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Case No.: 	2012.0873D 
Project Address: 	1587 18 1h  Avenue 
Permit Application: 2011.08.18.2691 
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Project Sponsor: 	Andrew Morrall 
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Fax: 
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415.558.6377 

thomas.wang@sfgov.org  
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project is to construct a third-story vertical addition to the existing two-story, single-family dwelling 
(hereinafter "Project"). 

The proposed third-story would be within the footprint of the existing dwelling. It would be set back 15 
feet from the existing front building wall and 4 feet 3 inches from the existing rear building wall. The 
proposed third-story would contain a gross floor area of approximately 963 square feet, including three 
bedrooms and two full-bathrooms. With the third-story addition, the subject dwelling would be 
approximately 29 feet 8 inches tall at the street and contain a total gross floor area of approximately 3,776 
square feet. The third story’s rear setback area would be used as a roof deck. A new rear spiral stairway, 
which would connect the existing second floor and the third floor rear roof deck to grade, would also be 
part of the Project. 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The Project Site is at 1587 18 11,  Avenue, on the west side of 18th  Avenue between Kirkham and Lawton 
streets, in the Inner Sunset neighborhood and an RH-i (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District 

and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Subject Property has a lot frontage of 25 feet along 18th Avenue 

and a lot depth of 95 feet. The grade on the Property slopes slightly downward from the front property 
line. The grade differential between the front and rear property lines is approximately 4 feet. 

Currently, the subject lot is occupied by a two-story, single-family dwelling, containing a gross floor area 

of approximately 2,813 square feet. The existing dwelling measures approximately 60 feet deep and 21 
feet 6 inches tall at the street level. It was constructed with a front setback of 3 feet and a rear yard depth 

of approximately 26 feet 6 inches. The City Assessor’s Office records indicate the dwelling was 
constructed in 1929. 
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis 
January 3rd  2013 

CASE NO. 2012.0873D 
158718 1h  Avenue 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The subject property is in the Inner Sunset neighborhood. Along the subject block-face, almost all of the 

existing homes are two stories in height at the street level. These homes were completed from 1929 to 

1939 with a simple vernacular style, featuring recessed garages and entrances, prominent roof forms and 

decorative balconies. Along the opposite block-face, existing homes are two or three stories in height at 

the street level. Those homes were completed from 1928 to 1929 also with a similar style. 

Both of the immediately adjacent lots measure twenty five feet wide and ninety five feet deep. Each 

adjacent lot contains a two-story, single-family dwelling. 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED NOTIFICATION 
TYPE DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME  

PERIOD DATES 

311/312 June 5 1h, 2012 - January 10th 
190 days from 7/3/2012 

Notice 
30 days 

July 7th,  2012 
July 3rd, 

’ 

2012 
 2013 loldays from 101112012* 

*The Project Sponsor requested that the DR hearing be scheduled after September 30th, 2012. 

The DR Requestor requested that the DR hearing be scheduled after December 311t, 2012. 

In October 2012, staff scheduled the DR hearing on January 10 th, 2013, which was mutually agreed by the 

Project Sponsor and the DR Requestor. 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED ACTUAL 
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

PERIOD PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days December 311t, 2012 December 28th, 2012 13 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days December 31st,  2012 December 28 th, 2012 13 days 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) -- -- -- 

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across -- 

the street  

1 (DR Requestor), 1 (Non-DR Requestor) -- 

Neighborhood groups -- -- -- 

Additionally, the Department has received seven e-mails and two letters, all against the Project, from 

residents of adjacent blocks fronting on 18th  Avenue and Lawton Street, respectively. 

DR REQUESTOR 

Dianne Budd, owner of a two-story, single-family home at 1140 Lawton Street, which is diagonally 

across the street on the northeast corner of 18 11,  Avenue and Lawton Street. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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CASE NO. 2012.0873D 
1587 18th Avenue 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated July 3rd,  2012. 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated December 14 111, 2012. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On March 12 1h, 2012 under Case No. 2012.1246E, the Project was determined by the Department to be 
categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Class 1 Categorical 

Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination contained in the Department files for the 
Project. The Commission has reviewed and concurs with said determination. 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the Project as well as concerns expressed by the DR 
Requestor. The RDT determined that the Project does not contain or create any exceptional or 

extraordinary circumstances and that no further changes to the project were necessary. 

Based upon the Residential Design Guidelines, the proposed third-story vertical addition that has been 

set back fifteen feet from the front building wall would have a limited visibility from the street and 

appear subordinate to the subject dwelling’s two-story, primary façade. The Project would result in no 
significant impact on the current building scale on the subject block-face of two-story buildings. 

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this Project would not be referred to the 
Commission as this Project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 

I RECOMMENDATION: 	Do not take DR and approve the Project as proposed 	 I 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map 

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs 

Context Photos 

Section 311 Notice 
DR Application 

Project Sponsor’s Response to DR Application 
Reduced Plans 

TW G:0ocuments1DRs11587 18th AvenueDR Analysis - Abbreviafed.doc 
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Sanborn Map* 

*The  Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 
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Aerial Photo 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT \-- 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

[.1 I Eel Tel 2:11J I ! ’II [ci 0 4D lyi II E000 I [’i I [.1 	I [.1ill liii 
On August 18th, 2011, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2011.08.18.2691 (Alteration) with 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

Applicant: Andy Morrall Architect Project Address: 158718 th  Avenue 
Address: 2730 Mission Street Cross Streets: Between Kirkham & Lawton 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 	94110 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 18641003H 
Telephone: (415) 282-0616 Zoning Districts: RH-1140-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. 

[1 DEMOLITION 	and/or 	[] NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 
	

[X] ALTERATION 

X] VERTICAL EXTENSION 	 [ ] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [] FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

	

HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 	[1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 
	

HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

BUILDING 	USE 	................................................................... Single-family dwelling.................... No Change 
FRONTSETBACK 	.............................................................. 3 	feet 	............................................. No Change 
SIDESETBACKS 	................................................... ........ ..... None .............................................. No Change 
BUILDINGDEPTH 	............................................................... 60 	feet 	.......................................... No Change 
REARYARD ................................................. ....... . ................. 26 	feet 	........................................... 24 feet 
HEIGHT OF 	BUILDING ........................................................ 21 	feet 8 	inches 	............................ 29 feet 8 inches 
NUMBER OF STORIES .............................................. ......... Two-story 	...................................... Three-story 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ...... .................................. One ........................... ................ ..... No Change 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ............... Two 	............................................... No Change 

The proposed work to the existing two-story, single-family dwelling is to construct a third-story vertical addition. 
The proposed third-story addition will be set back 15 feet from front building wall and 5 feet 10 inches from the rear building 
wall. 

There will also be a proposed rear spiral stairway, which will provide a roof deck behind the proposed third-story with an 
access to rear yard. 

PLANNER’S NAME: 	 Thomas Wang 

PHONE NUMBER: 
	

(415) 558-6335 
	

DATE OF THIS NOTICE 

EMAIL: 	 thomas.wang@sfgov.org 	 EXPIRATION DATE 



NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior walls), and floor plans (where applicable) of the proposed project, 
including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been 
included in this mailing for your information. Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. You 
may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may already be 
aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it. 

Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information Center at 1660 
Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/558-6377) between 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Please phone the Planner listed on the reverse of this sheet 
with questions specific to this project. 

If you determine that the impact on you from this proposed development is significant and you wish to seek to change the proposed 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken. 

Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the project’s impact on you 
and to seek changes in the plans. 

2. 	Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820. They are specialists in conflict resolution through 
mediation and can often help resolve substantial disagreement in the permitting process so that no further action is necessary. 

Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without 
success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left corner on the reverse 
side of this notice, to review your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist, you have 
the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers are 
reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects, which generally conflict with the City’s General Plan 
and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This 
procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission 
over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the 
reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on-line at 

w.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center (PlC) during the hours between 8:00 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the Planning 
Department. To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at 
www.sfplanning.org  or at the PlC located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to the Fee 
Schedule, please call the PlC at (415) 558-6377. If the project includes multi 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 approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made 
to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of Building 
Inspection. Submit an application form in person at the Board’s office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further 

information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



CEQA Categorical Exemption 
10’~A 	Z 

Determination 
SAN FRANCISCO 	 Property Information/Project Description 
PLANNING 	 - 

DEPARTMENT 	 PROJECTADORESS 	 . .- BLOCIOLOT(S) 

CASE NO. 	 PERMIT ND. 	 . PLANS DATED 

7PI� lz L 	E 1/ 
Addition/ Alteration (detailed below) 	 Demolition (requires HRER if over 50 New Construction 

years old) 

EXEMPTION CLASS 

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

permitted or with a CU. NOTE: 
If neither class applies, 

Class 3: New Construction an Environmental 
Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; Evaluation Application is 
commercial/office structures under 10,000 sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions. required. 

CEQA IMPACTS (To be completed by Project Planner) 

If ANY box is initialed below an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking 
spaces or residential units? Does the project have the potential to adversely 
affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of 

nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, 
schools, colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential 
dwellings [subject to Article 38 of the Health Code], and senior-care 
facilities)? 

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use 
(including tenant improvements) and/or 2) soil disturbance; on a site with a ---- 

former gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or 

on a site with underground storage tanks? NOTE: 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment required for CEQA clearance (El’. initials required) 

Project Planner must 

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil 
initial box below before 
proceeding to Step 3. 

disturbance/modification greater than two (2) feet below grade in an 
archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in non archeological sensitive .ir. 

areas. Project Can Proceeda 
With 	 ’-i 

Refer to El? ArcMap > CEQA CalEx Deter mination Layeis> Archeological Sensitive Areas  
- 

qategoricar� 

E?cer.ppon..eview, 

Noise Does the project include new noise sensitive receptors (schools 
’ 	 iiil. 	aL TheCproject does not 

’-. 

colleges universities day care facilities hospitals residential dwellings and triger any f the CEQk 
senior care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation area 9 1mpcts and.can proceed 

Refer in FPArcivhp > CEQA C-itEx Determ inati o n Layers > Noise Mitigation Area with cagoricaieemption 
review, 

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment Does the project site involve a 
, 	 - 

subdivision or lot line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more? 

Refer to: EPArcMap > CEQA CatEx Determination Layers >Topography 	 : 



ETh PROPERTY STATUS � HISTORICAL RESOURCE 

Property is one of the following: (Refer to: San Francisco Property Information Map) 

f 	Category A: Known Historical Resource  

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age) eT1eIflTh 

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age)  

V 	 VJ41i-’t 2(t lZ’1 
PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST (To be completed by Project Planner) 

If condition applies, please initial. 	 NOTE: 

1. Change of Use and New Construction (tenant improvements not included). 

	

	 Project Planner must 
check box below 
before proceeding 

i 	
. 

2. Interior alterations/interior tenant improvements. Note: Publicly-accessible 
spaces (i.e. lobby, auditorium, or sanctuary) require preservation planner 
review. 	 Project is not 

listed: 
3. Regular maintenance and repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or 

damage to the building. 

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement 
Standards (does not includ storefront window alterations). 	 Project does not 

conform to the 
5. Garage work, specifically, a new opening that meets the Guidelines for 	 scopes of work: 

Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or replacement of garage door in an 
existing opening. 

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences that are not visible from any 
immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 	 ru Project involves 

4 or more work 
7. Mechanical equipment installation not visible from any immediately adjacent 

descriptions: 
public right-of-way.  

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public 
notification under Zoning Administrator Bulletin: Dormer Windows. 

9. Additions that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of- 	
Project involves 

way for 150’ in each direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level 	
less than 4 work 

of the top story of the structure or is only a single story in height; does not 	
descriptions. 

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. 

CEOA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW (TohecoinpletedbyPreservatioruPlanner) 

If condition applies, please initial. 

1. Project involves a Known Historical Resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to Scope of Work Descriptions listed in Step 4. (Please mitial scopes of work in STEP 4 that apply.) 

2. Interior alterations to publicly-accessible spaces. 

2 	 Al, FRANC 5CC PLANNING CEPAR CREST PALL Poll 



Deteiminaton 1 or CEQA Categorical Exemption 

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not 
"in-kind" but are is consistent with existing historic character. NOTE: 

If ANY box is initialed in STEP 5, 

4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or 
Preservation Planner MUST review 

initial below 
obscure character-defining features. 

