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HEARING DATE: APRIL 24, 2014 

 
Date: April 17, 2014 
Case No.: 2013.1765D 
Project Address: 1264 6th AVENUE 
Permit Application: 2013.06.26.0594 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 1754/019 
Project Sponsor: David Silverman  
 Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
 1 Bush Street, Suite 600 
 San Francisco, CA 94104 
Staff Contact: Christine Lamorena – (415) 575-9085 
 christine.lamorena@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to construct a two-to-three-story horizontal addition with a roof deck above the second 
story portion of the addition (approximately 4 feet deep by 16 feet wide) at the rear of the existing two-
story-over-garage, single-family dwelling. The 3rd story will be set back approximately 9 feet from the 
northern property line.  The project includes interior alterations and front landscaping. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site contains a two-story-over-garage, single-family dwelling constructed circa 1900 on a 25-
foot wide by 95-foot deep lot with a lot area of approximately 2,375 square feet.  The subject lot is located 
on the east side of 6th Avenue between Hugo and Irving Streets in the Inner Sunset Neighborhood. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
On the subject block-face and opposite block-face, the majority of the buildings are three to four-story, 
single-family and multi-unit buildings.  The subject block-face is zoned RH-1 while the opposite block-
face is zoned RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family). The corner lots at Irving Street are within the Inner 
Sunset Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District.  
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CASE NO. 2013.1765D 
1264 6th Avenue 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE 

DR HEARING 
DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
October 21, 2013 - 

November 20, 2013 
November 20, 

2013 
April 24, 2014 155 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days April 14, 2014 April 14, 2014 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days April 14, 2014 April 14, 2014 10 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  
2  

(DR Requestors, 1260 6th Ave.  
and 1268 6th Ave.) 

 

Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

 
4  

(Property Owners, 425 Hugo St., 1256 6th 
Ave., 1258 6th Ave., and 1272 6th Ave.)  

 

Neighborhood groups    
 
The Department received an additional 11 letters in opposition to the project.  
 
DR REQUESTORS 

Ken Miller and Julie McKenzie, owners at 1260 6th Avenue, a two-story-over-garage, single-family 
dwelling immediately north of the subject property. Cynthia Smith, owner at 1268 6th Avenue, a two-
story-over-garage, single-family dwelling immediately south of the subject property, is also party to the 
Miller/McKenzie DR request.    
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated November 20, 2013 and Discretionary Review Applicants 
Supplemental Brief, dated April 16, 2014. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated March 31, 2014.  
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CASE NO. 2013.1765D 
1264 6th Avenue 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) 
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 
10,000 square feet).  
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The Residential Design Team (RDT) found that the proposed project meets the standards of the 
Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) and that the project does not present any exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances for the following reasons: 
 

• The amount of loss of light and additional shadowing is within reasonable expectations of 
development impacts in an urban setting (RDG pg. 16). 
 

• The proposed depth is modest with minimal effect on the mid-block open space (RDG pgs. 25-
27). 

 
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: 
Parcel Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application, dated November 20, 2013 
Response to DR Application Packet 

Response to DR Application, dated March 31, 2014 
Reduced Plans 
Site Photographs 

DR Requestor Rebuttal Packet 
Discretionary Review Applicants Supplemental Brief, dated April 16, 2014 
Letters of Opposition (15) 

 
CL:  G:\DOCUMENTS\2013\DRs\2013.1765D\1264 6th Ave - DR - Abbreviated Analysis.doc  
 



Parcel Map 
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*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 (looking east) 
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Aerial Photo (looking west) 
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  1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312) 
 

On June 26, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.06.26.0594 with the City and 
County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 1264 6th Avenue  Applicant: Leslie Arnold 
Cross Street(s): Hugo & Irving  Address: 63 Verna Street 
Block/Lot No.: 1754/019 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94127 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 713-2960 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to 
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 
Applicant listed 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. 
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in 
other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential No Change 
Front Setback Approx.13 feet No Change 
Side Setbacks None No Change  
Building Depth Approx. 48 feet Approx. 50 feet 
Rear Yard Approx. 34 feet Approx. 32 feet 
Building Height Approx. 31 feet (to mid-slope) No Change 
Number of Stories 2 over garage No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal to construct a 2 to 3 story horizontal addition at the rear of the building with a roof deck above a 2nd story portion 
(approx. 4 feet deep by 16 feet wide) of the building.  The 3rd story addition will be set back approximately 9 feet from the northern 
property line.  The project includes interior alterations and changes to the front landscaping to meet Planning Code requirements. 
 See attached plans. 
 

