
 

 

Discretionary Review Analysis 
HEARING DATE: March 25, 2021 

Record No.: 2020-001414DRP 
Project Address: 308 Duncan Street 
Permit Applications: 2020.0128.2919 
Zoning:  RH-2 [Residential House, Two-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6592/009 
Project Sponsor:  Troy Kashanipour 
  2325 Third St. Suite 401 
 San Francisco, CA 94107 
Staff Contact: David Winslow – (628) 652-7335 
 david.winslow@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Take DR and Approve with Modifications 
 

Project Description 
The project proposes to construct a new rear deck on the one-story garage at the rear of the lot.   
 

Site Description and Present Use 
The site is a 24’-0” wide x 105’-0” deep lateral sloping through-lot that has garage access from Comerford alley with 
an existing 3-story, three-family home built in 1900 and is categorized as a ‘B’ –Potential Historic Resource present. 
 

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood 
The buildings on this block of Duncan Street have a consistent pattern of one-story garages fronting Comerford 
alley which along with the depth of the subject and immediately adjacent buildings create very constrained rear 
yard open spaces. This lot is a key lot that abuts the rear yards of buildings that front Church Street, which are 
down-hill from the subject property. 

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
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Building Permit Notification 

Type Required 
Period 

No tification 
Dates 

DR File Date DR Hearing Date F iling to Hearing 
Date 

311 Notice 10 days January 25, 
2021 – February 

4, 2021 

February 4, 2021 3.25. 2021 50 days 

Hearing Notification 

Type Required 
Period 

Required Notice 
Date 

Actual Notice Date Actual Period 

Posted Notice 20 days March 5, 2021 March 5, 2021 20 days 

Mailed Notice 20 days March 5, 2021 March 5, 2021 20 days 

Online Notice 20 days March 5, 2021 March 5, 2021 20 days 

Public Comment 

 Support Opposed No  Position 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0 

Other neighbors on the block or 
directly across the street 

2 0 0 

Neighborhood groups 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). 

 

DR Requestor: 
Kim McChane, of 1532 Church Street, the adjacent property to the west of the proposed project. 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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DR Requestor’s Concerns and Proposed Alternatives 
The DR requestor is concerned that the proposed project will cause privacy and noise impacts to immediate 
adjacent neighbors. There are other decks for the use of the building occupants. 

Proposed alternatives: 

1. Deny the roof deck over the garage. 

Project Sponsor’s Response to DR Application 
The project has been designed to provide open space for dwelling units that are currenly lacking. The deck has  
been designed to comply with the guidelines established by the Planning Commission.. The proposed deck is 
modest and will be dedicated for the use  of  one unit of the building and as such does not pose any exceptional 
or extrordinary circumstance.  
 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated February 22, 2021. 

Department Review 
Locating a deck on the roof of a non-conforming structure is allowed by the Code, but in cases such as this the 
design should be considered with great care for impacts to privacy to adjacent neighbors.  Although Code 
conforming, the Department’s review of this project found that modifications are needed to bring it into 
conformity with the Residential Design Guideline related to privacy. 
 
Staff recommends: 
1. Providing a minimum 5’-0” side setback from both building edges at side lot lines. The deck may extend to the 

front of the garage 

2. Providing in-ground planted landscape of sufficient height and density to provide a visual screen between the 
neighboring property to the west and the deck above garage. 

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 Application 
Letters of opposition 
Response to DR Applications, dated February 22, 2021   
Reduced Plans  

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2020-001414DRP
308 Duncan Street



Parcel Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2020-001414DRP
308 Duncan Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY



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

Sanborn Map*
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Aerial Photo
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Site Photo
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Notice of Proposed Approval 
Deck on a Noncomplying Structure 

January 25, 2021 
 
Re:  306-308 Duncan Street   (Address of Permit Work) 
 6592/009    (Assessor’s Block/Lot) 
 2020.0128.2919     (Building Permit Application Number) 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This letter is to inform you that the Planning Department received a Building Permit Application to construct a roof 
deck on a noncomplying structure for the property located at 308 Duncan Street.  This letter serves as the required 10-
day notice for adding decks onto noncomplying structures, per the Zoning Administrator’s interpretation of Planning 
Code Section 188 made in February of 2008. 
 
