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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

  HEARING DATE: AUGUST 1, 2013 
 
Date: July 25, 2013 
Case No.: 2013.0825D 
Project Address: 3871 JACKSON STREET 
Permit Application: 2013.03.11.1942 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0990/020 
Project Sponsor: Nicholas Thomas 
 Martinkovic Millford Architects 
 101 Montgomery Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94104 
Staff Contact: Sharon Lai – (415) 575-9087 
 sharon.w.lai@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to replace an existing cantilevered second floor deck with a two-story horizontal rear 
extension with a roof deck at the rear of a single-family house. The proposed two-story expansion will 
measure approximately 15 feet deep by 29 feet wide and add approximately 870 square feet of habitable 
space. The proposed horizontal expansion extends approximately 5 feet beyond the existing rear deck. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject property is a downward sloping lot from the front to the rear.  The parallelogram-shaped lot 
is a mid-block lot and measures approximately 29 feet in width and 128 feet deep. The subject three-story 
over garage single-family dwelling was constructed circa 1936. The existing lot is developed with 
approximately 57% lot coverage, including the deck structure. The Project Sponsor indicates that the 
existing building contains approximately 3,480 square-feet.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject property at 3871 Jackson Street is located on the south side of the street between Cherry Street 
to the east and Arguello Boulevard to the west, in the Presidio Heights neighborhood. The subject block is 
located one block south of the Presidio, which is under federal jurisdiction. The subject lot and block, as 
well as the adjacent blocks, are zoned RH-1. Its immediate neighbor to the rear (the DR Requestor) is a 
three-story single-family home, located within the same zoning district. Although there is a pattern of 
mid-block open space, there are multiple properties on the subject block with one-, two-, and three- story 
rear projections. The immediate neighbor to the west contains a significantly deeper structure that 
extends approximately 28 feet beyond the subject lot’s deck. The subject building and deck is 
approximately 5 feet deeper than the east side neighbor’s structure.  
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CASE NO. 2013.0825D 
3871 Jackson Street 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
May 21, 2013 – 
June 19, 2013 

June 18, 2013 August 1, 2013 44 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days July 22, 2013 July 22, 2013 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days July 22, 2013 July 22, 2013 10 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT0 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 2 3* N/A 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

N/A 3* N/A 

Neighborhood groups N/A N/A N/A 
 
*Three additional adjacent neighbors and three additional neighbors on the block have signed a petition 
in opposition to the extent of the development into the common rear yard.  
 
DR REQUESTOR 

The DR Requestor is Bruce Armstrong, rear abutting neighbor to the south, at 3974 Washington Street.   
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated June 18, 2013.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated July 15, 2013.   
 
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).  
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CASE NO. 2013.0825D 
3871 Jackson Street 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
There is a substantial distance that is greater than the minimum Code Complying rear yard between the 
subject property and the DR Requestor’s property. Hence, the proposed project does not result in 
exceptional or extraordinary impacts to neighbors’ privacy or the mid-block open space pattern. There is 
an existing pattern of two-story rear additions on the subject block, including the DR Requestor’s 
property, therefore no adverse impacts on the mid-block open space or the adjacent neighbors’ existing 
light and air conditions are present. The Residential Design Guidelines do not require consistency with 
regard to neighborhood character at the rear building walls, and therefore, the Planning Department 
finds the proposed rear façade to be appropriate. Geotechnical issues are not part of the Planning 
Department’s purview for the subject scope of work and are therefore not analyzed as part of this project. 
 
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 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application 
Petition in Opposition  
Response to DR Application dated July 15, 2013 
Letters of Support 
Reduced Plans 
Pre-application Materials 
 
SL:  G:\DOCUMENTS\DRs\3871 Jackson St\3871 Jackson St - DR Abbreviated Analysis.doc  
 



Parcel Map 

Abbreviated Discretionary Review 
Case Number 2013.0825D 
3871 Jackson Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



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

Sanborn Map* 
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Zoning Map 
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Aerial Photo View to North 
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DR REQUESTOR 



Aerial Photo View to East  
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SUBJECT PROPERTY 

DR REQUESTOR 



Aerial Photo View to West  
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  1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On March 12, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.11.1942 (Alteration) with 
the City and County of San Francisco. 
 