 
For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Christine Lamorena 
Telephone: (415) 575-9085       Notice Date: 10/21/2013  

E-mail:  christine.lamorena@sfgov.org     Expiration Date: 11/20/2013  



 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

 
 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss 
the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have 
general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 
1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday.  If you have specific questions 
about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.  
 
If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  
 
1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you. 
2. Contact 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. Community 
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped 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, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss 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, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 
Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 
Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the 
application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all 
required materials and a check 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. If the project includes multiple 
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 Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted 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 current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 
575-6880. 

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


RECEIVED 

Andrea Sello and Andrew Leighton 

ADDRESS 

1264 Sixth Avenue, San Francisco, CA 

APPLICATION FOR 

Sarne as Abov�, )( 

ADDRESS: 

 

ZIP CODE. 

94122 

3. Project DescrpUon 

 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use LI Change of Hours LI New Construction E. Alterations [T Demolition 	Other LI 

Additions to Building: 	Rear 	Front LI: 	Height LI 	Side Yard LI] 
Residential 

Present or Previous Use: 

Proposed Use: 
Residential 	

- 

2013,06.26.0594 	 June26 2013 Building Permit Application No. 	 Date Filed: 	- 



13 lib:)tJ 
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action 	 YES 	 NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

	

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? 	Ex 	.11 

	

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 	 [j 

5. Changes Made to the Proect as a Resth 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. 
The basic dimensions of the addition were not stated on the Notice plans. After a series of negotiations, the 

owners provided revised plans. Revised plans were received 10 days later. Miller/McKenzie engaged an 

architect to prepare a shadow study. The Parties had limited remaining time to evaluate and discuss the 

project. An informal meeting was held on 11/19/13 without progress. Miller/McKenzie are willing to 

participate in mediation, It is unknown if the owners of the Subject Property Sello/Leighton will participate. 



- - 

Discretionary Review Request 

In the space he]ow 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 01 the Residential Design Guidelines. 

See Attached. 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to he 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 he 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 rl? 



, ’o5D 

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. 
h: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	 Date. - 101113 

Print name, antmdicalewhetherowner,   or authorized agent: 

Owner) Authorized Agent eScie one)  

1 	 -RU4CSCC r.nNFjn;c, OERAn’-ENT 	 c’ ,ci 



Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

Applications submitted, to the Planrkng Department niu-.t be accompanied by this checklist and all required 

materials. The chick: i i, to he completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent. 

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check sorrect column) 	 DR APPLJAT N 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (cony of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 	 IMP  

Convenant oi Deed Rectrtctions 	 ki 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 	
lye 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drar.rings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 

Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 

elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES 
Li Required Material. 
tS Opt anal Material 
0 Two sets of odyinal labels and er’e ..cpy 3 f .ddresses of adacerrr pro,e.ly owners and owners of properly across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application reci’i.ed D\ Planning Department: 

Date: 



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 	I 	1 ( 

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 Guideline? Please be specific and site specific 
sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

At issue is the construction project at 1264 Sixth Avenue, San Francisco, California; Block 
1754 Lot 019. ("Subject Property"). The owners of the construction project ("Project") are Ms. 
Andrea Sello and Mr. Andrew Leighton ("Property Owners"). The request for Discretionary 
review is brought by Mr. Ken Miller and Ms. Julie McKenzie ("Miller/McKenzie"), the owners 
of 1260 Sixth Avenue; the property immediately adjacent to the north of the Subject Property. 
Ms. Cynthia Smith, the owner of 1268 Sixth Avenue also joins in the request for Discretionary 
Review. Ms. Smith’s property is immediately adjacent to the Subject Property on the south side. 

The construction project seeks to extend the Subject Property into the back yard open space 
at all three levels of the home. The project will include bay windows which will further extend 
into the yard space by an additional 2 feet. A deck will be added to the third floor. 

The Discretionary Review request is based upon the following impacts resulting from the 
expansion project at the Subject Property: loss of light and shadowing to neighboring properties, 
loss of mid-block open space, out of scale addition, "boxed-in" impacts to neighbors, loss of 
visual openness, uncharacteristically deep or tall addition. 

"When expanding a building into the rear yard, the impact of that expansion on light and 
privacy for abutting structures must be considered." Residential Design Guidelines, Page 16 
(emphasis added). 

