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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 25, 2012 
 
Date: October 18, 2012 
Case No.: 2012.1051DDD 
Project Address: 125 CROWN TERRACE 
Permit Application: 2011.10.06.6315 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2719B/003 
Project Sponsor: Drake Gardner 
 Zone Design Development 
 10 Carlile Drive 
 Novato, CA 94945 
Staff Contact: Michael Smith – (415) 558.6322 
 michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to construct a vertical and horizontal addition to an existing single-family residence that 
would almost encompass the building and significantly alter its appearance.  The project would add 
approximately 2,862 square-feet of habitable area to the building and two off-street parking spaces.  The 
proposed building would have four levels of occupancy, three of which would be located below Crown 
Terrace.   
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject property is located on the east side of Crown Terrace between Pemberton Place and Raccoon 
Drive in the Twin Peaks neighborhood.  The site is an irregularly shaped through lot measuring 
approximately 3,700 square-feet with approximately 55-feet of frontage on Crown Terrace and 
approximately 47-feet of frontage on Graystone Terrace.  The subject property is developed with a two-
story, single-family dwelling, that measures approximately 1,400 square-feet of habitable area and was 
constructed in 1941.     
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject property is located on a curvilinear street that follows the contours of the hillside.  The 
properties on the west side of the street slope up from the street and are generally taller at the street wall.  
The properties on the east side of the street slope down from the street and are generally one-story at the 
street and multiple-stories at the rear.  The subject property and the properties to its north are within a 
RH-1 zoning district.  The properties to the south of the subject property are within a RM-1 zoning 
district which permits much greater residential density.  The pattern of development within the 
immediate neighborhood reflects the convergence of these two zoning districts.  The adjacent property 
north of the subject property (DR requestor, Brenda Yost) is developed with a single-family dwelling that 
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was constructed in 1999.  The adjacent property to the south is a developed with a nine-unit, apartment 
building that has approximately 7,420 square-feet of habitable area. Within this context, the subject 
property is somewhat unique because it is a larger than average sized lot within the neighborhood and it 
abuts a large apartment building to one side and a single-family residence on the other side.   
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
July 10, 2012 – 
August 9, 2012 

August 9, 2012 October 25, 2012 77 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days October 15, 2012 October 15, 2012 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days October 15, 2012 October 12, 2012 13 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  X  
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

 X  

Neighborhood groups    
 
The DR requestors are all abutting property owners.  The Department has received correspondence from 
several other neighbors on Crown Terrace who are opposed to the project because they feel it is too big 
for the neighborhood.   
 
DR REQUESTOR 

1. Terry Woods, owner of 110 Crown Terrace, located across the street from the subject property. 
 

2. Ramona Albright, owner and occupant of 120 Graystone Terrace, the adjacent property to the 
south of the subject property. 

 
3. Brenda Yost, owner and occupant of 115 Crown Terrace, the adjacent property to the north of the 

subject property. 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Applications. 
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125 Crown Terrace 

 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) 
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 
10,000 square feet).  
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
After the filing of the DR applications the RDT reviewed the project again in light of the concerns raised 
by the neighbors.  RDT determined that the project was not exceptional or extraordinary because the 
proposed building would be only minimally taller than the other residential building on the east side of 
Crown Terrace and would still appear as a single-story building.  RDT further concluded that the size of 
the proposed building is an appropriate transition to the single-family dwellings north of the site, that 
privacy would not be unusually disrupted by the proposed decks on the south side of the property, and 
the project will not significantly block light to 115 Crown Terrace because both buildings have a side 
setback to provide light and air to side windows.   
 
Although the project constitutes a major alteration to the building it has been determined not to be 
tantamount to demolition pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code.      
 
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. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Section 311 Notice 
Environmental Determination 
DR Applications 
Context Photographs 
Renderings 
Reduced Plans 
Response to DR Application  
Addendum to DR Applications 
 
 



Parcel Map 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2012.1051DDD 
125 Crown Terrace 



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

Sanborn Map* 
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Aerial Photo 
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Envionmenta Evaluation Application CITY & COUNTY OF S F.PLANNING DEPARTMENT ... MEA
The Calirna Envionenta Qualty Act (CEQA) reires public agencies to revew the envinmenta impact
of . propo projec. In Sa Fraci, envionmenta reew under CEQA is adm by the,:Major
Envinmen Analysi (M) dion of the .Plag Deent The enVinmenta. reew prOc be
with the sumitt of a coplet Envienta Evauation (E Application to the Pla Dearen Ony
the cut EE Applicaon fo wi be acæte. No appoent is reed bu st is avale to mee withapplitats upon reqes .. . . , .

SAN FRANCISCOPLANING DEPARENT'
R~ëEiVeED

The EE Application wi not be proc unes it is colety fied out and th approprat fe are paid in
fu. Oiec shoud be made payle to the Sà Fraci Plang Deparent Se the cuent Sce of
Appli Fee and contact the st per li beow for .vercaon of the apprpriate fe Fee ar geery
non-redale. Doen in itacs ar avale one at sfg.orgpJanning

The EE Application is compri of four par Par 1 is a checklist"to ene tht the EE Applicaon is complet;
Par 2 rees baic intion abut the site and the projec Par 3 is a sees of quesons to help dete if
additiona inrmtion is neeed for the EE Aplication and Par 4 is a projec su tale.

The complet EE Application shoud be sutt to the Plang Dearent st as follows: For projec

greate than 10,00 sq fe in si and wh Par 3 Quesons #3, #8, #10, or #11. are an. in th
aftie, or fo prjec th re migation mea, plea se the aplication ma to th atttion
of Ms. Fordh or Ms Per For al oter prjec, plea sed the application mate to th atttion of Mr.'
Bollger.

Bret Boll
.165 Mion Stree Suite 40

Sa Fraci, CA 9403
(415) 575904, brbollerv.or

. Qi Fordh or Monca Per
165 Mion St Suite 40
Sa Fraci, CA 94103

(415) 57590, cheIrd @sfgv.or
(415) 579107, monicape.org

Not

PART 1- EE APCATION CH Prvided Applicale
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B'
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0 G(~
Addition stdies (l)

0 i:
Applicat's Afdavit. I ce the acccy of the followig decartions:

a. The undergn is the owner or auth aget of the owners) of th prope.

b. The inrmation presente is tre and corr to the be of my knowledge
c. I underd tht ot applications and inrmon may be re.

Sig (own or aK')' ¡¡ @L
(For Sta Use Ony) Ca No. :: Q'706
v.ll.Î.2009

Date 11!;6 ~
Addr ~Crnl.tÌ ToYQ.
Bloc -:7/9 e/()()? .,
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PART 3 - ADDmONAL PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constrcted 50 or more years ago
or a strctre in an historic district?

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation. Instrctions

on how to fill out the form are outlined in the San Francisco Preseration Bulletin No. 16 (see

pages 28-34 in Appendix B).

2. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago or a
strcture located in an historic district?

If yes, a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)* wil be required. The scope of the
HRER wil be determined in consultation with the Department's Preservation Coordinator.

3a. Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 10 feet
below grade? Pi./.rTJë. Sr.¿ AíAUlêD R./~PoA"Í
If yes, how many feet below grade would be excavated? .r g Ð

What tye of foundation would be used (if known)? "1 ßíJ
3b. Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechcal hazard as identiied in the San

Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an
average slope of 20% or more? fUIIJ,'é- Siil. A"Í!lUIEtJ f(r-Pul?:T
If yes to either Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechcal Report.*

4. Would the project involve expansion of an exsting building envelope, or new constructon,
or grading, or new cub cuts, or demolition?

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement.

5. Would the project result in ground disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet or more?

6. Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height?
If yes, apply for a Section 295 (Proposition K) Shadow Study. Ths application is available
on the Planng Department's website and should be submitted at the Plang
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor.

7. Would the project result in a construction of a strcture 80 feet or higher?
If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a
wind analysis* is needed, may be required, as determined by Department staff.

8. Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair,
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks?

If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA).* A Phase II ESA (for
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Deparent staff.

9. Would the project require any variances, special authoI"zations, or changes to the Planning
Code or Zoning Maps?
If yes, please describe. . ." .' ,_) . ,'.f' ..'. :,:.i' ,,'

10. Is the project related to a larger project, ~erf~S of projectY, dr progtar?~ ',j. L.,

If yes, please describe. ,I ..' 3::.;:aJ~J
11. Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Markét.& O~v~?,ç~rnn.tY'Plan Area?

If yes, and the project would be over 55 feet tall or'i"Ôli~ettallë't'1lai"~n'adjacent building
built before 1963, please submit an elevation orc:f~~Fmgs.shdYing Uie project with the
adjacent buildings.

* Report or study to be prepared by a qualified consultant who is contracted directly by the project sponsor.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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PART 4 - PROJEcr SUMMARY TABLE
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maxmum estimates.

