SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review 1650 Misson .

. - Suite 400
Abbreviated AnaIyS|S San Francisco,
HEARING DATE: MARCH 17, 2011 CA 94103-2479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Date: March 10, 2011
Case No.: 2011.0048D fﬁ‘s 56,6400
Project Address: 82 - 6™ Avenue o
Permit Application: 2010.0528.3473 Planning
. ; . . ) . Information:
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) 415.558.6377
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 1353/023

Project Sponsor: ~ Mary Jane McRory and Mark de Vere White (property owners)
82 - 6" Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118
Staff Contact: Sharon M. Young — (415) 558-6346
sharon.m.young@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Take DR and approve project with modifications

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to (1) construct a three-story rear addition and (2) modify the facade and roof form of a
two-story over garage, single-family dwelling. In the project sponsor’s original proposal (as sent out for
Section 311 Neighborhood Notification), the proposed main and second floors would have a depth of
approximately 52" and the proposed ground floor would have a depth of approximately 57°. In the
project sponsor’s revised proposal (in response to the Residential Design Team’s comments), the
proposed ground floor would have a side setback/notch (approximately 3’ wide by 7 deep) along the
north property line and the proposed ground floor would have a building depth of approximately 60°.
The facade and roof form modifications would include new window and door openings (open vestibule),
removal of the existing shed roof/over hang, and removal of the existing brick cladding and shingle and
replacement with horizontal siding.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site is located at 82 - 6" Avenue, on the east side of 6" Avenue between Presidio and Lake
Street; Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 1353 in an RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and
a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject lot contains approximately 3,006 square feet and measures
25 feet wide and 120.25 feet deep. The subject building is an approximately 33-foot-tall, two-story over
garage, single-family dwelling constructed in 1904. The existing building is not listed in the Planning
Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey (AS survey) or the National or California Registers as having
architectural significance. However, the existing building is included in the Inner Richmond Information
Survey area and in the San Francisco Architectural Heritage survey with a rating of “C”. Preservation
Planning Staff reviewed the project and determined that the proposed changes would not cause an
adverse impact to the character-defining features of the building’s exterior since its facade and roof form
have been significantly altered as documented in the San Francisco Architectural Heritage survey and the
proposed re-design of the building’s facade would be in keeping with the character of the 1904-era
cottage.

www.sfplanning.org



Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2011.0048D
March 17, 2011 82 - 6" Avenue

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The subject property is located in the Inner Richmond neighborhood. The neighborhood is within an
RH-1 Zoning District with predominantly single and a few multi-family dwelling units. The subject and
opposite blocks consists of buildings two-to-four stories in height. Most of the buildings on the block
were constructed between 1900 and 1915.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION

January 10,
2011

311
Notice

January 10, 2011

HEARING NOTIFICATION

Posted Notice March 7, 2011 March 7, 2011

Mailed Notice 10 days March 7, 2011 March 2, 2011 15 days

PUBLIC COMMENT

Adjacent neighbor(s) 6
Other neighbors on the

block or directly across -- - -
the street

Neighborhood groups -- - -

The project sponsor submitted two support letters and a petition with four adjacent neighbors residing at
436 Lake Street and 446 Lake Street in support of the project.

DR REQUESTOR

Susan Bushnell (representatives Kevin Bushnell and Andy Gustavson), owner and resident of 80 - 6
Avenue, directly adjacent and north of the project site.

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated January 10, 2011.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated January 31, 2011.

SAN ERANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2011.0048D
March 17, 2011 82 - 6" Avenue

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

' The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e)
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than
10,000 square feet).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the request for Discretionary Review and found that the
project’s overall massing does not create exceptional or extraordinary adverse impacts to the rear yard
and mid-block open space areas as outlined by the DR Requestor. However, the RDT noted that the DR
Requestor’s adjacent building to the north contains an angled window at the property line, which is an
extraordinary existing condition and determined that the proximity and depth of the project at the third
floor may adversely impact light and air access to the adjacent angled window. The RDT determined that
project should be modified to provide a 3-foot side setback that clears the angled window at the side
property line.

In response to the RDT’s comments, the project sponsors revised their proposal to include a 3’ wide by 7’
deep side setback/notch that clears the DR Requestor’s angled window at the side property line. The
project sponsors also modified the ground floor rear addition o extend 3’ beyond the original proposal
(from 5 to & beyond the proposed rear addition at the main and second floors).

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project, if modified per the RDT’s
comments, would not be referred to the Commission, as this project does not contain or create any
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances.

RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and approve project with modifications

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Context Photographs

Section 311 Notice

DR Application

Response to DR Application dated January 31, 2011
Reduced Plans

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Parcel Map
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Sanborn Map*

PReme ' gO B AT g dFa gh

5 e B Tem 3
_ Wgﬂ! TS
i o 7 B 7 u
\m-mu -
W § |E”LI].I.
Lok .
b=
L.
Ry e

DR REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY |

AT 80 -6™ AVE

A PR

litions.

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2011.0048D

82 - 6 Avenue

T
£

EESanawk

L)

SUBJECT PROPERTY
AT 82 -6™ AVE

*The Sar

®

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SAN FRANCISCO



Aerial Photo*

DR REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY
AT 80 - 6™ AVE SUBJECT PROPERTY

AT 82 - 6™ AVE

*The Aerial Maps reflect existing conditions in March 2009.
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Aerial Photo*

SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY
AT 82-6™ AVE AT 80 - 6™ AVE

*The Aerial Maps reflect existing conditions in March 2009.
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Site Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY ON 6™ AVENUE

DR REQUESTOR’S SUBJECT PROPERTY
PROPERTY AT 80 - 6™ AVE AT 82 -6™ AVE
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Site Photo

REAR VIEW OF SUBJECT PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S
AT 82 - 6™ AVE PROPERTY AT 80 - 6™ AVE
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APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review Application

1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME! :

Sy\v\q B us\mz U

DR APPUCANT'S ADDRESS: Z|P CODE: TELEPHONE:

<o [ <Yh Ave\o\u{ S v F:r;“‘-s(,' CA L ﬂ"f”? J_(‘”S’)’if("oqfl"

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICGH YQU ARE REQUESTING CISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

Mc ?o.,-,,, - Ne Veve White Fam(ly

ADDRESS: [ 2ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:
22 <Lixdh Avenwe, San Rronesew, (A a417g ( )
CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above M

" ADDRESS: g =4 ZTFCOb]E < -T!::_L!fPﬁdNE:
[ ( )
E-MAIL ADDRESS:; ;
2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ! : P TzZPcobE:
L2 5Tk Avewue | Saw  Freweisce, (A 401 ¥
CROSS STREETS: 5 T Wy =iy ety e )
L qke Sj.f &6‘1-
ASSESSORS BLOCKLOT. LOT DIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA'SQ FT): | ZONING DISTRICT: | HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
(383 /1023

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply M
Change of Use 1 Change of Hours ] New Construction []  Alterations Demolition ]  Other ]

Additions to Building:  Rear [B/ Front (]  Height[]  Side Yard []

Present or Previous Use:

Proposed Use:

Building Permit Application No. 2 016.05.2¢. 3473 Date Filed: ‘ / ' 4 /_ '_' -,




8

4. Actions Prior {0 a Discretionary Review Request

L - Prior Action YES NO
Have you discussed this project wit:: the permilt ap;:licar.lt? _[_Z/ ]
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? [2/ (]

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 1 EI/

5. 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 there were made to the proposed project.