The Miller/McKenzie’s are highly concerned about the shading and light impacts of the 
construction project at the Subject Property. The construction at the Subject Property will extend 
the current building foot print by 2+ feet at all levels, with an addition of 2 feet of bay windows. 
As the result of a prior expansion project, the rear portion of the Subject Property already 
extends an additional 6 feet beyond the Miller/McKenzie Property. If the project is built, the 
Subject Property will extend 10 feet beyond the Miller/McKenzie Property. The result will be 
significant blockage of sun light, and extensive shading/shadowing of the Miller/McKenzie 
property. 

Due to the sun’s patterns in the neighborhood, the Miller/McKenzie’s will suffer more 
than any other property in the neighborhood from the blockage of light and openness. The 
addition will also result in a depressing "boxed-in" impact to the Miller/McKenzie’s. 

Discretionary Review 
1264 Sixth Avenue 
Permit App. # 2013.06.26.0594 	 Page 1 



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 

"This City Planning Code is adopted to promote and protect the public health, safely, peace, 
morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare, and for the following more particularly 
specified purposes:... To provide adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of access to 
property..." San Francisco Planning Code Section 101 (c). 

The San Francisco City Planning Code and the San Francisco Residential Design 
Guidelines, acknowledge the importance of light impacts to a property. SF Planning Code 
101(c); Residential Design Guidelines, Pages 16. 

The Miller/McKenzie’s home has a deck and kitchen area at the rear of the home. The 
Miller/McKenzie’s renovated this portion of their home to increase light and openness. The 
renovation project had minimal impacts. Miller/McKenzie’s managed to stay within one foot of 
the existing foot print of their home. 

The blockage of light and openness from the Subject Property will have extraordinary 
impacts on the Miller/McKenzie home because the proposed addition will cause a sharp 
reduction in light to the Miller/McKenzie property. The Miller/McKenzie’s home has several 
sky lights in the rear of the home. The skylights will be shadowed by the addition. 

Ms. Julie McKenzie also suffers from Seasonal Affect Disorder (SAD). By blocking 
light to the Miller/McKenzie’s home, the proposed project at the Subject Property will have 
exceptional and extraordinary impacts on Ms. McKenzie’s health. The son of Miller and 
McKenzie is scheduled to return from a residential treatment program. The blockage of sun and 
openness to the Miller/McKenzie property will be detrimental to his recovery. This is an 
exceptional and extraordinary circumstance. 

"Though the Planning Code establishes the maximum building envelope by dictating setbacks 
and heights, the building must also be compatible with the form of surrounding buildings." 
Residential Design Guidelines, Page 28. (emphasis added). 

If the planned renovation to the Subject Property is built, the rear portion of the Subject 
Property will extend approximately 10 feet beyond the home of Miller/McKenzie. The Subject 
Property will be out-of-scale and incompatible with surrounding buildings. The fact that a prior 
expansion was performed at the Subject Property, now pushes the additional expansion project 
into a zone that will create exceptional and extraordinary impacts. Specifically, the 
Miller/McKenzie’s will be blocked-in and cut-off from light and open space. 

"The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard can impact the mid-block open 
space. Even when permitted by the Planning Code, building expansions into the rear yard may 
not be appropriate if they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of other 
buildings that define the mid-block open space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave 

Discretionary Review 
1264 Sixth Avenue 
Permit App. #2013.06.26.0594 	 Page 2 



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 

surrounding residents feeling "boxed-in" and cut-off from the mid-block open space." 
Residential Design Guidelines, Page 26 

The expansion project at the Subject Property is not appropriate based upon the context 
of the other buildings that define mid-block opens space. The Miller/McKenzie’s and Ms. Smith 
are the adjacent neighbors to the Subject Property. Both Miller/McKenzie and Ms. Smith will be 
impacted by the deep and tall expansion of the Subject Property. The Subject Property will 
extend 10 feet into the rear yard, on three levels, effectively cutting off and blocking-in their 
neighbors, the Miller/McKenzie’ s and Ms. Smith. 

"Rear yards provide open space for the residences to which they are attached, and they 
collectively contribute to the mid-block open space that is visible to most residents of the block. 
This visual open space can be a significant community amenity." Residential Design Guidelines, 

Page 25. 

The neighborhood will be impacted by the planned structure at the Subject Property. The 
visual mid-block open space is currently a significant community amenity. As stated in 
Response #2 below, many members of the block community have performed mindful 
renovations with minimal impacts to the open space. The addition to the Subject Property 
consists of three levels of expansion. The Subject Property will extend 10 feet beyond the 
Miller/McKenzie’s home. Many people in the neighborhood, including Ms. Smith, enjoy the 
view of the Miller/McKenzie garden space: The extension will block the highly valued open 
space enjoyed by the neighborhood. 

