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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE: JANUARY 9, 2014 
 

Date: January 9. 2014 
Case No.: 2013.1002D 
Project Address: 23-29 Kronquist Court 
Permit Application: 2013.0508.6422 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6582/024&010B 
Project Sponsor: Kenda McIntosh 
 Reuben, Junius & Rose 
 1 Bush Street, Suite 600 
 San Francisco, CA 94104 
Staff Contact: Casey Noel – (415) 575-9125 
 casey.noel@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to merge two single-family dwellings on two separate, adjacent lots into one single-
family dwelling on one merged lot. The project also includes two small additions to the rear of the 
buildings. The addition to 29 Kronquist will in-fill a notch at the rear of the second floor level. The 
addition to 23 Kronquist will extend the north half of the second floor back four feet four inches for a 
width of 12.5 feet. The addition will not extend beyond the rear wall of the building at 17 Kronquist 
Court. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject properties are two adjacent single-family dwellings – 23 Kronquist Court and 29 Kronquist 
Court. The project is located on the east side of Kronquist Court, between 27th and Cesar Chavez Streets 
in Assessor’s Block 6582, Lots 024 and 010B, and is located within the RH-1 (Residential House, One-
Family) District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The area surrounding the project site is residential in use and residentially zoned. Properties along 
Kronquist Court are zoned RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) and are developed with single-family 
residences.  
 

mailto:casey.noel@sfgov.org
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Kronquist Court ends in a cul-de-sac to the north and five of the sixteen properties on Kronquist Court 
are on the cul-de-sac. The subject property is south of the cul-de-sac and the DR requestor (2 Kronquist 
Court) is located on the northwestern portion of the cul-de-sac.   
 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
June 24, 2013 – 
July 24, 2013 

July 23, 2013 January 9, 2014 170 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days December 30, 2013 December 18, 2013 22 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days December 30, 2013 December 27, 2013 13 days 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

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

7 1  

Neighborhood groups   X 
 
The Department has received letters of support from seven out of fourteen neighbors on Kronquist Court. 
The two neighbors directly across the street (18 and 30 Kronquist Court) from the subject property are in 
support of the project. Three Kronquist Court neighbors to the north of the subject property are also in 
support of the project – 1, 7 and 8 Kronquist Court. Three additional neighbors also expressed support for 
the project – 41 and 47 Kronquist Court and 680 27th Street.  
 
DR REQUESTOR  
The DR Requestor is Adrian Polak, 2 Kronquist Court, owner and occupant of the property to the 
northwest of the subject property. The DR Requestor’s property is not adjacent to the subject property.  
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue #1: The DR Requestor is concerned that the owners of the subject property have conducted four 
highly disruptive major construction projects in the last seven years. Furthermore, the DR Requestor is 
concerned that the size of the new dwelling is not in keeping with the other homes on Kronquist Court.  
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Issue #2: The DR Requestor is concerned that the owners of the subject property have not provided 
neighborhood outreach for this project. 
 
Issue #3: The DR Requestor is concerned that the project involves the removal of a dwelling unit. 
 
Issue #4: The DR Requestor is concerned that neighbors were not made aware of the Administrative 
Review of the Dwelling Unit Merger. 
 
Reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information.   The Discretionary Review 
Application is an attached document. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE  
Issue #1: The project sponsor explained that the past Projects at the Property have been for routine 
maintenance or to correct unsafe conditions caused by previous owners. Both homes were in need of 
repairs when the property owners purchased them, and all construction projects have been to renovate 
the units and bring them into compliance with City codes.  
 
Issue #2: The project sponsor explained that the property owners love their community and have always 
conducted projects at their home with the utmost attention to the needs and concerns of their neighbors. 
They have done a great deal of neighborhood outreach for this Project, and have overwhelming 
neighborhood support.  
 
Issue #3: The project sponsor explained that the property is demonstrably unaffordable and therefore it is 
eligible for administrative approval of a dwelling unit merger under Section 317. It is also fully compliant 
with the General Plan. 
 