 C O N T A C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  P R O J E C T  S I T E  I N F O R M A T I O N  
 

Applicant: Nicholas Thomas Project Address:  3871 Jackson Street 
  Martinkovic Milford Architects, 
Address:    101 Montgomery Street Cross Streets: Arguello Blvd/Cherry St 
City, State:  San Francisco, CA   94104 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 0990/020 
Telephone:  (415) 346-9990 Zoning Districts: RH-1 /40-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 you believe that there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the 
project, you may 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. 

 
P R O J E C T   S C O P E  

 
[  ]  DEMOLITION and/or [  ] NEW CONSTRUCTION or [X]  ALTERATION             

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

[  ]  HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT)  [  ] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [X]  HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

 P RO JE CT  FE AT U RE S  EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION 
 
FRONT SETBACK  ...............................................................4 feet.............................................. No Change 
SIDE SETBACKS  ................................................................0..................................................... No Change 
BUILDING DEPTH  ...............................................................73 feet ............................................ 78 feet 
REAR YARD .........................................................................50 feet............................................ 45 feet 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING (to top of ridge at front) ................41 feet............................................ No Change 
NUMBER OF STORIES  .......................................................3 (over basement) ......................... No Change 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS  ........................................1..................................................... No Change 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES  ...............2..................................................... No Change 
 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
 

The proposal is to replace an existing second floor rear deck with a two-story horizontal rear extension with a roof deck. The 
proposed two-story expansion will measure approximately 15 feet deep by 29 feet wide and add approximately 870 square 
feet of habitable space. See attached plans. 
   

PLANNER’S NAME: Sharon Lai    

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 575-9087  DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 05/21/2013 
EMAIL: sharon.w.lai@sfgov.org  EXPIRATION DATE: 06/19/2013 
 



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.  
 
1. Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the project's impact on you 

and to seek changes in the plans. 
 
2. Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communityboards.org for a 

facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment through mediation.  Community Boards acts as a neutral third 
party and has, on many occasions, helped parties reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

 
3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without 

success, 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 (PIC) 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 PIC located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco.  For questions related to the Fee 
Schedule, please call the PIC 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. 
 
 

 

http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/


TELEPHONE. 

(415 ) 346-9990 

Application 	 Discretionary Review 

CASE NUMBER. 7 
stff Use 	 i ) 

o’_)__ 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

ZIP CODE: 

94118 

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT 

0990 	/4020 
LOT DIMENSIONS: 	LOT AREA (SQ FT): I ZONING DISTRICT: 	 I HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 

RH-1/40-X 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use 	Change of Hours 	New Construction 	Alterations 	Demolition 	Other El 

Additions to Building: 	Rear W 	Front LI 	Height LI 	Side Yard LI 

Present or Previous Use: 

Proposed Use: 
2013.0311.1942 	 03/12/2013 

Building Permit Application No. 	 Date Filed: 

RECE1V 
JUN 1 8 203 

C1TYDT J . 
PIC 

7 



i3.U825D 
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? IN! El 

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 
We met with the applicant’s agent, Riaz Taplin, and exchanged numerous emails. Mr. Taplin has made 
no modifications to the project. He suggested planting bamboo to address our concerns. He has 
repeatedly ignored our requests for the name of the project staff planner. He ignored our request for 
geotechnical information until we complained to the Building Dept about the excavation spoils he was 
storing near the old retaining wall, holding up the subject property. He ignored repeated queries as to 
when he was going to submit the application for the project. When we persisted, he told us to file a 
Discretionary Review. He never told us he applied. 

8 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 08022017 



Applica tion 
	
Discretionary Review  

CASE NUMBER. 

For StofE Uoe  

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 he specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

1) The proposed 3871 Jackson expansion disrupts a 115 year old strong mid block open space pattern 
between Jackson & Washington Streets. The applicant is using the "50% rear of house" averaging rule 
in the Residential Guidelines to set their expansion. However, the adjecent neighbor, 3877 Jackson, 
which the applicant is using as a point of the average, would never be allowed to be built today. 3877 
Jackson is the only house on the block which is built all the way out to 75% of its lot area. All of the 
other houses on our block have "held the line", of our mid block open space, even with almost all having 
gone through extensive renovations over the years. See "Photo 1" attached. We ask for the applicant to 
be directed to pull back the mass of the enclosed expansion to a more appropriate size. 