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, aIter,  

or obscure character-defining features. I Further Environmental Review 
.Required:i’.t:: 

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s Based on the ioriiation 

historic condition, such as historic photographs, plans, provided, The project requires 

physical evidence, or similar buildings. an Environmental Evaluation 
1 :A ::pplication to be submitted 

7 	Addition(s) including mechanical equipment that are 
minimally visible from a public right of way and meets the  

Secretary of the Interiors Standards for Rehabilitation. Preservation Planner initials 

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior 

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties . 
Project Can Proceed With 

Specify Categorical Exemption Review 

The project has been reviewed 
Planner and 

can proceed - with-categorical 
* 	9 	Reclassification of property status to Category C exemption review -. 

a. Per Environmental Evaluation Evaluation, dated: 

- 	- EClaIWs1J 
Attach Historic Resource Evaluation Report 

Preservation Planner initials 

b. Other, please specify:  

* Requires initial by Senior Preservation Planner! Preservation Coordinator 

IcII 	CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 	(To be completed by Project Planner) 

Further Environmental Review Required. 

Proposed Project does not meet scopes of work in either: 

(check all that apply) EM 
LI Step 2 (CEQA Impacts) or 

Must file Environmental  
Step 5 (Advanced Historical Review) Evaluation Application. 

- 	 4 
kNo Further Environmental Review Required. Project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

I 
Plan 

b(ifi 
Date çt;C C.� 

___  

Print Name 

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

Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 

SAN FN..NCFSCO PLANNING DEPAR11SENT FALL 2D1 	 3 
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SAN FRANCISCO  
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Date 	 March 1, 2012 

Case No.: 	2011.1246E 

Project Address: 	1587 18 11,  Avenue 

Zoning: 	 RH-i (Residential, Single-Family) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 	1864/003H 
Staff Contact: 	Brett Bollinger (Environmental Planner) 

(415) 575-9024 

brett.bollinger@sfgov.org  

Tara Sullivan (Preservation Planner) 

(415) 558-6258 

tara.sullivan@sfgov.org  

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 

Buildings and Property Description 
1587 18 th  Avenue is located on the west side of the street between Lawton and Kirkham Streets in the 

Golden Gate Heights area of the Inner Sunset neighborhood. The property is located within a RH-i 

(Residential, House, Single-Family) Zoning District and a 40 -X Height and Bulk District. 

1587 18 11,  Avenue is one of nine houses in a row that were constructed in 1929 and 1930 by a builder 
named Herman Christensen. The building a one-story-above-garage residence designed in the Marina 
style, with the garage entrance centrally located on the ground floor and a row of windows in a bowed 
bay on the upper floor. The main entrance is located to the north side of the building, accessed by open 
stairs. The building has a raised parapet in a triangle shape, with a large decorative Spanish tile "hood" 
between the bay window and the top of the parapet. The garage and entrance openings are elliptical in 
form with decorative tapered corners and are deeply recessed. There are five single-pane casement 
aluminum windows on the bay, and the window openings all have wood frames and prominent sills. 
The building is clad in a painted stucco finish. The rear of the building is plain and is clad in horizontal 
wood siding and has a second-floor pop-out structure. There are a variety of wood windows throughout 
the rear façade. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is not included on any historic resource surveys or listed on any local, state or 

national registries. The building is considered a "Category B" property (Properties Requiring Further 

Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to its age (constructed in 1929). 

Neighborhood Context and Description 
1587 18 1h  Avenue is located in a residential neighborhood known as Golden Gate Heights in the Sunset 

District. The area was developed by several prominent developers and builders as speculative housing. 

’w.sfpianrng org 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 	 CASE NO. 2011.1246E 
March 1, 2012 	 1587 18th  Avenue 

Large portions of the subject and adjacent block contain one-story-over-garage homes in a variety of 

simple vernacular styles, featuring recessed garages and entrances, prominent roof forms and decorative 

balconies. Most of the area was constructed at the same time - the block across from the subject property 

was constructed in 1928 (8 homes) and 1929 (11 homes); and the subject block was constructed in 1929-30 

(18 homes) and 1939 (12 homes). There are a few scattered homes that were constructed outside of these 
lflAl 1CAA 	 - 	 - 

UdLt, J.LLaJJLIy LII  

It should be noted that the immediate blocks surrounding the site have not been formally surveyed. 

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 

Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of. Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California 

California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or 

following Criteria: more of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: Yes 	No Criterion 1 - Event: 	 YesNo 

Criterion 2 - Persons: LI Yes 	No Criterion 2 - Persons: 	 LI Yes M No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: []Yes E No Criterion 3 	Architecture: 	[ii] Yes 	No 

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: El Yes M No Criterion 4-Info. Potential: 	LI Yes M No 

Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 

IJ Contributor  IiiII Non-Contributor 

Based on the information provided by the applicant and found in the Planning Department, Preservation 

staff finds that the subject building is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register either 

individually or as a contributor to a historic district. 

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 

1587 18 1h  Avenue is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register individually or as a contributor to 

a potential historic district under Criterion 1. To be eligible under the event criterion, the building cannot 

merely be associated with historic events or trends but must have a specific association to be considered 

significant. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 	 CASE NO. 2011-1246E 
March 1, 2012 	 158718 th  Avenue 

The evolution of the Sunset District occurred over a few decades. While the Sunset was largely 

developed by a handful of builders/developers, including Carl and Fred Gellert, Henry Doleger, Ray 

Galli, Chris McKeon, and the Stonestown Brothers’, as a whole, this prolonged and piecemeal 

development period does not appear to signify one singular and important event in the history of the 

City. There may be certain spurts of development within this period that could be considered a 

significant event(s), but none have been presented to the Department to date, and the neighborhood 

where the subject property is located is not associated with any particular significant event(s). Further, 

the subject property is not associated with any significant event to be individually eligible under 

Criterion 1. 

It is therefore determined that there is not a California Register-eligible historic district in the 

neighborhood, and that the property at 1587 18th  Avenue is not eligible under this Criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national past. 

Records indicate that the property was originally owned by Arthur and Ruth Kauf and remained in the 

family until 1950. Subsequent owners include Lloyd and Ella Felling (1950-1956); Frederick and Leach 

Jackson (1956-1975); and Henry and Wai Ching Woo (1977 - present). Records show that none of the 

property owners of the building are important to the local, regional or national past. 

Therefore, 1587 18 th  Avenue, is not eligible under Criterion 2. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. 

In the early 1920’s the Sunset District of San Francisco experienced a boom in residential construction. 

Mostly built by speculative developers, blocks were constructed in large tracts, and the buildings had 

similar designs and details. The homes constructed ranged in styles, with a typical "Marina" style 

prominent in the 1920’s (bowed bay at second floor over a ground floor garage); the "Sunset" style 

prominent in the 1930’s (double-bays with a pop-out section at the second floor; recessed garage and 
entrance on the ground floor, with decorative ironwork, balconies, and front-facing roofs); and a 

contemporary "mid-century box" style prominent in the 1940’s and 1950’s (boxy forms with large 

windows, jutting roofs, brick detailing), 

1587 18 1h  Avenue was constructed by a builder named Herman Christensen in 1929 as one of nine 

residences on the block and has characteristics of the Marina style. While Herman Christensen was a 

prolific builder in the Sunset, he is not considered to be a "master architect", nor does the building at 1587 
18 11,  Avenue possess high artistic values. Therefore, this structure is not individually eligible for listing in 

the California Register under Criterion 3. 

The neighborhood where the subject property is located contains a high concentration of speculative 

housing that was constructed in large blocks, mainly during the late 1920’s and early 1930’s.. Not all of 

LaBounty, Woody. Doe! ger City. Western Neighborhoods Project. http://www.outsidelands.org/sw2.php  
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this speculative housing was constructed by Christensen - there are several different builders who 

constructed homes in the area, each with a different architectural style. On the subject block, there is a 

distinct break between building styles and details and there is not a consistent building pattern or style. 

A small neighborhood cluster with this type and style of housing would be significant and qualify as a 
hiSi-OTir district under this Criterion- However, the block where 1587 18 1h  Avenue is located does not 
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developed or the best examples of the Marina style, and the block has a mix of building styles and 

construction dates. The block directly across the street (block 1863) has a more unified design and 

cohesiveness and better represents this type of tract housing. 

1587 18 th  Avenue is therefore determined not to be eligible under this Criterion in relation to any 

potential historic district or important context. 

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant 

under Criterion 4, which is typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject 

property is not likely significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criteria typically applies to rare 

construction types when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a 

rare construction type. 

Step B: Integrity 

To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of 
a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s 
period of significance." Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

Location: 	[I] Retains  LI Lacks 

Association: [I] Retains  [I] Lacks 

Design: 	[I] Retains  [ii] Lacks 

Workmanship: LI Retains  LI Lacks 

Setting:’ 

	

etting 	LI Retains  LI Lacks 

	

Feeling: 	LI Retains  LI Lacks 

Materials: LI Retains  LI Lacks 

Since 1587 18th  Avenue was determined not to be significant under the California Register of Historical 

Resources, analysis of integrity was not conducted. 

Step C: Character Defining Features 
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character-
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 
features are those that define both why a property.is  significant and when it was significant, and without which a 
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 4 
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Since 1587 18 Avenue was determined not to be significant under the California Register of Historical 
Resources, analysis of character-defining features was not conducted. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

LI Historical Resource Present 

LI Individually-eligible Resource 

Contributor to an eligible Historic District 

LI Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

No Historical Resource Present 

PART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature: 	 Date: S- 7 - z,1 ’Z 
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 	 5 



/ 

V.,.  

/ 
/ 

. 	 R. 



President Rodney Fong 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission St, Fourth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Vertical Extension At 158718th  Avenue Violates Residential Design Guidelines 
Permit #2011.08.18.2691 

President Fong and Honorable Planning Commissioners, 

We represent many concerned residents of the 1500 and 1600 blocks of 18 th   Avenue and 
sincerely appreciate this opportunity to call your attention to serious impacts on our distinctive 
neighborhood character, if the proposed 3 d-story vertical extension is allowed at 1587-18 th  

Ave. 

In considering this application for an inappropriate vertical extension, we ask that 
Commissioners find non-compliance with San Francisco’s Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDGs), citing six primary violations: 

1. Creates the tallest building on the entire block face adjacent to 37-2-story homes 
2. Visually disrupts neighborhood character in immediate & broader contexts 
3. Disrespects level site topography along block-face 
4. Introduces visual elements & proportions clearly inconsistent with streetscape 
5. Destroys visual elements & architectural rhythms common to existing structures 
6. Impedes major public views of Pacific Ocean 

Allowing such non-compliance with the RDGs would cause serious damage to the distinctive 
and unique character of our spectacular Grand View neighborhood. 

Below, we analyze design elements of the proposed vertical extension which violate the RDG, 
citing relevant design principals and guidelines and illustrating the impact of the Project with 
relevant exhibits, before and after visual representations, and illustrations. 

We expect that you will hear and appreciate the wisdom of our call for denial of this 
application. In adopting the RDGs, Commission have expressed their commitment to "protect 
neighborhood character" from the types of residential development that, for years in the past, 
have visually disrupted the unique character of San Francisco neighborhoods like ours. 

Likewise, we trust that the Commissioners will not allow past inappropriate building 
alterations�disrespectful of the architectural rhythms common to our neighborhood, but 
nonetheless approved long ago�to become precedents for repeating such past mistakes. 

Thank you so much for your consideration in this important matter which will certainly impact 
the daily lives of 18 th   Ave residents for years to come. 

Dianne Budd and Tim Pearson 
Save 18(11  Ave Neighborhood Committee 
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Vertical Extension At 1587-18th Ave Disrupts Neighborhood Character 

Why Residential Design Guidelines? 