We discussed our concerns with the applicants after they invited us to review
plans for the proposed project in April, 2010. We expressed out strong concerns
regarding the impacts that the construction would have upon our property.
However, the applicant was not inclined to alter the size and scale of the
proposed extension. We also visited the Planning Department and were advised
that it was too early to register our concerns because there was not yet an actual
application on file and no planner had been assigned to the project.

SAN FRANSISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT ¥ 11 17 2010



" Application 1or=‘hisctgtio‘ﬁarvﬁneview

CASE NUMBER:
For Siaff Usa aoly

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. 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 Plarining Code’s Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

See  ANechmen T

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 adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

_ See PAHechmeat

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

SQ_C A Da rl’) wewn ““*




Bushnell/Application for Discretionary Review

Questions | & 2

Approval of the third story of the new construction as proposed would adversely and dramatically impact
the neighboring home at 80 Sixth Avenue, a home that has been owned and occupied by the Bushnell
family for 49 years. The proposed project substantially threatens quality of life as well as the econommoc
value of the neighboring home. The third story of the proposed new construction would extend
approximately 13 feet beyond the existing rear wall and would extend laterally all the way to the edge of
the property line. The effect of building more than five feet back from the existing third story — beyond
the corner of the neighboring home — would be to create an incompatible design and to construct a wall
directly against the diagonal window in the neighbor’s master bedroom. This window is designed to
receive Eastern and Southern exposure and currently receives full sunlight during the morning and early
afternoon throughout the year. As the attached drawing demonstrates, the proposed construction would
deprive the neighbor of virtually all sunlight from the diagonal window. The attached drawing further
shows how the proposed construction would substantially reduce sunlight to a second, adjoining window
that faces Eastward in the same master bedroom. The proposed project would have the added impact of
“boxing in” other properties located on Lake Street.

These significant negative impacts upon the neighboring property appear to be at odds with the attached
provisions of the Residential Design Guidelines calling for:

(a) maintaining light to adjacent properties [Design Principles, p. 5; and Rear Yard Guideline, pp. 16-
17];

(b) respecting existing patterns of side spacing. [Side Spacing between Buildings, p. 15]; and

(¢) preserving mid-block open space and providing setbacks for upper floors [Building Scale at Mid-
Block Open Space Guideline, pp. 25-26].

We also are concerned about compromised fire safety that could result from locating a wall directly against
a neighboring window.

Question 3

The adverse effects of the proposed construction can be alleviated by leaving the plan for the bottom two
stories intact while “stepping back” the upper story and limiting new construction of the third level to a
maximum of five feet beyond the existing back wall. [See attached drawings] This would make the new
construction align evenly with the neighboring home and retain the compatibility of the design of the two
houses.



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: é)/zv—r./p\_ W Date: /,. / 2 — //

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Sylvia Rurbnelf
@ Authorized Agent (circle one)

-
10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 11 17 2010 I ] O Z%: [ ;



. Application for Discretionary Review:

|’ Fou Stelf Uan onfy

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or aut:orized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct columa) DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

m |0)Qs||R(Q|Q ]

NOTES:

3 Requived Materiat.

B8 Optional Material.

O Two sets of original labels and one copy of add: of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:
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The height of the proposed acdition at the rear of 82 6th Street is 23 feet is the same
height as the top of the third floor rear window at the rear of the Bushniell residence located
at 80 6th Avenue



EXISTING BUILDING REAR WALL
The majarity of the rear wall of the existing building lies

behind the neighbor's rear wall and does not
obstruct solar access (see following photograph)

Summer

33 ft--

TR Winter

= Ce——— -

82 6th Avenue 80 6th Avenue

REAR ELEVATION SOLAR IMPACT

Existing rear wall of house behind neighbor's third floor wall and window

Existing rear wall of house at neighbor's rear wall




PROPOSED REAR YARD ADDITION

The proposed addition extends 8 feet beyond the
neighbor's adjoining wall and obstructs their

existing solar access
Summer

Winter

33 ft --

82 6th Avenue 80 6th Avenue

REAR ELEVATION SOLAR IMPACT

Rear yard extension of 2nd and 3rd floor 5 feet beyond neighbor's rear wall

- Rear Yard extension of basement floor 8 feet beyond neighbor's rear wall




33 ft--

PROPOSED MODIFICATION

Maintain neighbor's existing solar access by setting
the third fioor addition at or behind the neighbor's
adjoining 3rd floor window and the second floor
addition at the neighbor's adjoining rear wall.

Summer

- Winter

87 6th Avenrus 80 6th Averue

Rear yard extension of 3rd floor at or behind neighbor's third floor window

Rear yard extension of 2nd floor 3 feet beyond neighbor's rear wall

Rear yard extension of basement floor 8 feet beyond neighbor's rear watl
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The proposed rear yard addition isolates the yards of the lots in the south west
corner and encroaches upon the existing mid block open space
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Stepping the third floor back further will reduce encroachment on the

mid block open space and maintain solar access along the joining lot
at 80 6th Avenue,
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Residential Design Guideline, Excerpt

Organization

The Residential Design Guidelines are organized in a hierarchy, from
large-scale neighborhood character issues to small-scale building
details. Special guidelines that apply only to historic buildings are
also included. Each topic begins with a Design Principle, which is a
discussion of the ideas and goals regarding a specific subject. It is
tollowed by a “guideline”, which further explains the

design principle.

Because some of the guidelinies may conflict, and certain guidelines
may not apply to a project, it is necessary to identify the particular
issues related to a project to use this document effectively:
Thoughtful application of the Guidelines and a sensitive design that
is well detailed, using quality materials, will assist in creating a project
that is compatible with neighborhood character and reduces the
potential for conflict and delav.

The illustrations typically show existing buildings on 25-foot wide
lots in low-density neighborhoods. However, the illustrations also
apply to alterations and new construction on wider lots and in higher
density settings, such as those found in RM (Residential Mixed)
Districts.

Design Principles

The Residential Design Guidelines focus or: whether a building’s
design contributes to the architectural and visual qualitics of the
neighborhood. The Design Principles found in this document
indicate the aspects of a project that will be evaluated in making a
determination of compliance with the Guidelines.

Following 1s an overview of the Design Principles:

*  Ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with
surrounding buildings.

* Ensure that the building respects the mid-block open space.

*  Maintain light to adjacent properties by providing
adequate setbacks.

¢ Provide architectural features that enhance the
neighborhood’s character.

* Choose building materials that provide visual interest and
texture to a building,

*  Ensure that the character-definiing features of an historic
building are maintained.