Gross Square Exstig Uses to be
Net New 

Existing Uses Constrction and/or Project.Totals
Footage (GSF) Retained Addition

Residential 2l-?f '8 1-8' 101 r
R~tail

Office

Industrial

Parking

Other (specify use)

Total GSF 81ß &li 31vI It 0 t9
,~~i~.;ßì ;~'f:~"'i!ï11#':~~"'J~:; ~:i~;tti~:, \ "'¡'I ;r::;:~~..t""", '1t:i'r.M'W'::~f~;t.* '~.P~'f'lUi;~1l' \iJ:i.';'~. ';,' ;.:, Jjf¡,~'~jf; i;!:;::~ti'~";:C. ~~~1~!'"'i1¡'~
~ '..¡ .. J- -.~ lt ~.:. ..' ...J~.~.. ,:7'.', ',l:~ ;.~..'. l;.:'.. '''~'-~~''~\H ..~:. ... . ..... ~J:t2..:.::i .;",i ~?,..':,~. :; :.. .. ..:~..:..t~' \.. ,:ti '._~'r. ....: ..' ~L~:¡l -:.:.. ~ -":. . ;~. ~ ¡ . .. -: ~ ~ ."*..' f¡ " ,,' ":'~

Dwellng uruts I /
Hotel rooms

Parking spaces 0 2 .2
Loading spaces

Number of
I I /buildings:

Height of 

building(s)

Number of stories I 3 L¡

Please describe any additional project featues that are not included in ths table:

Additional Information: Project drawings in llx17 format should include existing and proposed site plans, floor
plans, elevations, and sections, as well as all ~pplicable dimensions and calculations for existing and proposed
floor area and height. The plans should clearly show existing and proposed off-street parking and loading spaces;
driveways and trash loading areas; vehictlar and pedestrian access to the site, including access to off-street
parking and parking configuration; and bus stops and curbside loading zones within 150 feet of the site. A
transportation study may be required, depending on exstig traffic conditions in the project area and the
potential traffic generation of the proposed project, as determined by the. Department s transportation planners.
Neighborhood notification may also be required as part nf the environmental review processes.

SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

'''', CLASS \ :i /

'.:. .....~ -Jl2 ~
'3 -ZS-Zolo

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT - 4-
v.ll.17.2009



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT BE
Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 Mission SI.

Suite 400

San Francisco,

CA 94103.2479

MEA Pla1lier:
Project Address:

Block/Lot:

Case No.:

Date of Review:

Planning Dept. Reviewer:

Brett Bollinger
125 Crown Terrace
2719B/003

2009.0870E

March 12, 2010
Michael Smi th

(415) 558-6322 I michael.e.smith@sfgov.org

Reception:

415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Planning

Information:

415.558.6377

PROPOSED PROJECT I: Demolition D Alteration I: New Construction

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to demolish the existing one-story over basement single-family dwelling and construct a
four-story over garage single-family dwelling that fronts on Graystone Terrace.

PRE.EXISTING HISTORIC RATING I SURVEY

Assessor's records indicate that 125 Crown Terrace was constructed in 1941 but archival permit records
indicate that a permit was issued in 1938 to construct the building. The building is considered a
"Category B" (Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review) building for the purposes of the
Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to the age
of the building (constructed circa 1938) and is over 50 years of age. It is not included on any historic

surveys and it is not included on the National or the California Registers.

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The parcel is located on the east side of Crown Terrace between Raccoon Drive and Pemberton Place in
the Twin Peaks neighborhood and within a RH-1 District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The
neighborhood is not located within a potential or designated historic district. Furthermore, the
neighborhood does not appear to be a potential historic district because it is mixed with no predominant
era or building style represented and lacks architectural continuity. The neighborhood is also a mix of
both single-family and multi-family dwellings. Crown Terrace is a winding narrow street that is
developed on a hilside with up sloping lots on the west side of the street and down sloping lots on the
east side of the street. The buildings on the up sloping west side of the street tend to be multi-storied at
the front. The down sloping lots on the east side of the street contain buildings that are single-story at the
front and multi-story at the rear.

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it

meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for Califoniia Register

www.sfplanning.org
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CASE NO. 2009.0870E
125 Crown Terrace

Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above
named preparer / consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are

attached.)

Event: or
Persons: or

Architecture: or

Information Potential:
District or Context:

DYes ¡g No 0 Unable to determine
DYes ¡g No 0 Unable to determine
DYes ¡g No 0 Unable to determine
o Further investigation recommended.

o Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context

If Yes; Period of significance:
Notes: 125 Crown Terrace does not appear eligible for listing on the California Register. Below is a
brief evaluation of the subject property against the criteria for inclusion on the California Register.

ei:iterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a signifcant contribution to the broad patterns of local
or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;

Research presented in the report prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck does not indicate that the building is
associated with any significant historical events that would make it eligible for listing on the California
Register under Criterion 1.

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

Ruben and Elizabeth Burrow were the first owners of 125 Crown Terrace. Mr. Burrow was employed
as a printer for the San Francisco News and Mrs. Burrow was a musician. Neither Ruben or Elizabeth
nor any of the subsequent owners/occupants of the property were found to be important in our local,
regional, or national past.

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;

Ruben Burrow, the property's first owner of record, is also listed as the builder of record for the
building. Mr. Burrow's primary occupation is a printer. He is not a master in the field of
architecture. The original designer of the building is unknown. 125 Crown Terrace is a simple
vernacular building with wood framed construction and an irregular plan. Cladding is vertical board
and batten with clapboard at the lower levels. The main roof is a side gable that runs into a smaller
side gable, with a shed roof addition at the rear. The building is located 12 feet below the sidewalk.
The building is not the work of a master and does not possess high artistic values.

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

An archeological analysis of the site was not performed.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property wil always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of
significance noted above:

Location: D Retains

Association: D Retains./ ~..'
Design: D Retains
Workmanship: D Retains

D Lacks
D Lacks
D Lacks
D Lacks

Setting:
Feeling:
Materials:

D Retains
D Retains".
D Reta'ins' .

D Lacks
D Lacks
D Lacks

Notes: The subject building is not eligible for the California Register; therefore, an investigation into
its integrity was not conducted.

3. Determination of whether the property is an "historical resource" for purposes of CEQA.

ix No Resource Present (Go to 6. below) D Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4. )

4. If the propert appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would

materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which
justify the propert's inclusion in any registry to which it belongs),

D The project wil not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such
that the significance of the resource would be materially impaired. (Continue to 5 if the project is an
alteration.)

D The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the project is an alteration.)

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a

significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to
mitigate the project's adverse effects.

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as
adjacent historic properties.

DYes ~No D Unable to determine

Notes: There are no off-site historic resources that would be impacted by this project.

SAN fRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARENT 3
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PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

Signature: ~4 ')
Tina B. Tam, Preservation Coordinator

cc: Linda Avery-Herbert, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission

Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File
Brett Bollnger / MEA Planner

MES \ G: \ WORD \ Preseroation \ 125 Crown Tr..doc
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Historical Evaluation
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San Francisco, California

January, 2007

TIM KELLEY CONSULTING
2912 DIAMOND STREET #330
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

415.337-5824
tim@timkelleyconsulting.com



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103 

On October 6, 2011, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2011.10.06.6315 (Alteration) with 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

Applicant: Drake Gardner, Zone Design Dev. Project Address: 125 Crown Terrace 
Address: 10 Carlile Drive Cross Streets: Twin Peaks Boulevard 
City, State: Novato, CA 94945 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 2719B1003 
Telephone: (415) 408.3403 Zoning/Height Districts: RH-I 140-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. 

DEMOLITION 	and/or 
	

(] NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 
	

[X] ALTERATION 

[X] VERTICAL EXTENSION 
	

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

HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 
	

[X] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 
	

[X] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

FRONT SETBACK (measured at lot centerline)........... .... l9feet ........................................... l7feet 
EAST SIDE SETBACK ................................................... ....7 feet ............................................. Ofeet 
WEST SIDE SETBACK .................................................. 	.3 feet .............................................No Change 
BUILDING DEPTH (measured at lot centerline)........... .28 feet, 6 inches............................42 feet 
REAR YARD (measured at lot centerline).................... .36 feet ..........................................22 feet, 6 inches 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING (measured above the street).. ....located below street level..............14 feet, 3 inches 
NUMBER OF STORIES (including basement levels) ... 	.2 ....................................................4 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ................................... 	1 ....................................................No Change 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES .......... 	.0 ....................................................2 

The proposal is to majorly alter the building by constructing additions that would almost encompass it. The building would 
remain a single-family dwelling with four levels of occupancy, three of which would be located below street level. The 
building would be finished in stucco with a clay tiled roof. The building would have several roof decks at the rear including a 
deck at grade level. See attached plans. 

PLANNER’S NAME: 	 Michael Smith 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415) 558.6322 	 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 	I 	12- 
EMAIL: 	 michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 	EXPIRATION DATE: 	 Ct -/2- 



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 projects 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. 

3. 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 
www.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. 



Application .  for Discretionary  Review  
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APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review Application 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANTS NAMES 

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS: 
	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

2c ( 
	 qç0c 	I("s) 3q72 

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

DDREs 	 / 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

Ll *h J.LJ4–1–c2J 
CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Same as Above 

ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OFPROJECT: ucj s f-yeet ’ 	
ZIPCODE: 

- .... 
CROSS STREETS: 

A 	 . 

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: 	 I LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SO Fl): . ZONING DISTRICT: 	 HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT 

.J_J /ll’7° 	. 	ft 	__ LLQz .... 

-* Cr.\AJfl = 6.e3 	jide 9097 

3. Project Description 	&faV5 40 	1-17 32.’ 	 73 	7’ 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use 0 Change of Hours El New Construction [1 Alterations 	Demolition LI Other LI 

Additions to Building: Rear e Front V Height DJ-’ Side Yard 

Present or Previous Use: Rfl+ a I Prcp.r1y A forato Ie i - 	r).e5.i Use.. 

Proposed Use: 	_j y\ (e T&tiii  

Building Permit Application No. 	 i 	& 3 ) 15 - 	Date Filed: 113H 7 -- 

RCtV 

Of 
09 202 

S.?. 
PLANNING 



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 	
12 	10 5 10  

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? El 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? LI 

Did you participate in outside medication on this case? LI 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

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

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

___5c_tc2cL_L_ ______ ___ 



Application for Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

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

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. 

