49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl an Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
ABBREVIATED ANALYSIS

May 13, 2021

Record No.: 2020-007734DRP-03
Project Address: 3441 Washington Street
Permit Applications: 2020.0807.1354

Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House-One Family]
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0996 / 027

Project Sponsor:  Stephen Sutro
1055 Post Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Staff Contact: David Winslow - (628) 652-7335
david.winslow@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Do Not Take DR and Approve

Project Description

The project proposes to construct a new 2-story horizontal addition to the east side of the existing two-story over
basement single family house and a new 1-story vertical addition with roof terrace. The existing building is
approximately 4,841 square feet in size and with the proposed project the building would be approximately 8,575
square feet in size. Full interior remodel associated in scope of work.

Site Description and Present Use

Thesiteisa42’-6” wide x 127°-8” deep lateral and up sloping lot containing an existing two-story over basement,
single family house. The existing building is a Category ‘A’ - Historic resource built in 1909 and a part of the
eligible Presidio Heights Historic District.

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood

The buildings on this block of Washington Street range from 3- to 4-stories at the street face. The mid-block open
space is defined by an inconsistent depth of buildings. The corner building is set back from the street and
extends further in the rear yard while the DR requestor to the east is shallower next to the subject property.
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis RECORD NO. 2020-007734DRP-03
Hearing Date: May 13,2020 3441 Washington Street

Building Permit Notification

Type Required Notification DR File Date DR Hearing Date Filing to Hearing
Period DEICH BEIC

311 Notice 30 days February 23, March 25,2021 May 13,2021 49 days
2021 - March 25,
2021

Hearing Notification

Type Required Required Notice Actual Notice Date Actual Period
Period Date

Posted Notice 20 days April 23,2021 April 23,2021 20 days

Mailed Notice 20 days April 23,2021 April 17,2021 20 days

Online Notice 20 days April 23,2021 April 17,2021 20 days
Public Comment

djacent neighbor(s)

Other neighbors on the block or 1 24 0
directly across the street

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0

Environmental Review

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuantto 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 Requestors

DR requestor 1:
Michael Kelly of 3406 Clay Street, resident of the property to the south of the proposed project.

DR requestor 2:
Kevin Chessen of 3445 Washington Street, resident of the adjacent property to the west of the proposed project.

San Francisco
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis RECORD NO. 2020-007734DRP-03
Hearing Date: May 13,2020 3441 Washington Street

DR requestor 3:
William Rothmann of 3408 Clay Street, resident of the property to the south of the proposed project.

DR Requestors’ Concerns and Proposed Alternatives

AlLDR requestors are concerned that the proposed project:
1. misrepresents the extent of demolition;

2. misrepresents the front setback requirements

3. misrepresents the allowable height;

4. isnot compatible with the historic significance of this building and district and,;
5. thescale and roof decks affects the privacy of adjacent neighbors.

Proposed alternatives:

1. Remove the third-floor addition and roof deck;

2. retain the existing historic facade

See attached Discretionary Review Applications, dated March 25, 2021.

Project Sponsor’s Response to DR Application

The proposal has been designed and reviewed by the Planning Department to be code compliant and conforms
to the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to privacy. The Planning Department’s staff has concluded the
addition appropriately responds to the existing historic character. The DR requestors have not demonstrated any
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances exist.

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated May 5, 2021

Department Review

The Planning Department confirms support for this Code-complying project. Itis compatible with preservation
criteria and it complies with the Residential Design Guidelines related to scale and privacy.

Specifically:

1. Thescope of work and demolition calculations are not near any threshold of demolition under the
applicable Planning Code section 317.

2. Thefrontsetbackis compliant with Planning Code Section 132 which is based on the adjacent neighbor
to the west since the front of the adjacent corner building fronts on Walnut Street. No new work is
proposed within the front setback.

3. The proposed heightis compliant with the height limit per Planning Code Section 261. The 311 plans

San Francisco
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis RECORD NO. 2020-007734DRP-03
Hearing Date: May 13,2020 3441 Washington Street

erroneously depicted the measurement of height which has been corrected and included as a revision
to the plan set.

4. The preservation review of this confirms that the proposed alterations are consistent with the Secretary
of the Interior Standards in that they will be minimally visible from the public-right-of-way, will not
significantly remove or obscure original historic fabric, or cause the structure to no longer convey its
significance within the surrounding historic district. Therefore, the project meets the Department’s
checklist for a categorically exempt project from further CEQA review, and as such; did not require a
Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) or Response (HRER). The front of the building is being retained.

5. Thefrontroof deck is set back 10" from the front building wall and 5’ from the side building walls and is
buffered by planters on three sides to be minimally intrusive to privacy. The scale of the addition
maintains the scale of existing buildings at the street and the rear.

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
Response to DR Application, dated May 5, 2021
311 plans

Revised elevations
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Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2020-007734DRP-03
3441 Washington Street
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Aerial Photo
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. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

628.652.7600
www.sfplanning.org

NUTIGE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLIGATION On 8/7/2020, Building Permit Application No. 202008071354

was filed for work at the Project Address below.

[SEBTIUN 31 " Notice Date: 2/23/21 Expiration Date: 3/25/21

Project Address: 3441 WASHINGTON ST Applicant:  Stephen Sutro

Cross Streets: Walnut and Laurel Streets Address: 1055 Post Street

Block / Lot No.: 0996 / 027 City, State:  San Francisco, CA 94109
Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415) 810-3877

Record No.: 2020-007734PRJ Email: ssutro@sutroarchitects.com

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.

[ Demolition Building Use: Residential No Change

[0 Change of Use Front Setback: None No Change

[0 Rear Addition Side Setbacks: 12 ft (East) None

[J New Construction Building Depth: 70 feet No Change

[ Facade Alteration(s) Rear Yard: 50 feet No Change

X Side Addition Building Height: 40 feet 40 feet maximum (at grade)
L] Alteration Number of Stories: 2-over-basement 3-over-basement

LI Front Addition Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change

X Vertical Addition Number of Parking Spaces 1 2

The project includes excavation to create additional living space in the basement, a vertical addition and rooftop terrace, and a
horizontal addition to the east which will create approximately 3,250 square feet of additional gross floor area. The project also
includes new decking and landscaping in the rear yard. The vertical addition has a proposed set back of 15 feet from each of the front
facade’s stepped massing and is no greater than 40 feet in height above the grade which it will be built upon. The horizontal addition
is approximately 35 feet set back from the public-right-of-way and will be differentiated but compatible with existing structure and
surrounding historic district’s materials, massing, and design details.

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 sfplanning.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:
Planner: Katherine Wilborn Telephone: 628-652-7355 Email: Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org

T MBS Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550
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General Information About Procedures During COVID-19 Shelter-In-Place Order

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 specific questions about the proposed project, you
should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice. If
you have general questions about the Planning Department’s
review process, contact the Planning counter at the Permit

Center via email at pic@sfgov.org.

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. Contact the project Applicant to get more information
and to discuss 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. 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 that 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 (“DR”). If you believe the project warrants
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must
file a DR Application prior to the Expiration Date shown on
the front of this notice.

To file a DR Application, you must:

1. Create an accountor be an existing registered user
through our Public Portal (https://aca-
ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx).

2. Complete the Discretionary Review PDF application
(https://sfplanning.org/resource/drp-application) and
email the completed PDF application to

San Francisco

CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. You will receive follow-up
instructions via email on how to post payment for the DR
Applciation through our Public Portal.

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.
The Board of Appeals is accepting appeals via e-mail. For
further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals,
including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (628)
652-1150.

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 Board of Supervisors at
bos.legislation@sfgov.org, or by calling (415) 554-5184.

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be
limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered
to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning
Department or other City board, commission or department
at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing
process on the CEQA decision.
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CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

3441 WASHINGTON ST 0996027

Case No. Permit No.

2020-007734ENV 202008071354

- Addition/ |:| Demolition (requires HRE for |:| New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The project proposes a new 2-story horizontal addition to the east side of the existing two-story over basement
building and a new 1-story vertical addition with roof terrace. The existing building is approximately 4,841 square
feet in size and with the proposed project the building would be approximately 8,575 square feet in size. Full
interior remodel associated in scope of work.

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

I:l 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

O

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.

Seismic Hazard: |:|Landslide or |:|Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

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.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

Planning department staff archeologist cleared the project with no effects on 12/16/2020.

The San Francisco Department of Public Health granted a waiver from the requirements of Article 22A on
7/27/2020.

A preliminary geotechnical report was prepared by Romig Engineers (dated 6/8/2020). The project’s structural
drawings would be reviewed by the building department, where it would be determined if further geotechnical
review and technical reports are required.




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.

[l

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

O

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.

O|0|moO|0d|od

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.

[l

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

[

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

O

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 |)

|:| Reclassify to Category A |:| Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER (No further historic review)

b. Other (specify):

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.

O] O m

5. Fagade/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):
PLEASE SEE ATTACHED

[l

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

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: Katherine Wilborn

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Katherine Wilborn
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 01/26/2021

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

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes an exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 310of 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.




Step 5: #9 Work Comopatible With a Historic District Analysis

The proposed project has a setback of 15'-0" from visible facade walls and will not be visible, or minimally
visible, from the public right of way. The visible facade and character defining features (such as the window
surrounds and retaining wall at the Washington Street facade) that the property exhibits will remain intact.



STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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:

[ | Resultin 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?

O |0 O

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | 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.

Planner Name: Date:

San Francisco o
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Discretionary Review Requestor’s Information

Name: Michael Kelly

c/o shoshana@zfplaw.com

3406 Clay Street, San Francisco, CA 94118 Email Address:

Address: (415) 956-8100

Telephone:

Information on the Owner of the Property Being Developed

Name: Abhay Parekh and Kadambari Parekh

Company/Organization:

. . c¢/o ttunny@reubenlaw.com
3441 Washington Street, San Francisco, CA 94118 Email Address: 4

Address: (415) 567-9000

Telephone:

Property Information and Related Applications

Proj ect Address: 3441 Washington Street, San Francisco CA 94118

Block/Lot(s): 09967027

Building Permit Application No(s): 202008071354

ACTIONS PRIORTO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

PRIORACTION YES NO
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) |Z|

Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation.

the result, including any changes that were made to the proposed project.

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please summarize

No changes resulting from discussions with planning staff.

V. 08.28.2020 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT




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.

There are errors in the plans, including but not limited to, the demolition calculations (Planning Code
§ 317); front setback requirements (Planning Code § 132); allowable height limits (Planning Code §
270); and a horizontal rear addition. The Project also seeks to alter the facade on a historic home. The
massing and design is not in keeping with neighborhood character.

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 Project seeks large additions around a historic home in the recognized Presidio Heights Historic
District. It also seeks to alter the facade. No HRE has been performed to assess the significance of the
Project on historic preservation. Some of these alterations will visible from the public right of way, and
all will degrade the district historic. The oversized scale and massing of the Project affects neighboring
homes and the roof deck presents privacy concerns to adjacent neighbors.

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 #17

Removal of the proposed third floor addition and roof deck, and removal of changes to the existing
historic facade.
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Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a) The undersigned is the DR requestor or their authorized representation.

Digitally signed by Shoshana Raphael

Shoshana Raphael Date: 2021.03.24 10:04:25 -07'00' Shoshana Raphael

Name (Printed)

Signature
Attorney (415) 956-8100 shoshana@zfplaw.com
Relationship to Requestor Phone Email

(i.e. Attorney, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

Date:

By:
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March 23, 2021

I, Michael Kelly, hereby authorize Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC, including but not limited
to Ryan J. Patterson, Esq. and Shoshana Raphael, Esq., to file a request for Discretionary Review
of Building Permit Application No. 202008071354 (3441 Washington Street) on my behalf,

Signed

6@\ 5/28/21

Mhchiagl Kellé e _7
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Discretionary Review Requestor’s Information

Name: Kevin Chessen

. . kevinchessen@gmail.com
3445 Washington Street, San Francisco, CA 94118 Email Address: J

Address: (415) 806-0574

Telephone:

Information on the Owner of the Property Being Developed

Name: Abhay Parekh and Kadambari Parekh

Company/Organization:

. . ¢/o ttunny@reubenlaw.com
3441 Washington Street, San Francisco, CA 94118 Email Address: y

Address: (415) 567-9000

Telephone:

Property Information and Related Applications

Project Address: 3441 Washington Street, San Francisco CA 94118

Block/Lot(s): 9996/027

Building Permit Application No(s): 202008071354

ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

PRIORACTION YES NO
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) |Z|

Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation.

the result, including any changes that were made to the proposed project.

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please summarize

No changes resulting from discussions with planning staff.

V. 08.28.2020 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT




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.

There are errors in the plans, including but not limited to, the demolition calculations (Planning Code
8§ 317), front setback requirements (Planning Code § 132); allowable height limits (Planning Code §
270); and a horizontal rear addition. The Project also seeks to alter the facade on a historic home. The
massing and design is not in keeping with neighborhood character.

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 Project seeks large additions around a historic home in the recognized Presidio Heights Historic
District. It also seeks to alter the facade. No HRE has been performed to assess the significance of the
Project on historic preservation. Some of these alterations will visible from the public right of way, and
all will degrade the district historic. The oversized scale and massing of the Project affects neighboring
homes and the roof deck presents privacy concerns to adjacent neighbors.

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 #17

Removal of the proposed third floor addition and roof deck, and removal of changes to the existing
historic facade.
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Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the DR requestor or their authorized representation.

X/ %¥>é ) Kevin Chessen

Signature Name (Printed)
Requestor < kevinchessen@gmail.com
a WS IKL-5220 .
Relationship to Requestor Phone Email

(i.e. Attorney, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:
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San Francisce
Planning

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC (DRP)

APPLICATION
Discretionary Review Requestor’s Information
Naii: William Rothmann
. billrothmann®aol.
3408 Clay Street, San Francisco, CA 94118 EmailAddress: i
Address: (415) 806-0574

Telephone:

Information on the Owner of the Property Being Developed
Abhay Parekh and Kadambari Parekh

Name:

Company/Organization:

3441 Washington Street, San Francisco, CA 94118 Email Address; /0 ttunny@reubenlaw.com

Address: (415) 567-9000

Telephone:

Property Information and Related Applications
3441 Washington Street, San Francisco CA 94118

Project Address:

Block/Lot(s): 0996/027

Building Permit Application No(s): 202008071354

ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

i PRIOR ACTION YES NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? m V
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? (including Community Boards) lZF

Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation.
If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please summarize
the result, including any changes that were made to the proposed project.

No changes resulting from discussions with planning staff.
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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.

There are errors in the plans, including but not limited to, the demolition calculations (Planning Code
§ 317); front setback requirements (Planning Code § 132); allowable height limits (Planning Code §
270); and a horizontal rear addition. The Project also seeks to alter the facade on a historic home. The
massing and design is not in keeping with neighborhood character.

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 Project seeks large additions around a historic home in the recognized Presidio Heights Historic
District. It also seeks to alter the facade. No HRE has been performed to assess the significance of the
Project on historic preservation. Some of these alterations will visible from the public right of way, and |
all will degrade the district historic. The oversized scale and massing of the Project affects neighboring
homes and the roof deck presents privacy concerns to adjacent neighbors.

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 #17

Removal of the proposed third floor addition and roof deck, and removal of changes to the existing
historic facade.

= i |
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUESTOR'S AFFIDAVIT

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the DR requestor or their authorized representation.
/ / pf m William Rothmann

Signature Name (Printed)
Requestor (415) 806-0574 billrothmann@aol.com
Relationship to Requestor Phone Email

{i.e. Attorney, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:
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ZACKS) FREEDMAN & PATTERSON 601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94111

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION Telephone (415) 956-8100
Facsimile (415) 288-9755

www.zfplaw.com

May 5, 2021
VIA E-MAIL

President Joel Koppel and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2017-011977DRP
Discretionary Review Requestor’s Brief

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

Our office represents DR Requestor Michael Kelly. In addition to Mr. Kelly and two
other DR Requestors, this DR Request has received overwhelming support from neighboring
Presidio Heights residents. These neighbors respectfully and collectively request the Planning
Commission grant this DR request to further evaluate the project’s impacts to historic resources
and to require modification to ensure consistency with the Planning Code and Residential Design
Guidelines.

The proposed project imposes exceptional and extraordinary impacts on the Presidio
Heights Historic District and violates the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines:

1. No Historic Resource Evaluation was conducted to properly analyze impacts to

historic resources.

2. The proposed design is inconsistent with the Special Guidelines for Alterations to
Buildings of Potential Historic or Architectural Merit because the design mocks,
rather than complements, the existing historic architecture.

3. The proposed design would significantly adversely impact the character-defining
features of the Presidio Heights Historic District and the historic home adjacent to the
project.

4. The project exceeds the height limit and is not code-compliant.



San Francisco Planning Commission
May 5, 2021
Page 2

5. The project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines due to a lack of
side setbacks, reduced front setback, and excessive massing that will block light to

the adjacent homes and violates neighbors’ privacy.

1. No Historic Resource Evaluation was conducted

The proposed project is listed as a “Category A” Historic Resource. Preservation Bulletin
16 states that Category A properties shall be presumed to be a historic resource unless there is a
preponderance of evidence demonstrating otherwise. All available evidence, such as the
property’s location within the core of the California Register-eligible Presidio Heights Historic
District and rating in a 1975 Planning Department Survey of the property, establishes a
presumption that the existing house is a historic resource. Preservation Bulletin 16 therefore
requires further evaluation of the property as a historic resource.

Preservation Bulletin 16 states that a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) is typically
necessary to determine whether the property meets the criteria for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources. The HRE also forms the basis to understand and analyze
whether a proposed project will cause a substantial adverse change to the historic character of the
resource. A site-specific HRE that documents the character-defining features of the existing
resource is critical to determine whether a particular project adequately protects a historic
resource.

No HRE was completed for this project, and the Planning Department did not thoroughly
analyze the project’s impacts to historic resources. The Planning Department provided a two-
sentence analysis in a document entitled “Work Comopatible [sic] With a Historic District
Analysis.” This analysis merely states that the project will not have impacts to a historic resource
because it will “not be visible, or minimally visible, from the public right of way.” The
Department’s vague conclusion that the project is not visible (or, perhaps, just minimally visible)
is demonstrably false. This project nearly doubles the square footage of the existing residence,
adds an additional floor, and will clearly be visible from the public right of way along
Washington Street. The Planning Department’s unsubstantiated conclusion does not adequately
evaluate the project impacts, and these impacts cannot be properly analyzed without an HRE.

The analysis also does not evaluate at all whether the property is a contributor to the Presidio



San Francisco Planning Commission
May 5, 2021
Page 3

Heights Historic District or analyze the adverse impact to adjacent properties, such as the historic
home with gardens and site walls located next door at 4301 Washington — a major contributor to
the District. The Planning Department did not meaningfully investigate the impacts, and its
evaluation is simply inadequate.

The Project Sponsor’s consultants sought to avoid completing an HRE before an
application was even submitted. The consultants emailed the Planning Department inquiring
whether one was required and later declared that the “fee is pretty expensive” for a historic
consultant. They told the planner that the Project Sponsors “don’t want to spend the extra cost.”
Eventually, it appears the Planning Department capitulated, and no HRE was completed.
However, without a site-specific HRE to properly document the historic value and character-
defining features of the existing home, potential impacts cannot be adequately analyzed.
Approval of the project is therefore premature. The Planning Commission must grant this DR
request to ensure that an HRE is completed, and the historic impacts of the project are properly
evaluated.

2. The proposed design is inconsistent with the Special Guidelines for Alterations to

Buildings of Potential Historic or Architectural Merit.

According to the 1976 Planning Department Survey, the existing residence includes
“very unusual, very fine” Mission Revival architecture. The residence scored a 4 out of 5 rating
for the richness and excellence of the detailing and decoration. The existing residence is, at
minimum, a building with historic and architectural merit, as well as an important contributor to
the Presidio Heights Historic District.