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

1) We don’t want to lose our strong mid-block open space, which a casual interpretation of the 
Residential Guidelines might allow 
2) The project proposes a 16’ deep, 28’ high solid wall adjacent to 3867 Jackson. The owner of 3867 
Jackson recently passed away and her children are bereaved and do not want to get involved in this. 
This will be severely impacted by this high, solid wall. 
3) The grade differences between our homes and the project amplifies the expansion and impact of the 
large windows. 

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 91? 

1) Reduce/pull back expansion 
2) Modify window orientation, size, and style to be compatible with surrounding homes 
3) A geotechnical analysis of the project’s effect on the old, leaning retaining wall holding up their 
property from falling onto ours. 

N 



j3.O82 

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. 

Signatur 	 Date: 

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

/uthorized Agent (circle One) 

10 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 0807 2012 



Appl icatio n Discretionary Review1 
CASE NUMBER.  

ForS5flUaeoniy  
O 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) 	 DR APPLICATION 

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 	 El 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 	 El 

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 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 
El 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: 

I!l 



3 L) 
Continued from #1 on page 9: 

2) The project proposes very large, horizontal, modern windows looking directly 
into our bedrooms. The project sponsor listed those as existing windows in Section 
311 of the application. These were not the existing windows. This existing smaller, 
vertical, historic windows and rear facade were demolished prior to application. 
See "Photo 2". We would like to see windows in a character and scale compatible 
with the neighborhood. We ask the applicant to be directed to provide windows in 
keeping with orientation, size and style of the surrounding homes. 

3) There is a very old, 10’ high retaining wall leaning into our property that holds up 
the project lot. There appears to be an excess of 20% grade difference between the 
proposed rear expansion and our properties at grade. The project’s building 
permits says it’s location requires a geotechnical analysis if the project is in excess 
for a 20% grade. We have asked the applicant repeatedly for geotechnical 
information and his response was that he asked the engineer and "its fine". We 
would like to see a geotechnical analysis of the project’s effects on our property. 
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June 10, 2013 

Ms. Sharon Lai 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 3871 Jackson Street Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.11.1942 

Dear Ms. Lai: 

We are neighbors of 3871 Jackson and object to the extent of the development into our common rear yard 
open space. 

Since the late 1890’s, all the houses on our block, except for 3877 Jackson, have "kept the line" of the 
common rear yards, as you can see in the photo below. 877 Jackson is the building at the far left 
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Almost all of the houses on the block have gone through extensive renovations, and all of the neighbors 
have "kept the line" to preserve our common open space. 

The proposed extension of the 3871 project is the average between the rear of 3877 Jackson and its 
neighbor to the east. It does not seem right to include an exception (3877 Jackson) -with a rear yard that 
would not be approved today - as an averaging point under the Residential Guidelines. Is there any weight 
given to the historic rear yard we all share, as to how to apply the averaging of the rear yard depth in the 
Residential Guidelines? 

We have tried to discuss this with Riaz Taplin, the agent for the owner. He told us on March 25th  that he 
would discuss it with the owners. He never got back to us with a response from the owners, and applied 
for the project. 

Will you please let us know what place the historic rear open space plays in your planning approval 
decisions? We do not want to set a precedent which will allow new owners to come in, and continually 
reduce the size of the rear yard open space. 

Sincerely, 

The Neighbors of 3871 Jackson 

Bruce & Hilary Armstrong - 3974 Wa 

A&LesliePodeI1-396asl 	

tonSt 

nngton St 

Diana & Doug Homer - 3899 Jackson St 

Moira Kimball - 3976 Washington St 

Scott Robertson - 3990 Washington St 
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June 10, 2013 

Ms. Sharon Lai 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 3871 Jackson Street Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.11.1942 

Dear Ms. Lai: 

We are neighbors of 3871 Jackson and object to the extent of the development into our common rear yard 
open space. 

Since the late 1890’s, all the houses on our block, except for 3877 Jackson. have "kept the line" of the 
common rear yards, as you can see in the pi 	. n photo below. 3877 Jackson is the building at the far left. 
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Almost all of the houses on the block have gone through extensive renovations, and all of the neighbors 
have "kept the line" to preserve our common open space. 