Introduction



With an encroachment
permit from the
Department of Public
Works, plantir:g can be
provided in front of a
building without a setback

Planning Code
Section 132(g)
requires that 20%

of the required front
setback area be
unpaved and devoted
to plant material.

Planning Code Section
133 requires setbacks
in RH-1(D) Districts
only. Planning Code
Section 136 limits

projections into the side

yard to three feet or
1/6 of the required side
yard, whichever is less.

On properties where there is no front setback, landscaping is still
encouraged. Planting opportunities include the following:

*  Provide street trees.

* At the ground level, incorporate planters into porches,
stairways and recessed building entrances.

= At the upper levels, incorporate planters on decks and
balconies.

* Install trellises on the front facade.

The use of native vegetation or climate appropriate plantings is
encouraged. Consider irrigation and maintenance issues in selecting
plant materials. When outdoor lighting 1s incorporated in the front
setback, provide lighting that is energy efficient and is shielded to
avoid excess glare.

SIDE SPACING BETWEEHN BUILDINGS

GUIDELINE: Respect the existing pattern
of side spacing.

Side spacing is the distance between adjacent buildings. In many
cases, only a portion of the building is set back from the side. Side
spacing helps establish the individual character of each building while
creating a thythm to the compositior: of a proposed project. Projects
must respect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Site Design

15



Although features such as bays and chimneys project into the side yards, the overall side yard pattern is
consistent, creating a defining characteristic of the block face.

REAR YARD

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

Rear yvards are the open areas of land between the back of the
building and the rear property line. Whern expanding a building into
the rear vard, the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for
abutting structures must be considered. This can be challenging
given San Francisco’s dense pattern of development, however,
modifications to the building’s design can help reduce these impacts
and make a building compatible with the surrounding context.

Light

In areas with a dense building pattern, some reduction of light to

neighboring buildings can be expected with a building expansion. Planning Code Section

However, there may be situations where a proposed project will 101 states that one of the

have a greater impact on neighborting buildings. In these situations, purposes of the Plarning

the following design modifications can minimize impacts on light; Code is to provide

other modifications may also be appropriate depending on the adequate tight, air,

circumstances of a particular project: privacy and convenience
of access to property in

*  Provide setbacks on the upper floors of the building, San Francisco.

= Include a sloped roof form in the design.

e Provide shared light wells to provide more light to
both properties.

* Incorporate open railings on decks and stairs.

*  FEliminate the need for parapet walls by using a fire-
rated roof.

16 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003



=
I"‘“ 3 Provide shared light wells
] W}l to maximize light to both
|19 properties.
Building . l
7
Building

Lightwell -~ ; |\
Il
fiop— Lightwell

Privacy

As with light, some loss of privacy to existing neighboring buildings
can: be expected with a building expansion. However, there may be
special situations where a proposed project will have an unusual
impact on privacy to neighbering interior living spaces. In these
situations, the following desigti modifications can minimize impacts
on privacy; other modifications may also be appropriate depending
on the circumstances of a particular project. Some of these measures
might conflict with the “light” measures above, so it will be necessary
to prioritize relevant issues:

* Incorporate landscaping and privacy screens into
the proposal.

*  Use solid railings on decks.

«  Develop window configurations that break the line
of sight between houses.

*  Use translucent glazing such as glass block or
trosted glass on windows and doors facing
openings on abutting structures.

Site Design

17



In modifying the height and depth of the building, consider the
tollowing measures; other measures may also be appropriate

depending on the circumstances of a particular project:

On this block face of two-
story buildings, it is possible

to preserve the building scale
at the street by setting back
the third floor. However,
an additional setback for a
proposed fourth floor is not
sufficient. The fourth floor must
be eliminated to respect the
neighborhood scale.

The three-story scale of the
block face is maintained by
setting the fourth floor back
so it is subordinate the fo the
primary facade.

Set back the upper story. The recommended setback for
additions is 15 feet from the front building wall.

Eliminate the building parapet by using a fire-rated roof with
a 6-inch curb.

Provide a sloping roofline whenever appropriate.

Eliminate the upper story.
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Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space

GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the
building to be compatible with the existing building
scale at the mid-block open space.

Rear yards provide open space for the residences to which they are

attached, and they collectively contribute to the mid-block open space

that is visible to most residents of the block. This visual open space

can be a significant community amenity.

Building Scale and Form

25



Block with a strong rnid-block

open space pattern.

Block with an irregular mid-block
open space pattern. The rear
yards of many of the parcels are
developed with structures.

The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard

car: impact the mid-block open space. Even when permitted by the
Planning Code, building expansions into the rear yard may not be
appropriate if they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, deperding
on the context of the other buildings that define the mid-block
open space. An out-of-scale rear vard addition can leave surrcunding
residents feeling “boxed-in” and cut-off from the mid-block open
space.

The following design modifications may reduce the impacts of
rear yard expaasions; other modifications may also be appropriate
depending on the circumstances of a particular project:

»  Set back upper floors to provide larger rear yard setbacks.

*  Notch the building at the tear or provide setbacks from side
property lines.

*  Reduce the footprint of the proposed building or addition.

26 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003

Planning Code
Section 134
establishes
minimum depths for
required rear yards
in all residential
districts. Planning
Code Section

136 summarizes
permitted rear yard
projections.



Although the Planning Code allows a three-
story addition extendirg into the rear yard,
the addition is substantially out of scale with
surrounding buildings and impacts the rear
yard open space.
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This addition has been scaled back to two
stories and is set in from the side property
lines to minimize its impact.

A two-story addition with a pitched roof
lessens the impacts of the additior: and is
more in scale with the rear of the adjacent
buildings.

This addition extends the full width of the
lot but is set back at the second floor so
the building steps down to tke rear yard.

The rear stairs are setback from the side
property line and their projection into the
rear yard is minimized, in order to maintain
the mid-block open space.

Building Scale and Form

27



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ;ﬁio‘;\/ggsmﬂ St.
(4
Case No.: Z.¢M. €4 D San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Building Permit No.: 2410, 0S. 2%, 243 R
eception:
Address: &2 "™ Anve 415.558.6378
. Fax:
Project Sponsor's Name: i\&,m‘ Dane, {'\\é/ﬂwﬁ' £ Wk de Ve Whte 415.558.6400
Telephone No.: AlS. 5AZ. «}¥2 0L (for Planning Department to contact) o
1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you 415.558.6377

feel your proposed project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the
issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition
to reviewing the attached DR application.

PLEASE BT ATACKED

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

PLEASE SEE ATAHRED

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

PLEASE B ATTALNED

www . sfplanning.org



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

4. Please supply the following information about the proposed project and the
existing improvements on the property.

Number of Existing Proposed
Dwelling units (only one kitchen per unit —additional
kitchens count as additional units) ..................... | \
Occupied stories (all levels with habitable rooms) ... Z 3

Basement ievels (may include garage or windowless

storage rooms) ............. o TS I |

Parking spaces (Off-Street) ..........cccovveeeeeeeiiienes Z 2=

BEArOOMS ..vvveiiiieieeeseeieeeie e eeeeaseeeeeeaeeeeesaaaens 3 )

Gross square footage (floor area from exterior wall to

exterior wall), not including basement and parking areas.... _| 25 S 164 N
. ot 2 g A :)C'L Nt

HEIGRE oot e et e 5% omer &= 37 2 S

: B . . ok,
BUIING DB . ev oo A9 - %" 5% - %4

———

Projected rents after completion of project ...............