The Residential Design Guidelines include specific guidelines for alterations to
residential buildings that may have historic or architectural merit. The purpose of these
guidelines is to ensure that the character-defining features of a historic building are maintained
and continue to convey a sense of time and place. These guidelines state that the materials,
detailing, and form of any addition must be compatible with the historic building. However, such
addition should be clearly distinguished from the original building so it can be understood as a
more recent change. In addition, Standard 9 of the Secretary of the Interior Standards for

Rehabilitation states that “new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible
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with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the
property.”

The proposed addition utilizes the same general style but lacks any of the detailing and
decoration of the original historic architectural design as required by the special Residential
Guidelines and Secretary of the Interior Standards. The project appears as a poor photocopy that
lacks the same quality as the original, which only degrades the overall visual aesthetic of the
remaining residence. This type of low-quality design does not blend with the original
architecture, nor does it contrast with the original architecture to distinguish it from the
remaining historic features as required. The design mocks, rather than complements, the historic
quality of the residence and the neighborhood. The proposed addition almost doubles the size of
the existing residence, which completely alters the historic massing, size, and scale of the
original residence. The Planning Commission must grant this DR request to require
modifications to the design that are consistent with the Special Guidelines for Alterations to
Buildings of Potential Historic or Architectural Merit.

3. The project would significantly and adversely impact the historic Presidio Heights

Neighborhood and historic home adjacent to the project.

This project would have drastic impacts on the California Register-eligible Presidio
Heights Historic District, including the adjacent historic home. The Presidio Heights Historic
District is a small area with a substantial number of the homes constructed between 1905 and
1925 with a superior level of craftsmanship, designed by numerous Master San Francisco
architects. Presidio Heights was singled out in the 1968 Junior League survey for containing “a
remarkably large number of handsome houses. In this small area ... are a great many buildings
that would be worthy of special mention were they in some other parts of the city.” The
character-defining features of the Presidio Heights District include the overall superior level of
architectural details and the use of high-quality materials; gable and hip roofs as predominant
roof forms; typically two- to three-stories in height above a raised basement; and frequent use of
front and side setbacks with associated garden and/or site walls.

In the Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of Potential Historic or
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Architectural Merit, a core design principle is to ensure that the character-defining features of an
historic building are maintained. As explained above, the project’s poor attempt to copy the
existing fine architectural details mocks, rather than respects, these character-defining features of
the historic District. The special guidelines also specifically protect a properties overall form and
relationship to adjacent buildings. The slope of this site and addition of a floor gives the project
the appearance of a massive four-story structure that does not fit in with the character-defining
two- to three-stories of the District. The lack of side setbacks is inconsistent with the character-
defining feature of front and side setbacks with associated garden. The building disregards both
its location and orientation on the site, its relationship to adjacent buildings, and its overall form.
In other words, this project is completely inconsistent with all the character-defining features that
make this neighborhood a California Register-eligible district.

The lack of side setbacks and massing of additional floor have particular, adverse impacts
on the adjacent historic property at 3401 Washington. This property exemplifies the character-
defining feature of side setbacks with associated garden that is distinctive of the Presidio Heights
neighborhood. The DCP 1976 Survey found the relationship between the residence at 3401
Washington and its surroundings is a key characteristic that earned a 4 out of 5 rating. Expanding
the building to the property line would fill half the existing open space, disrupting a greenbelt
with a blank, windowless, three-story wall. The Planning Department recognized that “there is a
pattern of side setbacks in the immediate area” but ultimately stated that “the Zoning District
does not require such setbacks.” Regardless of whether the setbacks are required in the Zoning
District, such setbacks are necessary to adequately protect the character-defining orientation of
the site and its relationship to adjacent buildings that are core features of the Presidio Heights
District and 3401 Washington specifically. The increased height and massing of the addition will
also block public views and create shadows over the residence and garden at 3401 Washington.
The impacts of the project will therefore detract from the historic visual quality of this residence

and adversely impact the character-defining features of the Presidio Heights District.

4, The project exceeds the height limit.

Planning Code Section 261(c) limits the height of a structure to 30 feet at the front
setback line, with the height limit increasing at a 45° angle until reaching the overall height limit
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for a property. The front setback for the RH-1 Zoning District is defined in Planning Code 8132
as the average of the adjacent neighbors, up to a maximum front setback of 15 feet.

The submitted plans do not calculate the front setback correctly and, as a result, the
project exceeds the Planning Code height limit. The adjacent property to the east (3401
Washington) has a front setback of approximately 35 feet, and the adjacent property to the west
(3445 Washington) has a front setback of approximately 10 feet. The average setback between
the adjacent neighbors is therefore 22.5 feet. Because the average is greater than 15 feet, the
Planning Code limits the required setback to 15 feet. The proposed plans show the front setback
as 10 feet — 5 feet less than the required setback. The plans calculate the diagonal height limit
based upon the incorrect front setback of 10 feet, not 15 feet, and as a result overcalculate the
required height limit. As shown in the diagram of the Proposed East Elevation (below), the
correct height limit is drawn in red and the vertical addition encroaches on this diagonal height

limitation by approximately 2 feet. The project is therefore inconsistent with the Planning Code.
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5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines, will block light

to adjacent properties, and will violate neighbors’ privacy.

Planning Code Section 101 states that a main purpose of the code is to “provide adequate
light, air, privacy and convenience of access to property.” In addition, the Residential Guidelines
articulate expectations regarding the character of the built environment and are intended to
protect that neighborhood character that goes beyond mere numerical requirements. These
guidelines protect side spacing, the light and space of adjacent properties, and overall

neighborhood context. Such Guidelines include:

e Guideline: Respect the existing pattern of side spacing. . . Side spacing helps
establish the individual character of each building while creating a rhythm to the
composition of a proposed project.

e Guideline: When considering the immediate context of a project, the concern is how
the proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.

e Guideline: Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to
adjacent properties.

As explained above, the project expands the existing building to the property line,
eliminating half the existing side spacing despite the fact the Planning Department recognized
that “there is a pattern of side setbacks in the immediate area.” Regardless of whether a particular
numerical setback is required in the Planning Code, the Residential Design Guidelines require
projects to respect existing patterns of side spacing. The lot is over 42 feet wide, much wider
than the average lot in San Francisco, and the existing structure is already approximately 30 feet
wide. Eliminating the existing side setback in therefore unnecessary, as the lot can accommodate
a reasonable addition without sacrificing the existing pattern of side spacing that is specifically
protected in the Residential Guidelines. The structure is also excessively large, nearly doubling
the square footage with a boxy addition that lacks articulation. The addition creates a new floor
(effectively a fourth story if acknowledging the above-grade basement level) in a neighborhood
of two- and three-story residences. The project’s lack of side setbacks and large addition fails to
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consider the immediate context of the project in relation to the adjacent buildings as required by
the Residential Design Guidelines.

The lack of setbacks and large addition will also adversely impact the light and privacy of
the adjacent residences. The proposed project will cast a large blocky shadow over neighboring
properties and allow a direct line of sight into the neighboring homes and yards. This issue is
only exacerbated by the lack of side setbacks. The project is therefore inconsistent with the
Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines with respect to protecting adequate light, air,

and privacy for neighboring properties.

Conclusion

The project’s adverse impacts to historic resources must be properly evaluated with an
HRE. The Planning Department did not properly analyze the project’s impacts and incorrectly
concluded that the project will not be visible from a public right of way. The project’s poor
architectural design will detract from the historic quality of the remaining original residence,
inconsistent with the Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of Potential Historic or
Architectural Merit. The lack of side setbacks, large fourth floor addition, and lack of articulation
are inconsistent with the character defining features of the Presidio Heights Historic District and
the adjacent historic structure at 4301 Washington in particular. In addition to detracting from
the historic resources of Presidio Heights, the lack of setbacks and large addition are also
inconsistent with the Residential Design Guidelines and will adversely impact the light and
privacy of adjacent homes.

The Planning Commission should therefore take DR and eliminate the proposed vertical

and horizontal additions in order to protect historic resources and the neighborhood context.

Very truly yours,

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

/=

Ryan J. Patterson



April 29, 2021

President Joel Koppel
Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400

Re: 3441 Washington Street

Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am writing this letter because | am concerned with the proposed renovation project at
3441 Washington Street. My family’s home, 3408 Clay Street, is adjacent to the south of this
project. | was brought home from the Children’s Hospital to this home and lived there for the first
eighteen years of my life. My father still resides there and | plan to live there again. Ever since |
was a child | cherished the feeling of our Presidio Heights neighborhood and | am concerned
that this project will change it for the worse.

| speculate that the current owners of 3441 Washington do not plan using this renovation as a
home for their family to live in but are instead seeking to maximize property value in order to
turn a big profit. This project proposes a monstrous top floor addition utilizing questionable
elevation data. The result will most certainly be an eyesore to the neighborhood causing visual

obstruction as well as an imposing size and a shadowy, congested feel to an otherwise beautiful
part of the city.

San Francisco is a changing landscape and moving forward through strange times will require
us all to participate in shaping our city. Approving this renovation which will add a blight to this
historic neighborhood and encourage owners to use San Francisco real estate as assets

instead of as homes to be lived in. It will change for the worse the feeling and character of the
only place | call home.

I strongly urge the rejection of this proposed project as presented.

Sincerely,

)
b /"ik ! 1451
n\ \“f\ frek v

Michael Rothmann, PhD.
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April 21, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Projcct site’s historic importance or the Projcct’s effect on the historic district or historic homcs
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15" setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and cxcccds the allowable height limit.
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3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,
T dsl gttt

) SE Taqe
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May 3, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

[ am the immediate neighbor to the south of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street
(the “Project”). The developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition
and remodel within the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been
performed to evaluate the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic
district or historic homes near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character
with the historic neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-
compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street which we believe to be neo-Edwardian. Rather than enhance the original
design, the Project detracts from it. The Project does not match existing architectural style by
poorly replicating existing decorative elements. Additions need not mimic styles from the past, but
should implement contextually appropriate styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10” front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.



2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.

3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback. and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to and shadowing adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby
neighbors.

7. My husband is disabled and home most of the time. This will present a significant

intrusion into our lives.

Sincerely,

NN

Name: Renee Rothmann Address: 3408 Clay Street, San Francisco CA 94118
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April 23,2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is .clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

" Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

e Sk e 2 Ot g
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April 23,2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10° front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15” setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name:ﬁ) Q.@\ M Address:/\s&‘ O\ C/Q% Ot
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April 23,2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project™). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10 front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15 setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation. ‘

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Address: 4-/ 24{/ s (\
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April 23, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 344] Washingfon Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02. and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted 1o justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10” front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15” setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectiully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the

-inapprepriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: Aﬂ FAA K-,LQ Address: 2'40't ([Oj gf =3y MNo. 4{"3{
SE, CA 41 9

lg//ké,é’gf @G.{a?’/\\, o~ Y
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April 21, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03

Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15” setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.



3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the

inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: /- Address: 3442 Clay Stree

F Wllliam Hauschildt
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April 23, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project™). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10 front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15° setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the -
following reasons: »

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context. .

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: ?’ '}3'5:,-7 k‘/( /L"f | Address: //‘f VA S\I'-,, SF,, Cﬂ 7?//5
bleller @ pankuw. csm
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April 23, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
* Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15° setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: CQGO/]_ Le)/ | ’r- Address: 3 HD, VJAS }\;/13;0/\ S(r
CVbvd.
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April 23, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15” setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: /%'\" Address: 3%#40  Cray ST

L . SF ch 9B
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April 23, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project™). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnécessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

- Sincerely,

Address: 304 Walnut Sk Apt. 2
SE. cA A4
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WILLIAM ROTHMANN

3408 CLAY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94118

415.806.0574

May 3, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

| am the closest neighbor to the south of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the
“Project”). The developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel
within the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes near it.
The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic neighborhood, does meet
the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441 Washington Street
which | believe to be neo-classical Edwardian. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts
from it. The Project does not match the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative
elements. Additions need not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by unnecessarily maximizing
the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes multiple rooms with redundant
uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to
six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify
increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning Code. The Project
Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable height limit on a sloping
lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the appropriate 15’ setback, the Project
exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the following reasons:

: 3 The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio Heights
Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.



WILLIAM ROTHMANN

3408 CLAY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94118

415.806.0574
3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic neighborhood by
disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.
4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent for future

developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to neighborhood

context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the inappropriate architectural mimicry
of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light to and
shadowing the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

7. I'am disabled and am at home most of the time and this will present a significant intrusion into my
life.

Sincerely

William Rothmann Address: 3408 Clay Street



LAINE BUCKINGHAM

3408 CLAY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94118

May 5, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

We are the closest neighbor to the south of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street
(the “Project”). The developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new
addition and remodel within the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report
has been performed to evaluate the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on
the historic district or historic homes near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot,
out of character with the historic neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines,
and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street which I believe to be neo-classical Edwardian. Rather than enhance the
original design, the Project detracts from it. The Project does a poor job of replicating the
existing architectural style. Additions need not mimic styles from the past, but should
implement contextually appropriate styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by unnecessarily
maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes multiple
rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and penthouse
lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower room for a
family of two. These are seemingly inserted to justify increasing square footage.

The Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning Code. The
Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable height
limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the following
reasons:

i. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

2. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.



LAINE BUCKINGHAM

3408 CLAY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94118

3. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource Evaluation.

4, The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to

neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural imitation of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to and shadowing the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby
neighbors.

7. We are at home most of the time and this will present a significant intrusion into our
lives. Loss of privacy from windows looking into ours (and vice versa) is not to be
underestimated.

Please help us keep the neighborhood as healthy and viable as it is now.

Sincerely,

ne Buckj am Address: 3408 Clay Street, San Francisco CA 94118






April 23, 2021

President Joel Koppel
Planning Commission

.49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

» It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10” front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15” setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Name: / ’[/(i/f MM Wﬂ Address: %’ 504‘ L’muf W:
o) v 56 94/(1§
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April 21, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03

Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10° front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.



3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the

inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: Kf‘()}d\) 6%5-5’&4\) Address: 3‘4%{ W%%,-;\TB'}OM 5*/’
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May 4, 2021
Dear Mr. Winslow,

My objections to the current plan for 3441 Washington Street are regarding
the historical nature of the property and the district.

When [ saw the plans, | was dismayed. An handsome, elegant home is being
stretched out of shape, not only as a property, but as part of a neighborhood.

Why someone would ruin a home and an entire block in a historic district is

a mystery to me.

Among the things | love about San Francisco are the flavor of the various
neighborhoods and its commitment to preserving a rich architectural
heritage. The designation of this area as a historic district, with the rarity of
homes that pre-date the earthquake in 1906 was one of the things that
attracted me. | insisted that we raise our family here rather than in the
suburbs.

As | mentioned in a note to San Francisco Planning, | am a transplant from
Los Angeles. Throughout my life, homes were regularly torn down or
expanded so far beyond their original envelope that the houses are
unrecognizable; in fact, entire historic neighborhoods were razed. No
amount of objections from neighborhood groups made any impact. | was
happy that San Francisco was different. | hope that is still true.

| trust that you will consider the project’s architecture and its place in the
overall neighborhood when making your decision.

Thank you,

;;,f%; < A 'y | A P - \
aﬁ\é,w@m{ ool

Krisanthy Desb;} ‘:(
3404 Clay Street
San Francisco



April 23, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: \/t\(\z @UP(\‘ Address: ’5‘470( c\f’(“\ §’\_§
v CA
AUl
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April 23,2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15° setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit. '

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent-homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Address:i)bkéy % = CILH (%

Name:
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April 23,2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15” setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: /;Z Z //,;' lZ/,Z/L,& Address: ?‘/ )75/ (////477 5% %ﬁj‘
o SF e Fuilg
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May 4, 2021
Dear Mr. Winslow,

The proposal for 3441 Washington Street, as written now, will allow the
owners to see straight into my family room, the most-used room in my house.
I will lose a great deal of privacy throughout the day and evening.

You may ask, why don’t I simply close my curtains? The reason is that the
majority of the light we get in this house comes from that room. Ours is a
north-facing house, with almost no light coming in from the east or west. On
the south side, directly across the street from us, is an 8-story apartment
building which blocks our sunlight most mornings throughout the year except
for a few weeks in the summer. The project in its current form will block
some of the light we get to the north as well.

I hope that you will take my objections into consideration when reviewing
the plan.

Thank you,

AP
M- pong =

Madhavan Rangaswami
3404 Clay Street
San Francisco



Michael Garza
3436 Clay Street #6
San Francisco, CA 94118

April 21, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10” front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15 setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.



2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.

3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,
Name: > Y pe— Address: 3‘7‘36 C /q / SlA’c 7"
7 ~_7 y /
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May 4, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03

Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am an adjacent neighbor living directly behind the proposed project at 3441 Washington
Street (the “Project™). I have lived here more than thirty years. The Project is an example of real
estate greed run amok. It creates a gross oversized dwelling on a too-small lot. The developers of
the Project have applied for permits for a massive remodel within the Presidio Heights Historic
District but no Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate the Project site’s historic
importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes near it.

The developers of the Project seek to reap a huge profit by unnecessarily maximizing the
size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes multiple rooms that the house
has done nicely without for a hundred years. Redundant uses include a media room, family room,
living room, library, and penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven
bathrooms, and shower room. This all for two people with no minor children or others living in
the house!

As currently designed, the Project is not code compliant, as the proposed height exceeds
the allowable height limit under the Planning Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed
a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable height limit on a sloping lot. When the height limit
is calculated at the appropriate 15° setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource Evaluation. The
height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic neighborhood by
disrupting the neighbor pattern and context. Your approval of an over-sized horizontal and
vertical addition will set a destructive precedent leading to the degradation of the Presidio
Heights Historic District.

Sincerely,

Nage: ?4/ 4 @ Address: 0o C’_‘du,\ e &

Name@/ Address: 37.49’@ C/i—, Slre /-




April 23,2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
- unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10° front setback that increases the allowable
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: / /éﬁ/# 9%//[ Address:_ 5410 | ﬂ/m 240

sFal 70118
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April 23,2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel within
the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to evaluate
the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or historic homes
near. it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the historic
neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project proposes
multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library, and
penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and shower
room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the allowable’
height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated at the
appropriate 15” setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.




3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,
. ] .
Name: ‘! %A" /M S Address: 2.4 L-Apz. S 7
TH oigs M. DA SAw FrAwclsSco,CAG 2y )€

| Cléx SIePy
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April 21, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel
within the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to
evaluate the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or
historic homes near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the
historic neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate
styling,

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project
proposes multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library,
and penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and
shower room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally -assumed a 10’ front setback that increases the
allowable height limit on a sloping lot. This'is: unfounded and when the height limit is calculated
at the appropriate 15° setback, the PrOJcct cxcccds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge. you to take dlscretlonary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated, there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.



3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light
to the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: '5{/ - Address: %%(f’ M&WI] QW :&:L
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May 3, 2021

President Joel Koppel

Planning Commission

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street
Case No. 2020-007734DRP, 2020-007734DRP-02, and 2020-007734DRP-03
Discretionary Review Hearing Date: May 13, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 3441 Washington Street (the “Project”). The
developers of the Project have applied for permits for a massive new addition and remodel
within the Presidio Heights Historic District. No Historic Resource Report has been performed to
evaluate the Project site’s historic importance or the Project’s effect on the historic district or
historic homes near it. The proposed Project is far too large for the lot, out of character with the
historic neighborhood, does meet the Residential Design Guidelines, and is not code-compliant.

The Project does not take into account the historic context of the existing home at 3441
Washington Street. Rather than enhance the original design, the Project detracts from it. The
Project mocks the existing architectural style by poorly replicating existing decorative elements.
Additions should not mimic styles from the past, but should implement contextually appropriate

styling.

It is clear that the developers of the Project are attempting to maximize profit by
unnecessarily maximizing the size, without regard to neighborhood context. The Project
proposes multiple rooms with redundant uses: a media room, family room, living room, library,
and penthouse lounge and office. This is in addition to six bedrooms, seven bathrooms, and
shower room. These are not needed, but merely inserted to justify increasing square footage.

Also, the Project’s proposed height exceeds the allowable height limit under the Planning
Code. The Project Sponsor has unilaterally assumed a 10° front setback that increases the
allowable height limit on a sloping lot. This is unfounded, and when the height limit is calculated
at the appropriate 15’ setback, the Project exceeds the allowable height limit.