___ _�e a ac.h4  

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: 

�c azh.  

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? 

c h c ct R. ) 0 
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Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	 ____________________ 	Date: > 7 	O )_ 

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

Te-rj Wcc’i )  -wnex 
Owner / AuUronzd Agent (circle one) 

’G Cewc1-rat 
Frar’csco 
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12. 1051 J 
Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) 	 DR APPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 	 ti 

Letter of authorization for agent 

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

NOTES: 

Required Material. 
Optional Material. 

0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department 

By: _____ 	 _____ 	 Date: 
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Question 5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 	 12. 10D  1 D 
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. 

Over the last five years or so, we have discussed our requests with City Planners, with the applicant and 
neighbors, and formal and informal Neighborhood Organizations. 

/ would like to make clear, that we are not the reason this project has taken so long. We don’t know why there 
are sometimes year long stretches of inactivity, but we have always been anxious to resolve this matter. 
However, discussions with applicant have proved fruitless. We were actually surprised to see a reduction in height 
since our last failed discussions, but it is a very small amount. 

We are not obstructionists. We just want this "Remodel" to meet the Code and Criteria of the Residential Design 
Guidelines, for Plans to be accurate, and to have this Remodel "fit into" our Neighborhood Character. 

Four Planners over the past 5+ years have asked applicant to make modifications. 
Results: 

� The front "bridge" Parking Deck was reduced in size, to be no wider than necessary to access the 
Garage & Front Entrance, and so applicant would not need a Variance. 

� Half the front of the 17’wide, Two-car Garage was set back slightly on one side, per Residential Design 
Guidelines. And Garage Roof was sloped-in on one side. 
(Unfortunately this didn’t really help reduce the roofline, since there’s a large chimney right behind it, that 
more than covers what the slope opened up). 

We have been requesting for five years that they Reduce the Height of the House & Garage. 
This is because proposed Remodel would be dramatically higher and larger than the Existing House 
on this lot, and higher than the surrounding houses. 
Results: 

� One Foot has been shaved off the Peak of Foyer, but Six Inches has been added to Garage Height. 
A net reduction of 6 inches overall. 

On the Foyer "Tower": Only the very peak of the Roof has been cut off, leaving the Mass of the 
House exactly the same Height as before. 

***We  have not discussed these latest 311 Notice Plans with the applicant or designer, although we 
wrote to them about a number of our concerns, we have not received a reply. 

Note: 
Applicant will probably say that he has reduced the height of Top Floor Two Feet. This may be so, but the 
actual house has not been lowered. One foot that was removed at Peak only. Another foot was removed 
by just raising the floor of Top Level, but then that foot was just added to the Floor below it, so there is still 
only a One Foot reduction. 
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Question 2. 

	 12. 105   1D 
What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets 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. 

� Two Conflicting Surveys are Alarming 

Applicant’s Survey is in conflict with the Survey of 115 Crown Terrace, adjacent house. 
Applicant’s Elevations are 11.5 to 13 feet higher in all cases. 
115 Crown’s Survey is City Planning-approved and on file. This is the survey to which 115 Crown was built. 

115 Crown Terrace’s survey show it’s Peak height as EL. 564.5 feet. 
Applicant’s survey shows same height as EL. 576.6’ feet. (12 feet higher) 

This is crucial, because Remodel is already approx. 8 or 9 feet higher than adjacent house. 
But if applicant’s Survey is incorrect, then Remodel is 21 to 22 feet higher 
This is an not an inconsequential difference. 

An accurate Survey and figures are essential to accurate Plans. 

� We question Inconsistencies & Discrepencies in Figures & Drawings on Plans: 

Example: Applicant’s Current project data says Total Gross FloorArea is 5,285 sq. feet. 
But adding each floor, Total Gross Floor Area’s add up to 5,395 sq. ft., not 5,285 sq. ft. 

Example: Applicant’s Survey Elevation of adjacent house at peak (a fixed & unchangeable figure) has 
Now Changed from EL. 575.5’ to 576.5’ on current plans (aitho on every other set of Plans it’s been EL. 575.5) 

� Measuring from the Wrong Elevation The Lower Rear-Yard Deck appears to be measured from an 
incorrect elevation. Calculations should be started from lowest corner of lot ... which has always been shown 
as EL. 510’ on their Plans. Calculating using this base figure, their deck is 1.5 to 2.5 ft. too high. 
But now they have changed this elevation figure to EL. 511.5’(1.5 feet higher) on current plans. 
A fixed Survey Elevation should not change. 

The City’s General Plan & Priority Policies 

#2 That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

#3 That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

This "remodel" does not preserve the existing housing & neighborhood character which will be explained 
further under Residential Design Guidelines section, next page. 

� Existing & Affordable Housing are Not being Preserved 

At a value of approximately $750,000 - $ 850,000 the"Existing House" on this property is defined as 
"affordable housing" by Prop M. For 20 years it has been "affordable housing" for renters. 

When remodeled, this 854 s.f. house will be increased in size by oversixfoldto well over 5,395 sq. feet 
(with a 324 sq. ft. Garage, + 926 sq. feet of Decks, it will be a 6,645 sq. foot total structure.) 

When completed, the cost of this "Remodel" would no longer qualify as "affordable housing"....as it will 
exceed Prop M’s definition of "affordable housing"which is $1.6 million or less. 
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#8 That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

Priority Policies & The Urban Design Element of San Francisco’s General Plan, call for the protection and 
preservation of public views from public streets, particularly expanses of the City, and open space and water. 

Currently, outstanding expansive views are seen over the 
top of the "existing house" at 125 Crown Terrace, while 
standing on the Public Open Space & Right-of -Way in 
front of applicants lot. (see photo at right) 

But the addition of a Fourth Story Remodel on top of 
this existing house will block this Public View from the 
Public Right-of-Way and Open Space. 

#2 That existing housing and neighborhood character 
be conserved and protected in order to preserve the 
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 14 

Our Neighborhood Character is: Hillside lots with terraced streets. The Pattern is "Through" lots with 
houses on each level arranged to provide open space above them, for the houses on the terrace behind 
them. Houses on downsloping lots are set Low and Below street grade with the bulk of house being below 
the hillside where it cannot be seen from above. Houses on upsloping lots sit On or Above the street. 

Remodel is not responsive to overall neighborhood context or existing visual character, not in scale, and would be 
visually disruptive to the building pattern in this RH-i neighborhood. 

Residential Design Guidelines Sections: 

"Design buildings to be responsive to the overall neighbhorhood context, in order to preserve the 
existing visual character." 

"Ensure that the buildings scale is compatible with surrounding buildings" 

"Mixed Visual Character: In these situations, 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." 

"The buildings on this block may have a variety of building forms and details, however the overall building 
scale is uniform, helping to define the block’s visual character." 

"Projects must be responsive to the overall neighborhood context. A sudden change in the building 
pattern can be visually disruptive" 

� The "average" size of houses in this RH-i neighborhood is 2,468 sq. feet 
Remodel project is at least 5,395-6,645 sq. feet. 
This is well over double the size of "average" RH-i homes here, close to double the size of adjacent house, 
and over five times the size of my house across the street. Remodel not in scale with surrounding houses. 

� Houses on this Block are One, Two & Three Stories, Not Four Stories-Plus 
Remodel is not repsonsive to overall neighborhood context, & disrupts the visual pattern, is not in scale. 

� There are Only Two Houses on This Block Face These are "Through" Lots between Graystone Terrace 
& Crown Terrace. Only Two Houses on this block, face Crown Terrace: 
125 Crown Terrace & 115 Crown Terrace. 

So these are the only Two Houses on their Own, Two-House Block Face. 
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Remodel is incompatible with Scale of 115 Crown Terrace (adj), the only other house on it’s Block Face: 

115 Crown Terrace is: 

� Three Stories 

� 3,400 sq. ft. approximately 

� 11-l2ft high at curb (l4 feet inheight) 

� Less than One-story presence on Crown Terrace 

� Set low and below street grade at entrance 

� Has a Hip shape Roof on House 

� One-Car Garage with a Flat Roof 

� Garage is 9’6" high 

125 Crown Terrace is; 

� Four Stories-Plus, (50-60 feet high structure) * 

� 5,395 - 6,645 sq. ft. at least 

� 9 ft. to 20 ft. Higher than adjacent 115 Crown Terrace ** 

� Two-story Height presence on Crown Terrace 

� Set above Crown Terrace 

� Has a Hip-shape Roof on House 

� Two-Car Oversize Garage has Gable Roof 

� Garage is 12’6" high 

� Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at the street." 

� "If a proposed building is taller than surrounding buildings, or 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. 

� "It may be necessary to modify the building height or depth to maintain the existing scale at the street" 
Remodel is already 9 feet Higher than adjacent 115 Crown Terrace, and since the Surveys are in 
conflict, the Remodel could be as much as 21 to 22 feet higher. 

� Height is Too Drastic a Change for Remodel 
Remodel will be equivalent of Two Stories Higher than current Existing House on their Lot. 
Existing house will go from 854 s.f. to at least 5,395-6,645 s.f., over six times bigger. 
This is too much change in scale for the tiny dead-end of Crown Terrace, which will be overwhelmed 
by its size. Remodel is adding on Above, Below, in Front and Behind Existing house. 

� Houses on this side of Block are Set Low and Below the Street Level 
The Visual Design Character of this neighborhood is: Houses on the Downslope side of street sit 
Low, and Below Street level, and houses on Upsiope side of street sit High and Above it. 
Remodel sits High and Above the street, on the "Low & Below Side of Street’ 
This is not compatible with the Street Scape or Block Face. 
Remodel’s height will ’tower’over smaller, older homes here. 