-3

Current value of Property .......c..cueveereesieeeerreesensenns I, G5C.an

Projected value (sale price) after completion of project
(if KNOWN) wusississnissiisssmisvsisavissman sk asinssaiss s s

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

M/ﬂl A—- mél\/} /21 f2en Moy San. Moy

ggnature Date Name (please print)

[g8]

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



1. Given the concerns of the DR requestor and other concerned parties, why do you feel
your proposed project should be approved?

Our property sits in a unique position on the block. We have a total of seven neighbors,
three of which are multi-unit buildings. Prior to choosing our current plan, we spoke with
several planners in an effort to choose the most equitable option for all parties, We were
told that our addition could extend as far as 25% of our lot (30 feet back from our rear
property line). We felt that this large of an addition would be unfair to our neighbors.
Instead, we chose to create a plan to maximize green space and minimize impact to our
multiple neighbors. Our proposed first floor sits below the fence line and is 57 feet back
from our rear property line (creating 1,425 sq. ft. of green space). The proposed second
and third floors sit 62 feet back from our rear property line.

Our adjacent neighbor to the north (80 6th Avenue) has a four story house that sits 3'-6"
back from the front property line on all four levels (our property sits back 4'-3" at garage,
12'-0" at the 2nd floor, 9'-1" at the 3rd floor). 80 6th avenue also has three dormers on the
4th floor that sit on or near the property line between 80 and 82 6th avenue (see photo).
The main house at 80 6th avenue currently sits 9 feet past our rear wall on all four levels
and has a multi-story extension on the north property line between 78 & 80 that extends
another 22 feet into the rear yard, 31 feet past our rear wall (please see attached site plan).
The scale of 80 6th avenue (one of the larger homes on 6th avenue and neighboring lake
street) and the number of property line windows makes the expansion of our house with
zero impact virtually impossible. If we were to add a fourth floor, we would block their
property line windows and tower over our neighbors at 446 Lake (please see attached
photo). If we mimic the footprint of 80 6th avenue creating a similar extension along the
property line between 80 & 82 6th avenue (following an existing pattern for rear yard
expansions on 6th avenue) we would create the same boxed-in effect their home creates
for their neighbors at 78 6th avenue (please see attached photo) and would create "more
house" and less green space for 436 Lake, 430 Lake, 420 Lake, 85 5th Avenue, and 80
6th Avenue.

We have designed a plan that meets the growing needs of our family while keeping in
mind the best interests of our seven neighbors. The Residential Guidelines clearly state,
"In areas with dense building pattern, some reduction of light between neighboring
buildings can be expected with building expansion” (RDG pg. 16). There are a total of 16
windows at the rear of 80 6th avenue; 11 facing east, 3 facing southeast, 1 facing
northeast, and 2 facing south. Our expansion will impact some of the direct light into
only one window facing southeast during the winter (there will still be ambient light). In
the summer months the impact will be much less because of the location of the sun (it is
basically directly overhead for much of the morning hours). The adjoining window will
receive sunlight throughout the year as is demonstrated in the Bushnell's solar diagram
(please see attached). We believe that our design proposal took into consideration the
impact to all our neighbors and that it allows for more than adequate light, air, privacy,
and fire protection to the Master Bedroom at 80 6th avenue (see planning code section
101).



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

We strongly believe that the proposed design is the most equitable solution for the
neighboring properties (please see attached approval sheet). However, in an effort to
maintain goodwill between neighbors we offered to either increase the size of the existing
east facing window at the master bedroom at 80 6th avenue, or to add an additional
window in that room (please see attached). Mrs. Bushnell declined this offer.

We are not willing to alter our proposed project because we do not feel that the stated
impact to 80 6th avenue meets the DR requirement of "exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances” as outlined by the planning commission (Please see DR Reform
Package). Additionally, we will build a one-hour roof or the proposed extension to
eliminate the need for a parapet (RDG Pg. 16).

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

We sent out an invitation to all our neighbors to discuss our proposed extension. We
spoke with everyone and met directly with those that were interested. Mrs. Bushnell
declined to meet with us to view the plans. Everyone else we spoke to and met with were
pleased with the design and happy we chose to maintain such a large portion of our yard.
Even with our extension we will still have one of the larger rear yards on 6th avenue
(please see attached Google map).

We made every effort to create a design that would minimize the amount of "house" our
neighbors view by creating are largest expansion below the fence line and stepping back
the 2nd and 3rd floors 5’-0" (RDG Pg. 16). The space provided at the third floor is
important to us. We currently have 2 children, but plan to have one more. In addition,
both of our parents spend a good amount of time with us. Having a least two bedrooms
for the children and guests, and one room for my office (I work from home) is an
important factor in our quality of life. My husband, who spends 50% of his time working
out of our home, will use the space provided at the basement level for his office. In
addition, we currently only have one bathroom in the entire house, we want the space at
the third floor to provide room for a second bathroom where are bedrooms are located.

The property at 80 6th avenue is listed as 3,832 sq. feet. Our home is currently 1,700 sq.
feet. The proposed expansion brings us to 2,968 sq. ft., 864 sq. ft. smaller than 80 6th



avenue. Their proposal to setback our 3rd floor three feet behind their rear wall would
further reduce our plan by 185 sq. ft., forcing us to forgo a bedroom or bathroom. We feel
that the suggested modifications filed in the DR, considering we are well under our
buildable area and have the support of our other neighbors (with the exception of Mrs.
Bushnell), to be without merit. We feel our design is appropriate for our location and
meets the intent of the Residential Guidelines. We ask that you please consider our
Discretionary Response to be with merit, and decline the requests made in the DR filed
by our neighbors at 80 6th avenue.



FOURTH FLOOR WINDOWS FACING SOUTH AT 80 6TH AVENUE

ROOF AT 82 6TH AVENUE
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IMPACT OF 80 6TH AVEUNUE ON ADJACENT NEIGHBORS
AT 78 6TH AVENUE.

80 6TH AVENUE

78 6TH AVENUE



Winter

33 ft--

82 6th Avenue 80 6th Avenue

REAR ELEVATION SOLAR IMPACT

Rear yard extension of 2nd and 3rd floor 5 feet beyond neighbor's rear wall

Rear Yard extension of basement floor 8 feet beyond neighbor's rear wall




January 29, 2011

We would again like to show our support for the renovation project at 82 6th avenue. We
discussed the project with the property owners in the spring of 2010 and were happy with
the design. We viewed the design again via the 311 mailing in December of 2010, and we
continue to believe the project should be built as it is currently designed.

| /’Z{/Lf ) ]/(/L,L Date b/
Owner of 446 Lake Street

™

N eV

Date
Owner of 446 Lake Street
j/’}t’/\'l/ /\/’L@/\}Q/ Date //ZC‘/ /(
Owner of 436 Il/ake Street
Q‘/\ 77/[[(((_/[\152// Date /-29. /)

L [

yer of 436 ILake Street



DASHED LINE DEMONSTRATES THE OFFER TO
INCREASE THE SIZE OF THE EXISTING EAST FACING
WINDOW AT THE MASTER BEDROOM, OR ADD AN
ADDITIONAL WINDOW.