The project proposes to legalize the flattening of the roof of an existing rear yard garage and to construct a new roof 
deck and an internal (open air) staircase.  
 
If you believe that the proposed Project will have an adverse effect on your property and wish to seek changes to the 
Project, we encourage you to discuss your concerns with the Project Applicant: Troy Kashanipour Architecture, at 
(415) 290-8844 or tk@tkworkshop.com. If, after discussing your concerns with the Project Applicant, you still believe 
that the project will create exceptional and extraordinary circumstances, you may request that the Planning 
Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the Project. If you believe the Project warrants Discretionary 
Review (“DR”) by the Planning Commission, you must file a DR Application prior to the conclusion of the 10-day 
noticing period, February 4, 2021. To file your Discretionary Review Application, please complete the Discretionary 
Review PDF application (https://sfplanning.org/resource/drp-application) and e-mail the completed PDF application 
to  CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. You will receive follow-up instructions for fee payment via e-mail. 
 
If you would like to review the associated plans or have any questions about this Project or the DR process, please 
contact the assigned planner for this Project, Jeff Horn, at (628) 652-7633  or jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org within 10 days 
from the date of this letter.  This Project will be approved by the Planning Department if no request for Discretionary 
Review is filed by the end of the 10-day noticing period, February 4, 2021. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeff Horn, Senior Planner 
Southwest Team, Current Planning Division 

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=Permit&PermitNumber=202001282919&Stepin=1
mailto:tk@tkworkshop.com
https://sfplanning.org/resource/drp-application
mailto:CPC.Intake@sfgov.org
mailto:jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org


CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

308 DUNCAN ST

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

The scope of work includes building a new roof deck over the existing detached garage. Access to be provided 

via a metal bridge connected to the existing exterior staircase landing. A variance from section 134 is required 

for the bridge element which spans from the existing rear stair to the roof of the garage. This bridge encroaches 

into the rear yard setback.

Case No.

2020-001414PRJ

6592009

202001282919

STEP 1: EXEMPTION TYPE

The project has been determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions 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; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 

permitted or with a CU.

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

Other ____

Common Sense Exemption (CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3)). It can be seen with certainty that 

there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment . FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY



STEP 2: ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING ASSESSMENT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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. use of diesel construction 

equipment, backup diesel generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

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? 

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if box is checked, note below whether the applicant has enrolled in or received a waiver from the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, or if Environmental Planning staff has 

determined that hazardous material effects would be less than significant. (refer to The Environmental 

Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? 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? If yes, archeology review is required. 

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 The Environmental Information tab on the San Francisco 

Property Information Map) If box is checked, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Average Slope of Parcel = or > 25%, or site is in Edgehill Slope Protection Area or Northwest Mt. 

Sutro Slope Protection Area: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building 

construction, except one-story storage or utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area 

increases more than 50%, or (3) horizontal and vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of 

new projected roof area? (refer to The Environmental Planning tab on the San Francisco Property Information 

Map) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is likely required and Environmental Planning must issue the 

exemption.

Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, except one-story storage or 

utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more than 50%, (3) horizontal and 

vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof area, or (4) grading performed 

at a site in the landslide hazard zone? (refer to The Environmental tab on the San Francisco Property Information 

Map) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the 

exemption.

Seismic Hazard: Landslide or Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jeffrey Horn



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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property 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: ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Reclassification of property status. (Attach HRER Part I)

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER

b. Other (specify):

(No further historic review)

Reclassify to Category C

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

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

3. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces that do not remove, alter, or obscure character 

defining features.

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

existing historic character.