� Great Care is Needed to Keep a Sensitive Relationship between Remodel and Adjacent House 
(115 Crown Terrace). Difference in heights should be a "gradual step up" instead of a "giant step up." 
It should be a smooth Visual Transition on the Block Face, not a "sudden change in the building 
pattern (that) can be visually disruptive." 

� twill be Looking Up at Remodel’s Garage from my Second Story 
My House Roof is at EL. 573.5 and Remodel House Roof is at EL. 584.5’...1 1 feet higher. 
Remodel Garage is at EL. 580.5’ ....7 feet higher than my Second Floor roof. 
And I am on to be on the High side of the street! This is not compatible with the Street Scape 
and Block Face here. 

Also Remodel’s 6,645 sq. ft. is not compatible in scale with my 1,220 sq. ft. 
My house is just 10-12 feet across the narrow end of street from applicant’s lot. 

**depending  on which Survey is correct 
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Residential Design Principles: 
	 12-10510 

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

"New building and additions to existing buildings cannot disregard or significantly alter the existing 
topo graph of a site. The surrounding context guides the manner in which new structures fit into the 
streetscape, particularly along slopes and hills" 

� Remodel doesn’t respond to the Topography of the Site 
Remodel will be 42’ wide on a 45’wide lot, from required Front Setback to required Back Setback. 
That doesn’t leave much of the Natural Topography of the hillside. 

� Remodel doesn’t respond to it’s Position on the Block, or Placement of Surrounding Buildings: 
This is the last lot on a dead-end street, houses are in very close proximity already, this lot is about 
10-12 feet from mine. It is very crowded here, with two houses literally hanging above mine. 
A 4 Story-Plus Remodel & oversize Two-Car-Garage, very High on this site will" Tower Over"and 
dwarf older homes that surround it. 

"The surrounding context guides the manner in which new structures fit into the streetscape, 
particularly along slopes and hills." 

right: 
St reets cape on Crown Terrace, looking toward end of block. 
Houses on downsloping side of Crown Terrace can barely be 
seen on the left, Low & Below the street leveL 
Remodel would be a High presence on the Low side of street 

. Significant Altering of Existing Topography 

The number of stories, the massive bulk and Excavation necessary for a Remodel this size, on a hillside 
that is laced with underground streams, and on a slide prone "moving" hillside, is dangerous, and 
the impact of a house this size, on the stability of the hillside & vintage retaining walls, is of extreme 
concern to neighbors. This is not the site to put the Largest House in the RH-i neighborhood. 

� Surrounding Context and Topography Topography is very complicated on this lot, and is not being 
considered. The hillside slants steeply down and sideways from the street at the very point at which 
the ’projected curb line’ goes uphill. 

Existing house is set 12 to 26.5 feet below curb. So "above curb" measurement should not be applied in 
the normal manner here. To use the "above curb" height of 15 or 16 feet here for Remodel, results 
in an unusually high House. Remodel is already approx. 9 to 21-22 feet higher*  than adjacent house. 

The surrounding context and topography are being disregarded, and the scale does not "fit into the 
streetscape, particularly along slopes and hills" Existing house sits Low and Below street Level, as is the 
Block Pattern here on hillsides. 

"New building and additions to existing buildings cannot disregard or significantly alter the existing 
topo graph of a site. The surrounding context guides the manner in which new structures fit into the 
streetscape, particularly along slopes and hills." 

* Depending on which of Conflicting Surveys is correct 



My house: 110 Crown Terrace as seen from driveway 
of 115 Crown Terrace. You can see 123 Raccoon 
Drive hanging above my house on Southeast side. 
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"In evaluating a project’s compatibility with neighborhood character, the buildings on the same 
block face are analyzed." 

"Existing incompatible or poorly designed buildings on the block face do not free the designer from the 
obligation to enhance the area through sensitive development." 

� Applicant is Using 127 Crown Court as ’Model’ for justifying Remodel’s Height & Size 
We have been told: As long as Large Buildings are in the "Vicinity"that this house is "Compatible" 

The Residential Design Guidelines say project’s compatibility is evaluated ’on the same block" 
not in the "Vicinity" The 8-unit Apartment building that applicant’s are using for their "model"to justify 
height & size, is not on the "same block face’ Apartment building is on a different street, on 
Crown Court, with different access Street, different Zoning, and would no longer be allowed to be built 
with today’s Zoning Restrictions. So how can you use as a "model’s a building that would no longer 
be allowed to be built? Doesn’t that defeat the purpose of current Zoning? 

As for other large buildings in the Vicinity, they are in different Zoning. We think applicant should use 
as a "model": The only House on his Block Face: 115 Crown Terrace, adjacent. 

Question 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: 

Terry Woods: Adverse Impact & Effects on 110 Crown Terrace 

My house is kitty-corner across Crown Terrace behind applicant’s 
lot. Applicant’s Lot and House angle over in front of my house, 
and his lot is within 10 to 12 feet across the narrow street from me 
at the end of dead-end Crown Terrace. Looking out of my 
windows I look "over" the current house on this lot, but this is 
not about views. 
It is about Size & Scale, Loss of Sunlight, Loss of Privacy, the 
Standards of the Residential Design Guidelines not being met, 
and Setting a new Precedent (for Height & Size, and number 
of Stories) that would change our very neighborhood character. 

� My House is just a Small 1935 Cottage, one floor over the garage 
I’ve owned this house for 31 years, and my children grew up here. 

Applicant plans to take 125 Crown Terrace, one of the smallest 
houses in this neighbhorhood (854 sf), and "remodel" it into one 
of the Largest houses (a 6,645 sq. ft. structure) in this RH-i 
neighborhood. Lot & Remodel will overlap in front of my 
house, also one of the smallest houses in the neighbhorhood, 
(1,220sf.). I feel, this is "Insensitive Development" 

A structure 6,645 sq. ft. does not feel compatible with 1,220 sq. ft. 

� My House is already "Boxed-in" in the Back, and on the Side, byTwo extemely High Houses that 
are oppressive and take away all privacy on the back deck, and in both bedrooms and both bathrooms. 

Of course, this isn’t the fault of Applicant, but to have another house build up so High in Front of me too, 
would be devastating to the livability of my house. The only sense of privacy my house has left is the 
Open Space relief out the front of house. (see photos next page) 
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My House already has Two Very High Houses, adjacent, towering’ 

above: My house is the lower one, 123 Raccoon Dr. is house above it on side. 

right: This photo taken from right outside my back door, shows 201 Raccoon, 
another house which looms extremely close behind my house. 

� Remodel will also ’Tower’ Higher than My Second Story Roof 
My Rooftop is at EL. 573.5 That makes Remodel’s Foyer Tower ii Feet Higher, and Garage 7 ft. Higher 

than my Rooftop. So I would have Three "towering houses" looming above my house. 

To be looking Up at Remodel’s Garage & Foyer from the Second Story of my house is not the existing Block 
Pattern or Streetscape here. Remodel will block my Sunlight, and the only sense of Open Space 
relief that my house has left, which is out the front. It will be Oppressive. 

� Remodel will Block what Little Direct Sunlight My House Gets Applicant’s Lot is only 10-12 feet 
from my house. The height of this Remodel will block almost all morning sunlight to my house. 
The only direct sunlight my house will receive is After it gets over this Tower & Garage, and Before it goes 
behind the very High House adjacent to me, 123 Raccoon Drive. And 201 Raccoon behind me blocks 
the sun the rest of the day. So that leaves very little time for Direct Sunlight to my house. 

Height of Remodel’s 16.5 foot Foyer, & 12.5 foot Garage, are at the expense of my sunlight, almost the 
only direct sunlight my house has. They could be lower. This greatly affects the livability of my house. 

� Sets a New Precedent that could Ruin Neighborhood Character 
At a Full Four Stories-Plus (50-60 ft) this would set a dangerous precedent for neighborhood house 
heights. These are One, Two & Three Story Houses in an RH-i neighborhood. Every house on Crown 
Terrace could use Remodel’s Fourth Floor Height to justffiy adding another floor to the tops of their 
houses, blocking the houses behind them, who in turn would have to go higher to see over them. 

This hillside neighborhood has a Pattern of "Stepped Terraces, provide open space, light and air for 
all levels. So the Precedent, and Domino Effect that this extra Fourth Floor Height would set in motion 
could be very detrimental to our intrinsic Neighborhood Character. 

� Adding Another High "Towering" House on Crown Terrace would be Oppressive to End of Street 
123 Raccoon Drive is already hanging over Crown Terreace. Adding another Towering house on the other 
side of the narrow End of street would create a "tunnel-like" or "canyon wall"feel between theses two 
High houses. Morning & Afternoon Sun would be blocked to the public Open Space and Right-of-Way 
that is between 123 Raccoon and Remodel. (photo next page) 
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(far left) 123 Raccoon Drive, 
photo from end of Crown Terrace 

(near left) 123 Raccoon Drive 
towers high above, my house below 

Remodel would be 11 feet higher 
than my Rooftop, and 
Garage would be 7 feet higher 
than my Rooftop. 

Remodel would be just behind 
where/am standing. Its height 
combined with height of 123 
Raccoon on the other side of 
Open Space could create a 
’Tunnel-like’ feel, or 
’High Canyon Wall’ effect 
between two very high houses. 
Also, Open Space between 
these two houses would 
not get much direct sunlight. 