We respectfully urge you to take discretionary review and deny the Project, for the
following reasons:

1. The Project’s impact on the historic home at 3441 Washington Street and the Presidio
Heights Historic District has not been evaluated; there is no Historic Resource
Evaluation.

2. The Project is not code-compliant and exceeds the allowable height limit.



3. The height, style, and size of the Project will alter the character of a historic
neighborhood by disrupting the neighbor pattern and context.

4. Approval of an over-sized horizontal and vertical addition will set a destructive precedent
for future developers, leading to the degradation of the Presidio Heights Historic District.

5. The Project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines with respect to
neighborhood context due to a lack of side setbacks, inadequate front setback, and the
inappropriate architectural mimicry of the original home.

6. The Project is excessively and unnecessarily large relative to the lot size, blocking light to
the adjacent homes, as well as creating privacy concerns for nearby neighbors.

Sincerely,

Name: }/]M %m Address: 33Q7 WMW#.
J g, Cancises Cq G4/
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ..~

James A. Reuben
jreuben@reubenlaw.com

May 5, 2021

Delivered Via Email

President Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3441 Washington Street — Building Permit Application No. 2020.08.07.1354
Planning Dept. Case No.: 2020-007734DRP
Hearing Date: May 13, 2021
Our File No.: 11683.01

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:

Our office is working with Kay and Abhay Parekh, owners and sponsors of the project at
3441 Washington Street (the “Property”). The Property is located in an RH-1 (Residential-House,
One Family) Zoning District. The Parekh’s seek to expand their two-story over basement family
home with a one-story vertical addition and a two-story horizontal addition on the east side (the
“Project”) in a neighborhood noted for its large, elegant homes of similar or larger scale and
massing. Architect Stephen Sutro has used the existing geography and siting and massing of
neighbors to minimize any potential impacts on neighbors. The restraint of the addition avoids
any historic resource impacts. Renderings of the Project are attached as Exhibit A.

Two of the Discretionary Review (“DR”) requesters own property to the rear of the
Property (3406 Clay Street and 3408 Clay Street), far above the Property and to the east (the “Clay
Street DR Requesters”). The homes are located 108 and 101 feet from the Project, respectively.
The third DR requester is adjacent to the Property to the west at 3445 Washington Street (the
“Washington Street DR Requester”). All three homes of the DR Requesters are four stories tall
The eastern neighbor has an enormous lot at over 13,000 square feet, leaving plenty of room for
the east side addition. The east side addition is set back over 40 feet from the front property line,
and the proposed third floor is over 30 feet from the front property line, leaving the Project largely
not visible from the street.

The DR Requesters’ opposition to the Project is based on alleged historic resource impacts,
claims that the Project violates the height limit, and fears pertaining to loss of privacy. The
opposition is unfounded. Preservation Staff twice reviewed the Project and found no historic
resource impacts given the Project is scarcely visible from the public right-of-way. The Project’s
height has been reviewed by Staff and found to be code-compliant. Privacy impacts are non-

San Francisco Office Oakland Office
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 492 9" Street, Suite 200, Oakland, CA 94607

tel: 415-567-9000 | fax: 415-399-9480 tel: 510-527-5589 www.reubenlaw.com



President Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
May 5, 2021

Page 2 of 4

existent given the distance of the DR Requesters from the Project and the Project’s significant
setbacks. Staff recommends approval of the Project as proposed.

For these reasons, no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances have been established
that would justify taking discretionary review, and we respectfully request that the Planning
Commission approve the Project as proposed.

l. PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Property is a large, 5,426 square-foot mid-block lot on the northern side of Washington
Street between Walnut Street and Laurel Street. The Property slopes up from front to back and
down from east to west.

The Property is in the Presidio Heights neighborhood, and within the California Register-
eligible Presidio Heights historic district, which has a character-defining feature of large,
frequently formal dwellings on large lots. (See Historic Resource Determination, Exhibit B).

The existing home is two stories over a basement (see Exhibit A). The Project proposes a
new third floor with a terrace at the front, as well as a two-story horizontal addition on the east
side, increasing the home’s gross floor area from approximately 4,841 square feet to approximately
8,575 square feet. The Project is an attractive, appropriate, neighborhood-compatible addition that
avoids any historic resource impacts.

1. THE STANDARD FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW HAS NOT BEEN MET

Discretionary review is a “special power of the Commission, outside of the normal building
permit approval process. It is supposed to be used only when there are exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed project.”! The discretionary review
authority is based on Sec. 26(a) of the Business & Tax Regulations Code. Pursuant to the City
Attorney’s advice, it is a “sensitive discretion ... which must be exercised with the utmost
restraint.” Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances have been defined as complex topography,
irregular lot configuration, unusual context, or other circumstances not addressed in the design
standards.

As described in detail below, the DR Requestors have failed to establish any exceptional
or extraordinary circumstances that are necessary for the Planning Commission to exercise its DR
power. As such, the request for DR requests should be denied. The DR Requesters’ concerns are
addressed as follows.

! Planning Department publication for the Application Packet for Discretionary Review.

Z:\Shared\R&A\1168301\DR\LTR-CPC.docx
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President Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
May 5, 2021

Page 3 of 4

A. Historic Resource Concerns Are Unfounded

The DR Requesters express concern about the Project’s impact on the historic character of
the existing home and the California Register-eligible Presidio Heights historic district. These
concerns are unfounded. Staff concluded that the Project has no impact on the district because it
is scarcely visible from the public right-of-way. The proposed third floor is set back more than 30
feet from the front property line, and the east side addition is set back more than 40 feet from the
front property line.

As to impacts on the existing home, Staff determined that the addition is appropriately
differentiated from the existing design. In reviewing the initial design, Staff requested that public-
facing windows be of wood or aluminum-clad wood in a double-hung configuration without the
divided lite detailing that is present on the existing historic windows. These design changes were
made and as a result the Project avoided any sense of false historicism. (See Plan Check Letter,
Exhibit C.)

The DR Requesters have complained that additional historic review is needed, but that’s
simply not the case. The Project is too restrained to justify any additional study. Moreover, the
Project’s preservation consultant, Caitlin Hibma of Left Coast Architectural History, submitted a
45-page Historic Resource Determination that closely studied the Property and its history.

B. Building Height is Code-Compliant

The Property is in a 40-X height and bulk district, where residential buildings normally are
limited to 35 feet in height. However, where the lot slopes up and increases in height more than
20 feet from front to back as is the case here, the height limit is 40 feet. (Plan. Code Sec.
261(b)(1)(A).) The 40-foot limit follows a horizontal line for 10 feet, and then runs parallel to the
increase in grade. (Plan. Code Sec. 260(a)(1)(C).) The Project complies with these controls.

The DR Requesters argue that the height violates the Code because the required front
setback is fifteen feet, but this argument is based on a Code section that does not apply. Staff has
confirmed that the height complies with the Planning Code.

C. No Privacy Impacts

The DR Requesters allege unspecific privacy impacts, including impacts from decks, but
no such impacts exist. The proposed addition is located over 100 feet from, and lower in height
than, the Clay Street DR Requesters (see Exhibit D); thus, privacy impacts are a physical
impossibility.

The addition is set back 5 feet from the shared property line with the Washington Street
DR Requester, where a 3-foot minimum is required. The addition reduces the number of windows
and amount of glazing facing the Washington Street DR Requester’s property.

Z:\Shared\R&A\1168301\DR\LTR-CPC.docx
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San Francisco Planning Commission
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DR Requesters allege that the Project’s “decks” will cause privacy impacts, but the Project
proposes only one deck, and that is a third floor terrace at the front of the Property that is set back
five feet from the west property line and fifteen feet from the front property line. The terrace does
not provide any visibility into any neighboring yards or windows.

1. CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, we submit that the DR Requesters have not identified any
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances, and therefore respectfully request that the Planning
Commission approve the Project as proposed. Thank you for your consideration. We look forward
to presenting the Project to you on May 13.

Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

\ - i
Specece 4 C<ece

James A. Reuben

Enclosures

cc: Kathrin Moore, Vice President
Deland Chan, Commissioner
Sue Diamond, Commissioner
Frank S. Fung, Commissioner
Theresa Imperial, Commissioner
Rachael Tanner, Commissioner
David Winslow, Planning Department
Kay and Abhay Parekh
Stephen Sutro
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San Fl‘anCISCO 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
www.sfplanning.org

HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION (HRE)

ATTENTION: A Project Application must be completed and/or attached prior to submitting this
Supplemental Application. See the Project Application for instructions.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), public agencies must review the environmental
impacts of proposed projects, including impacts to historic resources. This form provides additional
information to assist the Department in analyzing whether a property qualifies as a historic resource under
CEQA.

For questions, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where planners are
able to assist you.

Espaiiol: Si desea ayuda sobre como llenar esta solicitud en espafiol, por favor llame al 628.652.7550. Tenga en
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificacion requerira al menos un dia habil para responder.

i IR EHEESFERAPUEEESMNHERNER], FEE628.652.7550, A+a, MEIMMAFTEELD
—{ET{EBZREIE,

Filipino: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang
628.652.7550. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw
na pantrabaho para makasagot.

WHAT IS A HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION?

The Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination provides additional information about a
particular property or set of properties that is to be analyzed for historic resource impacts under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The information requested in this document helps Department staff determine
whether a property is a historic resource under CEQA, and if required, the impacts of a proposed project to the
historic resource.

WHEN IS A HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION NECESSARY?

CEQA law requires the Department to analyze a project’s impact to any known or potential historical resource.
Before the impact of a project can be analyzed, the Department must first determine whether the subject property
qualifies as a historical resource. The material requested in this Supplemental Information for Historic Resource
Determination provides

Department staff with the documentation for this analysis.
This Application must be submitted when:

1. The projectinvolves an alteration to a structure constructed more than 45 years ago that exceeds the scope
of the Categorical Exemption Determination form; or

2. The Department requests this information in order to determine whether a property is a Historic Resource
(Category A) or not a Historic Resource (Category C).

Please consult the Property Information Map on the Department’s website to determine whether a property has
been identified as a CEQA historic resource.
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For more information on the CEQA review processes, including the thresholds for full Historic Resource Evaluation review of
projects, please refer to the Environmental Evaluation Screening Form found in the Project Application.

HOW DOES THE PROCESS WORK?

If required, the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination must be submitted along with the Project
Application. Once the application has been assigned to an Environmental Planner, the information in this document and
project details will be forwarded to a Preservation Planner for historic resource review. The Preservation Planner will go
through the material and prepare a report analyzing the property against the requirements in CEQA to determine if the
building is a historic resource. Once completed, the final report is sent back to the Environmental Planner for other CEQA
analysis (if applicable).

INSTRUCTIONS

Please refer to the Environmental Evaluation Screening Form for the instructions on what materials are required for
complete CEQA analysis. The attached forms outline the materials that the Preservation Planner must have in order to
evaluate whether a property or set of properties is a historic resource under CEQA.

All available resources must be researched and materials gathered from these sources that are relevant to the subject
property must be submitted. The CEQA historic resource analysis will not begin until the Department determines that
the material submitted is complete. For information on how to compile the required information, refer to the “How to
Research a Property’s History” section of this document.

Please provide the following materials with this application:

O Photocopies: Copies are required to be submitted of all documentation used to complete this form, including copies
of building permits and drawings, historic maps, and articles.

O Photographs: The application must be accompanied by unmounted photographs, large enough to show the nature
of the property and the adjacent properties and area, but not over 11 X 17 inches.

All documents and other exhibits submitted with this application will be retained as part of the permanent public record
in this case.

FEES

Please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org For questions related to the Fee
Schedule, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where planners are able to assist you.

Fees will be determined based on the estimated construction costs. Should the cost of staff time exceed the initial fee
paid, an additional fee for time and materials may be billed upon completion of the hearing process or permit approval.
Additional fees may also be collected for preparation and recordation of any documents with the San Francisco Assessor-
Recorder’s office and for monitoring compliance with any conditions of approval.

HOW TO RESEARCH A PROPERTY’S HISTORY

Below is an outline of items that should be researched along with local resources available to the public. Please be aware
that the address or block/lot may have changed from the date of construction, so be sure to have all available addresses,
block/lot before beginning research.

A. Building Permit History. Start with a search for the full construction and permit history. The Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) has copies of all building permits issued, often accompanied by architectural drawings. The original
construction permit can tell when a property was built and what its original appearance was. Requests for permit
history must be made in person at DBI, 1660 Mission Street, at the Customer Service Division. Please refer to http://
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www. sfdbi.org/ for more information.

B. Water Department Records. Now a part of the Public Utilities Commission, the original SF Water Department’s records
can indicate when a building was constructed if the original building permits are not available. These records show when
a property was ‘tapped’ into the City’s main water system and typically occurred close to the construction date. These
records should be investigated for any property that was constructed prior to 1906. The Water Department Records are
available at the Main Branch of the San Francisco Public Library located at 100 Larkin Street.

C. Assessor-Recorder’s Office. Used when researching the ownership history of a property, the Assessor- Recorder’s Office
has original deeds, sales records, and map books that show ownership history, records about owners, room counts, and
building construction dates. Other data available at the Assessor-Recorder’s Office include Map Books and Homestead
Maps, both of which should be consulted for properties constructed prior to 1912. Research must be done in person at the
Assessor-Recorder’s Office located in City Hall, Room #190. For more information about the Assessor-Recorder’s Officeand
the material located there, refer to http://www. sfassessor.org.

D. San Francisco History Room. Located at the Main Branch of the Public Library, the San Francisco History Room has
extensive records that are helpful when researching the history of an owner/occupant(s) of a property, the history of a
neighborhood, and information on an architect or builder. The San Francisco Historical Photograph Collection is located
within the History Room and may provide an early view of a building or street. The collection in the History Room is where
historic newspapers, such as the Chronicle and the Examiner, can be researched, along with Our Society Blue Books, and
various real estate circulars. The Library also publishes “How to Research a San Francisco Building” that lists all resources
available as well as steps to take when researching a property. The Main Branch of the San Francisco Public Library is
located at 100 Larkin Street and additional information on the SF History Room is available on the library’s website.
Please refer to http://www.sfpl.org/.

E. Other Data at the Main Branch of San Francisco Public Library. There are two additional resources that should be
consulted when researching a property’s history - the City Directories and U.S. Census Records. These resources are useful
for documenting a building’s occupant history. For information on researching census records, refer to the Government
Information Center division of the Library; the City Directories are a part of the General Collection. The Main Branch of
the San Francisco Public Library is located at 100 Larkin Street and additional information on both Library sections are
available on the library’s website. Please refer to http://www.sfpl.org/.

F. Other Research Collections. There are several other resources available for researching a property’s history.

+  The California Historical Society houses extensive collections of historic photographs, histories of peoples and
neighborhoods in San Francisco. For more information about the Society and their library hours, please refer to
http://www. californiahistoricalsociety.org.

+  The Environmental Design Library at UC Berkley is one of the premier repositories for architecture, landscape
architecture, regional and urban planning materials in the country. The collections include periodicals such as
Architectural Record and Architect & Engineer, original architectural drawings by premier architects, and rare
books. For more information on the Library and its hours, please refer to http://www.lib.berkeley.edu/ENVI/.

+  San Francisco Architectural Heritage is a local organization whose mission is “to preserve and enhance San
Francisco’s unique architectural and cultural identity.” SF Heritage has a library collection that focuses on historic
buildings and includes a variety of material including newspaper articles and architect biographies. For more
information about SF Heritage, please refer to http://www.sfheritage.org/.
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San Francisco

HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION (HRE)

Property Information

Project Address: 3441 Washington Street Block/Lot(s): 0996/027

Date of Construction: 1909 Architect or Builder: MacDonald & Applegarth, Moses Fisher
Is property included in a historic survey? Survey Name: Survey Rating:

Hies Mo DCP 1976 2

Designated Property:  Article 10 or Article 11 [ CARegister [ National Register

Permit History Table
Please list out all building permit issued from the date of construction to present. Attach photocopies of each.

Permit: ‘ Date ‘ Description of Work

1 8/12/1909 Build 2-story single-family frame dwelling. Brick foundation, rustic and plaster siding, flat roof.

2 3/25/1914 Brick garden retaining wall and plaster return of house

3 12/6/1945 Alter existing frame building on rear of lot, 5'x12', into rec room for children.

4 10/22/1985 Installation of stairway lift on interior stairway.

5 4/26/1988 Remodel kitchen and bathroom in kind. No architectural or structural changes.
6 6/29/1988 Remodel as per plans.

7 12/19/1988 Garage addition as per plans.

8  3/15/1990 Termite repairs

Please describe any additional projects or information about a particular project(s) that is not included in this table:

6/30/2000 - Rear structure - Replace windows on front of building, double pane. New roof. Skylight over
office. Paint interior.

1/30/2001 - Extend existing garage approx. 20 feet into hillside, to south.

5/8/2001 - Revision to previous. Extend garage to provide additional storage space at basement level.
5/17/2001 - Replace concrete footing and voluntary seismic upgrades at rear structure.

7/20/2001 - Correct wood decay.

2/10/04 - Correct wood decay at north elevation (front of building), all work to match existing.
(Additional information attached)
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Ownership History Table

Please list out all owners of the property from the date of construction to present

Owner:

‘ Date

(to-from):

Occupation:

1 1909-1920 Horace P. & Katherine M. Howardoffice/sales manager for sugar refinery
2 1920-1935 May E. Shaw housewife

3 1935-1988 Marie T. & Edward J. Dollard, Jr. |housewife, chemist/salesman/Navy/secretary
4 1988-1990 Gary Raugh & Rebecca Schumacher|realtors

5 1990-1992 Kerslake Family Trust unknown

6 1992-1995 Donald W. Brown attorney

7 1995-2000 Jennifer Caldwell & John H.N. Fisher|senior media producer, venture capitalist
8  2000-present Abhay K. & Kadambari A. Parekh

(Additional information attached)

Please describe any additional owners or information about a particular owner(s) that is not included in this table:
IO See attachment (if more space is needed)

Occupant History Table

Please list out all occupants/tenants of the property from the date of construction to present.

Occup. | Date (to-from): Occupation:
1 1909-1920 Horace P. & Katherine M. Howardoffice/sales manager for sugar refinery
2 1920-1935 May E. & Henry Shaw housewife, traveling salesman
3 1935-1965 Marie T. & Edward J. Dollard, Jr. |housewife, chemist/salesman/Navy/secretary
4 1965-1988 Marie T. Dollard housewife
5 1988-2000 Unkown Unknown
6
7
8

(Additional information attached)

Please describe any additional occupants or information about a particular occupant(s) that is not included in this table:
0| See attachment (if more space is needed)
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Property/Architecture Description

Please provide a detailed narrative describing the existing building and any associated buildings on the property. Be sure to
describe the architectural style and include descriptions of the non-visible portions of the building. Attach photographs of the
building and property, including the rear facade.

(See attached)

Adjacent Properties/Neighborhood Description

Please provide a detailed narrative describing the adjacent buildings and the buildings on the subject block and the block

directly across the street from the subject property. Be sure to describe the architectural styles. Attach photographs of all
properties.

(See attached)
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Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

[sY)

)
)

(=3

The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c) Otherinformation or applications may be required.
)

o

| hereby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property as part of the City’s
review of this application, making all portions of the interior and exterior accessible through completion of construction and
in response to the monitoring of any condition of approval.

e) |attest that personally identifiable information (PIl) - i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts -
have not been provided as part of this application. Furthermore, where supplemental information is required by this
application, PIl has been redacted prior to submittal to the Planning Department. | understand that any information provided
to the Planning Department becomes part of the public record and can be made available to the public for review and/or

posted to Department websites.

Signature Name (Printed)
Date
Relationship to Project Phone Email

(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:
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Permit History

Pre-1938 (from Sanborn maps, aerial images, current conditions) — Projecting square bay added at rear of second
story, on top of rounded first story projecting bay. Sanborn maps show one-story rounded bay, but by the time of
the 1938 aerial photo the squared projecting bay had been built on top.