REAR FACADE OF 80 6TH AVENUE
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Although features such as bays and chimneys project into the side yards, the overall side yard pattern is
consistent, creating a defining characteristic of the block face.

[
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REAR YARD

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

Rear yards ate the open areas of land between the back of the
building and the rear property line. When expanding a building into
the rear yard, the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for
abutting structures must be considered. This can be challenging
given San Francisco’s dense pattern of development, however,
modifications to the building’s design can help reduce these impacts
and make a building compatible with the surrounding context.

Light
i In areas with a dense building pattern, some reduction of light to

% neighboring buildings can be expected with a building expansion. Planning Code Section
However, there may be situations whete a proposed project will 101 states that one of the
have a greater impact on neighboring buildings. In these situations, purposes of the Planning
the following design modifications can minimize impacts on light; Code is to provide
other modifications may also be appropriate depending on the adequate light, air,
circumstances of a particular project: privacy and convenience

of access to property in

‘% * _Provide setbacks on the upper floots of the building. San Francisco.

* Include a sloped roof form in the design.
* Provide shared light wells to provide more light to
both properties.
* Incorporate open railings on decks and stairs.
i& * Eliminate the need for parapet walls by using a fire-
rated roof.

16 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003



GOOGLE MAP OF 6TH AVENUE

(82 6TH AVENUE SHOWN IN YELLOW)

REAR YARD PROPERY LINE

LINE DEPICTS LIMIT OF EXTENTION ON 2ND AND 3RD FLOORS —! /{
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3/1/2011

RE: McRory / de Vere White Remodel (82 6th Avenue)

To the Discretionary Review Committee,

We wanted to share our support for the remodel project submitted by Mary Jane and
Mark. In addition to being good neighbors since their arrival in the neighborhood, the de
Vere White family has been very considerate and solicitous throughout the design
process. We most recently met with them to review their new submittal that has the first
floor extending 3 feet further than the original submittal. We discussed this together and
gave Mary Jane and Mark our approval of the project, as we currently understand it, for
the 3-foot extension on the 1st floor exterior. We understand that the fence line will
change to maintain privacy between our properties.

We hope that the Discretionary Review Committee rules in favor of the de Vere White's
so that they can start on their project, one that will fit their growing family and improve
the neighborhood and its home values.

Sincerely,

Sh— L)ﬂiwé&!@

Sherry Morse 436 Lake Street ohn Maccabee 436 Lake Street



Mary Conrad To sharon.m.young@sfgov.org
<conradt@sbcglobal.net>

03/08/2011 09:20 AM

cc

bce

Subject Support for BP Application 2010.05.28.3473/ Discretionary
review

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street

Suite 400

San Francisco CA, 94103-2479

March 7, 2011

RE: Building Permit Application: 2010.05.28.3473
Case Number: 2011.0048D

Dear Ms. Sharon M. Young:

We are writing in support of the renovation project proposed for 82- 6th Avenue. We have lived across
the street since 1999. We are delighted that the new owners are planning to make improvements to the
property.

Itis a small house, and to fit a family, no doubt they will be required to eniarge the property, but we are
delighted that they intend to make improvements to the fagade and make it more suitable for a family to
live in. The other building across from me, 80 Sixth Avenue, an immense four-story building, has not seen
any substantial legal repairs since we have been on this block and we daresay since 1960. We believe it
to be record that 80 — Sixth Avenue, practically a health and fire hazard because of chronically deferred
maintenance, was required by the City of San Francisco to paint their outside because of flaking lead paint
or face fines.

We think we speak for all responsible homeowners on the block when we say that we are delighted to
have a young family planning thoughtful, responsible and necessary improvements to the building and
thereby upholding the safety and quality of housing on the block.

Although we cannot attend discretionary review, we did want to express my unequivocal support for the
project.

Best regards,
Tony and Mary Conrad

73 Sixth Avenue
San Francisco CA 94118



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On May 28, 2010, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2010.05.28.3473 (Alteration) with the
City and County of San Francisco.

City, State: San Francisco, CA 94118 ; Assessor's Block /Lot No.: 1353/023
| Telephone: (415) 342-1726 ‘

} Applicant:  Mary Jane McRory ‘ PrOJect Address: 82 - 6" Avenue ‘
Address: 82 - 6™ Avenue \ Cross Streets: West Pacific Ave. / Lake St.

| Zoning District: RH-1740-X

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning Commission to use its
discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing
must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, 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.

PROJECT SCOPE

[ 1 DEMOLITION andlor [ 1 NEW CONSTRUCTION or  [X] ALTERATION Q
[ 1 VERTICAL EXTENSION [ ] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS  [X] FACADE ALTERATION (S) :
[ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [X] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) |
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION
FRONT SETBACK .....cooovvemovrveseeseoesseseeeseoeeoesee e £5 e, No Change |
BUILDING DEPTH......coioveeoivveeeereoeeseoeees e eereree e £50'. e, + 58’

REAR YARD .......oovomimioeorimeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeesreeeseeseseeeneeee e £65". i, +57

HEIGHT OF BUILDING (at rear)..........ooo..cooovvcrmervvrerr. £330, No Change |
NUMBER OF STORIES.........ccooovveeoeverreoreeeeosseseers e B e, No Change |
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ......cccooovvormrrcrrrrerer. Tl No Change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct a three-story rear addition and facade modifications to the existing single family dwelling.
See attached plans.

PLANNER'S NAME: Sharon M. Young
PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6346 DATE OF THISNOTICE:  \ = \D O
EMAIL: sharon.m.young@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE: \ - A-—\\




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historical Resource Review Form

Address of Project: %2 é‘r!" Avé. i
Cross Streets: LO[ H’ %MM&BIOCR/LM: {353 I/ O3
Case No. Permit No. 2Ci0 . 0528, 3473

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

If neither class applies, an Environmental Exemption Application is required.

@/Class 1 - Existing Facilities: Operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or
minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or

topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the
time of this determination.

[] Class 3 - New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures: Construction and location of
limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and
facilities in small structures; and the conversion of existing small structures from one use to
another where only minor modifications are made in the exterior of the structure.

STEP 2: HISTORICAL RESOURCE STATUS (Refer to Preservation Bulletin 16.)

Proceed to Step 3.

O Category A: Known Historical Resource . . L .
Preservation Technical Specialist Review

M Category B: Potential Historical Resource Proceed to Step 3.

O Category C: Not a Historical Resource Proceed to Step 4.
No Further Historical Resource Review Required.