"A single building out of context with its surroundings can be disruptive to the 
neighborhood character and if repeated often enough, to the image of the City as a 
whole." (RDGIWHY DO WE HAVE RESIDENTIAL GUIDELINES? Page 3) 

"Ensure that the building scale is compatible with surrounding building’s" 
(RDG/Design Principals, Page 5) 

Neighborhood Character! Neighborhood Context 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT GUIDELINES: 

"A sudden change in the building pattern can be visually disruptive. Development must build 
on the common rhythms and elements of architectural expression found in a neighborhood. 
In evaluating a project’s compatibility with neighborhood character, the buildings on the 
same block face are analyzed." 
(RDG/Neighborhood Character/Neighborhood Chacter Page 7) 

ANALYSIS 

The 18th Avenue 1500-1600 Block of Grand View Neighborhood In Context 

The proposed vertical extension at #1587 is inappropriate because it is visually disruptive in 
both its immediate and broader neighborhood contexts. 

Exhibits I & 2 show uniform building patterns along 18 th  
 Ave as structures conform to site 

topography. Yet, Exhibits I & 2 also highlight marked contrasts differentiating the overall 
character of site design on the East-facing block-face (Exhibits 3, 4 & 5) from that of the 
West-facing block-face (Exhibits 6 

In Exhibit 1, one immediately notices that the West-facing-block-face has an elevated uphill 
topography and a higher grade-level, with homes that appear to be more massive, set deeply 
into the hillside, and featuring relatively long and heavily landscaped front setbacks far from 
pedestrian walkways. 

By contrast in Exhibit IA, the East-facing-block-face is characterized by its street-level 
profile, much like small scale Mediterranean-bungalows lacking street setback but offering 
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elevated, significantly recessed side entries and token landscaping,. 

Notably, few structures, on either block-face, exceed 2-stories. Yet, 2nd  story living-levels on 
the West-facing-block-face actually rise six to ten feet higher than 2 nd  -story living-levels on the 
opposite side of the street, due to topography and the resulting higher grade-level elevation 
on the West-facing block face. 

As we elaborate below, differing site topography is a key distinction that has important 
ramifications in analyzing the proposed vertical extension at #1587. 

Locating #158718th  Avenue 

#1587 is located at the Southern end of the East-facing 1500 block of 18 th   Avenue, three 
houses from the corner of Lawton along a nearly level section of 18 k" Avenue. (Exhibit 4A) 

Thus, the East-facing 1500 block face of 18 th   Avenue, especially immediately adjacent 
structures along the level section of 18th  Avenue, provides the immediate context for #1587. 

#1587’s broader neighborhood context includes the West-facing 1500 block face as well as 
the East-facing 1600 block-face of I Avenue. (Exhibits 1, L 3 4 5, 6.3 & 8) 

Table I in the Appendix, summarizes the immediate and broader neighborhood contexts of 
#1587-1 8th  Avenue. Useful as a quick reference, Table I highlights specific neighborhood 
character elements common to both as well as those differentiating the East-facing from the 
West-facing block faces along the 1500 and 1600 blocks of 1  8th Ave,. 

#1587 18th  Avenue In Its Immediate Context 

GUIDELINE: "Immediate Context: When considering the immediate context of a project, the 
concern is how the proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings." (RDG/Neighborhood 
Character/Neighborhood Character Page 8) 

ANALYSIS 

In it’s immediate context, #1587 already exceeds by two feet the height of its two immediately 
adjacent structures (#1583 & #1591). (See Exhibit 18) According to Project drawings, the 
vertical extension at #1587-18 th Ave would add 8’2" in height�an increase of nearly 40% 
over its existing height (21’ 8") making its new height just under 30 feet above grade. 

If approved, the proposed #1587 would stand more than 10 feet higher than immediately 
adiacent structures, more than 50% higher than all immediately adjacent neighbor buildings 
to the North and South on its block-face. In addition, it would become the single tallest 
building on the entire East-facing 1500 block face of 18th  Avenue. (See Exhibits 14, 15 & 16) 
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In fact, if vertical extension is approved, #158718th  Ave would become the lone 3-story 
structure immediately adjacent to sixteen other 2-story structures along the 1500 block face to 
its immediate North (#1583 through #1523 - 18 th  Ave) as well as an additional twenty one 
immediately adjacent to the South along the 1600 East-facing block face. 

Excluding #151918th  Avenue: While one other 3-story vertical extension was allowed long 
ago, arguably inappropriately, at #1519 on the East-facing 1500 block of 18th  Avenue, this 
structure should not be considered a iustification for allowing vertical extension at #1587 for 
three reasons, elaborated more fully in the analysis that follows: 

1. #1519 is located on the relatively steep section of 18 th   Ave at the far North end of the 
East-facing 1500 block face. Exhibit 913 shows that, due to its topography, #1519 is 
not visible along the block-face when standing in front of #1587. 

2. The slope of 18th  Ave helps hide the otherwise visually abrupt vertical extension at 
#1519. Like other structures on the Northern downhill section of 18th  Avenue, #1519 
conforms to its topography, stepping down this heavily sloped section of the block face, 
in relative consistency with immediately adjacent structures, at least those to the 
South. By contrast, given its mostly level site topography at #1587 on the South end of 
the block face, any vertical extension at #1587 would stick out like a sore thumb as a 
visually obtrusive mass towering over all immediately adiacent structures on the block 
face. (See Exhibits 14. 15 & 16) 

3. Having been approved long in the past, the vertical extension at #1519 does not 
conform to RDG requirements and would be unlikely to be approved today and should 
not be considered a model for alteration of any other building in this neighborhood. 
Expressing inappropriate scale, form, proportions, lack of common architectural 
features and fenestration, the vertical extension at #1519 violates neighborhood 
character by adding horizontal mass to the structure, inconsistent with surrounding 
buildings on this block face, as well as in its broader context. The unfortunate 
existence of one visually obtrusive structure on a block face does not iustifv allowing 
others. Exhibits 9A & 913 

Conclusion: Vertical extension of #1587 would clearly be inconsistent all surrounding 
buildings in its immediate context along the East-facing 1500 block face of I Avenue. 

Noting its street-level topography and bungalow scale in its immediate context, in denying 
the proposed vertical extension Planning Commissioners will prevent #1687 from 
becoming the single tallest building on the entire 1500 East-facing block face, more 
than 50% higher than immediately adjacent structures along this nearly level section of 
18th  Avenue. 
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#1587 181I  Avenue In Its Broader Neighborhood Context 

"Broader Neighborhood Context: When considering the broader context of a project, the 
concern is how the proposed project relates to the visual character and scale created by other 
buildings in the general vicinity." 
(RDG/Neighborhood Character/Neighborhood Character Page 8) 

ANALYSIS 

Two-Story Visual Character of East-Facing 1600 Block Face of 18 th  Avenue 

As with the 1500 block face, two-story architecture also characterizes the 1600 East-facing 
block of 18th  Avenue. 

Exhibit 5 shows that currently, #1587 18,n  Ave stands midway in an unbroken chain of thim 
eight two-story structures in a row on the East-facing 1500 and 1600 blocks of 18 th  Avenue. 

In Exhibit 5, we see twenty-one 2-story structures in a row immediately adjacent to and 
South of #1587 (#1201 Lawton & #1611 - 168118th1Ave) .  In Exhibit 5, at the far end of 18th 
Ave in the distance, we can also see the previously cited row of sixteen two story structures 
characterizing the 1500 East-facing block, beginning at #1523, with Mt Tamalpais and the 
Mann Headlands in the far distance. 

A vertical extension at #1587 would break this thirty-eight building chain of two-story homes 
right in the middle, adding a visually intrusive, massively high obstruction to these two highly 
complementary block faces. (See Exhibits 14, 15 & 16) 

Two-Story Visual Character of West-Facing 1500 Block Face of 18 th  Avenue 

Exhibits 6, 7, 8 & 9 show the two-story Mediterranean-Revival architecture typical of most 
West-facing structures on the 1500 block face of 18 th  Avenue, opposite #1587 18 "  Avenue. 

Set back into their steeply sloping hillside to the East, these structures appear to be higher 
and more massive since they are set on a grade 6-8 feet above street level. Yet, all but six of 
the twenty-three structures on this block face are just 21’-25’ above grade and proportionate 
at a height-to-width ration of about 1:1, almost equivalent to the height and proportions of 
structures across the street on the East-facing block face. 

It is important to note that the appearance of great mass and scale is due primarily to the 
topography and siting of these two-story structures, not disproportionate form and scale as 
shown in Exhibits I & 6. 
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Set back from the pedestrian walkway with 10-15 feet of driveway and heavy landscaping, in 
most cases, these two-story buildings are well proportioned, with grade-level entries, 
recessed garages, lot-width rounded bay window projections, and flat-tiled roof-lines with 
rounded cornice-like projections. 

These typical characteristics serve to throw shadows which soften the vertical mass and scale 
of these structures, creating the common visual rhythm and unimposing feel typical of the 
neighborhood character in the broader context. 

The only exceptions to this common neighborhood character and visual appeal are six 
vertically extended structures spread out along the West-facing 1500 block face of 18th 

Avenue. 

Six Vertically Extended 3-Story Structures Disrupt 18hI  Avenue Neighborhood 
Character 

Unfortunately, the West-facing 1600 block face of 18 th   Avenue includes six extremely poor 
quality, visually disruptive vertical extensions which made monstrosities out of previously 
proportionate two-story homes. 

These six were allowed years ago, prior to adoption of modern Planning Commission policies 
designed to protect the visual character of SF neighborhoods. It’s highly unlikely that any of 
these extensions would meet today’s Residential Design Guidelines. In fact, it is precisely 
these types of intrusive building alterations the RDGs are designed to prevent. 

These unwelcoming vertical extensions detract from the 18I  Avenue neighborhood character, 
introducing incompatible visual elements not found among the original structures along this 
block face. Inappropriate architectural features and disproportionate form and scale factors 
impose incompatible vertical mass on these structures, which visually damages this unique 
neighborhood characterized by typical two-story Mediterranean style homes. 

These six inappropriate vertical extensions should not be seen as model projects that iustifv 

Two (or in this case, seven) wrongs do not make a right! 

Luckily, four of these six occur on the relatively steep downhill section at the North end of 18 th  

Avenue. Here, inappropriate mass is somewhat softened by large setbacks into the hillside 
topography. 

In Exhibit 10 the damaging visual impact of what is perhaps the worst vertical extension in 
the neighborhood at #1576 is self-evident. This visually intrusive structure is directly across 
the street from #1587. 

Today, Planning Commissioners would never approve this highly inappropriate vertical 
extension at #1576. Clearly, it is a severe intrusion on neighborhood character. Yet, what’s 
done is done and cannot be taken back. Commissioners can only prevent a repeat of another 

Page 8 



such mistake from taking place immediately across the street. 

Conclusion: In the broader neighborhood context, vertical extension of #1587 would be 
inappropriate because it visually disrupts the common rhythms and scale of the vast majority 
of nearby buildings, irreversibly damaging its special neighborhood character defined by the 
predominantly two-story homes of the East-facing 1600 block as well as the West-facing 1500 
block face of 18 th   Avenue. 

Paying particular attention to its location directly opposite the extraordinarily visually intrusive 
vertical extension at #1576, by denying the proposed vertical extension at #1587 
Planning Commissioners will prevent a new even worse intrusion on neighborhood 
character along this visually unique, relatively level section of 18th  Avenue, repeating 
yet again the damage done by seven other such projects. 

Neighborhood Character I Defined Visual Character 

DESIGN PRINCIPAL: "Design buildings to be responsive to the overall neighborhood context, 
in order to preserve existing visual character" 
(RDG/Neighborhood Character Page 7) 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER GUIDELINE: "In areas with a defined visual character; 
design buildings to be compatible with the patterns and architectural features of surrounding 
buildings.., buildings must be designed to be compatible with the scale, patterns and 
architectural features of surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that are common to the 
block." (RDG/Neighborhood Character Page 9) 

ANALYSIS 

Distinctive Neighborhood Character 

Two-story, Mediterranean-Revival style homes define the visual character of the East-facing 
1500-block-face of I 8th  Avenue between Lawton and Kirkham Streets. (See Exhibit 4) 

The proposed 3rd  story vertical extension at #1587 would occur on a nearly level section of 
the Westside / East-facing 18 th  Avenue 1500-block-face, three buildings North from the corner 
of Lawton at 18 th   Avenue, and immediately adjacent to thirty-eight two-story homes in a chain 
beginning at #1523 and ending at #1681 18th  Ave. 