Date unknown (from observation) - windows on right projecting portion of primary facade replaced. Appear to
have been 4/1 double-hung wood sashes (based on 1976 photo and those present on east and west facades),
replaced with 4/1 configuration casement sashes in vinyl or a clad fabrication. [Although the permit from
6/30/2000 appears to pertain to the rear structure and notes replacement of windows “in front of building,” the
windows on the rear structure appear to be original, while those on the front facade of the house appear to have
been replaced. It may be that the window replacement referred to on the permit was for the main house and
occurred in 2000.]

Property History

The original building permit, dated 12 August 1909, indicates that the house at 3441 Washington Street was built
that year. The house was designed by the architecture firm of MacDonald & Applegarth and built by Moses
Fisher (more info below). From 1909 to 1944, the property consisted of two lots; numbers 27 and 28. The lots
were sold together through subsequent ownership, until they were merged into one lot, number 27, in 1944.

The first owners and occupants of the house were Horace P. and Katherine M. Howard. The 1910 census, taken a
year after the house was built, shows the Howard family living at the address. Horace Howard was 42 years old
and worked as an office manager for a sugar refining company. The couple had a 6 year old daughter, Jean. The
1920 census shows similar information, though Horace was then a sales manager for the sugar company and the
family employed a servant from Denmark. 1920 was the last year the Howard family owned and lived at 3441
Washington Street. During their period of ownership they built the brick garden wall that surrounds most of the
backyard and performed plaster work on the house.

In 1920, the property was purchased by May E. Shaw, who took up residence in the house with her husband,
Henry Shaw. Voter registration records list May as a housewife and Henry as a traveling salesman. They owned
and lived at the property until 1935.

In 1935, May Shaw sold the property to Marie T. & Edward J. Dollard Jr. (Edward Dollard Jr.'s father and
mother were Edward J. Dollard, Sr. and Mary T. Dollard and he had a sister named Marie T. Dollard, creating
some confusion; however, it was Edward J. Dollard Jr. and wife Marie Teresa Dollard who owned 3441
Washington Street. Additionally, various records show Marie Teresa as Marie or Maria and, especially in later
years, she appears to have gone only by Teresa.) City directories through the years indicate that Edward Dollard
Jr.'s occupation varied. In 1936 he was listed as a chemist and the co-owner/proprietor of Dollard Hyde &
Company, chemists. In 1940, he was listed as a salesman. In 1945, directories indicate he was serving in the
Navy and his signature on a building permit confirms that he was a Lieutenant Commander in the U.S. Navy
Reserves. In the 1950s and early 60s, he was the executive secretary of the Meat Jobbers Association of
Northern California/Pacific Coast Meat Jobbers Association. By 1965, Edward J. Dollard, Jr. had died and Marie
Teresa continued to lived at 3441 Washington Street until at least 1982, after which city directories are no longer
available. Sales ledgers indicate that she owned the property until 1988. During the Dollards' period of
ownership, they converted the small building at the rear of the lot into a recreation room for their children. Later,
after Marie Teresa was widowed and was becoming elderly, a stairway lift was installed in the house.

In 1988, the property was purchased by Gary Raugh and Rebecca Schumacher, who both worked in the luxury
real estate industry and appear to have purchased the property as a professional partnership. Just after purchasing
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it, they remodeled the kitchen and a bathroom, and possibly other areas of the house, and added the garage under
the northeast corner f the property. Just before selling the house in 1990, they had to undertake termite repairs.

In 1990 ,the property was sold to the Kerslake family, which owned it in trust for two years. Due to a lack of
known surnames, biographical information on members of the Kerslake family are unknown. In 1992, the
property was purchased by Donald W. Brown, who appears to have been an attorney. In 1995, he sold the
property to Jennifer Caldwell and John H.N. Fisher, who were a senior producer at the Hewlett-Packard
Media Technology Group and a general partner in Draper Associates Venture Capital, respectively.' It is
possible that Caldwell and Fisher rented the house prior to purchasing it, as Jennifer Caldwell's name
appears on a building permit from 2000, which performed work on the building at the rear of the lot to
make it into an office. Due to lack of city directories after 1982, it is unknown if any of the owners since the
Dollards lived in the house during their periods of ownership or who may have occupied the property otherwise.
The current owners purchased the property in 2000.

Architects: MacDonald & Applegarth

The house at 3441 Washington Street was designed by the architecture firm of MacDonald & Applegarth.
George A. Applegarth (1875-1972) was born in Oakland. His career started early with a six-year apprenticeship
in the office of Wright & Sanders (George Sanders being his uncle). He was tutored by Bernard Maybeck and
went on to study at the Ecole des Beaux Arts. While a student, he worked in the offices of prominent French
architect Victor Laloux and the New York firm of Barney & Chapman. He received his diploma in 1906 and
returned to San Francisco, where there was huge demand for architects and building tradesmen to rebuild the
city after the 1906 earthquake and fires. Applegarth initially worked in the office of L.B. Dutton, then formed a
partnership with fellow Ecole des Beaux Arts graduate Kenneth MacDonald Jr. in 1907.2

MacDonald (1880-1938) hailed from Kentucky and was the son of an architect. He studied at Vanderbuilt
University, the University of Pennsylvania, and, like Appelgarth and so many others of his day, the Ecole des
Beaux Arts. After his training in Paris, he worked in the atelier of Jean Pascal. On returning to the United States,
MacDonald worked in the New York office of Richard Morris Hunt for a time, but was eventually drawn to San
Francisco by the promise of copious post-quake construction projects. There, MacDonald and Applegarth
teamed up to undertake the readily available design work. It is speculated that MacDonald was the marketing
mastermind of the firm, while Applegarth did the majority of the actual design work.’

The MacDonald & Applegarth partnership was relatively short-lived, lasting from 1907 to 1912. Together the
partners designed over thirty commercial buildings and numerous residences in San Francisco, including many
elaborate high-style houses on, and adjacent to, the exclusive Presidio Terrace. Within the Terrace development
alone, they designed numbers 3, 4, 5, 27, 30, and 34. Strongly influenced by their training in Paris, the pair
designed many of their buildings in the Beaux Arts style. Their commercial projects in San Francisco included
such buildings as the Tillman & Bendel Building at Market and Battery (1908), the Forrest Building on Market
between 6™ and 7™ streets (1908), the White Garage and Office Building (1908), the Davis Schonwasser
Building (1908), the Heineman office building (1909), the Lurline Baths at Bush and Larkin streets (1910), the
MacDonough Building (1910), the Holbrook, Merrill & Stetson Building on Market Street (1910), and the
Holbrook Building on Sutter Street (1912). MacDonald & Applegarth also designed a few San Francisco hotels
such as the St. Marcius Hotel (1910) and Hotel San Marco (1911), and the Addler Sanitarium at Van Ness and
Broadway (1911).* In 1910 and 1911, MacDonald and Applegarth maintained a satellite office in San Diego to

1 New York Times, 18 Sept. 1994
David Parry, “Applegarth, George Adrian,” via Encyclopedia of San Francisco; http://www.sthistoryencyclopedia.com/
articles/a/applegarthGeorge.html

3 McGrew, Patrick; The Historic Houses of Presidio Terrace and The People Who Built Them (San Francisco: Friends of
the Presidio Terrace Association, 1995) 91.

4 Architect & Engineer, 1907-1912.
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oversee two projects in that city; the Burnham & McMurtrie Hotel (1910), and the Edward T. Austin House
(1911).° In 1911, the firm also designed the Mission Revival style Hotel Casa Del Rey in Santa Cruz.®

Both architects designed their own homes in San Francisco. Applegarth's was located at 2775 Vallejo Street and
was built in 1916. It exhibited strong Beaux Arts influence. Meanwhile, McDonald's 1911 home on Presidio
Terrace was Mediterranean Revival in its aesthetics, suggesting that MacDonald's interest in the “progressive
styles” had evolved away his foundation in Classical Beaux Arts design. The evolving differences between
MacDonald and Applegarth's design philosophies may have been the reason for the dissolution of their
partnership in 1912.7

Applegarth kept the firm's offices and his later career continued to be characterized by Beaux Arts style
architecture. His independent works include the Spreckles Mansion at 2080 Washington Street (1912-1913), the
Clift Hotel (1915), the Palace of the Legion of Honor (1916), and model planning for the new town of Moraga
on the East Bay. He also became interested in the design of parking garages in the 1940s and 1950s and designed
the at-the-time-revolutionary Downtown Center Garage. MacDonald went on to form other partnerships with his
father and, later, engineer Maurice Couchot in San Francisco, but by the mid-1920s had relocated and took up
practice in Los Angeles.®

Builder: Moses Fisher

Moses Fisher was proprietor of the M. Fisher Company, which was purported to be one of the largest residential
contractors in the city around the time that 3441 Washington Street was built. Fisher appears to have been a
speculative developer in addition to his actual construction work. He was known to have teamed frequently with
architect Charles F. Whittelsey, but also worked with other architects, such as MacDonald & Applegarth, with
whom he also built 27 Presidio Terrace. Fisher (with Whittelsey) built his own house at 3445 Washington Street
(1909), just next door (west) to the subject property.’

Architectural Description

Site

The house at 3441 Washington Street sits on a rectangular lot on the south side of Washington Street, between
Walnut and Laurel streets. It has 42.5 feet of frontage along Washington Street and the lot is 127.6 feet deep. The
house has minimal setback from the sidewalk, with brick entry steps fronting the facade. There is a relatively
large margin of space between the house and the neighboring house to the east, while a narrower margin exists
between the house and the neighboring house to the west. The rear of the lot features a backyard that creates a
margin between the house's rear facade and properties to the south. A small auxiliary building is located at the
southeast corner of the lot.

North Facade

The primary facade faces north onto Washington Street and features a wide flat wall plane projecting forward on
the right and a recessed bay, containing the entrance, on the right. The facade is clad with heavily textured
stucco. The lot is fronted by a stuccoed retaining wall with brick coping that incorporates a garage on the left
side and entry steps on the right. The garage has a single-car opening with a paneled wood roll-up door,
surrounded by flat trim with a peak at the top. The entry steps are brick and flanked by clinker brick pillars as
they approach the house, then turn left to run parallel to the facade, wrap the house's northeast corner, then
extend up to the recessed primary entrance.

Find a Grave, “George Adrian Applegarth,” http://www.findagrave.com/cgi-bin/fg.cgi?page=gr&GRid=101573253
Architect & Engineer.

McGrew, 91.

Parry. McGrew, 91.

McGrew, 11.

O 0 3 O\
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The raised basement level of the facade features a gated tradesman's entrance at the left and a centered bank of
three vinyl or clad sash casement windows higher up, each with four vertical lites over a large lower lite. The
window is surrounded by a flower box and peaked trim, like that around the garage opening, at the top.

The first story features a centered bank of four of the same casement windows as on the basement level. The
windows are topped by a Classical entablature that includes a thin foliate garland, a tall architrave scored to give
the impression of wedge-shaped voussoir blocks, a frieze adorned with square blocks, and a projecting cornice
decorated with a water leaf molding. The frieze and cornice project out at the ends and Corinthian
pilasters/pendants extend down to flank the window. Though these elements appear as half-round pilasters at the
top, the bottoms terminate in decorative corbels and do not rest on any other element, as a pilaster would.

The recessed bay at the left side of the first story features a quatrefoil window trimmed with heavy rope-like
molding on the east-facing wall. The primary entrance, facing north, features a paneled wood door with four-lite
glazing in the upper portion. It is topped by a Classical architrave identical to that over the first story windows
described earlier.

The second story features a centered bank of four windows, like those on the first story, though slightly shorter.
These windows are surrounded by very wide trim that is molded at the edges and features eared corners. The
bottom of the trim meets the top of the first story cornice element.

The recessed bay at the left side of the first story features two four-over-one (vertical muntins), double-hung,
wood sash windows on the east-facing wall. On the north-facing wall is a 12-lite, wood sash, casement window
surrounded by wide, molded, eared trim like that is found on the second story window described earlier;
however, the ears are more ornately shaped and there is a small plaster boss at the top center.

The facade, including the projecting right side, east-facing section of wall, and recessed left side, are topped by a
dramatically projecting cornice that incorporates a paneled frieze, ornately carved scroll brackets, sculpted
pendants hanging from the underside of the projecting cornice, and various bands of molded trim.

East & West Facades

The east and west facades both face neighboring houses and are not readily visible. Both are generally flat, clad
with heavily textured stucco on the front portions and horizontal wood siding toward the rear. They appears to be
fenestrated with no particular pattern or organization and windows that are visible include four-over-one (vertical
muntins), double-hung, wood sashes, with simple sills and no trim. On the west facade, the prominent cornice at
the roofline wraps the corner and extends a short way along the top of the facade. Otherwise, the rooflines of
both facades are flat and unadorned.

South Facade

The rear facade faces south onto the backyard. It is two-stories high and clad with drop channel wood siding.
The left side of the first story features a fully-glazed multi-lite wood door on the far left, with a rounded
projecting bay to its right. The rounded bay is fenestrated with a continuous bank of 15-over-one, double-hung,
wood sash windows that are separated by wide flat wood mullions. The right side of the first story is recessed
and features another fully-glazed, multi-lite wood door near the center of the facade.

The second story features a squared projecting bay that sits atop the rounded bay. It has a bank of three one-over-
one, double-hung, wood sash windows on its west-facing and south-facing walls. A fully-glazed, multi-lite
wood door, flanked by windows is located on the east-facing wall and accesses an exterior deck on the right side
of the second story. The deck has a wood railing and stairs that descend to the backyard from its right side. The
right side of the second story features another fully-glazed, multi-lite wood door with a double-hung window to
its right, which access the deck. The rear facade terminates in a flat unadorned roofline.
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Auxiliary Building

The small auxiliary building located at the rear southeast corner of the lot is one-story with a rectangular plan,
flat roof, and channel drop wood siding. It has a paneled wood door with multi-lite glazing in the upper portion
on the left side of the north facade and a pair of 12-over-1, double-hung, wood sash windows on the right side.
Similar windows appear to be located on the west facade. The roofline features a tabbed and peaked parapet. The
building has a concrete foundation and is elevated above the backyard, which is surrounded by a low brick
planter a wall that incorporates brick steps accessing the building.

Neighborhood Description

The property at 3441 Washington Street is located within the California Register-eligible Presidio Heights
Historic District. The neighborhood has hilly terrain, which slopes down from east to west and from south to
north in the vicinity of the property. Washington Street is an un-laned, two-way street with parallel parking along
both curbs. The street is bordered by broad concrete sidewalks with street trees and property-specific plantings.
The neighborhood is residential and characterized primarily by large single-family houses, with scattered
apartment blocks. The single family houses are typically large in scale and of high architectural quality.

On the south block face of Washington Street, between Walnut and Laurel Streets there are ten properties
(including the subject property) which have construction dates ranging from 1906 to 1910, with one outlier built
in 1960. The opposing (north) block face includes eight buildings constructed between 1900 and 1957.
Architectural styles present include Georgian, Classical Revival, First Bay Tradition, Colonial Revival, Tudor
Revival, Mediterranean Revival, Pueblo Revival, and Second Bay Tradition. Some alterations are apparent, but
most of the properties are intact and demonstrate good integrity.

Historic Images
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1948 Aerial Photo. Arrow indicates subject property. (David Rumsey Map Collection)
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ca.1995 Sanborn Map
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Current Images

Right side of primary facade, looking southwest. Right side of primary facade, looking south.
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Right side of rear facade, looking northeast.
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South block face of Washington Street, east end. (Subject property near center.)
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South block fa(;e 0]_‘ Washingtoﬁ Street, near center.

Sout I;lck face of Washington Street, west end.
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North block face of Wasigton Street, near center.
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Building Permits
(following pages)
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Dent. of HBubiic Works.
Hurgau of {Bldg. Inspection F. No. 2.

icant must indicate in ink correctly and distinctly on the. back of this sheet, a diagram of the Iot with
eys, location of existing buildings on the lot, if any, and location and dimensions of proposed buildings.
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APPLJCATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
o 'FRAME BUILDING

‘Application is hereby made to the Board of Public Works of the City and County of San Francisco for permission to
buiid g S 0;*444—«4—'-— 40"%‘7 on the lot situated \S““‘%&A e Wn

in accordance with the plars and specifications submitted herewith.

A]] provisions of the buddmg law shall be complied with in the erection of said bu:ldmg, whether specified herein or
not. Estimated cost of building $.f ﬂé__.—'Bulldmg to be cccupled as by No..._L...._families

[
Size of Lot._-2 © feet_front ] feet rear / }/ 7 \\_ feet deep.
Size of proposed building. ft. by. (ool _it _ Extreme height of building_._;ZQL_._ft.
Height in clear of cellar. SR (7 W T-ﬁaight in clear of first story. Z ‘6.

Height in clear of third story.

Height in-elear—of-fifthrstomp———r———

Height in clear of second story / Fle”

Height in clear-of fourth stofy.

Foundation to be of, material, == .‘.......:.c:«é.______ S t}uckness, __?_":fg}fm_f?_‘_';:_.::..._.._-inches b

Size fuotmgs__/z_‘é_e?{_.__.mches Greatest height £

Size of studs in basement = by & - inche. £ 6 inches on centers.
Size of studs in first story P by T~ inche L& inches on centers.
Size of studs in second story. i by inche /6 inches on centers.

Size of studs in third story. BT o———nches_————— inches on centers. .
Size of studs in fourth story__ W —inches on_ centers.

i

_‘_\K‘_—‘_—-\__—__E:Fp_q_____' __inches on centers.

Size of studs in fifth story

Wall covering to be of__.L.A‘zfcéé—- ;Aéuy_M- A«M Deand wﬁ.&ﬁr,«. M !'

First floor joists—...—..e2=.by..£.#& inches...L&. inches on centers. Longest span between supports_.‘é,é‘_.ft

Second floor joists....__ 2= by /% inches.../% _inches on centers. Longest span betweer supportsu.iq__ft.

Third floor joists inches on-centers. Longest span hetween supports...:’._—_‘ft’

Fourth floor joists._.....__7°2 ~inches on centers. Longest span between supports It.

Fifth floor joists.. __““ime—'- inches on centers. Longest span between supports._.m ‘

Rafters = hy_4.;1:inches.....[.é._inche§ on centers. Longest span between supports...£ 4 ft.
— . . .

Roof covered with._. /@t & /4’)"‘-"/‘»2— Steepor Flat?

Studs in bearing partitions ' by. inches.. inches on centers. Bearing partitions
must be same as

Chimneys of. .. lined with plastered.. . : ones,

Any gas grates ._._7'{_ ........ =..Any patent flues ?._.7‘1.-..{4.{_15 the building to be heated, and how 2 AT i

- Any opening- to basement in sidewalk? . _—2x= .. __ Any elevator, freight-passage or dumb?_____

N . e T . .
i " ks

I hereby agree to sa.ve, mdemmfy and keep harmless the City and County of San Francisco against a][ liabilities,
Judgments costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said city and county in consequence ‘of the granting
of this permit, or from the use or uc::upancy of anysidewallk, street or sub-sidewalk placed by virtue thereof, and will-

in all thmgs stnctly comply with the condltlons of this permit.

Address /B2 JZM W /&é(y -

Name of Builder.__. ‘Z./[ ..... W
Addre ’%é J P w/ M’

Owner
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WRITE IN INK—FILE .2 COPIES

TO THE HONORABLE

THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS

The-: undersigned respectfully petition’ your Honorable Board for permission to do the following work a.tl

OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN ‘FRANGISCO

. Gentlemen:

BU]LD]N‘” ]NJr‘Ef {ohags B‘“"'l Tospecion - @S Buckley & Curtin .

:‘;’:': JM#LM sheet WM s..«/]A
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WRITE PLAINLY FULL DESCRIPTION OF w TO BE DONE

/éanﬁ, e ma,/ﬂMAIA,;d W/

PR %&4’ .......... Q_N////m- / ﬂZZ }éc-fjﬂ .

Estimated cost of work, $.-3C22). =
Building to be used as. @CAI,/,/IA‘ e L

L

In id of the granting of the foregoing apphication, I hereby agree 1o save the City and Comty of San Frandsco
ha:;]{:: ﬁoant:o:ll cost: and da?na;ﬁ ;h::l::emny a:cme from the use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk

space in the said work.
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—_—

Address = 55/5///%

4\4—Addm

Nae of Buldes --m% L. éwf‘j’L _%9’5 ........ Locerzgence ;/&
Address /50 ”W /ﬁi- N .