Issue #4: The project sponsor explained that Section 317(e)(3) of the Planning Code specifically allows the 
Zoning Administrator to administratively approve mergers of dwelling units that are demonstrably 
unaffordable. No hearing was held for this project and no notification was necessary prior to the 311 
notification that was sent out as required by the Planning Code, after authorization of Administrative 
approval was issued by the Zoning Administrator. 
 
Reference the Response to Discretionary Review for additional information.   The Response to Discretionary 
Review is an attached document. 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
On June 12, 2013, the Zoning Administrator authorized Administrative Approval of Building Permit 
Application No. 201305086422 which proposes the merger of two separate single-family dwellings on 
two separate lots (that are under one ownership) into one single-family dwelling. The Zoning 
Administrator took the action because the proposed merger meets the criteria for demonstrably not 
affordable or financially accessible housing outlined in Planning Code Section 317(e)(3). The Zoning 
Administrator has reviewed the application and plans for the proposed dwelling unit merger and has 
determined that the least expensive unit proposed for merger (at $1.64 million) has a value greater than at 
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least 80% of the combined land and structure values of single-family homes in San Francisco as 
determined by a credible appraisal, made within six months of the application to merge and may be 
approved administratively.  
 
The Zoning Administrator Action Memo (Case no. 2012.1475D) for Administrative Approval of Building 
Permit No. 201305086422 is available to the public via the Planning Department’s website as well as the 
San Francisco Property Information Map.  
 
The proposed dwelling unit merger and alterations are subject to Planning Code Section 311 Notification 
but do not require a Pre-Application Meeting. Certain project types require Pre-Application Meeting: 
New Construction; Any vertical addition of 7 feet or more; Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more; 
Decks over 10 feet above grade or within the required rear yard; and All Formula Retail uses subject to a 
Conditional Use Authorization. The proposed alterations do not fall into the above categories. The 
completed 311 Notification is attached for reference. 
 
There have been six permits approved and/or issued for work at the subject property over the last four 
years:  

 On May 17, 2011, Building Permit No. 201102029543 was issued for 23 Kronquist Court to: 
“Remove rear deck at 2nd floor; replace extg door at rear deck with Window; replace extg kitchen 
window; New window at stair 2; Remove extg door from garage; Replace finishes in kitchen; No 
Structural; Legalize ground floor bath and bedroom.”  

 On August 22, 2011, Building Permit No. 201105206468 was inspected and approved for 29 
Kronquist Court for the following work: “Reconfigure of (E) bedrooms on 3rd floor including 
new electrical and cabinetry.”  

 On September 23, 2009, Building Permit No. 200909237517 was issued for 29 Kronquist Court for 
the following work: “To obtain final inspection for work approved under PA #200603015762 
(Replace 2 windows in kind at 2/f with approx. 100 sq.ft. Stucco Patch, visible from street). All 
work is complete.”  

 On September 9, 2009, Building Permit No. 200810063454 was inspected and approved for 29 
Kronquist Court for the following work: “Installation of new skylight, direct vent fireplace (gas), 
Relocation of 2 headers.” 

 On September 9, 2009, Building Permit No. 200802275722 was inspected and approved for 29 
Kronquist Court for the following work: “Revision to PA# 2007.04.06.8232. Revision to grading of 
rear yard, relocate steps in grade/ new Ivy trellis at 7' above grade along N/S/E rear property 
lines.”  

 On September 9, 2009, Building Permit No. 200801222967 was inspected and approved for 29 
Kronquist Court for the following work: “Interior non structural demo mainly sheetrock 
appliances and some ducting, and exterior non structural / fence demo. Other hard demo is 
under PA# 2007.04.06.8232.”  

  
All previous permits date back to 2006 for 29 Kronquist Court and 1998 for 23 Kronquist Court. The 
building permit history is attached for reference.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review, 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301(1)(4) and 15303(a). 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the project on November 6, 2013. The RDT found that the 
DR Requestor raised no RDG issues. The RDT determined there are no exceptional or extraordinary 
circumstances and supports the project as currently proposed.  
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the 
Commission, as this project does not involve new construction on a vacant lot.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 The project complies with the Planning Code and advances the policies of the General Plan. 
 The project complies with the Residential Design Guidelines as determined by the Residential 

Design Team. 
 There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that would necessitate Discretionary 

Review or modification of the project. 
 The project has the support of seven out of fourteen neighbors on Kronquist Court.  