� Remodel is Too High in Front, on a Downsloping Lot where ’Height’ is not Needed 
This Remodel is high because of its 10, 11 and 16’6" ceilings, & Four Floors, not because of hillside. 
This lot needs development that is sensitive to surrounding Houses that are older and lower. 
Since Base of house is 12 to 26.5 feet below street level, using the normal "above curb" measurements 
is deceiving. This is a 50-60 ft. high house in the Back. 15-16 feet "above curb" isn’t necessary in front. 
The house is totally oriented to the City, out the Back of house, where they will have unobstructed Views. 

The front of the house could have a minimal presence on Crown Terrace, as is the Streetscape and 
Block Pattern. You basically walk into the Foyer and downstairs to living quarters, so it is difficult to 
understand the need for a 16’16" Foyer: a room nobody lives in, stays in, but simply walks through. 
This Height is at the expense of others: 

Remodel will "Tower" over adjacent house (115 Crown Terrace) by some 9 to 22 feet, (depending on 
which Survey is correct), and Remodel’s many decks, and side-lot-line windows will cause a considerable 
loss of privacy, and sunlight for Brenda Yost. Remodel will "Tower" over my house by 7 and 11 feet, 
blocking what little sunlight my house gets, and blocking the only Open Space relief my house has left. 

� Remodel Height Disrupts Block Pattern of Open Space on Crown Terrace 
Height of Remodel will be a sudden, disruptive change in the Streetscape & Block Face to North. 
All other houses on this Crown/Graystone Block have their Open Space on the Crown Terrace side. 
(Only 115 Crown Terrace faces Crown Terrace, and it is Low & Below street). 
So Remodels height would be abruptly tall and out of scale with other homes whose Open Space is in 
the Rear - on Crown Terrace side of Lot. Remodel would also disrupt the purpose of terracing street 
levels and ’Stepped’House Heights which are our Neighborhood Character. 

� Excavation and Stability of Slide-Prone Hillside Brenda Yost, Ramona Albright, myself and many 
neighbors adjacent to this are very concerned about the stability of our hillside, due to the excavation 
for such a huge house, in an area known to have underground streams, slide problems, and continual 
hillside movement. Everyone is concerned they will touch off further hillside movement by disturbing 
vintage retaining walls and foundations. 

� 926 Square Feet of Decks: Loss of Privacy & Peace Sound carries on this quiet hillside. Since the 
proximity to this remodel is very close, we are concerned about number and size of these decks. A 
260-300 sq, ft., Side-Lot-Line BBQ Deck could disturb privacy & peacefulness. Side-Lot-Line Decks 
are not the pattern here, most decks are on the Front or Back of houses. This Remodel will have decks 
on Front & Back & Both Sides. This will be particularly close to Ramona Albright and myself adjacent. 
The sq. footage of these decks alone, is more than the sq. footage of the Existing house. 
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� Crown Terrace is already Overburdened with Traffic & Parking Problems This one block-long, 
dead-end street is only 17 to 10/12 feet wide. It is particularly congested at end where our lots 
are located. Parking and turning around are extremely difficult. Adding Two more Garages, 
additional cars & traffic, guests & service people here, will definitely be very impactful for everyone 
(including applicant), especially those at the end of the street. 

� Condo Conversion Many neighbors are concerned that design of this house could easily be 
divided into Two Condos, which would be unacceptable and violate the RH-i Zoning. 
An entrance from Graystone Terrace with stairs up to the Lowest deck and Floor could easily be 
arranged. We are concerned that this is why this house’s size is so large. It would impact all of 

us negatively if condo conversion spread into these single family homes. 

� Adjacent, Affected Neighbors are United About this Remodel Brenda Yost, & Ramona Albright & 
myself, are the three surrounding neighbors who are most concerned, and share many of these same 
impacts. They also plan on filing for a Discretionary Review of this project, and so they can discuss in 
better detail any other impacts specific to them, like Remodel’s many side-lot-line windows and decks 
lining up awkwardly with their windows, issues of Loss of Privacy, Loss of Sunlight and Peacefulness. 

� Remodel Devalues My House & Property Depsite applicant’s claims that Remodel will boost the 
value of my property, it will devalue my property, having this house so high, so close, overlapping in 
front of my house’s only Open Space relief, blocking sunlight & air, and taking away privacy from the 
front bedroom, living room and front porch deck. 
Nobody wants to live adjacent to a very large house that is out-of-scale with theirs, in such close proximity. 

� Building Schedules, Storage of Materials, & Heavy Equipment Matters Of course the impacts of 
building, storing materials, heavy equipment etc. are to be expected and will affect everyone on the 
one block-long street, especially at the end. Since the street has just recently been repaved, street 
and property damage, and access and egress to homes, are concerns of all neighbors. 

We are not against the remodeling of this house, we would just like to see it "fit in and be in Character with 
our Neighborhood, and be Sensitive to it’s major impact on the Houses around it. I plan to live in my house 
when / retire, and my children will live here after me, so we have a great deal of concern about these impacts. 
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Question3. 	 - 
What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond 
to the exceptional and extraordinary circustances and reduce the adverse effects noted in question #1? 

1. We’d like the Question of Conflicting Surveys, & Figure Discrepencies on Plans Addressed 

We ask that City Planning or the Commissioners help remedy the situation of Two conflicting Surveys 
before this project goes any further. And we feel applicant should address Plan Figure Discrepencies, etc. 
also, before this project proceeds. 

2. Lower the Elevation Height of the Foyer Tower & Garages 
"Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at the street." 

"If a proposed bulding is taller than surrounding buildings, ora new floor is added to an existing building, 
it may be necessary to modify the building height or depth to maintain the existing scale at the street." 

Use 115 Crown Terrace for their ’Model’: It is the only other house on their Block Face 

"Height Envelope" for 115 Crown Terrace is 14 feet, 11.5 feet above curb at Crown Terrace, and 
Garage is 9.6 feet * There are many ways to achieve this, I would be glad to discuss 

This could minimize dominating the street, towering over& dwarfing the houses around it, reduce some 
of the loss of Sunlight and Privacy issues, and be more compatible with the streetscape. 

3. And/Or, Move the Two-Car Garages Down below to Graystone Terrace. 
This would alleviate parking and traffic problems on the one block-long, dead-end Crown Terrace. 

Crown Terrace is overburdened and access & egress for garages are often a problem. Graystone Terrace 
is wider and  "Through Street’ Applicant has an elevator planned, so it shouldn’t be inconvenient. 
It would lessen the impact on overburdened Crown Terrace. 

4. And/Or, Reduce Height to Three Floors instead of Four-Plus Floors 

A Three Story House would be more compatible with the Streetscape of One, Two and Three-Story 
Houses on this Block. Adjacent 115 Crown Terrace is Three Stories, & My house is only One story (above garage) 

The Top Floor could be accomoda ted elsewhere: Garages, could go down on Grays tone Terrace, Foyer could go 
down on Graystone (This is how they had it in their original Plans) and the Study/Bedroom could relocate to 
one of the three other floors. This would eliminate most of our biggest objections to this project. 

5. Post a Bond for possible Street Repaving & Property Damage of Neighbors Most neighbors also 
want an enforcable work agreement with applicant regarding work hours, storage of materials, parking of 
heavy work equipment etc. before building permit is approved. 

6. Have Lower Rear-Yard Deck measured accurately, from Correct Elevation in required open space. 
7. Since my House is impacted by this Remodel, I would like to see my house’s relationship to 

Remodel Shown on Plans with elevation figures. / am more affected than 201 Raccoon Drive that is 
shown on plans, even though it is far above applicant on a different street. Applicant’s lot angles in front of 
mine, and/am lower and closer. 

8. Story Poles Although applicant put ups tory poles a few years ago, they did not show the height, width 
and depth of the proposed house. / think everyone would like to see accurate story poles for current Plans. 

9. Landscaping of Public Right-of-Way Make clear to applicant that this is not legal & remove from plans. 

*all figures are subject to change since we have conflicting surveys, and figure disrepencies 
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Mel and Nuannoi Murphy 
4153 24’h  Street 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/045 
Occupant 

110 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/032 
David Wofsy & Teresa Fitzgerald 

123 Raccoon Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/044 
Patricia & Duane Pellervo 

201 Raccoon Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/002 
Brenda Yost 

115 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/045 
Terry Woods 

220 Circle Drive 
Reno, NV 89509 

2719B/006 
Occupant 

140 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A/002 
Harrie Cheim Kordelos 
101 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

i2. 105 lii 
2719B/003 
Occupants 

125 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/004 
Ramona Albright 
127 Crown Court 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/006 
Darren & Valerie Lee 

1148 Fell Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

2719A1003 
Occupants 

115 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A!003 
Zelko & Renee Simoni 

112 Terra Vista Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

2719A1005 
Jin Yong Wang 

127 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2720/006 
Twin Peaks Open Space 

Conservatory 
127 Crown Court 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Denise and Louie Artal 
44 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Viola Faichetti 
130 Pemberton Place 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A1004 
Wilbur Oulson 

123 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A/006 
Linda J. Fitz 

135 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Dona Crowder 
101 Glenbrock Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Edith Fried 
22 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A1004 
Occupant 

125 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2720/006 
Twin Peaks Open Space 

201 Raccoon Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Dotie Crowder 
16 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Tony Finnegan 
58 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Stephen M. Williams 
Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams 	Stephen Enblom & Lance RelicJ 

1934 Divisadero 	 90 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94115 	 San Francisco, Ca 94114 

Doug Garibaldi 
	

Simba Gill 
	

Richard Hart & Cheryl Ruby 
50 Graystone Terrace 
	

100 Pemberton Place 
	

64 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

	
San Francisco, CA 94114 

	
San Francisco, CA 94114 
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Peggy }-Ieler 	 David Hoffman 	 Brian Kincaid & Liz Theil 
65 Graystone Terrace 	 175 Twin Peaks Blvd 	 123 Pemberton Place 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94115 