Viewing theEast-facing block-face from Lawton Street, looking North in Exhibit 4 one easily 
observes nineteen two-story Mediterranean-Revival homes in a row (#1595 through #1523) 
before a single three-story building is located, down a relatively steep slope at #1519. (In 
fact, the additional height of #1519 is not visible in Exhibits 4 or 5 due to the slope of the 
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downhill section of 18th  Ave beyond #1523) 

Likewise, looking to the South from Lawton along the 1600 block-face 	 ., one sees 
an additional nineteen two-story buildings in a row (#1201 Lawton through1681 - 18 1tAve) .  

CONCLUSION: The proposed #1587-18 th  Ave would stick out like a sore thumb from all 
immediately adjacent buildings on its Westside 18th  Ave block-face. A nearly 30 foot building 
adjacent to thirty-seven others, all at 19-24 feet in height, would be a sudden change in 
building pattern which is visually disruptive of neighborhood character, clearly violating the 
common rhythms of architectural expression found on the East-facing 1500 block-face of I 8th 
Ave. 

In denying this application for vertical extension at #1587, the Commissioners will 
prevent a single 3-story building immediately adjacent to thirty-seven other 2-story 
homes in a row along a level block face from destroying the distinctive neighborhood 
character of the 150018th  Avenue block-face. 

Site Design: Site Topography At #1587 

DESIGN PRINCIPAL: "Place the building on its site so it responds to the topography of the 
site, its position on the block, and to the placement of surrounding buildings." 

GUIDELINE: "Respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area... This can be 
achieved by designing the building so it follows the topography in a manner similar to 
surrounding buildings." (RDGs / Site Design I Topography Page 11) 

ANALYSIS 

In the original design, all structures along both sides of 18th  Avenue in the 1500 & 1600 blocks 
respect and conform to the topography of their building sites. On level topography, one 
observes uniform building heights with flat roof lines. On downward sloping topography at the 
North end of the 1500 block, structures step down the slope, at times deploying gabled or 
other peaked roof lines. Exhibits 4 & 5 

As the illustration of building heights and topography in the appendix shows, the only 
exceptions include inappropriate vertical extensions allowed years ago prior to Planning 
Commission adoption of modern Residential Design Guidelines to protect the unique 
character of San Francisco neighborhoods. 

Though of highly questionable consistency with the visual character of the block face, #1519 
18th Ave is the only 3-story structure allowed so far on the entire East-facing block face of 
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18th Ave between Kirkham and Lawton, seventeen buildings North of #1587 on the downward 
relatively steeply sloping section of I 8th  Ave. (See Exhibits 9A & 9B) 

Its unclear if the vertical extension at #1519 was allowed due to its position on the block and 
because its 3-story roof-line steps down with the steeply sloping topography at the North end 
of 18th  Avenue which begins its descent just North of #1551-18th Ave 18th Ave. In fact, due to 
its site topography, #1519 is NOT VISIBLE when standing directly in front of #1587-18th Ave 
and looking Northward down the block face: the slope completely hides #1519 from view. 

On the other hand, it is quite clear that #1587-18 Ave sits high on a level section of 18th Ave 
and most certainly does not share this rationale for vertical extension. (See Exhibits 14, 15 
& 16) 

CONCLUSION: A 3-story #1587 would clearly disrespect its site topography and be visually 
disruptive of neighborhood character, towering over all immediately adjacent structures. The 
proposed vertical extension would repeat earlier inappropriate vertical extensions allowed in 
long past years, adding injury to the visual character of the neighborhood. 

In denying this application for vertical extension, Commissioners will prevent a 3-story 
#1587 18 Avenue from disrespecting its nearly level site topography and disrupting 
the common visual rhythms of site design in surrounding structures and throughout 
the neighborhood context 
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Scale And Proportions 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM DESIGN PRINCIPAL: "Design the scale of the building to be 
compatible with the height and depth of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve 
neighborhood character." 

BUILDING SCALE GUIDELINE: "Design the scale of the building to be compatible with the 
height and depth of surrounding buildings... It is essential for a building’s scale to be 
compatible with that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve the neighborhood 
character.. .Poorly scaled buildings will seem incompatible (too large or small) and 
inharmonious with their surroundings." (RDG / Building Scale And Form I Building Scale P 23) 

PROPORTIONS GUIDELINE: "Design the building’s proportions to be compatible with those 
found on surrounding buildings... Building features must be proportional not only to other 
features on the building, but also to the features found on surrounding buildings." (RDG I 
Building Scale And Form I Proportions Page 29. 

ANALYSIS 

Considering the forgoing, it’s clear that overall neighborhood scale is not respected by a 
allowing a building designed to be more than 50% higher from grade than ALL of its 
immediately adjacent neighbors along an almost level section of the Westside 18 th  Ave block-
face. (See Exhibits 14. 15 & 16) 

As built, the existing facade at #1587 expresses features common to most structures along 
the East-facing 18th  Ave 1500 block-face, defining the visual proportionality and apparent 
mass of these architecturally unique structures: 

1. A rounded bay window is topped by ornamentation around a rounded clay-tiled roof 
extension and slightly recessed parapet roof line which extends most of the way across 
the building to a wall; 

2. The wall is the left side of the raised entry staircase, which recedes back away from 
the pedestrian walkway, but the vertical line formed by that sidewall creates the effect 
of visually narrowing the ratio of building height to width to 1:0.75, making the structure 
appear taller, thereby softening the apparent horizontal mass of the facade. 

3. The proportions of these features work together to create the look and feel of a small 
Mediterranean bungalow, which was the designers’ intention, given the placement of 
the structure on the downhill side of 18 th   Avenue. 

By contrast, as designed (See A-3.1 Front Elevation Plan Drawing), the proposed 3rd-story 
vertical extension destroys these proportions adding: 

1. An almost blank, unadorned, flat wall spanning the whole front lot width, destroying the 
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narrowing effect created by the staircase sidewall 
2. Inconsistent windows that fail to mimic or even line up with those on the existing 

fenestration 
3. An inappropriate shed-style flat roof which spans the whole width of the lot, 

overshadowing the existing parapet. 

In short, this design adds horizontal emphasis even as it adds vertical mass, substantially 
creating a structure incompatible with surrounding structures in form and scale, both in its 
immediate and broader context. (See Exhibits 14. 15 & 16) 

CONCLUSION: Far from enhancing neighborhood character, the proposed architectural 
features disrespect the established neighborhood scale and destroy the architectural 
proportions of the existing facade at #1587, while visually intruding on the character of the 
whole neighborhood. I 

In denying the proposed vertical extension at #1587, the Commissioners find that this 
design disrupts the visual character and architectural rhythms common to all other 
existing structures along the streetscape, introducing visual elements and proportions 
clearly inconsistent with the proportions common to virtually ALL surrounding two-
story Mediterranean-style buildings. 

Site Design: Impedes Major Public Views 

GUIDELINE: "Protect major public views from public spaces... with particular attention to 
those of open space and water. Protect major views of the City as seen from public spaces 
such as streets and parks by adjusting the massing of proposed development projects to 
reduce or eliminate adverse impacts on public view sheds." (RDG I Site Design I Views Page 18) 

Little wonder San Franciscans and visitors alike are drawn to this spectacular neighborhood 
known as Grand View. 

Yet, the proposed vertical extension at #1587 would impede major public views of the 
Farallones, Point Reyes National Seashore, Presidio Heights, Mann Headlands, Mount 
Tamalpais all currently visible to pedestrians and other travelers from public access areas 
along the South side of Lawton Street between 17th & 18th Avenues. (See Exhibit 17) 

Appendix 
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Tablel: Differentiating East & West-Facing Block-Faces on 18 th  Avenue 

Characteristic East-Facing-Block-Face West-Facing-Block-Face 
Visual Character 1500 block: Highly defined visual 1500 block: Defined visual character; 2- 

character 2-Story Mediterranean- Story Mediterranean-Revival homes with 
Revival bungalows; no front setback;, significant mass; long setbacks & 
little landscaping, no driveway; driveways with heavy landscaping; 
recessed garages, right-side elevated recessed garages, front-side recessed 
entries; fenestration features curved entries & garages; some raised & 
bay windows & corniced roof lines; recessed entries at South end of 18th 
ornamentation on stucco facades, Ave; fenestration features curved bay 
mostly with board siding. windows & corniced roof lines; 

ornamentation on stucco facades, 
1600 block: Mixed visual character with mostly with board siding;. 
mostly 2-story Mediterranean-Revival 
bungalows, some Nautical-themed flat 1600 block: Mixed visual character; 
roof lines & gabled roof lines; common mostly 3-story with flat facade without 
unifying details at curved bay windows, significant detail but with significant 
cornices; ornamentation on stucco mass; flat or gabled roof lines; some bay 
facades, mostly stucco with board windows; grade-level recessed entries 
siding; without staircases; recessed garages 

with long front driveways & some 
landscaping; some simple bay windows; 
stucco with board siding. 

Topography 1500 block Lots slope gently to West 1500 block Lots slope steeply up from 
downhill toward 19th  Ave from 18!h  Ave 1 8th  Ave to East toward 17th  Ave 
with basements build into the hillside Structures respect & conform to 
Structures respect & conform to topography along 18th  Ave stepping 
topography along 18th  Ave stepping down in height from Lawton along a 
down in height from Lawton along a relatively level 18 th  Ave which slopes 
relatively level 18th  Ave which slopes steeply down at North end of block after 
steeply down at North end of block after #1555 toward Kirkham, 
#1555 toward Kirkham 

160 block 	Lots slope steeply up from 
1600 block: Lots slope gently to West 1 8 n  Ave to East toward 170  Ave. 
downhill toward 19th  Ave from 18th  Ave Structures respect & conform to 
with structure basements build into the topography along 18th  Ave stepping 
hillside Structures respect & conform to down in height with some gabled roof 
topography along 18 th  Ave gabled roof lines from Moraga along 18th  Ave’s 
lines stepping down in height from gently downward slope to the beginning 
Moraga along 1 e Ave’s gently of the level section of 18th  Ave at Lawton 
downward slope to level at Lawton 

Grade Level 1500-1600 block Structures set on 1500 block Structures set on grade level 
grade level even with 18 th  Ave, approximately 6’-8’ above 18’  Ave 

1600 block: Structures set on grade level 
even with 18 in Ave or up to 6’ above 
street 

Placement On Lot 1500-1600 block: Structures resDect & 1500-1600 block: Structures resoect & 
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Characteristic East-Facing-Block-Face West-Facing-Block-Face 

conform to topography along 18th  Ave conform to topography along 18"’  Ave, 
street level, no setback, little structures set approximately 10’-15’  back 
landscaping, from pedestrian walkway at street level; 

driveway & landscaping act as buffer 
between structures and street level. 

Scale & Form 1500 block: All 2-story structures 19’-24’ 1500 block: All 2-story structures 21-25’ 
high. Note: One visually disruptive 3- high; Note: six visually disruptive 3-story 
story addition about 36 feet high was additions up to 36 feet high were allowed 
allowed at #1519 in the distant past� in the distant past, but would not be 
Its downhill on a relatively steep allowable today under existing RDG 
section of 18 th  Ave, but this addition requirements since they are clearly 
would likely be not allowable today visually disrupts scale, proportions & 
under existing RDG requirements since other key neighborhood characteristics 
it clearly visually disrupts scale, on this block-face. 
proportions & other common 
neighborhood characteristics on this 1600 block: 27’-36’3-story structures 
block-face. 

1600 block: 19-27’ 2-story structures, 
except for three 3-story homes North 
from corner of Moraga & 18th Ave, all 
with garage-basement level built down 
into hillside, minimizing mass & scale of 
these homes. 

