
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 23-027 
ALBERT URRUTIA and PATRICIA URRUTIA, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on June 7, 2023, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the issuance on May 23, 2023, to Fahman properties 
LLC, of a demolition permit (demolish an existing auto repair (industrial) building) at 2455 Harrison Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2019/04/30/9260 
 
FOR HEARING ON July 26, 2023 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Albert Urrutia and Patricia Urrutia, Appellant(s) 
c/o Stephen M. Williams, Attorney for Appellant(s) 
The Law Office of Stephen M. Williams 
1934 Divisadero Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
 
 

 
Fahman Properties LLC, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Toby Morris, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
139 Noe Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
 
 
 

 
 



 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 23-026 
ALBERT URRUTIA and PATRICIA URRUTIA, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on June 7, 2023, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the issuance on May 23, 2023, to Fahman Properties 
LLC, of a permit to erect a building (erect a four-story, five-dwelling with one-basement mixed building Type 3a over 1-
a) at 2455 Harrison Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2019/04/30/9262 
 
FOR HEARING ON July 26, 2023 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Albert Urrutia and Patricia Urrutia, Appellant(s) 
c/o Stephen M. Williams, Attorney for Appellant(s) 
The Law Office of Stephen M. Williams 
1934 Divisadero Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
 
 

 
Fahman Properties LLC, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Toby Morris, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
139 Noe Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: June 7, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-027     
 
I / We, Albert and Patricia Urrutia, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Demolition 
Permit No. 2019/04/30/9260  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective 

on: May 23, 2023, to: Fahman Properties LLC, for the property located at: 2455 Harrison Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellants’ Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on July 6, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org and 
toby@kermanmorris.com. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on July 20, 2023, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org,  
smw@stevewilliamslaw.com and aurrutia@atriumstructural.com. 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 26, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
See attachment to the preliminary Statement of Appeal. 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: Steve Williams, attorney for appellants 
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Statement in Support of Notice of Appeals of Permit ## 201904309262 & 201904309260 

To The San Francisco Board of Appeals: 
 

This letter shall serve as statement in support of the notice of appeal on behalf of Patricia 

and Albert Urrutia, the owners of 2451-2453 Harrison Street in San Francisco, regarding permit 

application # # 201904309262 & 201904309260 that were issued for 2455 Harrison Street on 

May 23, 2023. The subject property at 2455 Harrison Street is adjacent to and directly south of 

the Appellants’ property on Harrison Street. The reasons for the appeals are as follows. The 

project to demolish the existing auto repair shop and erect a new structure of 65’ feet in height 

(to the top of the penthouse) violates the plan area objectives applicable to the Mission Area and 

the newly formed Urban Mixed-Use District by failing to respect the lower scale development 

that typifies much of the established residential areas throughout the area.  

The height, (two stories taller than Appellants’ building) bulk and mass proposed for the 

project site will have a devastating impact on the naturally affordable rent-controlled units next 

door by completely blocking at the property line the south facing windows of the building at 

2451-2453 Harrison Street and blocking the long-term solar panels on the neighboring building 

as well. There are no proposed setbacks (even on the upper floors) and no light wells or other 

accommodations or mitigations for the residential units next door to the north. New buildings in 

existing neighborhoods must be designed to be compatible with the surroundings. Building 

massing should be broken up, development above a certain height should be set back to allow 

light and air to reach existing units of housing. This tall building will cast shadows on the public 

recreation center and playground across the street. Setbacks and reductions are needed to ensure 

the negative impacts of the proposed building are eliminated or at reduced or mitigated. 

Appellants were also threatened with unfair personal harm by the developers of the project. 

- Stephen M. Williams, Attorney for Appellants 
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Permit Details Report

Report Date: 5/30/2023 2:27:45 PM
  
Application Number: 201904309260
Form Number: 6
Address(es): 4084 / 026 / 0 2455 HARRISON ST
Description: DEMOLISH AN EXISTING AUTO REPAIR (INDUSTRIAL) BLDG.
Cost: $8,406.84
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
4/30/2019 TRIAGE  
4/30/2019 FILING  
4/30/2019 FILED  
5/23/2023 APPROVED  
5/23/2023 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 970768
Name: JONATHAN WICKMAN
Company Name: WICKMAN DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION
Address: 5616 MISSION STREET * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94112-0000
Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 CPB 4/30/19 4/30/19 4/30/19 GUTIERREZ
NANCY MAILING PACKAGE RECEIVED

2 CP-ZOC 4/30/19 8/17/21 8/17/21 WESTOFF
ALEX

Approved to demolish 1-story industrial
structure.