Bill Kinsey & Ed Vernile 	 Tony McDonagh 	 Libby McMillan 

	

50 Crown Terrace 	 98 Crown Terrace 	 58 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 

	

Todd McPherson 	 Saul & Susie Nadler 	 Henry Navas 
70 Graystone Terrace 	 2 Crown Terrace 	 26 Graystone 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, Ca 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 

	

Betty O’Donnell 	 Nicole Paiement & Brian 	 Deborah Robbins 

	

58 Crown Terrace 	 Staufenbiel 	 26 Graystone 
San Francisco, ca 94114 

	

	 54 Crown Terrace 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

	

Sharon Regan 	 Rob Schwei 	 Mike Schroeder 

	

10 Crown Terrace 	 66 Crown Terrace 	 50 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 

	

Lucy Stephenson 	 Alyce Tarcher 	 Atilla & Melinda Telli 

	

36 Crown Terrace 	 38 Graystone Terrace 	 80 Crown Terrace 
Sai Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA941 14 
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DIc.jtiojjDiscretionarY Review 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANTS NAME 

Brenda Yost 

DR APPUCANVS ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

ll5 Crown Terrace 94114 (415 )9906042 

PROPERTY OWNER W1Q is DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ME REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

Mel Murphy ---Murphy & O’Brien Real Estate and Investments Inc. 

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

4l5324thStreet 94114 (415 
) 

806-4307 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Same as Above 	Stephen M. Williams 

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

1934 Divisadero Street 94115 (415 	) 292-3656 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

smw@stevewilliamslaw.com  

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 1 ZIP CODE: 

125 Crown Terrace 94114 

CROSS STREETS: 

Pemberton and Twin Peaks Boulevard 

ASSESSORS BLOCKJWT: 	 LOT DIMENSIONS: 	LOT AREA (SO FT): j ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 

2719B 	/003 	47x90x55x73 	3700 	RH 1 40X 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use El Change of Hours El New Construction X Alterations IX Demolition [N Other LII 

Additions to Building: Rear 	Front [R 	Height ES 	Side Yard l 
Single Family Home--Rental 

Present or Previous Use: 

Proposed Use: 
Single Family Home 

Building Permit Application No. 
2011.10.06.6315 	

Date Filed: October 62011  

AUG 0 92012 

COUNTY OF SF 
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4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? 

YES 

[ 

Ii 

NO 

LI 

LI 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? LI 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

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

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

No changes made as a result of discussions. The neighbors objected that the project was too large and too tall 

from Crown Terrace, so the developer changed the plans to make it larger and taller from Crown Terrace. 

Project started out as a demolition, but was rejected by the Department and now it is a "Re-model that appears 

to be a demolition as the finished structure looks exactly the same. Developer withdrew from all discussions in 

January and has refused any negotiations with the neighbors. 

8 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 11 17 2010 



APplication for Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

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

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the 
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

The Project does not meet the minimum standards of the Planning Code and in fact requires a variance. The 

Plans are inaccurate and do not correctly depict the height of adjacent buildings and do not meet the minimum 

of requirements of the Planning Code as the windows and openings on my building at 115 Crown Terrace are 

not accurately depicted on the Project Plans. The project effectively destroys affordable rent controlled housing 

and is not designed to be compatible with the neighborhood. (See Attached Supplemental Statement) 

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: 

This Project will have unreasonable impacts on the adjacent property at 115 Crown Terrace. It will tower over 

the neighboring building as it is uphill AND is proposed to be built much higher as measured from Crown 

Terrace. The project violates the City Guidelines for Alleyways and will block sunlight and air to the building at 

115 Crown Terrace. The plans do not accurately portray the window configuration of 115 Crown Terrace as 

required by the Planning Code and therefore are not designed to be compatible. (See Attached Supplement) 

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? 

The project should be much reduced in mass and bulk and height so that it is a reasonable addition to the 

existing building and not a complete demolition and new construction which was rejected by the City for policy 

reasons. The issue remains as to how those policies are served if professional developers are forbidden to 

demolish such buildings, but can remodel them out of existence. The height on Crown Terrace should be 

strictly limited. (See Attached Supplemental Statement) 
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Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	 Date: 

Print name, and indicate whether owner, o(itho 1izeent>)  

Stephen M. Williams 

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

10 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT An 172010 



Application for Discretionary Review 

__1111 I 
Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUID MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPUCA11ON 

Application, with all blanks completed El 

Address labels (original), if applicable 0 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 0 

Photocopy of this completed application LI 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns U 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions U 

Check payable to Planning Dept. El 

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

NOTES: 
O Required Material. 
IN Optional Material. 
o Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Depaitnent Use Onty 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 
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ATTACHMENT TO APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 	125-Crown Terrace 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO: 	Block 2719B, Lot 001 
ZONING DISTRICT 	 RH-1140-X 
APPLICATION NO. 	 (Prior App. 200708068904; 200708068905; 

200803278191; 2008.0327.818 1) Now: 201110066315 

ACTIONS PRIOR TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST 

The neighbors have met with the Developers many times. Mr. Murphy and Mr. O’Brien are well 
known real estate development professionals who operate a business known as Murphy & 
O’Brian Real Estate Investments, Inc. The developer broke off any discussion in January after 
refusing to establish the actual height of the proposed building from Crown Terrace and refusing 
to tie the proposed height to any existing monument. 

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST 

1. 	Reasons for Requesting Discretionary Review 

This project was first proposed in 2006 as a demolition and new construction. The Dept. rejected 
that project as the loss of affordable housing and rejected the appraisal offered by the developer 
at $1.6M (threshold of $1.54M) stating that the building has last sold for $850K and is valued at 
"considerably less" than the $1.6M appraisal presented by Mr. Murphy to justify the demolition. 

The demolition and new construction application were disapproved and cancelled by the 
Department when the developers refused to comply with the Department directives and failed to 
hold any community outreach meeting. After the demolition and new construction application 
were reinstated, they were eventually withdrawn on October 26, 2011. The project then morphed 
into a new application (201110066315) as an "alteration" of approximately the same size and 
shape as the proposed new construction. The alteration will transform the modest two level 850 
square foot home into a new building of approximately 4000-6000 square feet (depending on 
how you calculate and from whom one gathers the figures) on five levels. 

The Commission is urged to take Discretionary Review because this is an exceptional and 
extraordinary circumstance where, despite the project’s technical compliance with the height 
limit, the resulting new building, which maximizes the building envelope both horizontally and 
vertically on a narrow 12-feet wide unaccepted street, would permanently and negatively impact 
the prevailing scale of the built environment on Crown Terrace, affecting the livability of the 
nearby residences. The project appears to be a demolition is that no portion of the altered 
building is evident in the final design. 

This is further an exceptional and extraordinary circumstance in that the design, materials and 
massing of the proposed new structure are completely out of character with the architecture of 
the historic "Mediterranean Terrace" neighborhood, and clearly inconsistent with the City’s 
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Residential Design Guidelines. The massing and height of the project is not compatible with the 
single-family homes in the area and instead draws nearly exclusively from the multi unit 
apartment building adjacent to the site. This adjacent lot is on a different block and is zoned 
differently than the project site. 

We further need the Commission’s review because the Planning Department’s own review and 
requirements for the project on this site have not been followed: 

The Commission should at a minimum, require the proposed project to be modified to comply 
with the Department’s Guidelines for height limits on such narrow alley ways (Crown Terrace is 
too narrow to be defined as a street) : 1) Require the height be reduced by applying the Citywide 

etioii riaii 101 eoiiioiiiiig iiiip Ls 01 ian uuliuiiig on narrow alleyways --- these saijic guidelines 

have recently been incorporated into the Planning Code 2) Reduce the mass of the rooftop 
features by eliminating the "tower"; 3) make the fenestration and window configuration 
compatible with surrounding neighborhood character as required by the Residential Design 
Guidelines. 

2. 	Adverse Effects on the Neighborhood 

Crown Terrace is a special place that should be protected. 
Crown Terrace is a narrow alley only 12-feet wide, with no sidewalks. The roof pattern on 
Crown Terrace generally steps up as the street ascends from west to east and there is low 
development on the east side and higher development on the west side. As defined by the San 
Francisco Transportation Code, Crown Terrace is an "alley" because it is a roadway of less than 
25 feet in width. 

Because of the current heights and building pattern on Crown Terrace, sun and sky are now 
available to residents and visitors on what is now a charming and pleasant place for pedestrians. 
It is written up in several tourist guides as a site for walking tours. 

The project as proposed would have the following adverse effects: 

A. The height and scale of the proposed project would negatively impact the prevailing 
scale of the built environment on Crown Terrace. 

The reasons for Requesting Discretionary Review of this project are the presently proposed four-
story structure, which maximizes the building envelope for this lot, has the same objectionable 
features that were addressed by the Planning Department’s letter. 

B. The height and scale of the proposed project is inconsistent with the Planning 
Department’s Guidelines for "San Francisco’s Alleys" contained in the Citywide 
Action Plan for Housing. 

The Department should have alerted the project architect to the Planning Department’s 
guidelines for development on narrow streets and alleys and required the developer to use these 
in reviewing the project. The Guidelines for San Francisco’s Alleys state in pertinent part: 
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"San Francisco’s historic pattern of development, and the city’s development controls, 
demonstrate that streetwall height should be related to street width. This is important 
both to create an appropriate scale that defines the street without overwhelming it, and to 
ensure that sun and sky is available to people on the street. This relationship carries over 
to alleys: if buildings are too high, an alley can become a dark chasm, and a pleasant 
sense of refuge can turn into a perception of a dangerous place. Because alleys are 
narrower than streets, appropriate heights along alleys are lower than on streets." 