Proportions 1500 block: Height to width ratio of 1:75 1500 block: Height to width ratio of 1:1 
predominates along Southern level predominate, except for six visually 
section of 18’h  Ave, with a few disruptive 3-story extensions at 1.5:1 
structures at 1:1 on steeper downhill ratio that would be unlikely to be 
section to North towards Kirkham, due approved under today’s’ RDGs since 
to pitched roof lines stepping downhill they introduce a visually disruptive 
with respect to topography. A visually proportions inconsistent with 
disruptive 3-story addition (#1519) at surrounding structures such as 
1.5:1 ratio would not likely be approved horizontal emphasis lacking facade 
under todays’ RDGs due to its visually articulations such as curved bay 
disruptive proportions inconsistent with windows, rounded roof lines, cornices & 
surrounding structures; horizontal other details compatible with 
emphasis lacking fenestration or facade immediately adjoining structures. 
articulations such as curved bay 
windows, rounded roof lines, cornices & 1600 block: Height to width rati of 1.5:1; 
other details lack of facade articulation 

1600 block: Height to width ratio of 1:1 
with some with gabled roofs at 1.25:1 

Roof Lines 1500 block: Mostly flat with curved & 1500 block: Flat with curved & rounded 
rntindd dav tile nrnidinns qnmp with dav tile nrnifinns with nmmnttinn 
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Characteristic 	I 	East-Facing-Block-Face 	I 	West-Facing-Block-Face 

Entrances 

Windows 

parapets, others with long curved shed 
clay-tiled, roof-lines with ornamentation, 
adding rhythm, articulation, and detail to 
budding facades; Some steeply gabled 
shingle roofs, conforming in steps to 
steep downhill slope at North end of 
18th Ave 

1600 block: Mixes flat-tiled & pitched-
shingle roof tines, stepping down gentle 
slope along 18th  Ave from Moraga 

1500-1600 block: Raised and recessed 
entries; stair cases up from pedestrian 
walkways at street side. Side walls 
along stairways create shadow lines on 
the building facade, helping to articulate 
& narrow building mass & scale, 
defining the building’s form. 

1500-1600 block With the notable 
exception of one V story addition at 
#1519 �which all but lacks fenestration, 
mostly Craftsman style with some 
Spanish influences & added details 
around the windows creating reveals 
that give depth to building facade, 
articulating architectural rhythms along 
the block-face, contributing to bungalow 
scale & feel. 

some parapets, others with curved shed 
& clay-tiled cornice roof lines adding 
common rhythms, articulations, 
fenestration, cornices, and other details 
to building facades; Some steeply 
gabled or hip shingled roofs, conforming 
in steps to steep downhill slope at North 
end of 18 th  Ave 

1600 block: Mixes flat, flat-tiled with 
rounded-shed or other tiled-cornice-like 
projections, with flat, hip or Mansard-
shingled roof lines, stepping down gentle 
slope along 18th  Ave from Moraga 

1500-1600 block: Mostly front side 
entries without stair cases. Arches over 
recesses on the building facade 
articulate & enlarge building mass & 
scale, defining the building’s form. Some 
stair cases up to 2" level on 1600 block. 

1500 block: Mostly Craftsman style with 
some Spanish influences & added 
details around the windows creating 
reveals that give depth to building 
facade, articulating architectural rhythms 
along the block-face, contributing to 
bungalow scale & feel. 

1600 block: Contemporary style with 
some craftsman influences 
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Residential Design Guidelines Check List 
APPENDIX D - DESIGN REVIEW CHECKLIST 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (pages 710*) 
The visual character is: Defmed 

SITE DESIGN (pages 11 - 21) 
Topography (page II) 
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? NO 
Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to the placement of surrounding 
buildings? NO 
Views (page 18) 
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces? NO 
Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21) 
Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public spaces? NO 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (pages 23 - 30) 
Building Scale (pages 23 - 27) 
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at the street? NO 
Building Form (pages 28 - 30) 
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? NO 
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? NO 
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? NO 
Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? NO 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (pages 31 - 41) 
Bay Windows (page 34) 
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? NO 
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 -41) 
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other building elements? NO 
BUILDING DETAILS (pages 43 - 48) 
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44) 
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building and the surrounding area? NO 
Windows (pages 44 - 46) 
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the neighborhood? NO 
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in the neighborhood? NO 
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s architectural character, as well as other 
buildings in the neighborhood? NO 

Page 17 



APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
D:;ii;! -Q;3. 

DR APPUCANT’S NAME: 

DLarne 	
6 ’

P. D. 
PR APPLICANTS ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

i 190 Lawfô St. 	cq 	 (1S)  Cl 

PROPERlY OWNER WHO IS CaING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESI1NG DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

	

E1e Woo 	FvMfl’)1 
ADDRESS; 	 I 	 ZIP CODE; 	 TELEPHONE: 

-r Ave, F, c 	 cH122 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION; 

Sane as Above 

ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

E-MPJL ADDRESS: 

oov. 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 	 ZIP CODE: 

11-  - ( 	Ave. 	,ç, u 	 \4z2. 
CROSS STREETS: 

LP vv+m M� Cv 	r-) 
ASSESSORS800KIIOT’ - - 	 LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SO PT): ZONING DISTRICT: 	 HEIGHTISIJLK DISTRICT’ 

	

/ 3H 	 7-314 	Ht/L4o1. 

Please check all that apply 

Change of U,  se 	Change of Hours _ New Construction 	Alterations 	Demolition 	Other 

Additions to Building: Rear> 	Front ~L( 

Present or Previous Use:  

Proposed Use: 	f jZ. 

Building Permit Application No. 

20 1 1. oS.LS. 2C1t 

Height X 	Side Yard 

Date Filed: 611 B /o I 



ar Reve,D ..  

	

NW AaGn 	 YES 	 ND 

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? 	 ?t 

	

- 	
kve 	-d-ac4c 	c- -I ( owe 

wi--h Co 	Uti) oarc o’( 	c1iov. we- 178  

%f�Aj1Ydz--7f;if-Woo 	 j ci- t -1e 
ceNcvat (ZC1 	e.vt CAI 1( 	4he  

= 

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 

6r 	L1 b0?PYc5 

.efcvc-e 4# 	 OIF ST’E 

o tr c 

Mccr 

. iO3 

CAN ’5 ANCIS 	P ,I IN 	 JLPAATMENT 22 22 



CASE 

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 Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

Section IL paragraph 2, page 7 of the Residential Design Guidelines, (Neighborhood Character) specifically states: 
incj 	ter 	 i’ ilsr3p 	. Ue,eopment 	 :n ’e )mm 	.’ - 

3T chcwr evJaong nrt’-- 	’thii 	It 

t.e bUidiflg 3 	 ar anaz- 	This project is visually disruptive in its immediate context, 
viewed from the West-sides of both the 1500 and 1600 blocks of 18th avenue (Photos 1-2) EVEN IF a 15’ setback of the 3rd 
story is required. The proposed building’s scale adds more than 50% to its existing height, bringing 1587’s total height to 31 
feet and results in a sudden change in the building pattern common to the East-facing block face of homes, all of which are 
less than 20 feet in height (Photos 1-4). Obviously, this is a significant and abrupt change in building height in the middle of 
thirty-eight 2-story buildings in a row along a nearly level street, and it will seriously disrupt the "common rhythms and 
elements of architectural expression" now characterizing the existing two-story East-facing block face of the 1500 and 1600 
block. In fact, in the immediate context of the East-facing 1500 block face of 18th Ave, the only East-facing 3-story building is 
found seventeen buildings North at 1519-18th Ave, a building which is NOT VISIBLE when standing in front of 1587-18th 
Ave and looking North. 1519-18th Ave is NOT VISIBLE because a significant hill begins its descent just North of 1551-18th 
Ave and the slope completely hides 1519-18th Ave from view. Thus, the only 3-story structure allowed so far on the entire 
East-facing block face of 18th Ave between Kirkham and Lawton is NOT visually disruptive and does not harm neighborhood 
character in the immediate context of the East-facing block face of 18th Ave. Why? Because the roof-line at 1519-18th Ave 
conforms to the sharply-declining-slope of the hill at the North end of 18th Ave. On the other hand, 1587-18 Ave sits high on 
a long level section of 18th Ave and most certainly would be visually disruptive. It should be quite obvious from the 
topography (See Illustration A) that any 3-story addition at 1587-18th Ave will stick out like a sore thumb above the existing 
roof line on the East-facing block face, and should be illegal under the Planning Commission’s adopted Residential Design 
Guidelines,. A 3rd-story addition at 1587-18th Ave clearly IS visually disruptive because it would include "architectural 
features which detract from the neighborhood character"of the 1500 block of 18th Ave in violation of the Residential Design 
Guidelines. Thus, based on the adopted policy as dearly stated in the ROG, this application to build at 1587-18th Ave 
MUST BE DENIED approval by the SF Planning Commission. 

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: 

Allowing a three-story building more than 50 percent higher than thirty-eight adjoining structures in its immediate 
context as cited above is unreasonable on its face, but it would also be a serious neighborhood design error in violation 
of San franciscos adopted residential design guidelines. Allowing this building project to move forward would cause 
serious harm by visually disrupting the beauty and consistency of our neighborhood, damaging property values for all 
adjoining properties in both the immediate and broader neighborhood contexts by destroying the architectural 
consistency of the East-facing 1500 block face. That is why this project is opposed by neighbors who own immediately 
adjoining properties as well as property owners in the broader context along 18th Ave on both sides of the block, as 

well as by the grandview neighbor’s Association whose members include owners of properties along 18th Avenue on 
both blocks. (see Attachment 1 for a list of property owners adversely affected by this project.) The project Applicant 
has refused to even respond to the community board mediation offer on behalf of these property owners. Likewise, at a 
brief meeting with concerned property owners on August IS 2011, the Project Applicant expressed overt disdain for 
the concerns of neighbors stating: "I don’t care what the neighbors think. What are you going to do about it, key my 
car??" Clearly this sort of arrogance is already unreasonably disruptive of "neighborhood character" and such bad faith 
behavior must not be rewarded. 

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? 

An addition on the rear of their building, similar to additions already made at three adjoining properties immediately South 
of their property is feasible and would not damage the visual character of our neighborhood because it would not raising 
the height of their building (1587-18th Ave is already the highest building in its immediate context). This would not disrupt 
the visual character of the 2-story roof line of the East-facing 1500 block face or alter neighborhood character. 
Alternatively, Applicant can accommodate additional residents by using the under-utilized room on a lower level in their 
existing building. 



CASE 4UMSEPL  

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

I- 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 Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

Section II, paragraph 2, page 7 of the Residential Design Guidelines, (Neighborhood Character) specifically states: 
cisoti Ji�9iopmtir 	r 	I 	: 	ommn rh’ims a- 

7 	 -: 	seiqhbor 	’-.jae: 
-� 	a; re air,: 	This project is visually disruptive in its immediate context, 

viewed from the West-sides of both the 1500 and 1600 blocks of 18th avenue (Photos 1-2) EVEN IF a 15 ’setback of the 3rd 
story is required. The proposed building’s scale adds more than 50% to its existing height, bringing 1567’s total height to 31 
feet and results in "a sudden change in the building pattern common to the East-facing block face of homes, all of which are 
less than 20 feet in height (Photos 1-4). Obviously, this is a significant and abrupt change in building height in the middle of 
thirty-eight 2-story buildings in a row along a nearly level street, and it will seriously disrupt the common rhythms and 
elements of architectural expression" now characterizing the existing two-story East-facing block face of the 1500 and 1600 
block. In fact, in the immediate context of the East-facing 1500 block face of 18th Ave, the only East-facing 3-story building is 
found seventeen buildings North at 1519-18th Ave, a building which is NOT VISIBLE when standing in front of 1587-18th 
Ave and looking North. 1519-18th Ave is NOT VISIBLE because a significant hill begins its descent just North of 1551-18th 
Ave and the slope completely hides 1519-18th Ave from view. Thus, the only 3-story structure allowed so far on the entire 
East-facing block face of 18th Ave between Kirkham and Lawton is NOT visually disruptive and does not harm neighborhood 
character in the immediate context of the East-facing block face of 18th Ave. Why? Because the roof-line at 1519-18th Ave 
conforms to the sharply-declining-slope of the hill at the North end of 18th Ave. On the other hand, 1587-18 Ave sits high on 
a long level section of 18th Ave and most certainly would be visually disruptive. It should be quite obvious from the 
topography (See Illustration A) that any 3-story addition at 1587-18th Ave will stick out like a sore thumb above the existing 
roof line on the East-facing block face, and should be illegal under the Planning Commission’s adopted Residential Design 
Guidelines,. A 3rd-story addition at 1587-18th Ave clearly IS visually disruptive because it would include "architectural 
features which detract from the neighborhood character"of the 1500 block of 18th Ave in violation of the Residential Design 
Guidelines. Thus, based on the adopted policy as clearly stated in the RDG, this application to build at 1587-18th Ave 
MUST BE DENIED approval by the SF Planning Commission. 