STEP 3: APPROVED WORK CHECKLIST Per plans dated:_£5] 20| Lp

@/Project falls within the scope of work described below. Proceed to Step 4. No Further Historical
Resource Review Required.

[ Project does not fall within the scope of work described below. Proceed to Step 4. Further
Historical Resource Review Required.

[J 1f 4 or more boxes are initialed, Preservation Technical Specialist review is required.

Planner’s

Work Description
Initials

1. Interior alterations. Publicly-accessibly spaces (i.e. lobby, auditorium, or sanctuary)
require Preservation Technical Specialist review.

2. Regular maintenance or restorative work that is based upon documentation of the
building’s historic appearance (i.e, photographs, physical evidence, historic
drawings or documents, or matching buildings).

S A 3. In-kind window replacement at visible facades. (The size, configuration, operation,

material, and exterior profiles of the historic windows must be matched.)

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



4. Window replacement or installation of new openings at non-visible facades.

5. Construction of deck or terrace that is not visible from any immediately adjacent
public right-of-way.

6. Installation of mechanical equipment at the roof which is not visible from any
immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

7. Installation of dormers that meet the requirements for exemption from public
notification under Zoning Administrator Bulletin: Dormer Windows, No. 96.2.

8. Installation of garage opening that meets the requirements of Zoning Administrator
Bulletin: Procedures and Criteria for Adding Garages to Existing Residential Structures,
No. 2006.1b.

9. Horizontal addition that is not visible from the adjacent public right-of-way for 150’
in each direction; does not extend vertically beyond the tloor level of the top story
of the structure; and does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that
of the original building.

10. Vertical addition that is not visible from the adjacent public right-of-way for 150" in
each direction; is only a single story in height; and does not cause the removal of
architectural significant roofing features such as ornate dormers, towers, or slate
shingles.

Preservation Technical Specialist Review Required for work listed below:

11. Window replacement at visible facades that is not in-kind but meets the Secretary of
the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
12. Sign installation at Category A properties.

13. Facade alterations that do not cause the removal or alteration of any significant
architectural features (i.e. storefront replacement, new openings, or new elements).
14. Raising the building.

At

15. Horizontal or vertical additions, including mechanical equipment, that are
minimally visible from a public right-of-way and that meet the Secretary of the
Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

16. Misc.

STEP 4: RECOMMENDATION

{No Further Historical Resource Review Required.

L] Further Historical Resource Review Required: File Environmental Exemption Application.

Notes: FD./.AA?. *rcr)* Qawn \m_\l(, \0&’4\ ‘S‘W\r(t“\(_ﬂn{{v ' XS Juw'nuu in H‘CJ’"AK’JC

SUr\Icv + 197 D\r\o‘ro- « D\LJ\:; \,J:r‘k Wa\\ n.j( Wm«.dé 14&\[/ orl(.n&l ML,."{‘!.‘“IJ *\M:\l be " km :)
WM\ clase.cter ek GO ere cdfede

Planner Name; Q Z% A) ;{’D ) [;k:@
Signature: @AM (4@ Date: ( q ! %

LY

Preservation Technical Specialist N

Signature: ;&4 ({ L’ﬁ o Date: mlgszlzo

Save to[I:\Building Permit Applications or I:\Cases].

If “Category A,” save to [[I\MEA\Historical Resources\Category A Admin Catex].

SAN FRANCISCO Z
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANCISCO INNER RICHMOND - PHASE 1
EVALUATION SHEET
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Evaluation Sheet, page 2

Evaluated by, Date PRELIMINARY RATING:

o

Individual Building: - Group: ' Date,

Tentative National Register Eligibility: )
Individually Eligible Eligible as District Ineligible

NR Evaluation Code;

SOHP: Reviewed by Date Approved

Review by Local Authorities:

Reviewed by, Date Approved See Comment Sheet
Reviewed by, Date Approved See Comment Sheet
Reviewed by, Date, Approved________ See Comment Sheet
Reviewed by, Date, Approved _______ See Comment Sheet .. .
Reviewed by Date Approved See Comment Sheet

FINAL RATING:
Individual Building:___< __Group: Date__4-2°9% b




The Foundation for San Fraio's Architectural Heritage

Address {file)_ - " Y . yrm

Address {field) e s

xref: Group

S

Block/Lot J35 2.

Historic Name({s)

BLDG. PERMIT/CONTRACT KOTICE
{original unless otherwise noted)

BBI (Permit# )
[JA&E [OD.P.B. CJEd.Ab B Other Wb sk
Vol, Date Page
Buildsr/Contractor.
Architect/Engineer
Owner/Developer
Use

Conslruction
Class

Cost

Lot Size
Height (feet)
tocation description

Bidg. size
Stories

Architectural description

w\”“ 03 WE Y AT, KL

REALDEX (11th ed 1980)
Address_ ¥ 7
Owner_s& -
Land use__# .
Rooms___*/
Year R
Units: dwi.
Stories
Map page

Zone code
Block/Lot_/

SANBORN MAPS []more info on maps

Date of base map_/ 1~ Rev.__
Vol. Page_t 5+!
Bldg. name,

Address(es) E Th R
Unuts Dw[ l
Stones_/ 7> Height
Date of Construction
Plan (see copy)

[J Skylight(s)_ Lighting # of stories____

[JWell hole(s)____ Lighting # of stories_____
Construction

Bus.
Elevation

Yellow  Wood frame

[} Pink Brick

{7 Blue Stone, concrete or conc. blk
[JCrange Fireproof

[ Gray fron

Structural details (columns, trusses, walls, efc)

£t

74

Vi G

e

[ State/Metal DComposrtuon 71 Shingle
Mansard roof

Parapet: Height

House on roof

HVAC
[} Steam boiler
[ Independent electnc plant
[JElevator fu¥E &2
Miscellany
7] Brick or metal comice [J Frame comice
[ Bay windows [J____Side(s) [JRear

4

[ Foundations

i

AERIAL PHOTOS [Jsee skeich
Source, Date

HISTORIC STATUS
[ Bayfill
Fire limits [11907 [J1924 11939 [
{3 1906 bumed district
1921 zoning district
[Ctirst [ second residential
{Jlight (Jheavy industrial
[commercial  unrestricted

PUBLIC STATUS .
Cursent zoning: Date__ {94/

{JR-1 CJR-2 [OR-3 R4 K-
c-1 [C2 OC3—____ OCM
OM-1 OM-2 ae

DCP Planning areas
[EINeighborhood Conserv. Interim Controls
A Residential Design Guidsiines (RH & RN
zoning)
{3 South of Market
{3 Van Ness corridor
3 Mid Market
[ Tenderloin
{7 Rincon Hill
{TIMarket/Van Ness TDR Area
[ Mission/Howard TDR Area

3 Showplace Square
0
£

3]
{1 BCDC jurisdiction (100" from shore)
Redevelopment areas

[1Yerba Buena Center

[1Golden Gateway Center

{7} Embarcadero Center

[1 Westemn Addition [JA-1 [JA-2

[ Rincon Point

[ South Beach
Historic Districts

[ Civic Center (NR)

(1 Jackson Square (City)

71 North Waterfront (City pending)

[ South End Warehouse (City pending)

{7 Chinatown (City pending)

{J Haight-Ashbury (City pending)

{3 Buena Vista North (City pending)

[0 Showplace Square (City potential)

3 Dolores Street (City pending)
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October 1, 2010

Dear Sharon and Shelley,

1 want to thank you for taking the time to evaluate 82 6th avenue for the possibility of an
administrative environmental review. Please let me know if I can provide additional
information.