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed. 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photos 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application 
Response to DR Application dated December, 31, 2013  
Reduced Plans 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined X 
Mixed  
 
Comments:  The neighborhood character is defined with two story structures. 
 
SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Topography (page 11)    
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X   
Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 
the placement of surrounding buildings? 

X   

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)     
Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X   
In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape? 

   

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X   
Side Spacing (page 15)    
Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X   
Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)    
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X   
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X   
Views (page 18)    
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?   X 
Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)    
Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?   X 
Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 
spaces? 

  X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?   X 
 
Comments: The project conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines because the scope of work 
minimizes impact to the front of the buildings and is primarily focused on interior alterations and rear 
additions that do not extend past the rear wall of the adjacent structure. 
 
BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
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Building Scale (pages 23  - 27)    

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the street? 

X   

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block open space? 

X   

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)    
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?  X   
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   
 
Comments: The project conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines because the proportions and form 
are compatible with the surrounding buildings. 
 
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)    
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 

X   

Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building 
entrances? 

X   

Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 
the sidewalk?  

X   

Bay Windows (page 34)    
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 
surrounding buildings? 

X   

Garages (pages 34 - 37)    
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X   
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the building and the surrounding area? 

X   

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X   
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X   
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)    
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?    X 
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 
building elements?  

  X 

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 
buildings?  

  X 
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Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 
on light to adjacent buildings? 

  X 

 
Comments:  The project conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines because the scope of work is 
primarily focused on interior alterations and rear additions. 
 
BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)    
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 
and the surrounding area? 

X   

Windows (pages 44 - 46)    
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood? 

X   

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 
the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

X   

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)    
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

X   

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X   
 
Comments: The project conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines because the scope of work is 
primarily focused on interior alterations and rear. 
 
 
KC: G:\Documents\DRs\23-29 Kronquist Court_2013.1002D\Report\23-29 Kronquist Court_2013.1002D .doc  
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  1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103  

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On May 8, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.0508.6422 (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: Kenda McIntosh, Reuben,Junius,&Rose Project Address:  23-29 Kronquist Court 

Address:    1 Bush Street Ste. 600 Cross Streets: 27th Street  

City, State:  San Francisco, CA   94104 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 6582/024 and 6582/010B 

Telephone:  (415) 567-9000 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 [  ]  ALTERATION             

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

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

 P ROJE CT  FE AT URE S  EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION 

 

BUILDING USE  ....................................................................Two Single Family Dwellings  ........ One Single-Family Dwelling 

FRONT SETBACK (garage level)  .......................................NA .................................................. NA 

FRONT SETBACK (first floor level) ....................................NA .................................................. NA 

SIDE SETBACKS  ................................................................NA .................................................. NA 

BUILDING DEPTH  ...............................................................47 feet 2 inches  ............................ 53 feet 8 inches  

REAR YARD .........................................................................48.5 feet ........................................ 44 feet  

HEIGHT OF BUILDING ........................................................NA .................................................. NA 

NUMBER OF STORIES  .......................................................NA .................................................. NA 

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS  ........................................2..................................................... 1 

NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES  ...............NA .................................................. NA 
 

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

 

The project is to merge two single-family dwellings into one single-family dwelling.  The project also includes two small 

additions to the rear of the buildings.  The addition to 29 Kronquist will in-fill a notch at the rear of the second floor level.  The 

addition to 23 Kronquist will extend the north half of the second floor back four feet four inches for a width of 12.5 feet.  The 

addition will not extend beyond the rear wall of the building at 17 Kronquist Court. 
   