In sum, the renovation project at the Subject Property will have extraordinary impacts on the 
Miller/McKenzie’s and the neighborhood block as a whole. The Miller/McKenzie’s will be 
blocked-in by the expansion project at the Subject Property, and the project will have significant 
impacts on with regards to the Miller/McKenzie’s health, well being, and enjoyment of their 
property. 

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. 

Prior Expansion. The Project located at 1264 Sixth Avenue previously underwent an 
expansion/renovation, which is believed to have taken place sometime in the 1970’s. As a result 
of the prior expansion, the rear portion of the Subject Property currently extends approximately 6 

Discretionary Review 
1264 Sixth Avenue 
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 

feet beyond the Miller/McKenzie property. The Miller/McKenzie’s erected a trellis to reduce the 
impacts of the protruding Subject Property. The proposed addition, including the bay windows, 
threatens to add another 4 feet to the rear portion of the Subject Property. As a result the true 
impacts of the addition will be an extension of the Subject Property of 10 feet beyond the 
existing structure of the Miller/McKenzie home. The extension of the Subject Property into the 
rear yard will result in a reduction of open mid-block space, boxed-in confinement to 
Miller/McKenzie’s, and significant shading and shadowing of Miller/McKenzie property. The 
Miller/McKenzie’s and the other abutting neighbor, Ms. Smith will be impacted by the out-of 
scale dimensions of the addition at the Subject Property. "An out-of-scale rear yard addition can 
leave surrounding residents feeling ’boxed-in’ and cut-off from the mid-block open space." 
Residential Design Guidelines, Page 26. This "second expansion" of the Subject Property is 
unreasonable, given the prior expansion into the rear yard. 

Neighborhood Mid-Block Open Space/Preservation. The Miller/McKenzie home is 
located immediately adjacent to the Subject Property on the north side. The Miller/McKenzie’s 
renovated their home to increase light and openness. The renovation was specifically designed 
to avoid impacts to neighbors, and protect the existing open space. The Miller/McKenzie 
renovation was done with less than a one foot change to the footprint of their building. 

When the Miller/McKenzie’s performed their remodel project, they were aware that their 
neighbors to the north were renters, and would not likely complain if Miller/McKenzie’s added 
an addition into the rear yard. However, the Miller/McKenzie’s were conscious of potential 
impacts to neighbors and respectful of the existing open space. As a result, the Miller! 
McKenzie’s performed renovations without impacting their neighbors. 

The home of Cynthia Smith is located immediately adjacent to the Subject Property on 
the south side. Ms. Smith renovated her home. The renovations to the Smith home, were 
likewise performed to avoid impacts to neighbors and to protect the existing open space. 

Renovation projects have been performed by other neighbors on the block. These 
renovations have also been performed with respect to the existing footprints, and without 
significant impacts to the neighbors or impingement upon the mid-block opens space. Other 
neighborhood project include, Craig and Melissa Marshall (425 Hugo), and Laurence Kornfield 
(1257 5 1h  Ave). 

The mid-block open space is very strong on this block. Furthermore, there is a strong 
culture within this specific block of protecting and preserving the mid-block open space. "Rear 
yards provide open space for the residences to which they are attached, and they collectively 
contribute to the mid-block open space that is visible to most residents of the block. This visual 
open space can be a significant community amenity." Residential Design Guidelines, Page 25. 

Discretionary Review 
1264 Sixth Avenue 
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 

This is a community that strongly values the mid-block open space. Numerous neighbors 
have engaged in mindful development, and actively resisted expansion. The visual open space 
is a significant and valued community amenity; it would be unreasonable for the Owners of 
Subject Property to destroy the openness, enjoyed by this community. 

Additional neighbors that have expressed concern about impacts to mid-block open space 
from the proposed project at the Subject Property, including but not limited to Morgan and Ibon 
Benz, Vanessa Fabian, Kimra McPherson and her husband, Craig Marshall, Patty Weiss, and 
Brendan, also Patty Weiss’ mother. 