The proposed extension of the 3871 project is the average between the rear of 3877 Jackson and its 
neighbor to the east. It does not seem right to include an exception (3877 Jackson) -with a rear yard that 
would not be approved today - as an averaging point under the Residential Guidelines. Is there any weight 
given to the historic rear yard we all share, as to how to apply the averaging of the rear yard depth in the 
Residential Guidelines? 

We have tried to discuss this with Riaz Taplin, the agent for the owner. He told us on March 25 "  that he 
would discuss it with the owners. He never got back to us with a response from the owners, and applied 
for the project. 

Will you please let us know what place the historic rear open space plays in your planning approval 
decisions? We do not want to set a precedent which will allow new owners to come in, and continually 
reduce the size of the rear yard open space. 

Sincerely, 

The Neighbors of 3871 Jackson 

Bruce & Hilary Armstrong - 3974 Washington St 

Nick & Leslie Podell - 3966 Washington St 

Moira Kimball - 3978 W / ington 

Scott Robertson - 3990 Washigton St 



June 10, 2013 

Ms. Sharon Lai 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 3871 Jackson Street Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.11.1942 

Dear Ms. Lai: 

We are neighbors of 3871 Jackson and object to the extent of the development into our common rear yard 
open space. 

Since the late 1890’s, all the houses on our block, except for 3877 Jackson, have’ kept the line" of the 
common rear yards, as you can see in the photo below. 3877 Jackson is the building at the far left. 
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Almost all of the houses on the block have gone through extensive renovations, and all of the neighbors 
have "kept the line" to preserve our common open space. 

The proposed extension of the 3871 project is the average between the rear of 3877 Jackson and its 
neighbor to the east. It does not seem right to include an exception (3877 Jackson) -with a rear yard that 
would not be approved today - as an averaging point under the Residential Guidelines. Is there any weight 
given to the historic rear yard we all share, as to how to apply the averaging of the rear yard depth in the 
Residential Guidelines? 

We have tried to discuss this with Riaz Taplin, the agent for the owner. He told us on March 25t  that he 
would discuss it with the owners. He never got back to us with a response from the owners, and applied 
for the project. 

Will you please let us know what place the historic rear open space plays in your planning approval 
decisions? We do not want to set a precedent which will allow new owners to come in, and continually 
reduce the size of the rear yard open space. 

Sincerely, 

The Neighbors of3871 Jackson , 

Bruce i Hi ry Armstrong 39 	ashington St 

Nick & Leslie Podell 7..366 W’shingtot 

)trana & Doug Homer . - 99 Ja son St 

Moira Kimball - 3976 Washington St 

Scott Robertson - 3990 Washington St 



June 10, 2013 

Ms. Sharon Lai 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 3871 Jackson Street Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.11.1942 

Dear Ms. Lai: 

We are neighbors of 3871 Jackson and object to the extent of the development into our common rear yard 
open space. 

Since the late 1890’s, all the houses on our block. C’tcel)t  for 3877 Jackson. have "kept the line" of the 
common rear yards, as you can see in the photo below. 3877 Jackson is the building at the Far tell. 
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Almost all of the houses on the block have gone through extensive renovations, and all of the neighbors 
have "kept the line" to preserve our common open space. 

The proposed extension of the 3871 project is the average between the rear of 3877 Jackson and its 
neighbor to the east. It does not seem right to include an exception (3877 Jackson) -with a rear yard that 
would not be approved today - as an averaging point under the Residential Guidelines. Is there any weight 
given to the historic rear yard we all share, as to how to apply the averaging of the rear yard depth in the 
Residential Guidelines? 

We have tried to discuss this with Riaz Taplin, the agent for the owner. He told us on March 25th  that he 
would discuss it with the owners. He never got back to us with a response from the owners, and applied 
for the project. 

Will you please let us know what place the historic rear open space plays in your planning approval 
decisions? We do not want to set a precedent which will allow new owners to come in, and continually 
reduce the size of the rear yard open space. 

Sincerely, 	 A 

The Neighbors of 3871 Jackson 
S;1 kxdl IC 

Bruce & Hilary Armstrong - 3974 Washington St 
Moira Kimball - 3978 Washington St 

Nick & Leslie Podell - 3966 Washington St 
Scott Robertson - 3990 Washington St 
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