PLANNER’S NAME: Casey Noel    

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 575-9125  DATE OF THIS NOTICE:  

EMAIL: casey.noel@sfgov.org  EXPIRATION DATE:  
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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/


Application for Discretionary Review 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1, Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPUCANTS NAME: 

CY,ITH,.q q q y c ox QNL ,9i311,9 ,J /° 4i91< 
DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

- 	KR Jc!wT c 	 p,tg,Ic1s’i 	’ir/ 	(/ir)1’Ø&?86 

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRE11ONARY REVIEW NAME: 

?91 
ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

2 	!<o 	cozlt ^j Fir,’clo ?1ii 	(Wf)SJO-2,S 

2. Location and Classification 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use Li Change of Hours [11 New Construction Li Alterations Lii Demolition LI] Other,1 

Additions to Building: 	Rear 	Front [1] 	Height [II 	Side Yard Li 

Present or Previous Use: .Si 	L!rfI9fl/tyHO/1 

Proposed Use: 	 C P!J1Le 
Building Permit Application No. 	 Date Filed: JI 



13. 1  
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

----- 	 ----.-.-- 	 --- 

PiiorAcNon YES NO 

I 	 Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 
[] 

I _-.--- 	
---.---..-.----- ----- 

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

U 
_______ 	 _______ ------.------ ------------ 

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. 

SAN -RP.NCSSO PLANNING DGWAPTMENT V08 07 2012 



Applicjon 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. 

S&:E - 	CLOrEO 

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: 

LEc 

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? 

E 



13. [00 20 

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 maybe required. 

Signature: 	 Date:   

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

Authorized Agent (circle one) 

222 	 0CISC0 PLANNING DEOAr1TMENI V 0607 2012 
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D.R. Applicant Name: Cynthia Gaylor and Adrian Polak 
D.R. Applicant Address: 2 Kronquist Court, San Francisco, CA 94131 

Building Permit Application Number: 2013.0508.6422 

Application Requesting Discretionary Review 

Question 1: 

The reason to request a Discretionary Review is that the applicant is proposing to conduct yet 

another major construction project (i.e., at 23 Kronquist Court and 29 Kronquist Court) after 

having conducted four major projects over the last few years on these very same properties. In 

discussions with our neighbors on Kronquist Court, the view is that the applicant long ago 

breached any semblance of reasonableness with respect to the number of highly disruptive, 

major construction projects on the Court. And with respect to this project, the applicant has 
provided no neighborhood outreach or communication. 

Moreover, the applicant is requesting for the removal of an existing dwelling unit from the 

existing stock of housing in the City of San Francisco. Specifically, the request by applicant is to 

take two existing housing units at 23 Kronquist Court and 29 Kronquist Court, to remove one 

unit and to only have one unit remaining. The San Francisco General Plan notes very clearly that 

one of the most pressinghousing issues is "conserving and improving existing housing." It does 

not matter that the subject dwellings at 23 Kronquist Court and 29 Kronquist Court are not 

considered "affordable units". The San Francisco General Plan describes a need for 31,000 

housing units over the next several years. Despite the various strategies in place to attempt to 

increase the number of units in San Francisco, the General Plan acknowledges that, "the City 

will not likely see the development of 31,000 new units". Since one function of price is supply, 

any reduction in housing supply will be a factor in causing prices to increase; impacting all price 
levels, including affordable units. The applicant may own the two adjoining units at 23 

Kronquist Court and 29 Kronquist Court for a few years or a few decades, but what the City of 

San Francisco needs, and is trying to plan for, is an adequate number of housing stock for the 

next century and longer. Planning should be about long-term sustainability of key goals and not 

just satisfying near-term desires to consolidate single-family houses. 

As a family with two young children we want the city to be family friendly. Unfortunately for us, 

in 2008, when our family attempted to expand our 3-bedroom home at 2 Kronquist Court, the 

applicant filed a Discretionary Review against our plans (which were well within allowable 

scope and had no physical impact on anyone in the neighborhood) and said that we should 

purchase another larger property rather than try to augment our existing home to meet our 

family needs. After a protracted process we decided it was not worth the cost on a scaled back 



13.1002,11 

plan and ended up renting another unit in the City so that our three sets of frequently visiting 

parents from the east coast would have a place to stay for their extended visits. It seems that 

the applicant should ask the same question, if there is a need for a bigger house the solution is 

to buy another property that meets any required needs; versus disrupting Kronquist Court 
again and decreasing existing housing stock in San Francisco. 

In speaking with the allocated city planner for this project (Casey Noel), we understand that the 

applicant has never spoken with the allocated city planner (Casey Noel) about this project. The 

city planner indicated that apparently there was a mandatory Discretionary Review for the 

project, and that it may have occurred in a closed session on June 13th. The city planner said 

they needed to do more research on this as nothing was available on the San Francisco City 

website. As of the time of this DR filing, no additional information was made available to us. 