3 BLDG 8/18/21 12/7/21 12/7/21 HUANG
VIVIAN approved

4 SFFD 12/8/21 5/25/22 5/25/22 RHAB
BOUGHN

5/25/22: N/A; routed to PPC with
201904309262-S Assigne to
rhab.boughn@sfgov.org

5 DPW-
BSM 12/30/21 12/31/21 12/31/21 DENNIS

RASSENDYLL

Pre-construction site meeting required by
PUBLIC WORKS/BSM Street Inspection
to schedule. -RD

6 HEALTH 3/21/22 6/29/22 6/29/22  N/A for Health as this is a demolition
permit per Rachel Cheng - cp

7 CP-ZOC 10/27/20 10/27/20 10/5/22 WESTOFF
ALEX

Prior to permit issuance, applicant shall
comply with required environmental
mitigation measures. Email
CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org.
Per 10/5/22 discussion with EP, ok to
approve plans.

8 PPC 8/26/22 8/26/22 12/7/22 TAING SOK-
IM

12/9/22: To Calvin Mok (CPB) w/ 9262s;
ST 11/30/22: Traveling w/ 9262s to Rhab
Boughn (SFFD); ST 11/17/22: Traveling w/
9262 to Vivian Huang (BLDG); ST
10/25/22: Retrieved from CPB per Alex
Westoff (Planning) and return to Planning
for further review of Env. document; ST
09/30/22: TO PLANNING for signoff
w/9262 ;me 8/26/22: To CPB w/ 9262s;
ST 8/18/22: Traveling to Planning w/
9262s; ST 08/15/22: TRAVELLING TO
PUC w/9262;me 8/10/22: Traveling to
Ryan Casey (Health) w/ 9262s; ST 8/9/22:
Traveling to Vivian Huang (BLDG) w/
9262s; ST 7/1/22: Traveling to BSM w/
201904309262s; ST 5/25/22: To hold bin
#62 w/ 9262 pending Health approval; ST
3/31/22: to #62 hold bin pending approval
from Health-MH and SFFD (w/ 9262);Ec.
3/21/22: To Health w/ 9262; ST 01/03/22:
TRavelling to puc w/9262;me 12/30/21:
To BSM w/ 9262; ST 12/8/21: To SFFD w/
9262; ST 8/18/21: To BLDG w/
201904309262;nl 4/30/19: to DCP; am



5/30/23, 2:28 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 3/3

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2023

9 CPB 8/26/22 5/23/23 5/23/23 MOK CALVIN

05/23/2023: Issued; cm 05/18/2023:
Asbesto removal permit filed under PA#:
202305117633; cm 02/01/2023: Returned
to hold bin 62; applicant to email
dbi.cpbrequest@sfgov.org upon issuance;
cm 01/10/2023: Extension Paid. New
cancel date: 08/08/2023.ay 12/21/2022:
Extension fee required. 1st extension fee
$1,310.55. When pay fee, new cancel date:
08/08/2023.ay 10/25/2022: Per PPC
route to DCP for additional plan review.
Plans and application travel together with
201904309262; cm 9/29/22: return to
PPC. Planning needs to sign off. gs
10/25/2022: route to PPC, DCP to review
additional info, travel with 201904309262;
cm

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.

 

Appointments:

Appointment
Date

Appointment
AM/PM

Appointment
Code

Appointment
Type Description Time

Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=73
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=45
http://www.sfgov.org/
https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html


      Date Filed: June 7, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-026     
 
I / We, Albert and Patricia Urrutia, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of  Building 
Permit No. 2019/04/30/9262  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective 

on: May 23, 2023, to: Fahman Properties LLC, for the property located at: 2455 Harrison Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellants’ Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on July 6, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org and 
toby@kermanmorris.com. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on July 20, 2023, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org, 
smw@stevewilliamslaw.com and aurrutia@atriumstructural.com. 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 26, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
See attachment to the preliminary Statement of Appeal. 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: Steve Williams, attorney for appellants 
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Statement in Support of Notice of Appeals of Permit ## 201904309262 & 201904309260 

To The San Francisco Board of Appeals: 
 

This letter shall serve as statement in support of the notice of appeal on behalf of Patricia 

and Albert Urrutia, the owners of 2451-2453 Harrison Street in San Francisco, regarding permit 

application # # 201904309262 & 201904309260 that were issued for 2455 Harrison Street on 

May 23, 2023. The subject property at 2455 Harrison Street is adjacent to and directly south of 

the Appellants’ property on Harrison Street. The reasons for the appeals are as follows. The 

project to demolish the existing auto repair shop and erect a new structure of 65’ feet in height 

(to the top of the penthouse) violates the plan area objectives applicable to the Mission Area and 

the newly formed Urban Mixed-Use District by failing to respect the lower scale development 

that typifies much of the established residential areas throughout the area.  

