification
solutions that may be required.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me directly with any questions or concerns. 
 
Thanks, David.
-N
 
Nicole Bohn



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Director
Mayor’s Office on Disability

1155 Market Street 1st Floor
Direct: (415) 554-6785
Office: (415) 554-6789
E-mail:  nicole.bohn@sfgov.org
Web:  sfgov.org/mod
Pronouns:  She, Her, Hers

The Mayor's Office on Disability is a Fragrance-Free workplace. Please refrain from
wearing any scented products when visiting our office. Thank you for helping us provide
access to all people with disabilities.
From: Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:16 AM
To: MOD, (ADM) <mod@sfgov.org>

 
 

 

 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Nov 26, 2019 at 10:29 AM

To: Nicole Bohn <MOD@sfgov.org>, <nicole.bohn@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gail Boyer <gail4195@gmail.com>, Supervisor Catherine Stefani
<Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org>
 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: gail boyer <gail4195@gmail.com>
Date: November 26, 2019 at 7:48:05 AM PST
To: Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>
6254(c)

6254(c
)

6254(c)





 

6254(c)
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

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

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

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

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )

421 Walnut Street 94118

201708023659  

Christopher May

Ryan Knock 415-215-2647

ryan@knock-ad.com

The DR requestors issues are not related to the proposed building footprint or residential design 
issues. They are related to the construction activity itself.  Thus the DR should be disapproved as 
the construction regulations are per the building not the planning code. What the DR requestor has 
problems with is not at the discretion of the Planning Department or Planning Commission.

We have already conducted extensive neighborhood outreach and made offers to compromise and 
remedy the outstanding issues. The proposal and its massing have been dramatically reduced 
compared to what was originally submitted. The massing and design is not the issue underlying the 
DR request.

We have already offered to do everything the code requires in terms of mitigation of the 
construction activity. What the DR applicant is requesting is far beyond what is needed, and is an 
overbearing and uncessary cost to the owner. We are willing to cooperate with the additional 
measures that they think are needed, but not at the additional cost the 421 walnut street property 
owners.
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Project Features

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

EXISTING PROPOSED

Dwelling Units (only one kitchen per unit - additional kitchens count as additional units)

Occupied Stories (all levels with habitable rooms)

Basement Levels (may include garage or windowless storage rooms)

Parking Spaces (Off-Street)

Bedrooms

Height

Building Depth

Rental Value (monthly)

Property Value

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

Signature:  Date:  

Printed Name:  
    Property Owner
    Authorized Agent

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

1 1
1 2
0 0
1 1
1 3

15'-11 22'-0
45'-3" 52'-1"
$3500 $5500

1.1 million 1.9 million

Ryan Knock
✔



From: Ryan Knock ryan@knock-ad.com
Subject: Re: 421 Wa nut St.

Date: November 19, 2019 at 1:10 PM
To: Ga  Boyer ga 715@gma .com, Ga  Boyer ga 4195@gma .com
Cc: May, Chr stopher (CPC) chr stopher.may@sfgov.org, G na Best g nabest@g nabest.com

H  Ga

Thanks for send ng th s nfo aga n. I’m sorry to hear about your cond t on and that s t not mprov ng at the moment.

I wanted to re terate we w  fo ow a  code re ated requ rements for demo t on that we have a ready agreed to, and by do ng th s,  the 
dust and contam nants w  stay far from your property. You are far above and far away from where the dust and debr s w  be.

We rece ved a quote for the tent ng the ent re property at $25,000. We rece ved a quote for nett ng the ent re property at $15,000. 
These are too cost y for us to bear.

I wou d ask that you w thdraw your DR and we can work together towards a so ut on that works for a  part es, s nce th s ssue s not a 
p ann ng code re ated ssue and the project tse f n t’s fina  bu t form you don’t have an ssue w th.

If you agree to remove the DR:

We w  add t ona y offer to prov de access to the 421 Wa nut  property for you to nsta  any add t ona  safeguard system you wou d 
ke.  

We wou d a so prov de you w th a more deta ed construct on schedu e - as t becomes apparent of when the start and work dates 
cou d be so you can p an accord ng y.

Ryan Knock, AIA, LEED AP
Knock Arch tecture and Des gn
SONOMA . SAN FRANCISCO . CA
www.knock-ad.com
415-215-2647

On Nov 16, 2019, at 10:26 AM, Ga  Boyer <ga 715@gma .com> wrote:

On Nov 7, 2019, at 12:16 PM, ga  boyer <ga 4195@gma .com> wrote:

My UCSF Señor Board Cert fied  Ophtha mo og st has 
 

 and I am rece v ng care on my Home. As prev ous y 
ment oned I a ready have 17  a r pur fiers each w th carbon and hepa fi ters  and t s not enough to protect me from  affects from 
a r tox cs. What can be done to protect my hea th and safety w th the construct on at 421 Wa nut Street? can the construct on s te 
be tented, etc ?
Thank you for your ass stance n th s most d fficu t s tuat on.
Best,Ga  Boyer

On Nov 6, 2019, at 4:40 PM, R chard Fr sb e <frfbeag e@gma .com> wrote:

Ryan/Gina, I am a neighbor trying to help Gail navigate the process.
She forwarded me Ryan's email of Subject: 421 Walnut Street
Date: October 23, 2019 at 9017021 AM PDT.

Christopher, after multiple discussions with Gail she has concluded that the latest plan for 421 Walnut is acceptable with an 
important caveat.
Ryan's email was an excellent description of the situation and I know Gail appreciates the changes that have taken place.
There needs to be a stringent mitigation plan in plan  for contamination, pollution, etc. emanating from the construction 
process.
Gail has  

 I have asked her to share the details with everyone so we are all working 
with the same set of data as regards her disabilities. She will have her house-keeper read her this email and she will reply to all 
of us with a health update.

In a perfect world tenting the site would be the preferred solution; I don't know how feasible that is.
I do know they fully encapsulate homes when doing termite/pest mitigation and maybe we can apply something along those 
lines

6254(c)

6254(c)



lines.
My question is: what has to be done, by whom, etc. to put in place such a mitigation process that goes well beyond the normal 
contamination/pollution control?
If an acceptable middle ground can be achieved then Gail is supportive of the project as explained by Ryan.
I am not an expert in construction mitigation and so the above is a layman's description of Gail's needs.
If we can reach an agreement on a mitigation process then Gail has no intention of filing  for a DR on the project.
I appreciate the effort everyone has made on this difficult and, to me at least, unusual request.
Thank You.
Dick Frisbie
415-666-3550


