- _,Repor.t___.,_..._......._...m.r__...._f;l-tr:on_ably e o T




Bureau of Fire Prevention and Investigation

Consfruct and install on building to satisfac-
tion of Bureau of Fire Prevention the following
fire protection equipment and appliances:

Approved:

Superintendent Bureau of Building Inspection lr

Zoning: P
13/ 7/%
: . Approved: .
F. D. (Dry) Standpipes - e
Wet Standpipes.... A /' et
Hose.REeels ‘ -
Approved:
Tanks.. ; :
Down Hi_)es ; : ;
&opomats Fm P‘“mp_s | . - Director of Public: Healthl‘l
Automatic Sprinkler System — e ]
Water Service Connection.. Approved:
Ground. Floor Pipe Ca.lsing'ﬁl
.Refrigefz tion :
Incinerators.. :
. Department of Electricity
Apprbved:
o Bureau of Engineering ' '
APPROVED:

. | FRANK P. KELLY, Chief
Division of Fire Prevention and Investigation

'App‘ro{r'ed :

Art Commission

B e

Wotkmen’s Compensation Insurance
- Policy or Certificate filed with Central
Permit Bureau . : . e et

No "Wc:irkme:n's Coﬁpémation Insur-
ance Policy or Cgrtiﬁcate on file for
reason of exclusion checked :”
(a) No one to be employed
. (b) Casualldboronly tobe.’
employed .:. . . . . . .
(¢)" Services or Iabor ta be performed
.. in return for aid or sustenance

only, received from any religious,
charitable or relief orgamzatlo:l-/[_:‘

Locationf 42 ks bog o TR
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BLDG. FORM : ;z?( .
A

‘ FOR PERMIT TO. MAKE
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS or REPAIRS
' - TO BUILDING -

L DL A S R
©L DECE 405 »
Filed.. oot R 104

e WS i\ O | e ————
i T

AP proogs4s

_DEPT: PUBLIC WORKS:» =

. [O5 R ! h:—.’.’:‘.:i-.?-.;/.(..,;,é::t:":f“’?i’ o

¥ penatendey pnrecn of Brilding (apection 3
Superintende;xt_ ureau of Bullding Inspection’

O ok

-._I'_.__ —— _ - e
ﬁ' - )

Permit N07¢3’2"§§ .............

Jagued - l“ L i e 194




'J'F\fxl ¥R P} P‘l o :;EER{I} FERMIT BUREAU F. NO. 438 Write in Ink—TFile TwoCopies

* N T l ! CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
' [ . DEP) F%T OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU

DEPARTMENT GF " APPLICATION FOE BUILDING PERMIT -

AdOD VIDI4d40

BUILDING BMSPECT 1013 ALTERATION

M-—w { . 194 _‘é_:

Application is hereby made to the Department of _Pd!:;lic Works of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco for permission to build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith angd ae-
cording.to the description and for the purpose hereinafter set forth:

(1) Location ... <FHA, ttmaline s.b S

(2) Present uselof building... ) i . No. of families_/ .

(3) ‘Use of building hereafter... ‘" o - No. of famities 7

(&) Total Cost 5..LLZL 50 L ‘
(5) Description of work to be don M el taLares ),A—n_,««v %«-«l
G/ e 47 eSS X 12 MM@

Faa N

(8) APPLICANT MUST FILL OUT COMPENSA TION INSURANCE DATA ON REVERSE SIDE.
(1) Supervision of construction by

Address

I hereby certify and agree, if a permit is issued, that all the provisions of the BUILDING LAW,
THE BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET-BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND THE FIRE ORDI-
' NANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO and the STATE HOUSING ACT OF
CALIFORNIA. will be complied with, whether herein specified or not; and I hereby agree to save, in-
demnify and keep harmless the City and County of San Francisco against all liabilities, judgments,
costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said city and county in consequence of the
granting of this permit, or from the use or oceupaney of any sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk placed by
virtue thereof, and will in all things strictly comply with the conditions of this permit.

(8) Architect.

Certificate No : i License No.
State of California ’ City and County of San Francisco
Address :

(9) Engineer
Certificate No, : __License No
State of California . City and County of San Francisco
Address. .. : -

(10) Plans and specifications prepared by
Other than Architect or Engineer

Address - .
(11) Conmctor_,(ﬂ?M : :
| Isdt:.et’e:s:fNC(;hfomm — _ g;;n:eﬁdNaouﬁty of San Francisco
(12) Owner. %M MW R
niaress. T Wuﬁ Sy T agzar

. - dwnei’s 'Authoi;ized Agent.
THE DEPARTMENT WILE CALL UP TELEPHONE NO._..
IF ANY ALTERATIONS OR CHANGES ARE NECESSARY ON THE PLANS SUBMITTED..
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BUILDIMG
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T E R R R TRk
FREETCEEIDZENCEE (@ |
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cinl -
o
-
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- m : mor —
RGPECTION 00T 0. s O & -
T © ® z =)
iy i b I z a =3
. AGTINE guPEaNTe O ‘ehg
ITEY] OF SULERG =4
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERM"" city AN‘D'COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO o
a _ ) DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS -
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS | ‘
, . . APPYI T OF
FORM SHZESREAPPROVAL SHE INSPECTION RE%‘ PuB .@mﬂsmﬂ @@F:%@N = —
o ISA : _ BUILD N ACCORDANCE WITH TH TIONS 3a
FORM 8 L X! OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE : SUB AND ACCORDING TO THE DESCRIFTION =
: ANII-FOR THE PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH. =3
. _éuumsn OF PLAN $ETS ? -]~ £3
11 NOT WRITE ABQVE THiS. LINE ¥ g =N
F DATERED | FIUNG FEE RECEIFT ND, {1) STREET ADDRESS OF JOB- BLOCK & tOT @ ;
5-g 55 S r prsEvETON -
PERMIT NQL [2A) ESTIMATED COST GF JOF (28) REVISED COST: D
- o
535422 | pp-22-F 2. % | ”
A INFORMATION: TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
___ DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUNDING
{4A) TIPE OF CONSTR. | (3A) NO. OF . (8A) NO. OF (BA)OCU.YP ClASS | (9A) HO, OF
s B YRR, [ %fﬂgﬂﬂ&- E-3  [am
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION _
) TIPE OF CONSTR. ﬁn“u&sﬁ 6] N3 OF {8) OCCUP, CLASS, ( {91 NO. OF
‘5" M OCCLRANCY: AND CELIARS; g[ﬂw Y7 - N ; i
O e w0 o e " G 0|19 o
O AITERETT no &L CONSTRUCTION? NO, &r PERFORMED? NO 5' PERFORMED? ~o 32

115) GUNER » LESSEE (CROSS OUT

Apre %//M ik il /@Eﬂ"’ﬁ’ﬁzﬂ I

Clhne M ente LleapriklaTc Lo g sT P 3987 . 324% mé/g‘/_'m:

3%’ - 662¥

£14) WHITE IN DESCRITION OF ALL WORK 0O BE PERFORMED: UNDER THIS APPUICATION (REFERENCE TO. PLANS 1S NOT-SUFFICIENT)

NSTR /BT Ier _OF Az ey Yrr (4.c.

O 7R STAIEMEY

SE_ClTy ~APRevE. # G004 Z7.34

_ADDITIONAL iNFORMAIION — FORM 3 APPI.ICANT-S ONLY

7 DTS TS ALTERATON YE [ [19) (18 Ve, STaTe {¥%] 00Es TS A YES ] | (20) F {19) 5 YES, STATE
NEWHEIGHT AV ) CrERTE " FREK OF WORZ NEW GROUND
STORY TO BUHDRNGY NG 7] CENTER UINE OF FRONT 1. SION 70 BUILDING? NORD FLOOR AREA Q. F.
1) et soewatc ovex VD) [ YaLsone w0 @ Wmmw"’“ Yes [ e DoES TS Atrmaron w0
REPARED O AUTERED? no fo|  pRopERYY tnER No 5T . No 7| OF OCCUPANCY? ) N T |
25) ARCHITECT OR ENGIVEER (DESIGN (] CONSTRUCTIONL D “ADDRESS CALE, CERTITICATE NO.
-
(7281 CONSTRICTION ENDER (ENTER SAME A0 RANCH DESIGNATION & ANY, ADORESS
(7 THERE [5 NO KNOWN CONSTRUCTION LENDER, ENTER "UNKNOWN').
e .
IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT
No change sholt be mode i the choracter of the otcypancy or use without first HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE: The Peﬂﬂl“ mss) by occaptanca of the permiil, agres{s) 1o
obtaining o Bulding Parmil authorizing such change. Sée San Friindisca Building indemnify and hald harmless the Gi ot San Francisco fram and agalnst

Code and Son Fﬂ!ﬂﬂ!w Housing Cade.

No portion of buildi fure or scaffélding used dur fruction, fo be daser
ﬁm‘:l &0° fn any vma mnlnmmg mare thar 750 vulis See Sec, 385, Califomia
Per

e toSan F Buildi Code, Ihe building permit shuﬂ ba pnned on the
feb, The awner js respansible for approved plans and app eing kept at
building site.

Geada lines as shawn on d are diobe

A this
coreact. i avtusl grade lines are mnhe same as shown revised: drawings showing
d fil ing walls and

amctgrqd:lmas, s
wall foath i

i must be sut

wﬂn

plate details of

i to this bureau fnr approval.
ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY B

E APPEALED,

BUIDING NOT TO BE OCCURED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETIOM IS
‘POSTED ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OFOCCUPANCY GRANTED, WHEN REQUIRED.
APPROVAL OF THIS APPUCATION DOES NOT C!
EIECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATONS. A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE

ONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL FOR THE

WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBYAINED, SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED If
ANSWER 1S "YES® TO ANY OF ABQVE GUESTIONS (10) (11) (12) (13) (22) or (24).
THIS IS NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL SE STARTED UNTIL A BUILDING:

PERMIT S ISSUED.

iy dwehngs all insulet ials must have a o of not less than two inches
from it electical wives ar aq

CHECK AFPROPRIATE BOX

TYOWNER £3 ARCRITECT [ ENGINEER -

TYLESSEE 1 AGENT WITH POWER OF ATTORNEY

gf:onmcroa [3 ATYORNEY IN FACF

APPLUCANT'S CERTIFICATION
HEREBY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A FERMIT1S ISSUED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION.
JESCRIBED IN THIS APPLICATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PERMIT AND ALL
AWS AND ORDINANCES THERETO WilL BE COMPUED WITH, .

any and il daims, nmunds and ucm:m Fardumugu resulting from aperctions under
1his parmis, regardiess naéﬁgan:a of the City and County of San Francisco, und In
assume the dafense of the Gily and County of San Francisco cgainst all sud'n ims,
demands and acions.
conformity with the pravisions of Section 3800 of the Lobor Code of the State of
gﬂ?ﬁ:"’f' ,I]e a‘zﬁl::ara“:)hdu" huve'uzfﬂzl orfile :l:"?lﬂi" dgmmli Permit Bureau, aither
ater (I} or or eslgna e ow or shail indizate jtem g dr
below, 4 it h m (V1) is checked 1hnn(:¥a)m yhor (L8

, item b
checkad as wel. MQI'E the appropriate muihud of compliance helaw: e

{1} ‘L. Cesfificote of Coment o Self-insure lssued by the Director of
i Industfial Rélelmns.
) I Ceificate of Warkman’s Compensation | issued by an
admitted insurer.
() W, An exact mr y ar duplicate of () cerified by the Diradior or ()
. certified insurer.
i } IV,  The cost of the work to be pedormed 13 $100 or fess. -
? V. Tcerfify fhiat In thiz performance of the work for which this Permit Is

lssued,lshullnote rn[:yanypsrsunmunymnnnersnustnbemma
b eci to the on's compensation laws of California.
rther udmowledge thet | undars'und in the avent that }shnuld
Tabor Coer ot Sl markmon's Sompensaion provisans of the
or e O alifornia an {-] comj
provisians of Section 3800 of the tobor CodeF’l niuihe“l;‘errnii hereicex
applied for shall be deemed revaked.
1 certify as the owner (or 1he agent of the awner} thatin the perfar-
manca of the wnrk for wi |ch Ihis Parmit is. |sued 1 will emplay a
Tows of

contractor
Califomlu undwho hasoa fi f‘le, arpnnrhiha eommannem:nfnfuny
wark will: file, with the Central Permit Bursuu evidence that
- 5 F

e is carri
;;;!

dd

D/ 7 FE

Date

pplcant’s Signature

5] beomms i
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Lt X 3 ! i
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I A b t""L EIN STRic) ACCORDAICE ]

APPLICATION "-OR S'¥LDING PERMIT am:m;&mmg&t%mggsco
ADDITIONS, /5! (ERATIONS OR REPAIRS
A cverare counter ssuance 19 .

NUMBER OF FLAN SETS 7-/0.—?{’ '

AR 0 g 710 TP (1} $TRZIE ADOMAS OF )0 &\ 0cT & 401
<\ !

z5/58 344 Wksisizon]
57764 [ Haull [ san VL]

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISKED BY ALL APPLICANTS
DESCRIPTION C# EXISTING SURDING

[(4A) TYPR OF COMATE.  {[3A) N2 OF s X OF 1FA) Petaewn U iRa) CACue M 0.
SA b ] [ﬁm e ‘ SNgGLe B ‘et i L E‘) IM;"“ J
L ]

1

- Y ——— g b e

JATE

DNSCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTENATION

4] TYPR OF SONSTR. "1" oF 4] G :‘ Fi MICACIED U adst OB 18] OCCLe [T Time h‘\‘ﬂ.? o
A R BB [Tones Fits iy wSNEIE
o oo ] E m i e, = g
OR AUTEAEC? o [ CONITIUCTION? wo & REFRME? Mo (1] PVCRMD wl
[14) GEMEAL COMTEAC T ACOHAS - e B TRARATION D47
. CAR Bl Grarreser 2535 (ity 5t 513,263 vamcs, byl :
[13) Cwee . 2asen ouT ont; = w T N

ADORT3Y
Gaky Mhtcl 2535 ity G %2 SE w5 5235263

m)mnmamwmmnwmnmmmamnmmmumvu-m l-D 2-D =~D
! EEUONLE  jomwerl M) Bailecer  IN Koab
Ne  RACKTECNak  0n {TRwrume  Cpikar

[REPRR—

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION — EORM 3 APPLICANTS ONLY

=3 ATERARON ™ 0 [0 §an e san 61 008 IS KeAIOC ves O [ 008 s st : .
MRIGHT A HOur. o CRU v
STONY 10 BmOwG? NO (77| CENTCR wet & mmonT " EXTINUON 10 HEONGT no (@] Rooaasen s A i
PEEEE-  STPEEE  ooPmpmee  colmmemm o)
s g Ic, o
[22) ABCHTECT O EesaNetR (DESGH(]  CONSTRUCTION (I Acotess AL CENTUICATE MG, !
— P
= i
mmmgxmumﬂgﬂmnvm ADORE i
!
T T
IMPORTANT NQTICES NOTICE TO APFLICANT : ’
p chi H HOLD HARMIESS CLAUSE: The Permintacis) by accaptance of thae permir, o Nte
:’m‘?”"“‘ml '"I b':q w&tmﬂm‘m:q?g:g:;r:;:m}:: indemnify cad hold harmless the Gty and szmy J Sen an:ix:!mm nnsr:;‘u!nn ! Bl
Code and San Franiscs Houing Codz - mvand g'll duimrx‘,"dcmu,nds 4}_“' uelm;;l":vdcc”mau";land?"nglfgn :x"rqﬁum un:n i
No potion of hullding s siructure or scutfolding viad during camstruction, to bs duser 4 parh; £xta ryance of the Ciy d ey o Jan fronsises, andte
the:s #0° 1o Gny wire containing mara than 780 velh, e Sec, 305, Collemns :‘.‘;‘:5;.":35:;{.?:::' e &y ”:::";:"f:“::’:" ":' :" doimy,
Penaf Caode. I canformity with the provhions o ion of i v of Stot al
Puat & San francies Buldrg Cod, he buiding garmi ol be o ha Solfernie .Wia%al%n have an e, el wih g.?m,::‘ul \lur-uu.:illll:v .
i iy i wtifcatn ar ar ok Ll iaw or thafl indica or H
: t:l.ilrnh; :;:-r it retponghle for approved plans and application being opi at ?,f.l‘:;.‘d"':; _"1"|" na Et’i?ﬁ,“:;:‘;ﬁ,m:{“,;‘;m“.’ mﬁ;mn‘wﬂ i
: Gradse ines a3 showm on drawings aecompanying this applicanan are suwmed 1o be . J
- corracd, H actval grode Gines are nol te soma as shmpf:vgiud drawing shawing () 1 Certificate of Content to Sellilnsure isyed by the Director of
L correct grade lines, curs and fis togwthur witk: complete dulaih of refcining wolls and / Industfial Refatiom.
. walt tootiis required must by submitted 1o this buresy for apgraval, (8] 0. Cenificate of Wok s G ion Iy issved by ar
ANY STIFULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEALED. . admitted inturer. X )
BULDING MOT 1O BE OCCUPED UNTIL CERI’IFICPé';EGOF FIMAL COMPLETION IS (G i, :‘lnrﬁ.l'l:dﬂb‘nlphqu: 1!::,'!:!" at (1) certified by tha Directar or (1)
POSTED OM THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF CCCLIPA RANTED, WHEN REGUIRED, " ' insurar. . .
APPROVAL OF THIS APPUCATICH DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AM APPROVAL FOR THE {1 I¥.  Tha curl of the wark t2 be performed it $100 or .
. ELLCTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATONS. & SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE ) V. I cartity thal in tha parformance of the wark tor which this Permi is
o WIPING AND PLUMSING MUST BE OBTAINED. SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED IF fsrued, " shall ot employ any Y monnar 1o e3 1o bacame
| ANSWER IS “YES” 7O ANY OF ASOVE QUESTIONS (16) (11) (12) (13) £22) ar (24, fibjact arknpulodan Tant Compe~aion fropltley Lol
3 THIS 15 NOTA. BUILDING PERMIT. O WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIt A BUILING become subjees fo the warkman's ==mp'lnlulinn Breviiong n',ﬂ,h.
. PERMIT IS ISSUED, . {ahor e of Colifornic and fail 1o mﬁy larthwith with thy
E in dwellings ofl imulating moteriafy must hove a clearanca of not {yss them twe inchosg provisions of Secfion 3900 of the Laker Codu, thor the Parmit harein
fron all wectrienl wires or equipmard, () applind for shail be deamed uvuk:c'i’.l \
. OHET™ AFPROPAMTE BOX Yl leartfy s the awnar (or the ageat of the cwnar) thatin 12 perfor
. aiance of the werk for whick *hit Samil is jnsuad, | will
1 Qowe CIARCHITECT (7 ENGINEER Sopicte who compla i e . "‘}",Tﬂ"l “""P.'"""":‘."?:‘;:‘,‘:
. é) i irnicy and wha hot on file. or ot ¢ COMMancEm;
o [ AGENT WATH POWER OF ATTORNEY S i o e o Cantral Py Barocns satens i
‘FCONTRACTOR [} ATIORNEY N FACT - . / workman's compensalion insurance i <amiod.
L N AP?!.ICANT'S CERTIFICATION .
i HEREBY CERTIFY AND AGREE THATIF A PERMIT IS ISSUED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
. CESCRIBE IN THIS APPLICATION, ALl THE PROVISIONS OF THE PEAMIT AND ALL 7’ Zy&
LAWS AND ORDINANCES THERETO Will BE COMPAUED WITH, -~ w*
Bl Wu’n Signature / Dare

-,. __ pr= .‘., -I<-¢-n--l.
< - e,
o,
. - » - e —
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; ¥ T upuimilble for opproved piows and applction baing kept o2 . 1 i ozt Laiow or thal P or o
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REASON:

IWU OF Fﬁi PEVENW & PUILK: SAFEIY

[ s fk FEK,PMN@ A< NoTED may'

MWMQFHDG I4SPECTION

"NOTIFIED MR,

OEPARIMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

REASON:
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DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION
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w0l e, - et
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“IMPORTANT NOTICES -
Phdﬂmﬂulbomdrhmmcnhm wilthout HOLD HARMLESS GLA the purmit,
md\éum m'zn,ﬁ:ﬁwluid'ﬁ: ify at .hﬂl‘“‘hﬁﬂ"u .a h“ ugzamnn
B -s g rom apargl wundnr
beiiing 4o . it permit, igence of the i nndCﬂunfdeﬂnandwn,
dﬂﬂy 'In cuniainieg more than 750 vdh- Sn Sev. m.hc:zhmmdm Wnnd&unvﬁ"innﬁummwumn all weh dei md'g
Panal Code,

[a e with ¢} Saction
.Amummmqm,hm@mmmmum c.Mw:"”':L o r-:ummwuﬁx?dﬂ"';.""’"c“'“"mmﬂ

r P d ta be mndl'.' h-apprvpﬂnﬂm m-(mwu

Qm n':'b Consenf o Sﬂl-hwn Toued hy the Director of

c;mi'mv- of Warkman's Campansation Inutoree  hived by an
unil‘nd py wdnplwh el () cartifind ry the Divecier ar (B

* Ther cout-of fm';:habop-rfumduﬂﬁwku

RE REQUIRED Tisved, hhullmm mmmhmmmwﬁvzz:'m:
AB0VE cuESTONS 1) (1) n’mm @ m - &.L.a.. Rt oo s Tl

5 ISSUED, e - beroma inbpdt o i ‘s Gumipanaafian pravisans of the
! d-mhmnmhﬁbmhntd«mmdmhummm.s mmmaﬁ Ewc::pﬂ"nh"hm e m

oricol wirgs or éuipment, . npitdfwdnﬂhd-wudmnhd

L o S s S s
o o i . mancs o i

. contrackds wha
mwmm&mm &ﬂnm: Bﬁl;:whﬁ:mnn v, orpngr"l:m-wmmff

[ ATTORNES o FALE -, . . - workmanh compensatian insurance is carried.
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: & AND AGREE THAT 18 & PERMIT S ISSUED FOR THE

COMSTRUCTION
N THIS Ammmmovmorms PERMIT AND AL
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APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

7
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION. /. —
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS ]
1 APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIR BUILDING INSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR

H3l

H -
L A
wC—- 07_d,02 PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE Wi'l'HH THg =
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED HEREWITH AN! ]
FORM 8 OVER-THE:COUNJER ISSUANCE ACCORDING TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE 3£
@ PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH. = =
S /C5 =3
NUMBER OF PLAN SET, 4 \ = 3
e £ c <
FILING FEE RECE(PT 11} STREET ADORESS CF “wfon 0T 5 ':g
“ 794 /280 B3
FSSUED ESTIMATED COST OF 208 {23, REV:SE0 COST { Q
- “
(’O & _m I/ﬁr ﬂé) O 4 DATE D
INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING
1A TYPE OF COHER lss;én NI\ESO& 'ﬁ:éz“&:gs TAr PRESENT USE LA KL [ GCCUP T,a88 (;:Fer? \:{
N [EE ) BB o[ g ae mmel |23 R
X DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION /e - )
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N B B o s /=3 [ g
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éfab FFW- /7
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—I—— =

417) DOES THIS ALTERATION YES Q1 U9 F (\) IS YES, STATE 139 DOES T3 ALTERATION
CREATE ADDTIOMAL MEIGHT NEW MEXGHT AT CREATE DECX CR HORIZ
OR STORY TD BUADWMG? NO h CENTER LINE OF FRONT FY EXTENSION TO SuILDING?

R1; WL SDEWALK OVER Z2) TLL BLALDING -y | 123 ANY OTHER EXSTING BA DG
B SDEWALK SPACE BE YES 0™ eyrera sevono YES 1™ onior cr ves. srow
REPAFRED OR 2LTEREL NO PROPERTY LNE? NO E N PLOT PLAY

25) ARCHITELT OR ENGINEER (DESIGN

ADDRESS . CALF CERTIFICATE NO. NH
LAl Lo 7 O 99 Moncy Apr Lacndpue X, L7207 G- 2upe

FTIERE 5 0 KW Con TR s s
* T “saown U .
PNE
o U m:MPOHTANT NOTICES ) , ) NOTICE TO APPLICANT
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and Hs togeter win 4 proagid, mﬁm“gs r?”'_’; must ba | Py afim Loder penatty of penury one of the IoBowang dedlaratons:
Subrmifted 10 this depart=ent for approval, C 1)1 1 bave and wwr AN 3 certfeate of consent

to seif-isure for workers'
ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEALED gmgmgm‘m 3709 of the Labor Code. or e perlormance of
BUILDING NOT TO 8E OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFIGATE OF FINAL COMPLETION IS POSTED ' : .
ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY GRANTED, WHEN REQUIRED e \ ! Qo‘ﬁf”&ﬂw Cods, ‘f:rﬁ;: pertarma; m’::rﬁ o v bym
APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION DDES NOT GONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL FOR THE - issued My workers’ comppnsaton msurance Carrer m, :f =
ELECTRICAL WiAING OR PLUMEING INSTALLATIONS, A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR The : 7’
WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBTAINED. SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED IF Carner féﬂgfl{lﬂ 5_4] ! N,
ANSWERIS "YES' TO ANY OF ABOVE QUESTIONS (10} (1) {12} 13} (221 0R (24) 6’5 AC 3&'2/ ff'/ T
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APPROVEL

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
-1 37 2000

o~

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIRANK Y. C‘*“’Cwmumﬁfﬁﬁg ;’:;;‘;g;ﬁ,‘;

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS
APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF

FORM 3 THER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED BUILDING [NSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR
PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED HEREWITH AND
ACCORDING TO THE DESCHRIPTION AND FOR THE

b

Y3AINAN NOULYD Y.

o),

T
H
H
i

M“?— NUMBER OF PLJN0 }00/

FORM 8 || OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE («

QATE FRED

12-18-00

pEARTY

i PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH.

__QFFICE COPY]

996 & 27

‘HIBANN TYACHddY

[]_0,034 T¥AOHddY VHSO

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS

//swim—é;/_z?/o/

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUR.DING

(7A) FRESENT USE:
Residence

(4A) TYPE OF CONSTH._ sﬁrm.or (6A) NO. OF
V-N occuPANCY: 3 mocaLns ]

|(u)m.m

R-3 _—

DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION

W) TYPEOFOONITR. [t OF Ld Immmﬁmm
- Lol o,

V-N | |oeeurancr: 3 Residence

[ OCTue,

R-3

TRUCTED

ORALTERCDT NO NO

e - T SPACE ELECTRICAL PLUNMBING -
tlw%ngg“‘ e YES El|“"ss|mmm vES 0|" womt rose YES Q lmmmnﬁ YES Of
CONSTRUCTION?

(14)] GENERAL CONTRACTOR

ADCRESS
Fred Pavlov Inc., 2776 Broadway St.. SFCA 94115 567-3240, 563874 4/30

PHONE CALIF.LIG. M. . M EXPRATION OATE
/01

150 QYRS - Lésa& WIMM ADORESS

Exténd existlng garage approximately 20

Je. Parekh, 3441 Washington ST., SFCA 94118.
uqmnwummmummmmmmmmu s;rmmn <

PHOME (FOR COMTACT BY DEPT)

567-3240

ft. into hillside, toward south.

o

{17) DOES IS ALTERATION YES O (1M F (7} 1S YES, STATE
CREATE ADOTIONAL, NEWHEGHT AT

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

(1) DOES TIS ALTERATION YES ] B9 TR 15 YES, STAE
CREATE DECK OR HORIZ. |~ NEW GROUND
DNA? NO E{ FROORAREA

T,
{21} Wil SIDEWALX OVER WRL YES O

NO &f” oumor NO @] OFoccupancY?

{23) ANY OTHER EXISTING BLDQ YES O {24) DOES THI ALTERATION
NIDTHIFYEB.M V CONSTITUTE A

w

ENTER .3

Unkpown

Thomas A. Meece, 45 Franklin St. #210, SFCA 94102, ph255-7240; 54099
LEND ANY, ADDRESS

IMPORTANT NOTICES

Nodwmﬂnlbemdsmﬂmdmmderﬂﬂwmpamyuuumhmﬂﬂmlmﬁngaﬁm{m
Psnmlauﬂnmmgsmhdunga San Francisca Building Code and San Francisco Housing

No portion of building o¢ used during to ba closer than 60" to
anywirlwnhlmngmalhanﬁovoru See Sec. 385, Gaifomia Penal Code.

PulsuanlhsanFlammBuicthode the building permit shall be postsd on the job. Tho
qwner is plans and being kept at building site.

emhlhesasshuwnm A this I be comect. If
gﬁdnimsamnnlnnsameasymwnmmaddmwmgssfmi ng carrect grada [ines, culs
wﬁ!sbgeu\ervammp!mdauilsulmmmgwmandwall footings required must be

ANY S‘HPULATION AECUIRED HEREIN OR 8Y CODE MAY BE APPEALED.
BUILDING NOT TO 8E OCCUPIED UNTIL CEATIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION IS POSTED
ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY GRANTED, WHEN REQUIRED.

APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION DOES MOT CONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL FOR THE
ELECTRICAL WIRING OF PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS. A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE
WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBTAINED. SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED IF
ANSWER IS "YES"® TO ANY OF ABOVE QUESTIONS (10} (11) (12}{13) (22) QR (24),

THIS 1S NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A BUILDING
PERMIT IS ISSUED.

In dwell all i ials must have a ok
electrical wires or aquipment.

CHECK APPROPHIATE BOX
QOWNER U ARCHITECT
QLESSEE D AGENT
QOCONTRACTOR QI ENGINEER

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION

1 HEREBY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A PEAMIT IS ISSUED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION

of not lass than twa inches from all

DESCRIBED IN THIS APPLICATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PERMIT AND ALL LAWG °°

AND ORDINANCES THERETO WILL BE COMPLIED VATH.
900303 (REV. 1/96)

. NOTICE TO APPLICANT

HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE: The I accephmsollhepﬂm\ﬂ. bmdnmnny
arﬂhcﬂhanﬂmﬂxscﬂywmms)w “M(‘)

demands and actions for resulting from i underlhuparm nldhssn!
negligence of mecnyardl:oxmtyolSBnanusmandloassumamadeienseolmmyand
County of San Francisco against all such daims, damands or actions.

|nennrmqmmmammdsmmdmmw-dmsamdm

applicant shall havewtmgsundu(l) or (1) designated bafow or shall indicate itam (I}, or {1V},

ar (V), whichever Is applicable. i however i mn(\l)sdxeckednam(w)muslbenbededuswu

Mark the appropriate mathod of compliance be!

{ herehy affirm under penalty of perjury one of the lollowing declarations:

{( ) L ! have and will maintain a carificale ol consent to eelf-insure for workers’
compansalion, as provided by Section 3700 ol the Labor Code, for the perfarmance of

the work for which lmspenmllslssuad

1 have and will mai ; ired by Section
SDOolmeLabmt:odelotlhn donnamsnimawud‘lnrmu\upsnmls
issued. Myworkers‘ cnmpsn ion nsmameeamerand policy number are:

Carrler F ”/7
Policy Number 7/3 v 4 [/A)l 7 2930

. The cost of the work to bs dona s $100 or fess.

. | cerify thal in the performanca of the work for which this penil Is issued, | shall nat
emplay any person In any mannet so as to become subject 1o the workers'
compensation laws of Cahlomia. | further acknowiedga that | understand that in the
evenl that | shoutd become ject to the workers” comipensation provisions of lhe
Labor Code of Cabfomia and fail to comply forthwith with the provisions of Section
3800 of the Labar Cade, thal the permilt herein applied for shall be deemed revoked.

. | certify as Ihe owner (or the agent for the owner) that in the perfermance of the work
for which this permit is issued, 1 will a conlractor who compiies with the
workers’ compensation laws of Califamia and who, priar to the commencement of any
vaork, will file a completed copy of this form vnlh he Central Permil Bureau.

-

-/mv«—

3 X /‘
L2712 88
Signalura of Applicant or Agent Dala -
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CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS.

GLLITGEN 'T)\DA, s3]
JAN 26 7008

BUILDING HISPECTIOR. DEPT. OF BLDG ISP,

u

DATE: ...
REASOM

NOTIFIED MR.

S P ol

APPROVED:

(J;'«mc/_ i per plstivg &,"r-‘?:f-i‘(-*-—ff.;‘k\—

P > ]
&7 /L't#iﬁ'/ “LV\LM iz giga
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLARNING {L(ll 1~ ]

REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

75 =

APPROVED:

'émtact the district buiidhg nispaclor al the start of work on)
§58-6Q964 For [Flumbing inspection scheduling call 558-
5054, for slectrical inspeclion scheduling call 558-6030.
Th _:: Eatio R O IR IREerEton, detailad!

plumbing or elecirical plan revigw and daos ~t £005MU1e 85—

“approvai of he building. Work authciiz.-~ ayst ba done i
_sirict accosdance with allepplicable codos My elactricat or;

iplumbing approprialgfaol ale permits,

BRI

AL INGPECTION 2]
SRaUiEp pen 680/
seu'rjp%gzﬁ

fEMTG OF AD,

4 s
L LPPROVED 11

DATE: =
REASON:

MOTIFIED MR.

2rORE EXT

JiGH BEGING.

2 FPOPERTY GW

FAOPTLED B

- 3£6. 832
20T (0 EDRMA

e
BUREAU OF ENGINEEHrIG

APPROVED: URRAU OF .01 - MNG  INSPE

WIL

i
NOTIFIED MA.

APPROVED: AL IRPIEMING TO BE SUPER
) GIVIL ENGINEER,
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DATE:
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APPROVED

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING IMSPECTION

Ma7 18 2001

o =

FRANK Y. CHIU, DIRECTOR

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
AQS‘P-#(%‘?; I%ETFEOHRA-?Polhgigg :El;xlgs DEPI}HTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
FORM 3 m OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED BUILDING 1 R

WWD
PERMISSION gng HE
FORM 8 [_| OVER-THE-COUNTER i1S5U, s AND SL%MWND

CCORDING
(o} PURPOSE HEAEINAFTER SET FORTH.
Z NUMBER OF PLAN SETS E ABOVE THISLINE W

DATE FLED F1NG FEE RECELAT hO. (T STREET ADDAESS OF JOB BLOCK & LOT

4-19-01 22 ¢¢3J" 3441 ¥ashington St. 9%6 & .027

T NO 1SSUED ; (2A) ESTIMATED COST OF JOB (28) AEVISED COST:
J?’?@/ 5//4%)/ $35,000.00 B
7 INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

|88 TYPE OF CONETR 1‘.\]‘!\0. OF 12A)ND, OF + " | t7A) PRAESENT use. (BA) OTTUP. CLASS (SA) HO. OF
BTORESOF BASEMENTS N DWELLING
V-N CECUPANGY. o pRIOCELAS ) Residence R-3 :

DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION

1#) TYPE OF CONSTS. 5 H)I‘?'O‘ wrn OF {7) PROPOSED USE (LEGA, USE) 11 OCLUP. CLasS
ATOR
V-N ooowaner 3 Sacaiins l Residence l R-3

T30 4 AL TO FRNWAY nuwusm.z‘rsﬂr.s Tim ELECTRCAL 3 AuveNG
8E CONSTRUGTE YES 3| Eusouara YES 2" hone 108 YES 0| ” work 7088

NO 3 NO | PEAFORIED? NO G PEAFORMED?

141 GENERAL CONTRACTOR ADORESS e

FONVSSI HOS O3A0HddY

o4

) a.03H 1YAOHddY YHSO!

NO o
PHONE CALIF, LIZ. NO. EXPIRATION DATE

Fred Pavlow Inc., 2776 Broadw x St., SFCA 94115 567-3240; #563874; 4/30/01

118} OWNER - LESSEE {CROSS OUT ONE) BTACY . PHONE (FOR CONTACT BY DEFT)

J. Parekh, 3441 Washington st., SFCA 94118, o c/o 567-3240

18] WRITE P2 D2SCAPTION OF ALL WORX TO BE PERFORLIED UNDER 115 APPLICATIGN (REFERENCE T0 PLANS t§ NOT SLFFICTENT)

Revision to permit application #2000-12-18-8159, extend excavation from '

garage to provide additional storage space at bagement level. Miscellaneous
revisions to garage cxtension under previcus germit.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
N T T T — — —
"n msmsn.rsmvou - 181 E (S YES. STATE {191 DOES THS ALTERATIGH == <
ABOTIONAL HEGHT YES 2 ‘/I SR A e EneaTE EEX On oA YES J:’ g
oasfomr TOBULDr5? NO l.“mE'! u‘.sormom' T EXTESSI0% T0 BURLLYIGY NO  irf FLOCAAREA
(22) V7L BDe s [ B A oTERExarRS ] A

Pace YES ) /'-m»:.-e_voea YES 1| GO vis saot YES Ol e e YES 1
ns:uwoag £FED> NO & PAOPEATY LINE? NO wf™ crumoTaas NO i OF cXrupnr? NO - =t
51 AT HTE ST A 1A 22 R 0250V d SO STRATON 5 CX . CERTIFILATE 1D,
Thomas A. Meece, 45 Franknn St. #210, SFCA 94102; ph255-7240; 54099

v
241 CONSTAUCTION L TENTER FANL A, aa:m-.wr.‘ LTRESS
FTUSRE S MR COPSTRUCT O LENTER £ “

SQ FT.

ADUREES

IMPOHTANT NOTlCES NOTICE TO APPLICANT
. [ : 515

Ny :!-an;e AT b2 maze n ke chaa;

-\G
o  1esuTag ‘rn—v 100! 3 m-a Fess of
toke scer e 607 1 " X] f < San Francisco., » et the Oty and

H I./ i

Sk
'/—/""'ff 122D a4
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APPROVED:

BT RN RN

HOTIFIED 1R,

DATE:

REASOM:

MOTIFIED MR.

|
PROVICE SHOKE DETECTOR
SEG. 1210 {8

APPROVED:

BUREA OF

APPROVED:

lﬂﬂﬂngo LR,
BC

TBRTER
REASGH:

MOTIFIED MR.

DAYE: _

HEASGN:

HOTIFIED AR,

DNISSIIOL DONIENG 03131LON SNOSHId 1TV 30 SINYN ONY S3LYA ALON — NOILOSS A10H

| APPROVED:

CATE
‘| nEason:

| MOTIFIED MR

! NOTIFIED KR,
B
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Ao

MAY 17 2001

W
DIRECTOR
DEPT OF BUIILDING IMSPECTION

»"6-9.1“ w0 l)t.wul_

R CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PEFMIT DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS
FORM3 [_] OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED | BUILDING _INSPECTION

APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPAHTMENT OF
O

PLANS AND SRED PRI Ty

FORM 8 ‘@, OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANC ACCORDING
PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH.

7/ _ NUMBER OF PL’A)N\SL? $14 C‘jm{,rwmmmvs THSUNE ¥

WHOd
popl:|

JONVYNSS! HOA GS/\OHddV“%’
0% /L AVl

3
H
i
H

HIBANN NOWLYIIddY

e B L .

DATE FRED WW‘WﬂR Jmuwes E.0CK A LOT

96/ 277

Shfv] 3%y WaswnGToN ST- 9
ERT lﬁ Bq 1{? ISSUED {2A) ESTIMATED COST OF JOB 128} REV:SED COST:

m_‘ SN0 Y7600 ©°

HIAWNN VAOHddY
[ 0.03HTvAOUddY VHSO

ove

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS

LEGAL DESCR!PTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

Baseyenrs
AND CELLARS:

WELLING

/

(&A) TYPE OF COMETRL | 1A NG OF A OF [(1!;?&155‘\”,@5. {6A) OCCLP. CLASS 19A) NQ. OF
A CWELLNG
S~ el 2 r-3
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION -

(71 PROPOSED VSE REGAL USE}

DOWELLING
\CE

(8) OCGUP. LASS ™3 OF
CvELLNG
- 3 UNITS:

NO

YES O

(13 Finara)
WA 1

CALE. 3G, 120, EXPIRATION DATE

~3/-0

ADCRESS oP PHONE
el
2ilro4 mmmw 100 Wigernms AvE 994.,

PRIONE [FOR CONTACT BY DEFT.)