We were not made aware of any mandatory Discretionary Review, the potential related 

hearing, the reasons why the reduction in existing units may have been permitted when the city 

is desperate to maintain existing housing stock and why the details were not shared with the 

public in time to make any comments (on the proposed removal of an existing housing unit). 

We are highly disappointed by the lack of information available regarding this process - at least 

now through the 311 process, we are formally voicing these major concerns. 

Question 2: 

On the qualitative topic of reasonableness, it is instructive to review the number of major 

construction projects that have already occurred at a given property. During the span of our 

seven year ownership of 2 Kronquist Court, the applicant has undertaken four major 

construction projects at 23 Kronquist Court and 29 Kronquist Court. We understand that some 

level of improvement to housing stock is necessary and desirable. At this point, the applicant 
has had more than ample opportunity to impact the neighborhood with their various projects. 

Per direct comments from the neighbors to us regarding the proposed project: ’the applicant 

has long ago breached any semblance of reasonableness’. This was in addition to calling the 

applicant a hypocrite for moving forward on all their various projects, including the current 

project, which is outside the City guidelines while endeavoring to stop other attempts in the 

neighborhood for families to improve their single family homes within allowable scope. The 

applicant, at the time of our project, told us that the expansion of our house would create a 

"large" home that is not in keeping with the homes on Kronquist Court - today the applicant is 

proposing an expansion that will make the applicant’s home considerably larger (by a factor of 

2x) than the other homes on Kronquist Court or the surrounding area. 

The entirety of Kroquist Court would be impacted by the proposed project. The Court is a place 

for children to play and for people to enjoy some semblance of peace and quiet. That said, from 
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time-to-time, some construction and related inconvenience is certainly expected. Based on 

discussions with the neighbors, the applicant has used up their reasonable opportunities for 
major construction as they have conducted four major construction/renovation projections of 

quite lengthy work plans (6 months to one year each which adds up to years of aggregate 

construction conducted already by the applicant). This has included the frequent use of very 

large and noisy heavy machinery and disruption and public disturbance on the street. It is quite 

distressing to think about another major and lengthy project being done on properties that 

have just recently already seen MULTIPLE construction projects and renovations. This is not 

reasonable. 

One final note about reasonableness and neighborliness, there has been no neighborhood 

outreach conducted by the applicant (by comparison when we tried to increase the size of our 

home at 2 Kronquist Court we had several neighborhood outreach meetings, at our home, 

arranged for two community board mediation sessions, all before going to a City hearing). On 

this project, the applicant did not have a community meeting or outreach of any kind. Perhaps 

the applicant could have saved additional cycles by reaching Out to the neighbors, 

acknowledging the terrible strain their projects have put the Court under, said that they would 

limit the day time work on the project to certain hours not beginning before Barn, excluding any 

weekend work and notifying the neighbors of days that would be the most disruptive in terms 
of noise. 

Question 3: 

We propose that the project not be approved to proceed. 



jjatjn for Discretionary Review 

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 	 Er 
Address labels (original), if applicable 

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

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 y Plannin Department: 

By: _____ 	 _____ 	 Date: 	 & / 
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6582/O1OA 

Eryn and Jeff Kurin 

35 Kronquist Court 

San Francisco, CA 94131 

6582/023A 

Jason Dimsdale 

17 Kronquist Court 

San Francisco, CA 94131 

6582/012A 

Robert & Janet Gregory 

San Francisco, CA 94131 

6582/021 

Avery Chin 

18 Kronquist Court 

San Francisco, CA 94131 

6582/020A 

Jason Bender 

8 Kronquist Court 

San Francisco, CA 04131 

6582/024 & 6582/010B 

April & Hiroki Asai 

29 Kronquist Court 

6582/020 

Cynthia Gaylor & Adrian Polak 

2 Kronquist Court 

San Francisco, CA 94131 



From: Olson, Scott
To: Secretary, Commissions; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com;

plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey
Cc: aprilhiroki@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court
Date: Wednesday, October 16, 2013 10:06:20 AM

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

Re: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

We are writing to say we are in full support of the proposed project at 23-29 Kronquist court.
We live at 41 Kronquist Court and have been a resident here for over 5 yrs. The Asai's have
always been considerate and respectful of the neighborhood whenever approaching any re-
model project. The Asai's have discussed with us the proposed plans for 23/29, and we feel it
is well designed and appropriate for the neighborhood. As such, we do not believe a
Discretionary Review of this project is necessary or appropriate.  