I have included the existing elevation, the new elevation and the construction details for
the facade remodel done in 1974. There was another facade remodel that took place in the
1960's, but there is no record of it. Basically, in 1974 the previous owner placed wood
shingles over the vertical siding. The owners kept the 1960's metal windows and simply
placed wood trim around them. In addition, they built an overhang in an attempt to create
a "cottage" type appearance.

I contacted Cynthia Grubb, the previous owner, and she promised to send me the photo of
the house before the 1974 construction. I should have the photo early next week and I
will bring it to the planning department.

Thanks again for your help in this matter.

I, b

Mary Jane McRory
415.342.1726
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

DATE:  2/2/11 RDT MEETING DATE:  Thu 2/3/11

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planner: Sharon Young

Address: 82 - 61 Avenue

Cross Streets: West Pacific Ave. & Lake St.
Block/Lot: 1353/023

Zoning;: RH-1

Height/Bulk District: 40-X

BPA/Case No. 2010.05.28.3473

Project Status O Initial Review O Post NOPDR M DR Filed

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The proposal is to construct a three-story rear addition and facade work at front which includes
window replacement to the existing single family dwelling.

PROJECT CONCERNS:

Request for RDT to re-review project to determine if proposed rear addition is consistent with the
Residential Design Guidelines. The adjacent property at 80 - 6" Ave has filed a request for
Discretionary Review. The DR requestor’s concerns are that the third story of the proposed new
construction would extend approximately 13 ft beyond the existing rear wall and would extend
laterally all the way to the edge of the property line. The effect of building more than 5 ft back
from the existing 3™ story — beyond the corner of the neighboring home — would be to create an
incompatible design and to construct a wall directly against the diagonal window in the neighbor’s
master bedroom. This window was designed to receive eastern and southern exposure and
currently receives full sunlight during morning and early afternoon throughout the year. The
proposed construction would deprive the neighbor of virtually all sunlight from the diagonal
window and would substantially reduce sunlight to a second, adjoining window that faces
eastward in the same master bedroom. The proposed project would have the added impact of
“boxing in” other properties located on Lake Street. In addition to concerns about compromised
fire safety that could result from locating a wall directly against a neighboring window.

The DR requestor’s suggested alternative would be “stepping back” the upper story and limiting
new construction of the 3 level to a maximum of 5 ft beyond the existing back wall. This would
make the new construction align evenly with the neighboring home and retain the compatibility of
the design of the two houses.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



RDT COMMENTS:

OVERALL MASSING OF PROJECT IS NOT FOUND TO HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO THE
REAR YARD AND MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE AREAS. THE MASSING IS NOT FOUND TO BE
EXCEPTIONAL OR EXTRAORDINARY.

ADJACENT BUILDING TO THE NORTH CONTAINS AN ANGLED WINDOW AT THE PROPERTY
LINE, WHICH IS AN EXTRAORDINARY EXISTING CONDITION. THE PROXMITY AND DEPTH
OF THE PROJECT AT THE THIRD FLOOR MAY ADVERSELY IMPACT LIGHT AND AIR ACESSS
TO THE ADJACENT ANGLED WINDOW. THE PROJECT SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO PROVIDE A
3-FOOT SIDE SETBACK THAT CLEARS THE ANGLED WINDOW AT THE SIDE PROPERTY LINE
(APPROXIMATELY 6 FEET DEEP FROM THE PROPOSED REAR WALL AT THE THIRD FLOOR).

IF THE PROJECT IS REVISED TO PROVIDE A SIDE SETBACK/NOTCH, THE PROJECT WOULD
NOT CREATE EXCEPTIONAL OR EXTRAORINARY CIRCUMSTANCES AND AN ABBREVIATED
DR ANALYSIS SHOULD BE PROVIDED.

IF THE PROJECT IS NOT REVISED, PROJECT SHOULD BE FOUND TO CREATE AN
EXTRAORDINARY CONDITION WITH REGARD TO LIGHT AND AIR ACCESS. A FuLL DR
ANALYSIS SHOULD BE PROVIDED, REQUESTING THE COMMISSION MODIFY THE PROJECT.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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March 8, 2011
Dear Planning Commission President Christina Olague,

Our property sits in a unique position on the block. We have a total of seven neighbors,
three of which are multi-unit buildings. Prior to creating our plan, we spoke with several
planners in an effort to choose the most equitable option for all parties. We were told that
our addition could extend as far as 25% of our lot (30 feet back form our rear property
line). We felt that this large of an addition, although common on 6th avenue, would be
unfair to some of our 7 neighbors. Instead, we chose to create a plan to maximize green
space and minimize the amount of "house" our neighbors would view by creating our
largest expansion below the fence line and stepping back the 2nd and 3rd floors 5'-0" .

The property at 80 6th avenue is one of two 4-story residences on the block and our home
is currently one of the smallest residences on the block. Even with the proposed
expansion, our home will still be one of the smaller homes on 6th Avenue.

The scale of 80 6th avenue, and the number of property line windows (many of which sit
on the south side of the home at the 4th floor), makes the expansion of our house with
zero impact of light or air virtually impossible. There are a total of 16 windows at the rear
of 80 6th avenue; 11 facing east, 3 facing southeast, 1 facing northeast, and 2 facing
south. Our expansion will impact some of the direct light into only one window facing
southeast during the winter (there will still be ambient light). In the summer months the
impact would be much less because of the location of the sun (it is basically directly
overhead for much of the morning hours). The adjoining window would receive sunlight
throughout the year.

If we were to add a fourth floor, we would block their property line windows and tower
over our neighbors at 446 Lake. If we were to mimic the footprint of 80 6th avenue
creating a similar extension along the property line between 80 & 82 6th avenue
(following an existing pattern for rear yard expansions on 6th avenue) we would create
the same boxed-in effect their home creates for their neighbors at 78 6th avenue and
would create "more house" and less green space for 436 Lake, 430 Lake, 420 Lake, 85
5th Avenue, and 80 6th Avenue.

We currently have 2 children, but plan to have one more. In addition, both of our parents
spend a good amount of time with us. Having at least two bedrooms for the children and
guests, and one room for my office (I work from home) is an important factor in our
quality of life. My husband, who spends 50% of his time working out of our home, will
use the space provided at the basement level for his office. In addition, we currently only
have one bathroom in the entire house; we want the space at the third floor to provide
room for a second bathroom where our bedrooms are. Setting the 3rd floor back to the



beginning of the window in question, as is requested in the Bushnell's D.R., would not
allow us to have either a 3rd bedroom upstairs, or a second bathroom.