The proposed new building is clearly inconsistent with these guidelines. Although it is unclear, 
the plans show an approximate height from Crown Terrace at approximately 16 feet. However,

1 015based on the comlicting SULVCyS, LIlIS ugure iuuguu UC oui as HiUt.di 4S IV 10 ICCI. Inc 11C11lUO15 

were unable to obtain a clear response about the height of the proposed new building. At any 
rate, we feel that this project represents an inappropriate and unreasonable development. The 
narrowness of these alley determines a certain intimacy and this bulky building intrudes in a 
major way to the unique neighborhood quality of life. The guidelines state that on such narrow 
roadways the height should be reduced to no greater than 1.25 times the width of the roadway, 
which would create an absolute limit of 15 feet in height as measured from the existing 
elevation of Crown Terrace 

Light and air issues are major concerns for the neighboring buildings to the west of the proposed 
structure, as well as for the scale and feeling of this narrow alley street. The interesting variation 
in building lines, which currently allows sunlight to penetrate this narrow alley would be 
negatively impacted, adding shadows and darkness. Side setbacks should be incorporated. 

C. 	The design features and materials of the proposed project are incompatible with 
neighborhood character/in conflict with the Residential Design Guidelines. 

The prevalent style of the alley, consistent with the surrounding neighborhood, is in the 
Mediterranean Revival style constructed in the years immediately following the Second World 
War. There are no other large structures in the area. Materials are generally wood siding or 
stucco, with wooden windows and stucco cornices. 

In addition to the height and mass of the proposed new building, the proposed design, window 
pattern, and materials would be incompatible with this block and would contrast sharply with the 
overall character of the neighborhood. Its loft like features are out of place and far too modern. 

The Set-backs are Insufficient 
The front and rear setbacks are a fraction of what is usually recommended by the Dept. At least 
10 feet and usually 15 feet is required when a new building has a naked and exposed story above 
its neighbor as this building does. No variance should be granted in the front setback 

Hazard to birds: 
In addition to the project’s incompatibility with the character of the surrounding architecture of 
the neighborhood, the large expanses of glass are inconsistent with the City’s guidelines for 
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protecting birds -- the proposed top two floors of glass, plus the glass wind screens or railings 
proposed for the decks will be a hazard to the birds and will result in bird injuries and death. 

Traffic impacts: 
Because of the narrowness of Crown Terrace and the fact that it is a dead-end alley, turning a car 
around is specifically difficult and in some instances, impossible. The addition of 2 new off-
street parking spaces on this 13-foot wide alley will result in a significant increase in traffic on 
this alleyway exacerbating an already difficult situation. The additional garage space will result 
in more traffic, which is currently is a problem when automobiles have to exit and enter garages. 

The proposal does not comply with Priority Policies of the General Plan, pursuant to Section 
I UI .1 (oJ(q,J, iii uiat iiiereasiiig tile nuiliuci of panciiig spe on iiiis uiiy aiicy wouiu pioiiiotc 

additional commuter traffic that would impede the existing neighborhood. The proposal would 
also impact the pedestrian usage of this narrow alley. 

3. 	Suggested Changes to the Proposed Project 

The neighbors would not object to a reasonable development. This current plan is not reasonable 
for the above-stated reasons. 

(1) The first and foremost, reduce the proposed building to three stories, eliminating 
the fourth floor completely. The elimination of the fourth floor would open up the 
property to allow more light to be cast on both alley street and also would allow 
more light into the adjacent property. Reducing the height and mass would further 
achieve greater compatibility with the neighboring structures on Crown Terrace and 
with the scale of this sensitively developed portion of Twin Peaks. At a minimum, 
using the CAP Guidelines an absolute limit of 15 feet in height as measured from 
Crown Terrace should be required. 

(2) Change the design to make it more compatible with the neighborhood. 
Eliminate the large expanses of glass and metal siding and require a stronger solid to 
void design approach that features less transparency. Require the use of materials and 
fenestration pattern that are compatible with the predominant character of the 
surrounding neighborhood and will not be a hazard to birds. 

(3) Eliminate the additional parking places. This request is consistent with the 
Priority Policies of the General Plan and would avoid exacerbating an already 
difficult traffic situation that exists on this tiny dead-end alley. 

(4) Correct the Window Configuration and Set back the Decks The window 
configuration on the neighboring building is not correct. A window is omitted and 
some are out of place. The lot line decks are also an unusual feature and no other 
home has then in the area. if the decks remain they should be setback from the 
property line and oriented towards the eastern view. 
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2719B/002 
Brenda Yost 

115 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
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2719B/003 
Occupants 

125 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/045 
Occupant 

110 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/032 
David Wofsy & Teresa Fitzgerald 

123 Raccoon Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/044 
Patricia & Duane Pellervo 

201 Raccoon Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A1003 
Zelko & Renee Simoni 
112 Terra Vista Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94115 

2719A/005 
Jin Yong Wang 

127 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2720/006 
Twin Peaks Open Space 

Conservatory 
127 Crown Court 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/045 
Terry Woods 

220 Circle Drive 
Reno, NV 89509 

2719B/006 
Occupant 

140 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A/002 
Harrie Cheim Kordelos 
101 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A1004 
Wilbur Oulson 

123 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A/006 
Linda J. Fitz 

135 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/004 
Ramona Albright 
127 Crown Court 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/006 
Darren & V1ri Lee 

1148 Fell Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

2719A1003 
Occupants 

115 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A/004 
Occupant 

125 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2720/006 
Twin Peaks Open Space 

201 Raccoon Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Stephen M. Williams 
Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams 	Stephen Enbiom & Lance Relic 

1934 Divisadero 	 90 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94115 	 San Francisco, Ca 94114 

Denise and Louie Artal 
44 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Viola Falchetti 
130 Pemberton Place 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Dona Crowder 
101 Glenbrock Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Edith Fried 
22 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Dotie Crowder 
16 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Tony Finnegan 
58 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Doug Garibaldi 
50 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Simba Gill 
100 Pemberton Place 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Richard Hart & Cheryl Ruby 
64 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
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Peggy Heler 	 David Hoffman 	� 	Brian Kincaid & Liz Theil 
65 Graystone Terrace 	 175 Twin Peaks Blvd 	 123 Pemberton Place 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94115 

Bill Kinsey & Ed Vernile 
50 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Todd McPherson 
70 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Betty O’Donnell 
58 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, ca 94114 

Sharon Regan 
10 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Tony McDonagh 
98 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Saul & Susie Nadler 
2 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, Ca 94114 

Nicole Paiement & Brian 
Staufenbiel 

54 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Rob Schwei 
66 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Libby McMillan 
58 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Henry Navas 
26 Graystone 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Deborah Robbins 
26 Graystone 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Mike Schroeder 
50 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Lucy Stephenson 	 Alyce Tarcher 	 Atilla & Melinda Telli 
36 Crown Terrace 	 38 Graystone Terrace 	 80 Crown Terrace 

Sn Francisco, CA 94114 
	

San Francisco, CA 94114 
	

San Francisco, CA941 14 
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APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANTS NAME: 

Ramona Albright, RN 

DR AJ3PUCANTS ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE 	 TELEPHONE: 

l27 Crown Court /l2oGraystone Terrace (Lower Building) 	94114 	1 (415 )621-9621 

PROPERTY OWNEROWNER WHO S DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

Commissioner Mel Murphy 
It  ADDRESS: I ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

4lS324thStreet 194114 (415) 648-1200 

CONTACT FOR DR APPUCATION: 

Same as Above 

ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE- 

.... 

 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

j( 	) 

2. Location and Classification 

STREETADDRESSOFPROJECT. 	 - 	 -- . 	 - rZIPCo: 

125 Crown Terrace / Graystone Terrace (rear property) 94114 
CROSS STREETS: 

Pemberton and Twin Peaks Boulevard 

ESSORS8WCl,tOT: 

	isee
LOTDIMENSIQNS: 1LOTAREAQFI) 

27198 	/003 	attachd) i370Q 	j RH1 40-X 

3. Project Description 

Please 

 

check all that apply 

Change of Use LI Change of Hours LI New Construction [A Alterations ER Demolition [I] Other El 

Additions to Building: Rear ER 	Front [R 	Height ER Side Yard [ 

Present or Prewous Use: Rental "Affordable Housing"/ Business 

Proposed Use: RH1 
- Single Family Home 

Building Permit Application No. 2011.10.06.6315 
	

Date Filed: 

�1 

Ig  



12. 105 1 D 
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Pr’jiActimi YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 0 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? DK [] 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 0 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 

contained.oniporooipmposdptans..forCommissioner..Murphysbuildmg!................................................................ 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V1021.2011 



fo! Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

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

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. 

- The Murphy building violates "PROP. M" as it is vastly larger than any other RHT building in the community. 

consider myself to be one of the ’Mamas and the Papas"  of PROP, M.  

-The proposed building certainly violates S.F. Zoning codes. 

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: 

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? 

(see attached) 



DiIIIt 
Applicants Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	 Date: ____c, / 

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

- flNA A1t317 RN 
Owi*r Authorized Agent (circle one) 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTS 1021 2011 



Application for Discretionary Review 

M M Lill  
Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please checI correct column) DR APPUCATION 

Application, with all blanks completed LI 

Address labels (original), if applicable 0 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 0 

Photocopy of this completed application El 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns N 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions U 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

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

NOTES: 
E Required Material. 