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: 

Allowing a three-story building more than 50 percent higher than thirty-eight adjoining structures in its immediate 
context as cited above is unreasonable on its face, but it would also be a serious neighborhood design error in violation 
of San franciscos adopted residential design guidelines. Allowing this building project to move forward would cause 

serious harm by visually disrupting the beauty and consistency of our neighborhood, damaging property values for all 
adjoining properties in both the immediate and broader neighborhood contexts by destroying the architectural 
consistency of the East-facing 1500 block face. That is why this project is opposed by neighbors who own immediately 
adjoining properties as well as property owners in the broader context along 18th Ave on both sides of the block, as 

well as by the graridview neighbor’s Association whose members include owners of properties along 18th Avenue on 
both blocks. (see Attachment 1 for a list of property owners adversely affected by this project.) The project Applicant 
has refused to even respond to the community board mediation offer on behalf of these property owners. Likewise, at a 
brief meeting with concerned property owners on August 15, 2011, the Project Applicant expressed overt disdain for 
the concerns of neighbors stating: "I don’t care what the neighbors think. What are you going to do about it, key my 
car??" Clearly this sort of arrogance is already unreasonably disruptive of "neighborhood character" and such bad faith 
behavior must not be rewarded. 

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 l? 

An addition on the rear of their building, similar to additions already made at three adjoining properties immediately South 
of their property is feasible and would not damage the visual character of our neighborhood because it would not raising 
the height of their building (1587-18th Ave is already the highest building in its immediate context). This would not disrupt 
the visual character of the 2-story roof line of the East-facing 1500 block face or alter neighborhood character. 
Alternatively, Applicant can accommodate additional residents by using the under-utilized room on a lower level in their 
existing building. 



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: 	 - 	 Date: 

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

M- T), 
Authori2ed Açet (circle one) 

SAN ERANCSCO PLANNINS SESASSNENT 1 :Jp 25:; 



re: Discretionary Review Application OPPOSING permit application #2011.08.18.2691 

Concerned Parties / neighbors in opposition to proposed addition: 

Izko Poslavsky Jeff Madynski 
Block 1863 Lot 21 F Nancy Madynski 
1586 18th Avenue Block 1926 Lot 25 B 
San Francisco, CA 94122 1656 18th Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94122 
Assunta Young 
Block 1926 Lot 36 Nina Lucier 
1600 18th Ave. Block 1926 Lot 24 
San Francisco, CA 94122 1668 18th Ave. 

Sari Francisco, CA 94122 
Jim Krotzer 
Block 1926 Lot 30 Jeff Haas 
1628 18th Ave. AJ Hass 
San Francisco, CA 94122 Block 1926 Lot 37 

1131 Lawton St. 
Frank Ung San Francisco, CA 94122 
Block 1926 Lot 29 
1632 18th Ave. Stuart Oppenheim 
San Francisco, CA 94122 Deborah Oppenheim 

Block 1863 Lot 22 
1576 18th Ave. 

Bill Klinghoffer San Francisco, CA 94122 
Block 1926 Lot 28 
1638 18th Ave. Kenneth C. Shaffer 
San Francisco, CA 94122 Block 1926 Lot 36 

1600 18th Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Dianne Budd, M.D. 
Block 1863 Lot 21 E Julio Quinteros 
1140 Lawton St. Block 1863 Lot 29 
San Francisco, CA 94122 1544 18th Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94122 

Permit Applicant: 

Woo Family Trusty Elaine Woo 
Block 1864 Lot 3H 
1583 18th Ave. 



San Francisco, CA 94122 

Discretionary Review Applicant: 

Dianne Budd, M.D. 
Block 1863 Lot 21 E 
1140 Lawton St. 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Abutting and Across the Street ProDerty Owners: 

Izko Poslavsky 
Block 1863 Lot 21 F 
1586 18th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Dianne Budd and Tim Pearson 
Block 1863 Lot 21 E 
1140 Lawton St. 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Frank L. Young and Jeannie Mah 
Block 1863 Lot 21 G 
1582 18th Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Stuart Oppenheim 
Deborah Oppenheim 
Block 1863 Lot 22 
1576 18th Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Char Family Revoc Trust of 200 
Block 1864 Lot 3J 
1224 Lawton St. 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Jian Tang and Khuu Tran Zheng 
Block 1863 Lot 3 B 
1591 18th Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

(15 87 18th Ave belong to the Woo family Trust (the Permit Applicant) 
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EXHIBIT 1: Distinguishing Block Face Profiles 
East-Facing VS West-Facing Block Faces 1500 Block 18th Ave 
Looking North past #1587 18 1h  Ave from the SE corner of 18th and Lawton Street 
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EXHIBIT 2: Neighborhood Character 
East-Facing 1500 Block Face of -18th Ave. from 2nd story of 1600 -18th Ave. 
Looking North across #1587 18 1h  Ave with #1519 18 1  Ave barely visible down hill 
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EXHIBIT 3: Neighborhood Character 
East-Facing 1500 block 18th Ave Looking North from 2nd story of 1140 Lawton Street 

Mann Headlands In background #1587 18th  Ave with #1519 18th  Ave down hill 
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EXHIBIT 4A: 2-Story Neighborhood Character 
Level section of 18 th  Ave to south on East Facing 1500 Block 
#1587 18th  Ave 
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EXHIBITS: 2-Story Neighborhood Character 
Looking North down1600 & 1500 Block Faces at (38) 2-story homes on East Facing block 
#1681 through #1547 visible with Mann Headlands in the distance 
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EXHIBIT 9A: Vertical Extension Intrudes On Neighborhood Character 
East Facing Block Face to South 
sticiq lRth AVA VisutIv Disrunts Addina Vertical & Horizontal Mass to Alter Mediterranean Bunaalow Style 
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EXHIBIT 98: This Vertical Extension Violates Modern RDG Policies 
East Facing Block Face to North 
#1519 18th  Ave Towers Over Immediately Adjacent Structures Visually Destroying Mediterranean Bungalow Style 



EXHIBIT 10: This Vertical Extension is Directly Opposite #1587 18th  Ave 
West-Facing Block Face to East 
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EXHIBIT 14: Vertical Extension At #1587 Intrudes on Neighborhood Character 
East-Facing 1500 Block Face to North 
#1587 18th 

 Ave Towers Over Immediately Adjacent Structures Visually Destroying Mediterranean Bungalow Style 
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EXHIBIT 16: Vertical Extension At #1587 Intrudes on Neighborhood Character 

I East-Facing 1500 Block Face to North 

L#1587 18
th Ave Towers Over Immediately Adjacent Structures Visually Destroying Mediterranean Bungalow Style 
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EXHIBIT 18: Vertical Extension ' #1587 Will Impede On This Public View 
East-Facing 1600 Block Face to North West 



EXHIBIT 18A: #1587 18th Ave Is Already 2 Feet Higher The Immediately Adjacent Buildings 
East-Facing 1500 Block Face to West #1587 
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REUBEN&JUNIUSup  

December 14, 2012 

BY HAND DELIVERY 

President Rodney Fong 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 158718 1h  Avenue - Brief in Opposition to Discretionary Review Request 
Our file: 7324.01 

Dear President Fong: 

Our office represents Elaine Woo, owner of the property located at 1587 18 th  Avenue (the 
"Property"). The Property is currently improved with a two-story single family home. Ms. 
Woo’s parents emigrated from Hong Kong in 1970 and purchased the home in 1977. Ms. Woo 
grew up in the home. 

Ms. Woo, her immediate family, her parents, and her mother-in-law now intend to move 
back in together at the Property. Ms. Woo has two young children and is proposing the current 
project (the "Project") to accommodate her growing, multi-generational family. The Project 
consists of a modest third story addition to the existing single-family home. The new third floor 
will accommodate the bedrooms of Ms. Woo and her husband, and her two small children; the 
second floor will accommodate a bedroom for her parents and her mother-in-law, with 
communal space on the remainder of the second floor and the ground floor. Ms. Woo’s father 
and mother-in-law are handicapped, and are especially in need of moving into Ms. Woo’s home 
so they can have additional support. The addition of a third floor is integral to the Project. The 
third floor will incorporate the living quarters for Ms. Woo, her husband and her children. 
Locating Ms. Woo’s parents and mother-in-law at the second floor allows for appropriate 
separation and privacy between Ms. Woo’s immediate family and her parents. 

The new third floor consists of 963 square feet. It will have a significant front setback of 
15 feet and a rear setback of 5 feet, 10 inches. Ms. Woo has reduced the height of the third story 
to the shortest height feasibly possible, 10 feet, which effectively extends only 5.5 to 8 feet 
above the existing second story parapet. The architectural style of the proposed third story is 
completely consistent with the architectural style of the existing home. 

As will be detailed in this letter, Ms. Woo has worked hard and in good faith to consult 
her neighbors and the Planning Department to craft a project that the neighborhood is 
comfortable with and the Planning Department can support. This has resulted in a project that 
proposes a modest expansion of the home, increases the building area by 984 square feet, 
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President Fong and Commissioners 
December 14, 2012 
Page 2 

increases the effective height by 8 feet at the most, and significantly sets back the new third story 
from both the front and the rear of the lot. Despite working diligently with the Planning 
Department and extensively reaching out to neighbors to achieve a design that (1) worked for her 
family, (2) was supported by the entire neighborhood, and (3) was supported by the Department, 
Ms. Woo has been unable to satisfy all of her neighbors, one of which, the owner of 1140 
Lawton Street, requested a discretionary review hearing at the Planning Commission (the "DR 
Requestor"). 

The Project will allow Ms. Woo’s parents to move into an accessible and comfortable 
living area on-site along with Ms. Woo’s growing family. The Project will allow her family to 
live under one roof and is either supported or not opposed by the immediate adjacent property 
owners. We respectfully request that you deny the request for discretionary review and approve 
the modest home expansion as proposed. 

A. 	Neiahborhood Outreach and Design Development 

Throughout the entire entitlement process to date, Ms. Woo has strived to design a 
project that meets her and her family’s needs that also fulfills the aesthetic and design 
considerations of the neighborhood and the Planning Department. On August 15, 2011, Ms. 
Woo held a pre-application meeting at the Property, which was attended by six neighbors. From 
the start, these neighbors did not support a vertical addition to the home and suggested Ms. Woo 
conduct an internal remodel of the home. Ms. Woo held a second neighborhood meeting on 
November 5, 2011 for neighborhood organizations, but no organization representatives attended. 

The Project then began the design review process at the Planning Department. Ms. Woo 
has shown her willingness to cooperate with the Department by going through three rounds of 
design review and agreeing to all design changes requested by the Residential Design Team. 
These include: 

1. The height of the third story was reduced by 3 feet, 8 inches, to its current 10 feet; 

2. The front setback of the third story was increased by 2 feet, 6 inches, to its current 15 
feet from the front façade of the existing home and 18 feet from the front lot line; 

3. The floor area of the third story was reduced by 70 square feet, to its current 963 
square feet; 

4. A proposed bay window and other decorative treatment on the third floor was 
removed in order to make the addition less conspicuous. 

Once the Planning Department determined that the Project was in compliance with the 
Planning Code, proposed a design that they were in support of, and was consistent with the 
Residential Design Guidelines, 311 notice was mailed and the DR Requestor filed this DR. The 
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DR Requestor indicated they were interested in pursuing a mediation session, Ms. Woo agreed, 
and a mediation session was held on Friday, July 27, 2012. No resolution was achieved as a 
result. 

Neighbors opposed to the Project continue to communicate to Ms. Woo that they are 
simply not supportive of a vertical addition to the Property. Over this entire process, they have 
suggested two alternatives to the Project: (1) build horizontally into the rear yard, or (2) conduct 
an internal remodel and reconfiguration of the home. Unfortunately, neither suggestion is 
feasible. A horizontal addition into the rear of the lot would encroach into the required 25% rear 
yard. This would require a variance and would be in contravention of the basic principles and 
policies of San Francisco’s land use regulatory scheme. A variance would be difficult to justify 
here, and beyond that, the effects of an encroachment into the rear yard - directly affecting the 
privacy, light and air access to adjacent neighbors - would far exceed the effects of the modest 
third story addition proposed, as is discussed in greater detail in Section B, below. 