When we received the recommendation from the Planning Department to create the
"notch" (so that it allowed for more light and air for the one window in question), we
made these changes although it took a good amount of space out of our master bedroom
and bath area, and altered our rear facade. In this process we spoke with our planner
Sharon Young about the option to regain the loss of square footage by increasing the
ground level expansion by 3'-0"(Please see attached drawings). This modification has
been reviewed and approved by our neighbor at 436 Lake Street. (See attached letter).

We have followed the process regarding neighborhood outreach and the subsequent
Discretionary Review process. It is very important for us to have a neighborly rapport
with people who live adjacent to us and we believe that you will see from the attached
timeline that we have made extensive efforts to reach out and address any concerns that
have been expressed (please see attached timeline).

We truly believe we have designed a plan that meets the growing needs of our family,
while keeping in mind the best interests of our seven neighbors. The Residential
Guidelines clearly state," In areas with dense building pattern, some reduction of light
between neighboring buildings can be expected with building expansion”. We believe
that our design proposal took into consideration the impact to all our neighbors and that it
allows for more than adequate light, air, privacy, and fire protection to the Master
Bedroom at 80 6th avenue.

We respectfully request approval of the current revisions dated March 5, 2011 without
further modification.

Thank you for your consideration,

Mary Jane McRory & Mark de Vere White

CC: Ron Miguel, Michael J. Antonini, Gwyneth Borden, Katherin Moore, Hisashi
Sugaya, Rodney Fong, Scott Sanchez, Sharon Young, Andy Gustavson, Kevin Bushnell,
Sylvia Bushnell



Timeline
1) May 2, 2010 - Pre-application meeting.

Invited all neighbors and met with all adjacent neighbors (in this session or at more
convenient alternate dates) to review the proposed project. Mrs. Bushnell declined to
review the drawings, at this meeting or an alternate, stating that, "Whatever we did would
be fine".

2) Mid-May 2010 - Mrs. Bushnell states that one of her sons, Kevin Bushnell, wants to

view the drawings and we should give her a copy of the set. We provided a set to her the

next day in her mailbox per her instruction.

3) Late-May 1010 - Kevin Bushnell first calls Mark de Vere White (project sponsor) to
discuss the project. Mark explains the plans and that we are not going back as far as we
can based on our rear yard setback. He encourages Kevin Bushnell to speak with Mary
Jane (project sponsor and designer). Kevin and Mary Jane speak later that evening.
Kevin states his concern that the 3rd floor extension is going to block the view provided
by 1 window (see drawings) and that we should not go back so far and block this view.
Mary Jane explains all of the planning considerations taken and why we needed to
increase the 3rd floor to accommodate our family. Kevin expresses to Mary Jane that we
have a smaller house for a reason; "specifically it has always been smaller” so should
remain such. Mary Jane tries to explain the visits we have had with the planning
department, and the fact that our design tried to take into consideration all 7 neighbors
that surround our property.

4) May 28, 2010 - Submitted Application.
5) December 10, 2010 - 311 notice is sent out to the neighborhood.
6) January 10, 2010 (the last day of the posting) the Bushnell's file D.R.

7) January 14, 2010 - Mark de Vere White calls Mrs. Bushnell to discuss the D.R. Mark
expresses surprise that Mrs. Bushnell never called directly to discuss the project or her
concerns prior of filling the D.R. Mrs. Bushnell tells Mark that her son Kevin is handling
the issue, and that our plans make her home feel boxed in. Mrs. Bushnell explicitly asks
Mark to not speak with Scott Bushnell (current resident at 80 6th avenue) about the
matter. Mark asks for Kevin's office and cell number. Mrs. Bushnell gives Mark only
Kevin's office number.

8) January 21 - Mark de Vere White calls Kevin Bushnell and leaves a voice mail message.

9) January 24, 2010 Kevin Bushnell returns call. In the conversation Mark expresses



9) January 24, 2010 Kevin Bushnell returns call. In the conversation Mark expresses
surprise that no dialogue followed the one set of conversations in May 2010. Mr.
Bushnell expresses again that the impact to the light and view caused by the remodel
creates a real issue for his mother. Mark offers to add an additional window to the east
facing room in question (Mrs. Bushnell's bedroom) or extend the window so more light
comes in and the view is larger in the room in question. Mark offers to pay for the
installation of such window.

10) Later in the week of January 24th - Kevin Bushnell informs Mark de Vere White that
Mrs. Bushnell declines the offer and "wants the city to decide".

11) February 7, 2011 - Receive RDT recommendation. Mary Jane McRory speaks with
Sharon Young regarding the proposed notch and the option to offer the notch to the
Bushnell's in an effort to have the D.R. retracted.

12) February 8 - Sharon Young informs Mary Jane McRory that Andy Gustavson
(Bushnell's consultant) wants to review drawings based on RDT recommendation.

13) February 11, 2010 - Mary Jane McRory responds to Bushnell's that drawings will be
provided by following week. Mary Jane McRory speaks with Sharon Young about
offsetting the loss of sq. footage by increasing the size of ground floor. Sharon Young
confirms that the ground floor option is possible under the design guidelines and says to
speak with the adjacent neighbors at 346 Lake Street to obtain consent (see attached letter
of support from 346 Lake).

14) February 15, 2011 - Mary Jane McRory speaks with neighbors at 346 Lake and
confirms their willingness to allow an additional 3'-0" at the ground level. (See attached
letter).

15) February 17, 2011 - Mary Jane McRory sends sketch of proposed notch at 2nd floor
and 3'-0" feet at ground level to Sharon Young. Sharon Young confirms that the proposed
revisions are fine.

16) February 18, 2011 - Revised sketch of plans depicting the "notch" and additional 3'-
0" are emailed to Andy Gustavson and Kevin Bushnell with an offer to meet in person to
discuss them. Andy Gustavson replies that they will reply via phone or email by the end
of the following week as he was traveling.

17) March 8, 2011- We have still had no response from Kevin Bushnell, Andy
Gustavson, or Mrs. Bushnell regarding the proposed changes to our design to address
their concerns.



3/172011

RE: McRory / de Vere White Remodel (82 6th Avenue)

To the Discretionary Review Committee,

We wanted to share our support for the remodel project submitted by Mary Jane and
Mark. In addition to being good neighbors since their arrival in the neighborhood, the de
Vere White family has been very considerate and solicitous throughout the design
process. We most recently met with them to review their new submittal that has the first
floor extending 3 feet further than the original submittal. We discussed this together and
gave Mary Jane and Mark our approval of the project, as we currently understand it, for
the 3-foot extension on the 1st floor exterior. We understand that the fence line will
change to maintain privacy between our properties.

We hope that the Discretionary Review Committee rules in favor of the de Vere White's
so that they can start on their project, one that will fit their growing family and improve
the neighborhood and its home values.

Sincerely,

Sh— Lﬂ(%&@%

Sherry Morse 436 Lake Street ohn Maccabee 436 Lake Street
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