Best Regards,

Scott and Paige Olson
 

Scott Olson
Seyfarth Shaw LLP
560 Mission Street, 31st Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 544-1065

Any tax information or written tax advice contained herein (including any attachments) is not intended to be and cannot be used by
any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding tax penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer. 
(The foregoing legend has been affixed pursuant to U.S. Treasury Regulations governing tax practice.)

The information contained in this transmission is attorney privileged and/or confidential information intended for the use of the
individual or entity named above.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.

mailto:SOlson@seyfarth.com
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:cwu.planning@gmail.com
mailto:wordweaver21@aol.com
mailto:plangsf@gmail.com
mailto:richhillissf@yahoo.com
mailto:mooreurban@aol.com
mailto:hs.commish@yahoo.com
mailto:casey.noel@sfgov.org
mailto:aprilhiroki@sbcglobal.net


From: chrissy hildebrandt
To: Secretary, Commissions; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com;

plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey
Cc: april asai
Subject: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court
Date: Monday, October 28, 2013 7:05:10 PM

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

Re: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

We are writing this letter to give our full support of the proposed
construction project at 23-29 Kronquist Court. The Asai's have always
been extremely considerate and respectful of the neighborhood whenever
approaching any re-model project.  The work on their home has always
reflected and complimented their desire to maintain the integrity of
the Kronquist community.  The project design will have no visual
impact to the community.

We lived at 7 Kronquist Court for seven years and recently moved in
June of this year. Prior to us moving, we received the project plans,
and had spoken to The Asai's about their plans and we believe that the
project is well designed and appropriate for the community. We urge
the Planning Commission not to take Discretionary Review of this
project.

Sincerely,
Ron and Christine Hildebrandt

mailto:chrissytay@gmail.com
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: vlwilsher@gmail.com on behalf of Veronika Wilsher
To: Secretary, Commissions; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com;

plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey
Cc: april asai
Subject: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court
Date: Thursday, September 26, 2013 10:21:47 PM

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

Re: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

We are writing to say we are in full support of the proposed project at 23-29 Kronquist
Court. We have lived at 680 27th Street for the past 8 years. The Asai's have discussed the
proposed plans for 23/29, and we believe that the project will have no visual impact to the
neighborhood and community. We urge the Planning Commission not to take Discretionary
Review of this project.

Sincerely,
Veronika and Thomas Wilsher
680 27th Street

mailto:vlwilsher@gmail.com
mailto:wilsher@gmail.com
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:cwu.planning@gmail.com
mailto:wordweaver21@aol.com
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mailto:richhillissf@yahoo.com
mailto:mooreurban@aol.com
mailto:hs.commish@yahoo.com
mailto:casey.noel@sfgov.org
mailto:aprilhiroki@sbcglobal.net


From: Ann S. Hedges
To: ry@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com; 

plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey
Cc: aprilhiroki aprilhiroki
Subject: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court
Date: Wednesday, September 04, 2013 10:40:31 AM

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

Re: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court

 
Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

I am writing to say that I am in full support of the proposed project at 23-29 
Kronquist court. 
The Asai's have always been considerate and respectful of the neighborhood 
whenever approaching any re-model project. They have discussed  the proposed 
plans with me.
The proposed design will have no visual impact to the community and is well 
designed and appropriate, as all of their previous remodel projects have been.
I urge the Planning Commission not to take Discretionary Review of this project.  It 
seems totally unnecessary.

I have owned and lived at 47 Kronquist Court for 30 years.  I would say the Asai's 
have been the most aesthetic, and architecturally sensitive neighbors I have had. 
They have evidenced concern  for and have maintained the character and integrity 
of our cul-de-sac……consistently.