The second suggestion, conducting an internal remodel and reconfiguration, is unable to 
meet the reasonable goals of the Project - which is to allow Ms. Woo and her immediate family 
to live on-site with her parents and mother-in-law. By limiting the project to an interior 
renovation, Ms. Woo’s elderly, handicapped parents would be forced to have a bedroom on the 
ground floor - on the same level as the two-car garage. The ground floor also consists of a thin 
concrete slab on grade, creating a damp environment with limited light and air access. Clearly, 
this is not an appropriate place for elderly parents to relocate. Further, limiting Ms. Woo, her 
husband, and her two children to the second floor would put a four person household in a space 
with only two bedrooms and one bathroom. An internal remodel and reconfiguration is simply 
not adequate to meet the needs of Ms. Woo’s growing family. 

Ms. Woo’s goal of providing a single home for her multi-generational and growing 
family is reasonable and the Project she proposes is modest in scale. Ms. Woo has shown she is 
flexible and responsive to design requests that still allow her to achieve that goal. During the 
course of her neighborhood outreach, 13 neighbors within a roughly one-block radius of the 
Property have expressed their support for the Project. The neighbor adjacent to the north is 
supportive of the Project, and the neighbor adjacent to the south is neutral. (A map of Project 
supporters is attached as Exhibit A and a list of support letters are attached as Exhibit B.) Ms. 
Woo has demonstrated good faith in reaching out and attempting to accommodate neighbors. 

B. 	The Project Complies with Residential Design Guidelines 

The DR Requestor cites only one area of inconsistency between the Project and the 
Residential Design Guidelines: neighborhood character. However, the focus of the DR 
Requestor’s argument is really on the height of the Project. The DR Requestor’s argument is 
essentially this: there are no other nearby three-story residences on the same block face and 
therefore the Project disrupts neighborhood character and is not consistent with the Residential 
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Design Guidelines. This is a far too narrow application of the Guidelines and does not in fact 
express their actual intent. 

The Residential Design Guidelines include specific guidance on how to provide 
appropriate building scale at the street when adding height to a building. The general guideline 
is: 

Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing 
building scale at the street. (Residential Design Guidelines, Page 24.) 

The Guidelines go on to say that when "a new floor is being added to an existing 
building, it may be necessary to modify the building height or depth to maintain the existing 
scale at the street." The Guidelines then go on to recommend four specific modifications to 
make the new story compatible with and sensitive to the surrounding neighborhood, three of 
which the Project fully incorporates: 

Setback the upper story by 15 feet from the front building wall. The Project has 
incorporated a 15 foot setback from the existing building’s front wall, which is 
already setback three feet from the front property line. 

Eliminate the building parapet. The new third story has no parapet, and is as short 
as feasibly possible at 10 feet. The height of the third story is further mitigated by 
the existing parapet at the second story, which ranges from 2.5 to 4.5 feet in 
height. 

Provide a sloping roofline. The front-facing roofline of the proposed third story 
slopes at a 45 degree angle for the first 2 feet, 6 inches of depth. This slope will 
be covered with Spanish tiles, consistent with the architectural style of the 
existing building, the adjacent buildings on this block face, and the vast majority 
of other homes in the neighborhood. 

DR Requestor asserts that the proposed third story would add more than 50% to the 
existing height of the building. To be clear, the Project would increase the Planning Code-
defined height of the existing home from 19 feet, 8 inches to 29 feet, 10 inches (just over 50%). 
The effective height increase is significantly smaller than this, due to an existing parapet at the 
second story ranging from 2.5 to 4.5 feet in height. 

The effects of applying these Guidelines to the Project have a significant impact at the 
street. As illustrated in the renderings attached as Exhibit C the new third floor would be barely 
visible at street level from across the street from the Property and from the corner of Lawton 
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Street and 18 th  Avenue. When viewed from the middle of the street from these locations, the 
impact is even smaller. 

With respect to neighborhood character, the DR Requestor doesn’t provide a full picture 
of the neighborhood. While the adjacent and nearby homes on the same block face are two 
stories, there is a three story building at the northern end of this block of 18 th  Avenue and a two 
story building with a tall, pitched roof with a height equivalent to an additional floor half way up 
the block. There are also six three story buildings on the opposite side of the street (including 
one with no third-story setback almost directly across the street from the Property). (The 
neighborhood map, attached as Exhibit A, also indicates where the three-story homes in the 
vicinity are located.) The Planning Department itself stated in the historic resource evaluation 
response for the Project that "[o]n the subject block, there is a distinct break between building 
styles and details and there is not a consistent building pattern or style." (See Exhibit D, page 4, 
first paragraph, last sentence.) 

Contrary to the DR Requestor’s claims, the nearby buildings on the same block face have 
an average height of around 23 feet. The Guidelines expressly state that "a building that is larger 
than its neighbors can still be in scale and compatible with smaller buildings in the area." 
(Residential Design Guidelines, Page 23.) The Project does everything possible to minimize the 
impact of the new third floor, and will not change the character of the neighborhood, which 
already has dozens of three story homes. 

The architectural style of the Project will also ensure that the third story addition will not 
change the character of the existing home. The existing building at the Property can be 
described in an eclectic California bungalow vernacular style, with stucco exterior walls and 
Spanish tiles at the roof. The design of the Project will maintain this style at the third floor 
addition. Stucco surfaces and Spanish tiles along the third floor roof will be used to match the 
style of the existing home, which will leave the third floor architecturally indistinguishable from 
the existing first two floors. 

When considering neighborhood character, it’s less important to put together a google 
maps rendering of a block face (in effect an artificial view that does not exist) than it is to 
consider the character in the context of someone living in or walking through the neighborhood. 
As discussed above, the third story addition is designed in a way that has minimal effect on 
someone at street level. Even the impact on those occupying the second or third floors of 
buildings across the street would be limited due to the modest scale of the proposed addition. 

And that gets to what appears to be the source of much of the opposition to the Project. 
While the DR Requestor doesn’t expressly sal  in her brief, all of the Project opponents that we 
are aware of are on the opposite side of 18th  Avenue, whose views would be affected (albeit 
minimally) by the Project. In fact, one of the opposition letters expressly refers to the impact the 
Project will have on their private views ("all of the beautiful view will disappear behind the wall 
of their house," and, "without the view, this house would become nothing special.") The 
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Residential Design Guidelines are very clear with respect to a project’s effect on private views: 
"The General Plan, Planning Code and these Guidelines do not provide for protecting 
views from private property." (Residential Design Guidelines, Page 18.) 

C. 	Conclusion 

Ms. Woo and her family are excited to return to the neighborhood where she grew up to 
raise her family, and are thrilled to have the opportunity to create a situation where her children’s 
grandparents will be able to live on site with them. The Project design has been modified over 
the course of three rounds of Planning Department design review. The Project has the support of 
the Planning Department, which has expressly recognized that the Project is consistent with the 
neighborhood character. 

Ms. Woo has reached out to the neighborhood in a good faith attempt to design the 
Project in a way that will assuage their concerns. Having realized that the remaining opponents 
will not accept a third story in any case, and since the third story is the only way to accommodate 
Ms. Woo’s family and parents, Ms. Woo now appeals to the Planning Commission to confirm 
that the Project is reasonable and modest in nature, and does not rise to the threshold of 
"exceptional and extraordinary circumstances" that are required to approve the DR request. We 
respectfully request the Planning Commission to deny the discretionary review request and to 
allow the Project to move forward. Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN & JUNIUS, LLP 

\t. 
J,oKevlin 
/ 

cc: 	Vice President Cindy Wu 
Commissioner Michael Antonini 
Commissioner Gwen Borden 
Commissioner Rich Hillis 
Commissioner Kathrin Moore 
Commissioner Hisashi Sugaya 
Jonas lonan - Commission Secretary 
Tom Wang - Neighborhood Planner 
Elaine Woo - Project Sponsor 
Andrew Morrall - Project Architect 
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Sanborn Map of 161h  Ave to 19th  aye, Between Kirkham & Lawton 
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Sanborn Map of 161h  Ave to 1911  aye, Between & Partial Moraga 
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To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is ~)O  A 6 .and l live at 

/ / 0 2 	/1,L7 ’1-46’ 	17T 
. In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 	
7/ I 	’ 

Address:  
San Francisco, CA 94122 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

Mynameis 	-’ 	 .and l live at 

7j’:_ /4 	 . In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 

Address: 

 

San Francisco. CA 94122 



To Whom This May Concern: 

My name is Connie Lee, and my family have lived at 1556 18th Ave for over 25 years. In 
hearing about the intention to add a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing 
their architectural plans, I am writing to express my support for the project. I believe the 
addition maintains the architectural consistency of the neighborhood and further enhances 
the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

Connie Lee 
Stephen Lee 
1556 18th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is 	Ld 	 , and I live at 

c0 	/ 	 . In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely. 

Name: 

Address: 	/ 	d 

San Francisco, CA 94122 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is 	*\ N’ 17 k5L 	(>1Z/ , and I live at 

In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

Address: 

San Francisco, CA 94122 



Dear Planning Department: 

My name is Henry Woo, and my family have lived in the Sunset neighborhood on 18th and 
Lawton for over 30 years. I am writing to express my support for the third story addition 
and major renovation of 1587 181h Avenue. I believe the addition maintains the 
architectural consistency of the neighborhood and enhances ’the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

<-- 	 Z~~ 

Henry Woo 

1583 18th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 
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To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is itl&/~61’1 (’LLIpl 	 and 1 live at 

t6 	(rtt4u... 	
. In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave. and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 0.  . CA---  
JIj 7 	 - 

Name: /-Ai 2rfr>T4 

Address: 	 - I 

San Francisco, CA 94122 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is5V(()(fl b L 4Q  ((7 	 ,and l live at 

In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerel 

iq’ 

Name:k(i ’t2r) 	I 
Address: 

San Francisco, CA 94122 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is T(VC 7V ,and l live at 

I . In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely. 

Name: 

Address:  

San Francisco, CA 94122 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is 	or’S 	41cdv 	 , and I live at 

In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave. and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

_2 
Name: 

Address: 	 ) ( 
	 4 ( 

San Francisco. CA 941222 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is 	/’" j 	 ,and l live at 

I 	 ç 	. 	 . In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third storY addition at 1587-18th Ave. and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 

 Address: 	/ z- - 	 c 

San Francisco, CA 94122 



To The San Francisco Planning Department: 

My name is 	/J.f /,1/? 	YIJ 	, and I live at 

I I if .T /’11?Rf. cy(;\ 	 In hearing about the proposal to add 

a third story addition at 1587-18th Ave, and after seeing their architectural plans, I am writing to 

express my support for the project. I believe the addition maintains the architectural consistency 

of the neighborhood and further enhances the neighborhood character. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 	 &t! 
Address: 1 1if’ 	f’(ORPi46 9T 

San Francisco, CA 94122 
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VIEW OF 1587 18TH AVE. 
STANDING 57 FEET AWAY 

DIRECTLY ACROSS THE STREET 
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\ SAN FRANCISCO  
# PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Maith 1, 2012 

Cue No. 	2O11i246E 
jtdAthIisr UW 18vern*e 

Z"i"r 	RIT1 tResidentiAt $nJe-amiy) 
40X Hejit :and Uulk Distrfct 
s641o3H 

S4Conia 	Bro1IIner(nvronnwnjj ane) 
(41S)5739ti24 
briettboflfngerłgpvog 
Taia Sulb (eaion1laimer) 
(415) S5&6258 
turasuUhtansfpV org 

PART 1 I5TORICJESURCE EVAU4ATJQN 
Bi1kflngs and Pro" Pesciption 
SS7 1 Avenpe is located on the west side of the stree– 1etween Lawton and }frkJiam Street i n  the 

Golden Gate l4Łigliis area of the lruier Sunset neghbhood. The pwperiy is located within a 
(Reu4mi(i4 House S 	y)ZoningDisti-ictand a4 X5eightend Bulk istxci 