Light And Health Impacts. The Miller/McKenzie’ s invested in renovations to add light and 
openness to their home. The kitchen area at the rear of the Miller/McKenzie home was opened 
up by adding glass doors to the deck, multiple skylights, transom window, and a bowed, four-
panel bay window. This light and openness is now being threatened by the proposed addition at 
the Subject Property. It should also be noted that Julie McKenzie has been diagnosed with 
Seasonal Affect Disorder, wherein a person’s mood and emotional status is highly impacted by a 
decrease in exposure to sunlight. The reduction in light to the Miller/McKenzie home will have 
increased impact on the Ms. McKenzie and her health. The impacts of the Subject Property are 
unreasonable to the extent that the addition will block natural light to the Miller/McKenzie 
home. 

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

The Miller/McKenzie’s have experienced significant difficulties in obtaining information 
about the project from the Project Owners. At the Pre-Application Meeting in May, 
Miller/McKenzie requested copies of the plans. The Project Owners did not provide copies of 
the plans to Miller/McKenzie. Approximately, one to two weeks later, Project Owners then 
demanded that the Miller/McKenzie’s make suggestions about the plans on very short notice. 

Ms. Smith requested the Project Owners put up story poles to provide a visual representation 
of the proposed project. The Project Owner promised to put up story poles, but they never did. 

The plans provided during the Neighborhood Notification failed to include significant 
dimensions of the proposed addition. After negotiating with the Planning Department and the 
Project Owners, revised plans were provided to Miller/McKenzie. It took ten days to obtain 
more detailed plans, and these plans were not provided to other concerned neighbors. 

Discretionary Review 
1264 Sixth Avenue 
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 

Once the dimensions of the Project were obtained, Miller/McKenzie hired an architect to 
evaluate the impact of the addition. A shadow study was performed. The shadow study showed 
significant areas of shading on the Miller/McKenzie property. A list of potential modifications 
was formulated and forwarded to the Property Owners. 

Thereafter, an informal meeting was scheduled with the Project Owners. The informal 
meeting was scheduled on November 19, 2013, the eve of deadline for Discretionary Review 
filing. 

The San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines provides a recommends for modifying a 
project to reduce impacts. 

’However, there may be situations where proposed project will have a greater impact on the 
neighboring buildings. In these situations, the following design guidelines can minimize impacts 
on light... Provide setbacks on upper floors of the building. Include a sloped roofform in the 
design. Provide shared lightwells to provide more light to both properties. Incorporate open 
railings on decks and stairs. Eliminate need for parapet walls by using a fire-rated  roof" 
Residential Design Guidelines, Page 16. 

Miller/McKenzie and their architect offered several suggestions for reduction of impacts, 
including but not limited to 1) reduction of depth, 2) elimination/reduction of bay windows, 3) 
side property set-backs, 4) sloping roof, etc. 

The Property Owners refused to incorporate any of the suggested modifications. 

The Miller/McKenzie’s seek minor modifications to the project in the form of a reduction of 
the total depth of the addition from 4ft. to 2 ft. (inclusive of the bay windows). This could be 
obtained by eliminating either the added 2 ft. of building depth or eliminating the bay widows. 
The result could also be achieved by reducing the building depth by 1 ft., and reducing the bay 
window depth to 1 ft. Adding a sloped roof would also significantly reduce the shadow impacts, 
and bulkiness of the addition. 

At the informal meeting on 11/19/13, the Miller McKenzie’s asked the sponsor and owners of 
the Subject Property to indicate the concerns addressed at the meeting, explicitly by adding notes 
to the drawings, so that will not be overlooked as the project moves into the building permit 
phase. There was no commitment given regarding this. 

Discretionary Review 
1264 Sixth Avenue 
Permit App. # 20 13.06.26.0594 	 Page 6 



1: 
1264 61h  Ave. DR Application Sun Studies and Photos  o4.2’.0 ) 

Sun Studies: 

1 Sun Study- Existing Spring/Fall Equinox, 1:30pm (PDT) 

2 Sun Study- Proposed Spring/Fall Equinox, 1:30pm (PDT) 

3 Sun Study- Existing Winter Solstice, 12:00pm (PST) 

4 Sun Study- Proposed Winter Solstice, 12pm (PST) 

All Sun Studies are back views of the Subject Property, from above and looking West 

Photos: 

5 View of Subject Property and next door properties, back view, looking South, from 
neighboring porch at 1258 61h  Ave. 

6 Overhead view, block #1754, with proposed Subject Property addition 

7 Existing view, of open space, looking East, from 1260 6th  Ave. kitchen 

8 1260 6th  Ave. kitchen windows and skylights, looking S. East, showing existing 
1264 wall 
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