Sincerely,
Ann S. Hedges

mailto:ashedges@comcast.net
mailto:ry@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:cwu.planning@gmail.com
mailto:wordweaver21@aol.com
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mailto:mooreurban@aol.com
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mailto:casey.noel@sfgov.org
mailto:aprilhiroki@sbcglobal.net


From: 4gregory
To: Secretary, Commissions; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com;

plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey
Cc: April & Hiroki Asai
Subject: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court
Date: Tuesday, September 03, 2013 1:34:54 PM

President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

We live at 30 Kronquist Court - directly across the street from the proposed project at 23/29

Kronquist court - and have lived here for over 30 years.  We are writing this letter to express

our full support for the proposed construction project at 23/29 Kronquist Court.  The Asai's

have discussed their plans with us and we believe that the proposal is well designed and

appropriate for the community.  23/29 is in direct view of our home and we believe that the

project will have absolutely no visible impact for us.  The Asai's have always been respectful

and concerned about the community on past projects.  We urge the Planning Commission not

to take Discretionary Review of this project.

Sincerely,

Robert and Janet Gregory

415-647-5930

 

mailto:4gregory@mindspring.com
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mailto:hs.commish@yahoo.com
mailto:casey.noel@sfgov.org
mailto:aprilhiroki@sbcglobal.net


From: Jason Bender
To: Commission.Secretary@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com;
hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey

Cc: April Asai
Subject: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 9:43:06 PM

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

I am writing to express my support for the proposed project at 23-29 Kronquist Court in Noe
Valley.  I reside across the street at 8 Kronquist Court and have lived there for nearly six
years.  During past projects, the Asai's have always been very open about their plans and
concerned with the well-being of their neighbors.

After discussing the project with them, I feel that it is well-designed and appropriate for the
neighborhood.  The Asai's have gone to great lengths to ensure there is no visual impact on
the rest of court.  I am in full support of their proposed plans, and I urge the Planning
Commission not to take Discretionary Review of this project.

Please feel free to contact me directly if you would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

Jason Bender
8 Kronquist Court
(415) 288-1444

mailto:jason.bender@yahoo.com
mailto:Commission.Secretary@sfgov.org
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From: Avery
To: Commission.Secretary@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com;
hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey

Cc: aprilhiroki
Subject: Letter of Support for 23-29 Kronquist Court
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 9:22:15 PM

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

I am writing this letter to give my full support to

the proposed construction project at 23/29 Kronquist

Court. I live at 18 Kronquist Court—across the street

from the proposed project at 23/29 Kronquist court—

and have lived here for 8 years. I believe that the

proposal is well designed and appropriate for the

community. 23/29 is in direct view of my home and I

believe that the project will have absolutely no

visible impact for me. The Asai's have always been

respectful and concerned about the community on past

projects. I urge the Planning Commission not to take

discretionary Review of this project.

Sincerely,

Avery 
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mailto:Commission.Secretary@sfgov.org
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From: frank mclaughlin
To: planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: commisions.Secretary@sfgov.org; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com; plangsf@gmail.com;

richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; Noel, Casey
Subject: Planning Commission Review of Project at 23-29 Kronquist Court, San Francisco
Date: Friday, August 30, 2013 1:46:24 PM

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:
I am in full support of the proposed project at 23-29 Kronquist Court. I live at 1 Kronquist Court and
have been a resident for 44 years. The Asai's have always been considerate and respectful of the
neighborhood whenever approaching and remodeling home projects. Mr and Mrs Asai and their three
boys are wonderful and caring neighbors and have been a valuable and important asset to our small
and friendly neighborhood.
The Asai's have discussed the proposed project plans for 23-29 Kronquist Court and I fully support the
planned remodeling project. The proposed design will have no visual exterior impact, maintains the
Court's architectural integrity, and is appropriate in design and scale.
I strongly urge the  Planning Commission not to undertake a Discretionary Review of this worthy project.
Cordially,
Frank E. Mc Laughlin, Ph.D.
                                   

mailto:frankmclaughlin77@gmail.com
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mailto:commisions.Secretary@sfgov.org
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mailto:casey.noel@sfgov.org
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