45-822 -Ra00 |

FAREK 1 N7 WAS /06 70N ST ?"ﬂ/e
uqmumnﬁmwommns!mumsﬂm»mmuw dcewomxsnavsumc:&n

LicRTI0A) T#

/411'/0 Ll 2o mic. UPERAIES A1

YES Q|

no 2|

=R ST7y 7 RE

ADDITIOMAL INFORMATION

(17) DOES TreS ALTERAT.ON. (18) IF {17) 15 YES_STATE 1£3) DOES TH:S ALTERATION.
CAEATE DECK 0R HORY

A WEXHT L RSV VEISHT AT

OR $T0AY 10 BUrLOxAY CEMTEA L2E OF FACNHT 3 EXTENCON TO BUDL:57

@1] WAL SOEWALK GVER 1221 ¥LL 8D - o[ RH A ODER EXSTT A DG
$us. WALK $PACE BE FXTENY BEYORD QNLOT? iF YES, SAOW

PERAAED OAALTERZDT N PROPERTY LNE? ONPLOT FLA

175 1% 1) SVES, STATE
NEW GROGD
FUOOR AREA

24: DOZ5 THS ALTERATICN
CORSTITUTE ACHASGE
©F OCCLRANC >

@25} ARCATECT DA RNGREST (DESGN D COASTAIZTION =,

7-5?_4@1—&1/3_926«@/ T

CALIF. CEATIFICATE MO,

Creama

FTHERE D T CONSTAUGT QN LENTE2, ENTER e/gomi,

124) EFATAUCTION R ENTER RAVE AND BAANZA DEL GNATICFE = S22,
Nonve

IMPORTANT NOTICES NOT!CE TO APPLICANT
LD HAR

Mo changs snal be mads e charasier of the occLya™ T OF UE: frsiodinag a Butdag
Perm.t a.:nc.nz.nq such change. See San Franzsed Binidng Code and San rra:-mm Hous=ng

N porten of buling er stz of scatdrg wed g a3 ConsICiIn, 10 ba cloner tan 607 1y
5. Ca Py

7 o
2y wise Contaning more than 750 vals See Sec enal Code 2755 a0 s

Pursuart I San Frasciico Suifng Code, ta b s*al ta pos o pb Tha
owTar s responsbia for appraued £lans 2

G' » =23 as ghoan Gn d.a:m-p azwoTr

YRNIL2 BRI

eels) io mde:nndy

and aZ claims,
-dess of

T
an Franc.ico. and 1o assn.r-\e e n-‘ense o! te Gy and
TS, JeTanis or

f.ca 2 tem (.m ar (M
iS choched r'-v‘ {IV) must ba chacked as wel.

o Ly Secton
. pEl 1
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AdOD TVIOI440

. e
F". F
l'(,“ APPROVED.

5550030,

CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

PROVIDE SHACKE DETECTOR(S}
PER SFBC SEC 310.9.1

“n, Cotailed

W.) B H n‘.ﬂmln.‘ be

L cansitute an

OB
pi \M‘m aﬂ applicabla codes, Any sledirical or

work shall requirg approp,

AFPROVED

riate sepamato permi.

DEPARTMENT OF

APPROVED:

-

DATE

HEASQH:

i .
1, HOTIFIED taR.

REASON:

NOTIFIED MA.

BUAZAU OF FIRE PRZVENTICN & PUBLIC SAFETY

a8 GI0H

DATE:
REASON:

|

.

NOTIFIED MR.

L nd Glr--ER OEP

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

DATE:
REASOM:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

| APPROVED:

DATE:
REASON:

|

ONISSADOHC ONIBNA QAIHLLON SNOSHAd 11V JO SBINYN GNV'SEI.I.V'C]_H.LON — NOLL

NOTIFIED MR,

1} DATE:
]
1+ REASON

| MOTIFIED MR

| REASON:

" LOTIFIED 1R




APPROVE

Deplaf Buildirk Insp-

NSPECTION JuL 20 2001

-

DIRECTOR
DERT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

’

AdOD VIDIddO
: G

1 YO G3AOHd|

\\\

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS ARTMENT OF B“'LD'" '"SPE“ON

ED

HIFNAN NOLLYDI LAY

(-

B8ib-eiiio

S q '
PLANS AND SPEC!FICATlONS SUBMITTED HER

i
FORM aﬁ OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE ACCORDING TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE
PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH.

J_ NUMBER OF PLAN sers/\ . 5 NG WAITE ABOVE THS LINE ¥

TATE FLED FRING FEE RECEWT NO. (3} STREET ADORESS GF JOB BLOCK 4 LOT rlfé n Z 7

;Z-ZO-”’ 3¢/ wﬁxg%ﬁ <

RA) EXTMATED COST OF JO8

ON\NLHI 7-2«07@] #sop0. %= . e

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

m—@. AN, OF ‘ ) PRESENT USE:
S socmuRs  — ALl

DESCAIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION

oy oF ) PROPOSED USE AEGAL L)
s l

/ |aocmiare 'y
1) WAL STRERT SPACE

SYIBNNN AQUJY
(0,034 TVAQHddY YHSO

o

YES Q U3ED QuRed YES O YES O
NO CONSTRCTION? NO lﬂﬂJ

24yt £ TEsn 10 LS o A . 77 6ts rgz/?os
oy owR (== -E o ) AOOPEDS > = BRCE PO wooT

wFoR 3

[ i it 244! LUASQNG.W <7 Fei2-18o
96) WINITE N DESCFARFTION OF ALL WORK TO B UNDER THIS APPLUCATION I3 MOT SUFFICENT)

— 7o !ﬂ f#bzoao/oefw/'s‘lsl Te  CmrriecT

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

— e T
(10 & (17) IS YES. STATE (79) DOES el ALTERATION YES 0 XN ¥ (1A IS YES, STATE
MEW AT AT CREATE DECX CR HORIZ, NEW
CENTER UINE OF FRONT ’ ) EXTENSION TO B/RONNG7 AREA
oNaT?

4 FT.
(24} DOES THES ALTERATION
CHANGE

OF OCTUPANGY?
CALF. CERTFICATE WO.

IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT
mMMNMnumdmmawwmnmmam 3
Permit authorizing such change.

5See San Franciscs Buiking Cade and San Frarcisco Housing

No portion of bulding or struchae or used durinvg 1o be closer than 607 10
any wirs contyéning mar than 750 vots. Sow Soc. 365, Cakdona Panal Code.
lnmmmmm-;d&cmmsuwmdhsumdwmh
Pursuant 1 San F",:"" Bulﬁ-q:Cad' hmwmﬂmmﬂdwm—@ The  appicant shak have coverage under (1. o 1) desigra‘ed beiow or shal indcale tom (H). tx(‘V)
ower i3 being kept at buiding site. .v: whachever is apphcabie if Aowever darm (V) 8 checked fem {1V} must be chacked 83 wed
Grade knes &3 shown & Q ™ appt are % e correct W e approprale methad o comphance below.
mmmmr:*ammwm~nﬂ;mm~ G ade koes, Rt e e S
ang Sis together Wit copimle deixis of refav—y wats and wall 'sutingy recuted must Se ! 7 At uder e oA ey, one o et 9 Secizrations
w--d 13 thes dapart~et Srapgvoual o 1 1 mave ang mawian 2 cwtficale of comsert 1o se.mmize M worers'
ANY STIPULATION 22 ” ") SpEALES 2 2 s&'{a_:ﬂed‘vS«‘mB SO0 o' e Labor Code. for the perfarmance of
BUILRNG NOT TO 85 OCCU~ ; o, 18 POSTFD
ONTHEBU LD NG 0APE

wwbl:ut.méam,!arenma,—.;-; &
%PZEOVAL F ;:’JSG -Q ‘G DOZS ‘.’GTv%O\snTUTEE AN APPROUVA_ SOR THE HSusd My wirkers’ eorpensaion msugece
CTRICAL Wi -3 . 235 A 5 ’Aﬂle ’Ert-‘.? F
AoWER B TN osslacw;’q— e nali ol AZATESD
per GUESTICHS 117 Huatdnt
: e C26COCZS 770,
TIaS 1S BT A SULONG PERWT ND WORK UL BE STARTED LNT: 4 BULONG | P C 2ot el

PERMIT IS Tha £ost of B wirk 10 be dorw 3 S107 o s
In Gwalngs 3N MUITg Talvas MM Rave 3 CASIRCR (F A% less Than tas mctes hrem ak = "»""l"ﬂ"
dlecinoal wwes O equEmme—!

. = by Secton
me wiek Or wheh Prs perrvt
7T and DGy MaTDer re

ﬂ-:’-ﬂmd‘\eni‘:“m?nsw-ﬁsnsw | shak not

CHECKAPPROPHIATEBOX ’.-r "
Lades O:n-h‘l'al‘.m--ng' " S
3900 of e Labor Code =3t m-or-—‘ rﬁﬁbs‘dhmﬂm
1£m28 ay Y comar 20 o ggper doe Ton meaey a5 e pertr—ance of the work
e aten '\s:r“ ﬂ:‘.»d

3 2 A WhS per 10 The Cormercoen: of sy
! 2es tm ™ fip Coriral Permt Surea,

f)

Eenm%‘cis = o ?7 m * /// 2 Ck—;-..,// v»{-c _/)QJ,_._ é / 7 /g,/

Sq-a'.ra- oA AZpiva~ o Agamt




AdOD VIQIFHO

DEPARTMENT OF - T

SAMN F r;i:;x HCI5LD
1 \ﬁ L ’ PR
y r p i, .
N

*//!l‘; R

v

BUILDING IMGPECTION.: EET P

vaf X

G

| PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WITH.JHE. || ~--------- .
| PLANS AND SPEG ITH AND

2 : e A TN
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT | @ ™ OF SAN FRANGISCO -\
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS oe IvOF BUILDING INSPECTION LS
APPLICATION 1S HEH TO THE DEPARTMENT OF || ¢ —~

mma_@mwe«ee—n&w&wa&oum&o BUILDING INSPECTION WSAN  FRANCISCO FOR | | =

9

i >
. °a
| FORMBE @\OVEH-THE-COUNTER ISSUANC m ACCORDING TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE | ! 3 3
Q », ‘ PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH. P S B
H hH
— NUMBER OF PLANSETS ' 117 | v asove mis LnE ¥ s ; :’z=' 3
OATE FRED FRING FEE RECEIPT NO = (1) STHFET ASURESS OF 08 ' i 5 ?E
1 m mi
(o JL( 34Ul L”As)ﬁ‘yw;rgw i R
TR T e ’;u.:m - 12A1 ESTIMATED COST OF JOM 78] AFVISED COST | > i di
& g E ]
01 VIl e fof et ® | 6G00 0 #ty 2 | O
INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING
{44A; TYEE QF _cmsm (::&NSSO& a‘:‘::eﬂ?s (/A) PAESENT USE (BA1OCCUP CLASS (EA)I_NO OF
5/0 occunancY. 3 |awocELLARS . _DUJé RNV 6?9 ﬂ _} . UNITS /
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROFOSED ALTERATION 2~
(4) 1VPE OF CONSIR n"o':sgbor g:&%s L 71 PROPOSED USE EGAL USE} . ‘{) 18) OCTUP. CLASS ] e m%
5’\/ w7 |wmceians - Ds NG 6 P #,;:i frive /
{50, ;so‘;mmﬁn YES -‘ |H) :Lu;'::;t:::l HY VES RE) ELLCIHI.N. [TEN wc;::':?ue YES ':l
' OR ALTCRCD? NO Ly CONSTRUCTION NO psnmmsn’ \fﬂ r1 ! ]L; =" FERFORMED? NO o
114) GENGRAL CONTAACTOR ADDRLSS CALF_LIC NO EXPIRAT) 3
TENSEN) /01 wl-f-q_b_«s ,4«{ "5 W 76 iéLar‘
€ A ESSEE (CPOSS JUT ONE) BTRC » PHONE (FOR Gt ay DEPT)
&'fo—*‘# \3(}4[ Mé'shﬂmﬂ_) 7 g2i-2200

{16) WAITE 1N DESCRIPTION OF AL WOTR TO BE PERFORMED UNDEH THIS APPLICATION (REFFAFNGE TO PLANS IS NOT SUFFICANT}

i Cotpkey~ WooD Dicky AT aloonf AlpirsTON | gL

oty o AT LKJS‘D,ML’/VO swauzu// ﬁW" OF UL Apoas

\ =

T

| \ \

- N \

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION — \

(17) DOES NES ALSERATION ves o|v® IF 11765 YES. STATE 1% ooes THIS AL TERATION (VES ;| 701 IF (15] €8 YE5. 5TATE

CREATE AGOTIONAL HEIGHT NEW HEIGHT AT TE DECK OR NOSWZ \-‘ NEW GROUND

OR STCKY T3 BUs XNG? NO O ZENTER UME X FRONT [ cn:nsm 10 BUILDNG? NO FLOOR AREA sa 5T
211 WHL SIO WAILKOVI A T WL BUILOTG @31 &MY OTER EXISTING BLOG 74) OOES THS ALTERAT 0N

SUBSIINWALK SPACE BE YES O™ pxreno sevono YES 9™ onwom o ves. snow YES 0|7 ConaTmuTE A CHaNGE YES 4

RAEPARAFNOR ALTESIED? NO U PROPERTY LINE? NO O OH PLOT PLANG NO DO OF OCCUPANCY? NO O
12%) ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER [DESIGN L CONSTRUCT-OM Y N ALOHESS CAL® CERII ICATE NO |
126} CGNSTRUCTION LENDER ENTER NAUE AND BRANCH DESIGNATION F ANY, AUGRESS

IF THERE 1S HO KNOWN CONSTRUCTION LENDER ENTER *LARNOWNTY

IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT

No change shafl ba made in the charactar of the eceupancy ar use without first obtaining a Builging
[’errml autharizing such change See San Franciscy Bunlding Code and San Francisco Housing

No porton of buikling or structure or scaffolding used dunng consbiucton, to be closer than 6°0° to
any wire coniawang mare than 750 voits. Seo Sec. 385, Caldomin Panai Code.

Pursuant to SAn anc:sno Bmldmg Coda, Iha huiding permit shall be pasted on the joh. The
owner 1S for d plans and being kegt at building sita.

Grade lines as shown on panying this are assumed 1a be correct. If

actual grade hnps are nol 1ho same as shown rovised drawings showing comrocl grade lines. culs

and fils together with complale detals of ea:mng walls and wall foalings requited must ba
g this {or app

ANY STIPULATION REQUIRET HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY 8E APPEALED.

BUILDING NOT TO BE QCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION IS POSTED
ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY GRANIE£D, WHEN REQUIRED.

APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION UCES NOT CONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL FOR THE
ELECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS. A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE
WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBTAINED SEPARATE PERAMITS ARE REQUIMED IF
ANSWER IS “YES" TO ANY OF ABOVE QUESTIONS (10) (+1) (121 {13} {22) CR (24}.

“THIS 1S NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NG WORK SHALL BE STAATED UNTIL A BUILDING
PERMIT IS ISSVED.

In dwaellings all nsidaung matena’s must have a clearance af not jess 1han two inches rom ail
electncal wires ar aquipmant

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX
£ OWNER ' TTARCHITECT

?SSEE U AGENT
A CONTRACTOR O ENGINEER
APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION
| HEREBY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A PERMIT IS ISSUED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION

DESCRIBED IN THIS APPLICATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PEAMIT AND ALL LAWS
AND ORDINANCES THERETO WilL BE COMPLIED WITH.

HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSF: The permittee{s} by acceplance of the permil, agrea(s) to :xdemndy
and hold harmigss the City and County of San Francssco from and against any and all clauns,
demands and actons for feom undes (s permil, regardiess ol

negbgonce ol tho City ana County of San Frunasco and lo assume the defense of the Cry and
Counry of San Francisco against alt such claims, demands or acksons

In confarmity with Ta provisians of Secbon 3800 of the Labar Code of tha State ol Caidomia,

apphcant shall have coveraga under {1}, or {Il) desgnated below of shall inchcato em (I}, or (lV]

ol (V) whichevar s apphicatle. If howaver ilem (V) 1s checked ilem {iV) must bo checked as well.
proprate method of balow.

| hareby atirm under penaity of perury one of the loiowng daclarati

{ )} .1 1 hava and wil mainlan @ corvicale of consent (o salt-nsura for wockers'
* compensaton, as provided by Section 3700 of the Laboar Code, for e performance ol
e wark for which this permn is issued

%I ! have and will maintain workers' Compensation iNsuranca. as required by Seclion
3700 of the Labor Code, for tho porformanca of the work for winch this peama 15
issued My workers' compensation insurance carrise and polcy numbar are:

Gamer _ﬁéﬁsﬂb -
Policy Nurmvar | € 2 C0O00 2579 Ok
( ) B Thacostal the wark la be done i3 S100 or less

{ ) V. |cenity that i tha perlormance of tha work for whach thes perrmt is issued, | shail not
employ any person m any manner SO as [0 DECOmS subjecl 10 the warkers'
componsation laws of Calilomia | lurther acknowlpdge that | undarstand that n e
ovent that | should becomo subrect to the workers™ compansalon prowisioas ol the
Labor Code of Cakfomia and fail to comply forthwath with the provisions of Section
3800 of tho Labor Code, that I parma harein apphed for shall ba deemed revoked.

{ ) ¥V lcediy as the ownsr (ar tho ageni for the ownar) that in tha performance of the wark
lm wmd: this pammit 15 issued. | will empioy a contracior who comples with the

15’ compensalion laws af Cahtormua and who, pror o ihe eommmemenl of any

work, WIUNBIWIDGWMIHISMMIMCCNW

//m%e-v ->/¢9‘f




EXHIBIT C



. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

anning

www.sfplanning.org

PLAN CHECK LETTER

12/18/2020

Sutro Architects, c/o: Stephen Sutro and Joo Young Oh
Via: ssutro@sutroarchitects.com, joh@sutroarchitects.com

Rueben, Junius & Rose LLP, c/o: Thomas Tunny
Via: ttunny@reubenlaw.com

Project Address: 3441 WASHINGTON ST
Assessor’s Block/Lot: 0996/027

Zoning District: RH-1/40-X

Building Permit Number: 202008071354

Planning Record Number: 2020-007734PRJ

Project Manager Katherine Wilborn, Planner, Katherine.Wilborn@sfgov.org, 628-652-7355

The Project Application for the above address has been reviewed by the Planning Department. This Plan Check
Letter indicates (1) any information required to proceed with environmental analysis, (2) any missing information
or modifications that must be provided to demonstrate compliance with the Planning Code and proceed with
environmental analysis, and (3) any other modifications the Department is seeking in order to support the
project. Please review this Plan Check Letter carefully, and follow the instructions provided in order to advance
the review process.

Project Review History

On 04/09/2020, a Project Review Meeting was conducted and closed at the Planning Department.

On 06/26/2020, a Block Book Notification was filed for the Subject Property.

On 08/28/2020, the Planning Department deemed the Project Application accepted, and Planner assigned.
On 12/16/2020, the Preservation Team reviewed the project at the Northern Quadrants Preservation Meeting.

Environmental Analysis

The Department is unable to proceed with scoping the environmental analysis for the project until information
or modifications are provided or addressed, as outlined in the Project Review Comments (below).

hYHEBE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550



Plan Check Letter Case No. 2020-007734PRJ
3441 WASHINGTON ST

Project Review Comments

1. Design. The project was reviewed by the Northern Preservation Team, and conclusively the team agreed that
the following alterations are appropriate and could be considered categorically exempt from further
Environmental Review:

A. The vertical addition and roof terrace’s setback should further articulate from the front and side
building walls. Please see the attached “Annotated Plans” for additional information.

b. The proposed windows appear to mimic the historic fenestration pattern too closely and convey
a false sense of historicism. The Preservation team recommends that the new, public-facing
windows be of wood or aluminum-clad wood in a double-hung configuration without the
divided lite detailing that is present on the historic windows.