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



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

features.

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

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

8. Work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties  
(Analysis required):

9. Work compatible with a historic district (Analysis required):

10. Work that would not materially impair a historic resource (Attach HRER Part II).

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

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

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

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

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 n 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 to the Board of 

Supervisors can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

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

Jeffrey Horn

02/10/2021

No further environmental review is required. The project is 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.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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 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. In accordance 

with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed to the 

Environmental Review Officer within 10 days of posting of this determination.

Date:

















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

From: Thomas Schuttish
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: PDF Version of Comments for 2020-001414 DRP 308 Duncan Street March 25, 2020
Date: Friday, March 05, 2021 7:42:40 PM
Attachments: Screen Shot 2021-03-05 at 7.35.30 PM.png

 

David:
I realized that you needed this as a pdf for the packet….plus there was too much extraneous stuff in my email.  I hope this makes your job easier.
Although I am still very puzzled by the missing part of the 311 Notification with no floor plans for the first two levels of this project.  But as I said, that is on me for not noticing it back in 2018.
Take very good care.
Georgia

mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net
mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org

Going_back to the Request for Discretionary Review.

| understand why the neighbors are concerned about that deck on the garage
building. | know Comerford Alley pretty well...it is a “fun” way to walk to and
from the J-Church Streetcar stop.

It is a special part of the neighborhood, one of the few, if not the only through
alley in the neighborhood. It is a link to Noe Valley's past.

Those lots on Church Street are very, very close to this project.

The homes are close to one another and the rear of the homes face the Alley
and the uphill rear yards.

| think this would be the first deck on any of the structures that are immediately
adjacent to the Alley. And not every lot even has a structure that abuts the Alley.
In that sense this fact makes this deck Extraordinary and Exceptional.

The neighbors have real and legitimate concerns about their privacy and well
being given the juxtaposition of the lots. Decks like this can be attractive
nuisances.....attractive for the owners/developers at the resale, but an ongoing
nuisance for the neighbors.

(Plus | just saw on next week’s Agenda for March 11th, that a deck was removed
from the roof of a garage building on another project at 19th and Caselli
Streets.)

| do not know any of the neighbors or the DR Requestor, but | totally understand
why they filed the DR to remove the deck on the garage roof.

Please feel free to include this as a letter of support for the DR Requestors in
the packet.






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

From: Peter Sargent
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: Public Hearing, 308 Duncan Street, #2020-001414DRP
Date: Tuesday, March 09, 2021 8:04:50 AM

 

Hello Mr. Winslow,

I am writing about the proposal to "legalize the flattening of the roof" of the existing garage
at the back property line of 308 Duncan Street (record #2020-001414DRP).  I am confused
about the wording of this, since the roof is already flattened.  Am I correct in thinking that
the applicant wants the city to approve something that he's already done and that is illegal
unless approved?  Isn't the normal course to ask for something to be approved before you
go ahead and do it?  I am opposed to this project and will submit an email to that effect. 

My second comment is that the contractors at this sight have constructed a Northward
extension from the property line that encroaches onto Comerford Street.  This
encroachment has been in place for more than a year.  Comerford Street is a city street,
according to the Board of Supervisors.  This should never have occurred.    

Thank you.

Best wishes,

Peter Sargent
325 27th Street

-- 
no justice, no peace

mailto:pbsarge@gmail.com
mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org


View of proposed deck

Discretionary Review
308 Duncan Street
By, Kim McChane



Alternate view of
Proposed deck from 
Neighbors house

View is of the 
property line 



Another view 
Note existing roof 
deck on new 4th floor 
addition

Thank you for your time!



V. 08.17.2020  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 1  |  RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING

Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Discretionary Review Coordinator: 

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 Discretionary review

4 9 S o ut h Va n Nes s Av enu e, S u ite 14 0 0
Sa n F r a n c i s co, C A   941 03
www.sfplan n i ng.org
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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.
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