57 18’ Avenue isone of n .aioues in a row tht werC eanstructed in 192thd 1930 by a builder 
named Hennan (ThrIater%sez. The building a 0-above-garage residence 4esigned In the Marina 
sy1e, with the grage entmnoe centrally located an the pound floor and a tots of windows in ,a bowed 
bay On theUt)peT floor TheW.It eri1iwe 1oted tO th north Side of the building, CCe5ed by open 
tair. The balding base raised parapeL bia trang]e ahepe, wiha large dec9=dIwSpaWjh tili ’lioo 

between The bay window and the top of the parapet. The ~ mid entrance openlnp ift elliptical in 
form with de-oretive tapered corners är4 are deeply recessed There are fte single-pane casemant 
aiuinmtim windows on the bays  arid the window openings " ,have wood tranw and ’rorn1nt slUr.  
The building Is clad in a painted stucco finish. The rear of the building is p)alrt and Is da4 In lonzontai 
wood siding and has asecond-floor.popout siuze. There are a variety of wood windows throvghout 
the reartaçade 

,Pre-Exisjing Historic RatlnQ I Survey 
The sub)ect. properly e not Induded on any historc resource sur%teys or listed on any otij, state or 
national registries. The building is considered a "Category ,  BÜ property (Properties Requiring Purther 
Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Deparbnens California Urwiromnental 
Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to itt age (corthicted in 192 

Neighborhood Context and Description 
1557 1B’ Avenue is located in a residential fleighbDrhpDd known as Golden Cab Heights in the Sunset 
District, The area was developed by several pronilnent developers and builders as speculative housing. 

wv.sfpan ring.org  
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Large porfiwis of the stiect a. adacenl blodc wnair a 	oiy-over-pilge homa bi a variety of 
aLwpe venacr dty3es featunng recessed garagea and en1ranres ,xominent *uof 10 and. deca,atjye 

balconies. Most oftheum was routruded at the same tmie - thebiod aross from the subect property 

was lr. 25thId in 192 (9 homes) and 929 (13 homes), and the xs .AeO 136d was conMxucted in 1929430 

08 hQmC) and 1939 (2 homes) There are a few sattereI homes that were cntructed DUtsde pf these 

4ates, rnandyin 14I-1944.. 

tebd be.note4 thatThe 	edlabócks woudfng th.s hve3tot been Oiuyd. 

EOA Historical Rsoa . (s) Evaluation 
Step A Significance. 
Under C.EQA .$d#O 21MI, Apr 	a 	�htsfr.rK? r 	.f it is listed vt, pt d g&Iedt be 
Oijibte  litting m,th C4l9brrk ftWa qrThsicsca1 Rourses’ The fart that * rapum -4 nØ Ibw in, lot 
4ermrnd -to 1t zhbkfr Jistrnm, V,e Caifrma ftkWof Thatvtwal Jiw3nra or ’wi vwlieded in a kwj 

reSister tf histrW4l rwurncs , aafl io1 prethde A lead ciayf,vm dttennmng whather fhfwVw& n25j/ qua!ify 

.asahfstvrical r rEQi. 

1d$idua1 l]Istorir Dis1rt/Contaxt 
1’operty is mdi 	uallythglble io 	uion in a Property Is eligible for ine1istonin a 
Callforiva Register under one or more of the Register Thstonc DIstrIVtlContext i1det one or 
following .Criteria: more of the kg-Critthai 

-criterion I - Event LI Yesg No Criterion I - Event 	0 Yes 	No 
Critanon 2- Persons’ 0 Yas 	No Criterion 2- Persons 	Jj ?es 	No 
Criterion 3 	chItectur-e 0 Ycs 	No Criterion 3- Arcl,mtectUre’ 	0 	No 
Criterion 4 1r1o. Potential: E] Yes 0 No CritedOn 4 IiifO. Pot ntal 	0 -Yes 	No 

Perid qf Sigilioconm. IP4&dbdiithcan 
[]Contributor  0 	onoMribtilor 

Based on the informatLön provided by the appflcnt.and found In the Planning Department, Piestrvat1on 
staff finds that the subject building 15 not eUgiblt for inclusion on the California Register either 
individually or as a.vontributot to a histo* district,  

Criterion i It is associated with evCnls Ihaf have fl4e asigitificant contribution to the broa4 patterns 
of local orregionaihhtwy,, or the cultutal 1eritage of California OxThc UnitedStatea. 

1587 18 Averue is not eligible for induIon on the California Register individually or as a ocmi–lbutr to 
a potential historic district under Criterion 3. To be eligible under the event rrilerion. the building cannot 

merely be associated with historic events or trends iut must have a specific asodation to be considered 
significant 

5&i MscWt. PLANMNO eEPAU1MEP(T 
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The evolu*ibn of the Sunet bst oxurtd aver a few .dedºs SflUe the Sdnset -was l)y 
developed by a bandM of bu r5/deve)opers mc3dIng Carl and re4 Gellarl, Benry Doleger, by 
GaliL, Chx McKeön, id the Stox=Wum Brbther&. as. a whole thIs prolonged and pŒceneal 
de- eI*pment period doer not appear tł aigiufy one singular and important ent in the history of the 

There may be certain spurts of velopment wth1n tida penod that could te consaderad a 
sigmficimt event(s), but norte have been pretted to the Department to daz and the neighborhood 
where the subject pTop&ty is located is not assoated with ux’ partcuar Ogulhauit event(a) Purther 
the subject property is not assotiated ’with any 4pffi=t event to be Individually eligtble under 
Crtrion L 

It is therefore determined that there is not a -CaMornis Ite0ter,6145le Hslic dfpiçt in the 
nrhS64 and that the property at 587 	icenue is not eligible under thia CriterIort 

catciion lUs ao4 *ith the 	I persons iinpOrthr Un our oc4, reginnai YrflaiioniI past 

Records Indicate that the property was oæginally owned hy Atthur  and kuth Xauf and remalned:In (lw 
family until 1950 Subqaent owners Include Lloyd and Ella lellmg (1930.1956), Preilr.*4c and Lea 
Jackson (19564975); and fteruy and Wl Ching Woo (i97� presit) Piccirds showth$ none of the 
property owners of the building are Important to thelocet regional or natioi*l pesb 

Therefore. IWIBIhAveme, is not eligible rndtarion2. 

Cite*in 3: It embodies the distinctive 	ttkistic of a’ type pedod, z-egian or method of 
ruction,, çr represents the wok of ania$m or posse 	artistit values. 

In the eazly l920s the Sunset Dstrct of San Prandsco experienced a boom In residential oousfructlon. 
Mostly built by speu!thve developłrs, blocks were constructed In large ad and the buildings iad 
-gmflar designs and detailL The harnet corismicted ranged in styles, with a typical 4artnn" style 
prominent in the 19211e (bowed bay at second flour over a ground floor gerage), the ’Sun*r style 
prominent mthC 193Os (double-bays with a pep-out section at the second kor, recessed geiae and 

on the ground Iloor, with decorative ironwork, balconies. and. lront-1thig roofs); and a 
contemporary"rnidcentury box" style prominent In the 1940’s and 3950s (boxy farina with large 
windtwbs4ut1ing roofs brick defai1in), 

1527 1S’ Avenue was constructed by a builder named ieruian Cbiistenaeri in 1929 as one of nine 
resloences on The blodk and has rhm.cterisfics of the Manna style- While flennan Chxlstense was a 
proftcbuflder In the�Sunset�he is not considered-to be a ’inaster a 	tt", nOrdoesThebufldirig at 18S7 

1.

Avenue possess high arbshc velies Theteire, this strtichjr-e 15 not mdivrduafly eligible for listing in 
the California Register under Critkm 3. 

The neighborhood where the subject prop" is located cbntains a }iigh eonentretion of specuietive 
housing that was constructed in large blocks, mainly during the late 1920’s arulearly 1930’s, Not all of 

LaBourity, Woody. EW 18er City. Western Neighborhoods Project http://wi1ands.org/ew2.php  

Ø.4JOC L*J*4I,Jca npm’Mc,n- 
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this specalative housing.-was constructed by Ouidink - there aTe several dJftrert builders who 
coAufruded l’inmcs in the area, each with a different .rdutectural style On the subeci block there Is 
dnctbr*bºtween buil4ing sty’es and details and there Is not a c*n st tbtilding $ttern or style 

AsmU neighborhood 4uger with this type d style of itou*ing would be nIflcazt.and 41alffy at 
historic dlsthct tinder this Criterion ftowevex the b1odc where 15$7 W’ Avenue is iocaw doe not 
appear to be the best-  exaniple tract home construthon �the design o the bufldmg are not til1y 
developed or the beet exp1e .of be Marina style, and the block has a mix of buddinS styles and 
oopstructiOri dates. The block dbedly across the street (iiock 18) h(is a molt unied design and 
cesivenessÆnd epresentsThisyjeflracthousng.. 

1587 Bth  Averuie Is therefore Lleterrnlued not to be eligible under this Cnterion h xela$ari to any 
potential historic district oriniportarit qxmteA. 

4i It yields, onnaybe iikeyto ftlk in 	nimpcntarit in it*hIstOij orlstoiy. 
lasei upon a zevi&w of infbrrnatton In the De pvbnerAsrecord% the .suetprperty iE not nifkii,1 
und.er Cdtenon 4 whIch is typically *zodsto with a eologtral resowces Piarfheimore the subject 
property is no; likely slgrufkztht under Criterion 4 *1* this sigrdtome eitenn typWWy jrpplla.to  rare 
coirtiOti types when invo1iing the btilli onmenL The subJect FOP1  Is not am eampIe of a 
iare cbauthoniype.. 

Step : 1thed1y 
To bu it 	ae)cr theppo qrCEQA,  e pvperIy "; Ust not Onli bei’hovn to be grftcaiu *ni4cr the Cslfoini 
Rei5fe oflEtortCsl Rources viftrig, but rt ti1s, .niwst Mv ipi1sgrlty Jnegrity Is deflnd ss ihruthnilc2y of 
A PMPOV.W 41slqrrc identity, adenced by IJis survive? of pIçijew4 dwadershz Thdt erisd 4ztrz,rg the pripeiy ’s 
period Ofnftaiwe Rion itepfy cnàbier ap .b-fiiusfetE skim aspects of ifs pe$l. ALt sevçu 
qualities 40not nºEdto be pgasnt as long th 	reilwie.ofps1 tfrn 	ylece iseoide.t 

The subject property has retained or Iadcs inkgrityhvm The period of ci i16 .reiottdln Step A 

Lucationi 0 Retains  0 Lacks 
Asociatiofl 0 itewm .  
Pesigni Di� l.ack 
WariShip: 0 Retains tacks 

SeLfiug etauis . 	taits 
reeling 0 Retains  0 Lacks 
Màfrriel: El RetaIns  0 tacks 

Since 1587 181  Avenue Was determined not to be significant under the, California Register of Histoiica] 
Resources, analysis of integrity was not conducted, 

Step C: Character Defining Features 
If the sibjed p7vprty ha.,  frreo 	0-mined to heDe signlornce  end rtEauw ntErity, pThese lisi the diinwfrr. 
defining features of tIw buThiing() ith4lor peopeny. A property 2nu51 ream the essential physi.cel features tiwi 
e,ubIe it to comey its his tvfr iifrnfity in irder to aocthl signtficłii iieese impacts to the resource, These essenlwl 
features are those that defrw both whw a property is signficani  end when it utas signicant. and within4 whizh 
property can no longer be identified s ts being qssodnted with its si’ncinicg 

,n MJrt PLAWKINU bA1MEWf 
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Sfrtce 1587 18 3b Aue w sdtezmthezot to be sigi&rit under the Caiifonia Registiar of Historical 
Reouce ")Isb ofxhmdw4efh4jj& 

CEMIffdoft Resource Detinilation 

o Mft-dmlcixcePr$ent 
Individually;LdWbIePwource 

tJ Cufl4–flflitcTt° an e1lgfbIeThstor 

0 oncphtbuft’rto Mn 	1torkD191ct 

No 	I1àE,nt 

PART I. SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Ovwx  R, 	 tate 
Tim Tam  

SJ. hAwI& 
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Rear of 1587 18th  Avenue 
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View from rear yard of 1587 181h  Avenue 

Rear of 1230 Lawton Street 
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