2. Unit Count Verification. Please provide interior photographs of the “Secondary 1-Story Structure” at the rear
of the property.

Target Review Timeframe

Once the Department has received a complete response to the items described in the Environmental Analysis
section above, the Department will provide a target timeframe to approve or disapprove this Project.

Required Action

1. Pleaseinclude a written response to this letter that discusses how you have addressed the items outlined
above and in each of the attachments. Please note that the Department may request further revisions to the
project as part of the environmental review process (e.g., to avoid a significant impact), or to ensure
conformity with the Planning Code, design guidelines and other local ordinances and policies.

2. Within ninety (90) days from the date of this letter, please submit the requested information, or contact the
project manager listed above if more time is needed to prepare the requested information. If the
Department has not received the requested information or a request for additional time within 90 days, the
application will be cancelled.

The Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, 2™ floor is closed during the coronavirus outbreak. We are
working remotely to continue reviewing previously submitted and new high priority permits. Please submit
revisions to previously submitted permits electronically here: https://sf.gov/submit-building-permit-requests.
Please note that plans may need to be reformatted to meet the new electronic plan review requirements.
Information about electronic plan review formatting can be found here: https://sf.gov/information/how-create-
pdfs-your-plans-or-addenda. To officially submit a change to the building permit plans, do not submit building
permit plans directly to the Planning Department. Plan revisions will not be accepted by mail or messenger. All
plans must be submitted electronically. If you are not familiar with these format requirements, please email the
Permit Center team at permitcenter@sfgov.org. They will help you get your documents ready for submission.

San Francisco



Plan Check Letter Case No. 2020-007734PRJ
3441 WASHINGTON ST

Allrevisions to Planning Department entitlement cases (e.g., CUA) must be submitted to the Planning
Department via email to your assigned Planner’s attention. This is a separate submittal from any building plan
revisions submitted to DBI through the online portal.

Please do not come to the Planning Department to discuss this letter. Our offices are closed during the
coronavirus outbreak but our staff are working remotely. Please direct all general questions or meeting requests
to the project manager listed above. For questions related specifically to environmental review, please contact
the environmental planner listed above.

Thank you,

Katie Wilborn, Planner | Preservation Technical Specialist
Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning Division

San Francisco



EXHIBITD



SUBJECT PROPERTY: B RTITe.
3441 WASHINGTON % @

v 2 _ 3473 _;?H/ 2167 55es 3555 4 N ik
. P £ 3 s g : . .
Baly U“ ‘ EE g E "

N

|

-

- -r;" - m——

e

)
) mun
\-?‘;’ . swws
SUBJECT PROPERTY Jilla3445 [l 3455 | 3461

- o " 4 3441 WASHINGTONEIW ASHINGTONE S WASHINGTON WASHINGTON
- 4 e 2 STORIES @ REAR 3 STORIES @ REARJ2 STORIES @ REARH3 STORIES @ REAR

S

i y L— ] y
3406 (g 3408 ‘"'3436 '3440 CLAY 3446 CLAY *
CLAYSHCLAYSRICLAYE 3442 CLAY 3448 CLAY

o QSUBJECT PROPERTY
) 3441 WASHINGTON .

3401 WASHINGTO ' SUBJECT PROPERTY 3445 3455
. i ~ 3441 WASHINGTON WASHINGTON WASHINGTON
DATE: 05/05/21

SUTRO ARCHITECTS WASHINGTON ST RESIDENCE |exstine sie

CONDITIONS

3441 WASHINGTON ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

415.856.3445
sutroarchitects.com

BLOCK 0996 LOT 027 | PROJECTNO. 2019.036 |EXHIBIT E

915 Battery Street, First Floor San Francisco, CA 94111




From: Eric Hassall

To: Winslow, David (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Stephen Sutro

Subject: 3441 Washington St, San Francisco, CA 94118
Date: Monday, May 03, 2021 6:42:30 PM
Attachments: 311 Noticing Plans - 3441 Washington (2).pdf

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

To: David Winslow, Architect
SF Planning Dept
david.winslow@sfgov.org

Dear Mr Winslow:

| write in response to the Discretionary Review Hearing on the above-named property.
| live immediately to the south-west of it, i.e., overlooking it.

| am pleased the property and the backyard will be upgraded.

The proposed style looks congruent with the neighborhood.

The height increase seems reasonable, i.e., non-obstructive.

I'm in favor of improvement and densification of the neighborhood, as long as views are not
obstructed.

Please acknowledge receipt of my email.
Sincerely,
Eric Hassall MD

3440 Clay St
San Francisco, CA 94118
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GENERAL EXISTING FLOOR PLAN NOTES:

1. ALL DEMOLITION WORK TO BE CONDUCTED IN SUCH MANNER AS TO PROTECT
ADJACENT PROPERTY AND LANDSCAPE PLANTING TO REMAIN.

2. ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIALS IN EXISTING BUILDINGS TO BE IDENTIFIED AND
REMOVED IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS.

3. LEAD PAINTED MATERIALS IN EXISTING BUILDINGS TO BE IDENTIFIED AND REMOVED IN
COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS.

4. DEMOLISH ALL REDUNDANT HVAC EQUIPMENT INCLUDING PIPING, DUCTWORK,
RADIANT PANELS, AND BASEBOARD HEATERS.

5. DEMOLISH ALL WINDOW COVERINGS AND RELATED HARDWARE. SAVE (E) WINDOW

HARDWARE FOR RE-USE, U.O.N.

DEMOLISH ALL ABANDONED INTERIOR ELECTRICAL THROUGHOUT.

DEMOLISH ALL WINDOW COVERINGS AND RELATED HARDWARE. SAVE (E) WINDOW

HARDWARE FOR RE-USE, U.O.N.

8. DEMOLISH ALL FLOOR FINISHES, INCLUDING CARPET, VINYL, AND TILE. PROTECT
DURING CONSTRUCTION.

9. DEMOLISH ALL ABANDONED GAS LINES TO MAIN POINT OF ENTRY, U.O.N.

10.  CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY BEARING AND NON-BEARING STATUS OF EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION TO BE DEMOLISHED BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH WORK.
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GENERAL FLOOR PLAN NOTES:

ALL (N) EXTERIOR WALL TO BE 2X6é TYP. UNLESS WHEN MATCHING EXISTING.

ALL (N) INTERIOR PARTITION TO BE 2X4 TYP. EXCEPT AT POCKET DOOR AND POST
LOCATION.

ALL DIMENSIONS MEASURED FROM FINISH WALL, U.O.N.

GC TO INSPECT ALL EXTERIOR MORTAR AND GROUT AND BRICK REPOINT.

BATT INSULATION AT ALL OPEN EXTERIOR WALLS PER TITLE 24 REQUIREMENTS.
ACOUSTIC INSULATION AT ALL (N) INTERIOR WALLS AND FLOOR JOISTS WHERE ALL
EXPOSED WALL AREAS, TYP.

7. NEW GLASS LOCATED IN HAZARDOUS LOCATIONS SHALL BE TEMPERED (T) OR SAFETY
GLASS PER U.B.C. SECTION 2406.4 INCLUDING GLAZING IN DOORS, GLAZING IN FIXED
AND SLIDING PANELS OF SLIDING DOOR ASSEMBLIES AND PANELS IN SWINGING
DOORS OTHER THAN WARDROBE DOORS, AND GLAZING IN ALL UNFRAMED
SWINGING DOORS. ADDITIONALLY WHERE THE BOTTOM EXPOSED EDGE OF THE
GLAZING IS LESS THAN 60" ABOVE THE WALKING SURFACE.
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GENERAL EXISTING FLOOR PLAN NOTES:

1.

2.

3.

ALL DEMOLITION WORK TO BE CONDUCTED IN SUCH MANNER AS TO PROTECT
ADJACENT PROPERTY AND LANDSCAPE PLANTING TO REMAIN.

ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIALS IN EXISTING BUILDINGS TO BE IDENTIFIED AND
REMOVED IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS.

LEAD PAINTED MATERIALS IN EXISTING BUILDINGS TO BE IDENTIFIED AND REMOVED IN
COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS.

DEMOLISH ALL REDUNDANT HVAC EQUIPMENT INCLUDING PIPING, DUCTWORK,
RADIANT PANELS, AND BASEBOARD HEATERS.

DEMOLISH ALL WINDOW COVERINGS AND RELATED HARDWARE. SAVE (E) WINDOW
HARDWARE FOR RE-USE, U.O.N.

DEMOLISH ALL ABANDONED INTERIOR ELECTRICAL THROUGHOUT.

DEMOLISH ALL WINDOW COVERINGS AND RELATED HARDWARE. SAVE (E) WINDOW
HARDWARE FOR RE-USE, U.O.N.

DEMOLISH ALL FLOOR FINISHES, INCLUDING CARPET, VINYL, AND TILE. PROTECT
DURING CONSTRUCTION.

DEMOLISH ALL ABANDONED GAS LINES TO MAIN POINT OF ENTRY, U.O.N.
CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY BEARING AND NON-BEARING STATUS OF EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION TO BE DEMOLISHED BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH WORK.
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ALL (N) INTERIOR PARTITION TO BE 2X4 TYP. EXCEPT AT POCKET DOOR AND POST
LOCATION.

ALL DIMENSIONS MEASURED FROM FINISH WALL, U.O.N.

GC TO INSPECT ALL EXTERIOR MORTAR AND GROUT AND BRICK REPOINT.

BATT INSULATION AT ALL OPEN EXTERIOR WALLS PER TITLE 24 REQUIREMENTS.
ACOUSTIC INSULATION AT ALL (N) INTERIOR WALLS AND FLOOR JOISTS WHERE ALL
EXPOSED WALL AREAS, TYP.

NEW GLASS LOCATED IN HAZARDOUS LOCATIONS SHALL BE TEMPERED (T) OR SAFETY
GLASS PER U.B.C. SECTION 2406.4 INCLUDING GLAZING IN DOORS, GLAZING IN FIXED
AND SLIDING PANELS OF SLIDING DOOR ASSEMBLIES AND PANELS IN SWINGING
DOORS OTHER THAN WARDROBE DOORS, AND GLAZING IN ALL UNFRAMED
SWINGING DOORS. ADDITIONALLY WHERE THE BOTTOM EXPOSED EDGE OF THE
GLAZING IS LESS THAN 60" ABOVE THE WALKING SURFACE.
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GENERAL EXISTING FLOOR PLAN NOTES:

1. ALL DEMOLITION WORK TO BE CONDUCTED IN SUCH MANNER AS TO PROTECT
ADJACENT PROPERTY AND LANDSCAPE PLANTING TO REMAIN.

2. ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIALS IN EXISTING BUILDINGS TO BE IDENTIFIED AND
REMOVED IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS.

3. LEAD PAINTED MATERIALS IN EXISTING BUILDINGS TO BE IDENTIFIED AND REMOVED IN
COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS.

4. DEMOLISH ALL REDUNDANT HVAC EQUIPMENT INCLUDING PIPING, DUCTWORK,
RADIANT PANELS, AND BASEBOARD HEATERS.

5. DEMOLISH ALL WINDOW COVERINGS AND RELATED HARDWARE. SAVE (E) WINDOW

HARDWARE FOR RE-USE, U.O.N.

DEMOLISH ALL ABANDONED INTERIOR ELECTRICAL THROUGHOUT.

DEMOLISH ALL WINDOW COVERINGS AND RELATED HARDWARE. SAVE (E) WINDOW

HARDWARE FOR RE-USE, U.O.N.

8. DEMOLISH ALL FLOOR FINISHES, INCLUDING CARPET, VINYL, AND TILE. PROTECT
DURING CONSTRUCTION.

9. DEMOLISH ALL ABANDONED GAS LINES TO MAIN POINT OF ENTRY, U.O.N.

10.  CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY BEARING AND NON-BEARING STATUS OF EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION TO BE DEMOLISHED BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH WORK.
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LOCATION.

ALL DIMENSIONS MEASURED FROM FINISH WALL, U.O.N.

GC TO INSPECT ALL EXTERIOR MORTAR AND GROUT AND BRICK REPOINT.

BATT INSULATION AT ALL OPEN EXTERIOR WALLS PER TITLE 24 REQUIREMENTS.
ACOUSTIC INSULATION AT ALL (N) INTERIOR WALLS AND FLOOR JOISTS WHERE ALL
EXPOSED WALL AREAS, TYP.

7. NEW GLASS LOCATED IN HAZARDOUS LOCATIONS SHALL BE TEMPERED (T) OR SAFETY
GLASS PER U.B.C. SECTION 2406.4 INCLUDING GLAZING IN DOORS, GLAZING IN FIXED
AND SLIDING PANELS OF SLIDING DOOR ASSEMBLIES AND PANELS IN SWINGING
DOORS OTHER THAN WARDROBE DOORS, AND GLAZING IN ALL UNFRAMED
SWINGING DOORS. ADDITIONALLY WHERE THE BOTTOM EXPOSED EDGE OF THE
GLAZING IS LESS THAN 60" ABOVE THE WALKING SURFACE.
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	Project Application Record Number 2: 
	DR Requestor's Name 2: Kevin Chessen
	DR Requestor's Email 2: kevinchessen@gmail.com
	DR Requestor'sPhone Number 2: (415) 806-0574
	DR Requestor's Address 2: 3445 Washington Street, San Francisco, CA 94118
	Owner of the Property Being Developed's Name 2: Abhay Parekh and Kadambari Parekh
	Owner of the Property Being Developed's Company 2: 
	Owner of the Property Being Developed's Email 2: c/o ttunny@reubenlaw.com
	Owner of the Property Being Developed's Phone Number 2: (415) 567-9000
	Owner of the Property Being Developed's Address 2: 3441 Washington Street, San Francisco, CA 94118
	PROJ Address 2: 3441 Washington Street, San Francisco CA 94118
	PROJ Block and Lot 2: 0996/027
	PROJ BPA no 2: 202008071354
	DR Request - Yes: Yes
	DR Request - No: Off
	DR Request - Yes 2: Yes
	DR Request - No 2: Off
	DR Request - Yes 3: Off
	DR Request - No 3: Yes
	Actions Prior to a DR Review Request 3: No changes resulting from discussions with planning staff.
	DR Findings 1: There are errors in the plans, including but not limited to, the demolition calculations (Planning Code § 317); front setback requirements (Planning Code § 132);  allowable height limits (Planning Code § 270); and a horizontal rear addition. The Project also seeks to alter the facade on a historic home. The massing and design is not in keeping with neighborhood character.
	DR Findings 2: The Project seeks large additions around a historic home in the recognized Presidio Heights Historic District. It also seeks to alter the facade. No HRE has been performed to assess the significance of the Project on  historic preservation. Some  of these alterations will visible from the public right of way, and all will degrade the district historic. The oversized scale and massing of the Project affects neighboring homes and the roof deck presents privacy concerns to adjacent neighbors.
	DR Findings 3: Removal of the proposed third floor addition and roof deck, and removal of changes to the existing historic facade.
	NAME (AFF) 2: Kevin Chessen
	RELAT (AFF) 2: Requestor
	PHONE (AFF) 2: 
	EMAIL (AFF) 2: kevinchessen@gmail.com
	PRJ Number 2: 
	Project Address 1: 3441 Washington Street
	Block/Lot(s) 1: 0996/027
	Date of Construction: 1909
	Architect or Builder: MacDonald & Applegarth, Moses Fisher
	Historic Survey - Yes: Yes
	Historic Survey - No: Off
	Survey Name: DCP 1976
	Survey Rating: 2
	Designated Property: Off
	Designated Property 2: Off
	Designated Property 3: Off
	Permit History - Date: 8/12/1909
	Permit History - Description of Work: Build 2-story single-family frame dwelling. Brick foundation, rustic and plaster siding, flat roof.
	Permit History - Date 2: 3/25/1914
	Permit History - Description of Work 2: Brick garden retaining wall and plaster return of house
	Permit History - Date 3: 12/6/1945
	Permit History - Description of Work 3: Alter existing frame building on rear of lot, 5'x12', into rec room for children.
	Permit History - Date 4: 10/22/1985
	Permit History - Description of Work 4: Installation of stairway lift on interior stairway.
	Permit History - Date 5: 4/26/1988
	Permit History - Description of Work 5: Remodel kitchen and bathroom in kind. No architectural or structural changes.
	Permit History - Date 6: 6/29/1988
	Permit History - Description of Work 6: Remodel as per plans.
	Permit History - Date 7: 12/19/1988
	Permit History - Description of Work 7: Garage addition as per plans.
	Permit History - Date 8: 3/15/1990
	Permit History - Description of Work 8: Termite repairs
	Permit History Table - Additional Info: 6/30/2000 - Rear structure - Replace windows on front of building, double pane. New roof. Skylight over office. Paint interior.
1/30/2001 - Extend existing garage approx. 20 feet into hillside, to south.
5/8/2001 - Revision to previous. Extend garage to provide additional storage space at basement level.
5/17/2001 - Replace concrete footing and voluntary seismic upgrades at rear structure.
7/20/2001 - Correct wood decay.
2/10/04 - Correct wood decay at north elevation (front of building), all work to match existing.
(Additional information attached)
	Ownership - Date: 1909-1920
	Ownership - Name: Horace P. & Katherine M. Howard
	Ownership - Occupation: office/sales manager for sugar refinery
	Ownership - Date 2: 1920-1935
	Ownership - Name 2: May E. Shaw
	Ownership - Occupation 2: housewife
	Ownership - Date 3: 1935-1988
	Ownership - Name 3: Marie T. & Edward J. Dollard, Jr.
	Ownership - Occupation 3: housewife, chemist/salesman/Navy/secretary
	Ownership - Date 4: 1988-1990
	Ownership - Name 4: Gary Raugh & Rebecca Schumacher
	Ownership - Occupation 4: realtors
	Ownership - Date 5: 1990-1992
	Ownership - Name 5: Kerslake Family Trust
	Ownership - Occupation 5: unknown
	Ownership - Date 6: 1992-1995
	Ownership - Name 6: Donald W. Brown
	Ownership - Occupation 6: attorney
	Ownership - Date 7: 1995-2000
	Ownership - Name 7: Jennifer Caldwell & John H.N. Fisher
	Ownership - Occupation 7: senior media producer, venture capitalist
	Ownership - Date 8: 2000-present
	Ownership - Name 8:  Abhay K. & Kadambari A. Parekh 
	Ownership - Occupation 8: 
	Ownership - See additional: Yes
	Ownership History: (Additional information attached)
	Occupant - Date: 1909-1920
	Occupant - Name: Horace P. & Katherine M. Howard
	Occupant - Occupation: office/sales manager for sugar refinery
	Occupant - Date 2: 1920-1935
	Occupant - Name 2: May E. & Henry Shaw
	Occupant - Occupation 2: housewife, traveling salesman
	Occupant - Date 3: 1935-1965
	Occupant - Name 3: Marie T. & Edward J. Dollard, Jr.
	Occupant - Occupation 3: housewife, chemist/salesman/Navy/secretary
	Occupant - Date 4: 1965-1988
	Occupant - Name 4: Marie T. Dollard
	Occupant - Occupation 4: housewife
	Occupant - Date 5: 1988-2000
	Occupant - Name 5: Unkown
	Occupant - Occupation 5: Unknown
	Occupant - Date 6: 
	Occupant - Name 6: 
	Occupant - Occupation 6: 
	Occupant - Date 7: 
	Occupant - Name 7: 
	Occupant - Occupation 7: 
	Occupant - Date 8: 
	Occupant - Name 8: 
	Occupant - Occupation 8: 
	Occupant - Select for attachment: Yes
	Occupant History: (Additional information attached)
	Property Description: (See attached)
	Adjacent Projecty/Neighborhood Description: (See attached)
	NAME (AFF) 4: 
	Date 3: 
	RELAT (AFF) 4: 
	PHONE (AFF) 4: 
	EMAIL (AFF) 4: 