Optional Material. 
0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 



12.10510 1,, 

Application For Discretionary Review 
Building Permit Application No.: 2011.10.06.6315 

Attachments 

Page 7 - No. 2 
Lot Dimensions: 55.25 (Crown) x 73.57 (west side) x 47.32 (Graystone) x 90.97 (east side) 

Page 8 - No. 4 
Note: Latest form of plans presented on the latest 311 have not been discussed due to 
project sponsorship refusal. 

Page 9 - No. 2 
� The proposed nine "see through" windows and two glass sliding doors should require at 

least a three foot set back to conform to the "light well" provision in our codes. 
� Murphy promised Albright a set back in exchange for her removing of redwood tree from 

her property (see Page 9- No. 3). 
� My property would be unlivable and devalued enormously. The east side with its proposed 

decks, stairs, BBQ patio and "dog grooming" and running facilities would make it impossible 
to sleep in the bedrooms or enjoy the kitchen or living/dinning rooms. I often rent to my 
fellow R.N.s and doctors from near by UC Medical Center. These people work around the 
clock and must have sleep. The proposed would most certainly interfere with the operation 
of my "rental housing business". Laws exist to prevent all forms of the above! 



Application For Discretionary Revie 2e1051D   
Building Permit Application No.: 2011.10.06.6315 

Attachments (cont...) 

Page 9- No. 3 
� No decks, stairs, or patios should be allowed on east side (Albright side) of the building, 

only a fire escape as with the Albright building. Murphy’s plans call for four decks and a 
patio on Graystone (city view) side! 

� A minimum of three foot set back must be required because of Murphy’s proposed nine 
"see through" windows and two sliding glass doors. 

� Also Murphy agreed to a set back in exchange for Albright removing of redwood, so 
beloved by the community, and an enhancement of public view corridors of Crown and 
Graystone Terrace. This tree removal allows for a complete city view and increase in 
Murphy’s building volume (see below). 

Albright Building 	Murphy Building 
127 Crown 	 125 Crown 
4’)n (rnt in4,,,, r. 	 fr-ne, r\  

150 Foot tall Redwood 
	

Redwood removed because it 
on Albright Property. 	 blocked city view of Murphy Property 

and limited building size. 

For the removal of the Redwood, Murphy agreed to the following.: 
a. Set back on east side (Aibright’s side) of new building. 
b. No decks, stairs, or patios on the east side of new building. 
c. Would only put fire escape on east side of new building as with Aibright’s 

building. 
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120 Iraystone Terrace - San £ranciaco, U. 04114 
INCORPORATING THE TWIN PEAKS OPEN SPACE CONSERVANCY WHICH HOLDS URBAN 

FORESTED LAND IN PUBLIC TRUST 

Ramona Albright 
127 Crown Court 
San Francisco, CA. 94114 
Telephone: 415.621.9621 

Co-Founder of the Twin Peaks Council and Open Space Conservancy Inc. (1979) which 
holds open space in a 501C3 Corporation. 

38 Year member and past Vice President of the Twin Peaks Improvement Assn. Inc. 

Charter member Friends of the Urban forest, FUF 

38 Year active member San Francisco Tomorrow, SFT 

38 Year delegate to the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods, CFSN 

Creator and current Chair of the Open Space Committee of the CSFN 

Participated in preserving the Music Concourse and Polarded Tree Grove in Golden 
Gate Park. 

Member of NAPCAC, Natural Areas Program Citizens Advisory Committee for the 
Board of Supervisors. 

Recipient of Commendation from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 
"Ramona Albright, San Francisco Preservationist. In grateful acknowledgement and 
recognition of her numerous endeavors to improve the quality of life for all the people of 
San Francisco, especially her steadfast vigilance in seeing effective enforcement of the 
City Planning Code, fair implementation of the City Master Plan and preservation of 
scarce low and moderate income housing: her founding of the Twin peaks Council and 
for her many years of selfless service to the Twin Peaks residential community all of 
which endeavors reflect great credit upon her, the Twin Peaks Community and the 
people of this city." 

Co-ordinated the acquisition of "Tank hill" �Graystone at Twin Peaks Blvd. 

One of the "Mamas and Papas" of "PROP. M" 

Co-Founder "Friends of Planning" 

wi 	 time,  to tAe/, 
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120 Iraytono Torrace - San Prancizco. U. 94114 
INCORPORATING THE TWIN PEAKS OPEN SPACE CONSERVANCY WHICH HOLDS URBAN 

FORESTED LAND IN PUBLIC TRUST 

Secured and Maintained vast open space along south side of Raccoon Drive in a 
501C3 Non-Profit Corporation for 25 years. Open Space continues along Crown to its 
terminus. Maintenance has included hiring goats to remove poison oak plants. 

Obtained undergrounding of utility wires and street lighting for Raccoon Drive (street 
behind Crown Terrace). 

Originated and participated in "neighborhood watch" for Twin Peaks community and city 
wide with the administration of Mayor Frank Jordon and before this when he was Police 
Chief. 

Co-Founder and past Vice President of the San Francisco Apartment Association, The 
SFAA 

Co-Founder of Committee to Investigate Electromagnetic Radiation, CIER to address 
community concerns re: Sutro Tower et, all. 

c;ieypie 	ict/i. 	 t?ine bY i/ 
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Mel and Nuannoi Murphy 	 2719B/002 
4153 24 th  Street 	 Brenda Yost 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 115 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/045 	 2719B/045 
Occupant 	 Terry Woods 

110 Crown Terrace 	 220 Circle Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 	 Reno, NV 89509 

2719B/032 	 2719B/006 
David Wofsy & Teresa Fitzgerald 	 Occupant 

123 Raccoon Drive 	 140 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/044 	 2719A/002 
Patricia & Duane Pellervo 	 Harrie Cheim Kordelos 

201 Raccoon Drive 	 101 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114  

2719A/003 2719A/004 
Zelko & Renee Simoni Wilbur Oulson 

112 Terra Vista Ave. 123 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94115 San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A/005 2719A/006 
Jin Yong Wang Linda J. Fitz 

127 Graystone Terrace 135 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 San Francisco, CA 94114 
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2719B/003 
Occupants 

125 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/004 
Ramona Albright 
127 Crown Court 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719B/006 
Darren & Valerie Lee 

1148 Fell Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

2719A/003 
Occupants 

115 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2719A1004 
Occupant 

125 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2 72 0/006 
Twin Peaks Open Space 

201 Raccoon Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

2720/006 
Twin Peaks Open Space 

Conservatory 
127 Crown Court 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Stephen M. Williams 
Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams 	Stephen Enbiom & Lance Relic 

1934 Divisadero 	 90 Crown Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94115 	 San Francisco, Ca 94114 

Denise and Louie Artal 
44 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Viola Falchetti 
130 Pemberton Place 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Dona Crowder 
101 Glenbrock Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Edith Fried 
22 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Dotie Crowder 
16 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Tony Finnegan 
58 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Doug Garibaldi 
	

Simba Gill 
	

Richard Hart & Cheryl Ruby 
50 Graystone Terrace 
	

100 Pemberton Place 
	

64 Graystone Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

	
San Francisco, CA 94114 

	
San Francisco, CA 94114 
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Peggy Heler 	 David Hoffman 	 Brian Kincaid & Liz Theil 

65 Graystone Terrace 	 175 Twin Peaks Blvd 	 123 Pemberton Place 
San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94115 

Bill Kinsey & Ed Vernile 	 Tony McDonagh 	 Libby McMillan 
50 Crown Terrace 	 98 Crown Terrace 	 58 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 

Todd McPherson 	 Saul & Susie Nadler 	 Henry Navas 
70 Graystone Terrace 	 2 Crown Terrace 	 26 Graystone 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, Ca 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 

Betty O’Donnell 	 Nicole Paiement & Brian 	 Deborah Robbins 
58 Crown Terrace 	 Staufenbiel 	 26 Graystone 

San Francisco, ca 94114 	 54 Crown Terrace 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Sharon Regan 	 Rob Schwei 	 Mike Schroeder 
10 Crown Terrace 	 66 Crown Terrace 	 50 Graystone Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 

Lucy Stephenson 	 Alyce Tarcher 	 Atilla & Melinda Telli 
36 Crown Terrace 	 38 Graystone Terrace 	 80 Crown Terrace 

San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA 94114 	 San Francisco, CA94114 







































125 Crown Terrace – Listing of Community Meetings and Community Outreach Efforts 
 

Date of Meeting 
 

Name of People In Attendance 
 

Purpose of Meeting and General Comments 

   
04162009 Zilco Simoni Outreach 
   
10092010 Cancelled Outreach meeting to discuss plans. Because outside 1 mile radius planner 

Sharon Li ordered cancelled and rescheduled. 
08192010 S.Williams, Zelco Simoni Outreach to discuss revised plans 
11062010 Terry Woods Private Pre-application prior to main community meeting 
11062010 Over 20 people in attendance – see list 

attached 
Pre-Application community meeting. Project designer and project owner 
described the proposed project, answered questions and listened to 
community concerns – see more detailed meeting notes attached. 

01062012 Approx. Ramona Albright, Drake Gardner, 
Luke O’Brien, Terry Woods, Steve 
Williams, Mike Smith 

 
To discuss plans 

01102012 Brenda Yost, Steve Williams? Mel 
Murphy, Luke O’Brien, Drake 
Gardner 

To discuss plans with Brenda Yost 

01202012 Approx. Stephen Engblom, Lance Relicke Meeting in project sponsor’s office to discuss project 
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