The height, (two stories taller than Appellants’ building) bulk and mass proposed for the 

project site will have a devastating impact on the naturally affordable rent-controlled units next 

door by completely blocking at the property line the south facing windows of the building at 

2451-2453 Harrison Street and blocking the long-term solar panels on the neighboring building 

as well. There are no proposed setbacks (even on the upper floors) and no light wells or other 

accommodations or mitigations for the residential units next door to the north. New buildings in 

existing neighborhoods must be designed to be compatible with the surroundings. Building 

massing should be broken up, development above a certain height should be set back to allow 

light and air to reach existing units of housing. This tall building will cast shadows on the public 

recreation center and playground across the street. Setbacks and reductions are needed to ensure 

the negative impacts of the proposed building are eliminated or at reduced or mitigated. 

Appellants were also threatened with unfair personal harm by the developers of the project. 

- Stephen M. Williams, Attorney for Appellants 
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Permit Details Report

Report Date: 5/30/2023 2:26:48 PM
  
Application Number: 201904309262
Form Number: 1
Address(es): 4084 / 026 / 0 2455 HARRISON ST
Description: ERECT A 4-STORY, 5-DWELLING W/ 1-BASEMENT MIXED BLDG TYPE 3A OVER 1-A.
Cost: $2,700,000.00
Occupancy Code: L,R-2
Building Use: 24 - APARTMENTS

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
4/30/2019 TRIAGE  
4/30/2019 FILING  
4/30/2019 FILED  
5/23/2023 APPROVED  
5/23/2023 ISSUED  
5/26/2023 SUSPEND NSF e-check - account cannot be used to pay online

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 970768
Name: JONATHAN WICKMAN
Company Name: WICKMAN DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION
Address: 5616 MISSION STREET * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94112-0000
Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In Hold Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 CPB 4/30/19 4/30/19 4/30/19 GUTIERREZ
NANCY  

2 CPB 10/25/22 10/25/22 10/25/22 MOK CALVIN
10/25/2022: Per PPC route to DCP for additio
review. Plans and application travel together 
201904309260.

3 CP-ZOC 4/30/19 6/16/20 8/17/21 WESTOFF
ALEX

Application deemed complete 7/1/19; Assigne
Jardines on 07/03/19 (PCL due on 09/30/19
Alex Westhoff on 06/16/20; The project spon
the demolition of the existing one-story indus
and construction of a 48-foot-tall (64-foot-tal
penthouse), four-story over basement, mixed
approximately 9,609 square feet in size. The p
provide approximately 4,288 square feet of n
laboratory space at the ground-floor, second f
of the basement. At the third and fourth floor
would provide five residential units. The proje
include an approximately 532-square-foot roo
street vehicle parking is not proposed. The pr
require approximately 100 cubic yards of exca
Approved 8/17/21. See Planning Record 2019

3 CP-NP 2/5/21 2/5/21 2/10/21 WESTOFF
ALEX

2/5/21: Emailed the 311 cover letter. (Jennife
Mailed the 311 notice on 2/22/21; expires on 
(Jennifer) 8/5/21: Hard copy revisions receiv
A. Westhoff at Planning. (Jennifer)

3 CP-ZOC 11/16/22 11/16/22 11/16/22 WESTOFF
ALEX

Route back to Planning. Building and site per
approved until the clean construction plan ha
approved by planning. 11.15.22 - Clean constr
approved, thus approved by Planning. Note th
replaced sheets A1.01 and A2.02. Route back 

4 BLDG 8/18/21 12/7/21 5/4/22 5/13/22 HUANG
VIVIAN approved, to SFFD

5 SFFD 12/8/21 12/30/21 12/30/21 5/24/22 5/24/22 RHAB
BOUGHN

12/30/21: not approved; issued comments let
applicant; plans on hold; routed to ppc assign
rhab.bough@sfgov.org kh

6 SFFD 5/24/22 5/24/22 5/25/22 RHAB
BOUGHN

5/25/22: revised (R3) plans approved; no ins
ppc

7 DPW-
BSM 12/30/21 12/31/21 12/31/21 DENNIS

RASSENDYLL

12.31 Approved SITE Permit only. ADDENDA
requirement(s) for sign off: Street Improveme
inspection and curb cut removal) Urban Fore
All sidewalk applications and plans MUST be
Download sidewalk applications at
http://www.sfpublicworks.org/services/perm
application will be ON-HOLD until all necess
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pp
WORKS-BSM permits are completed or plan 
could recommend sign off to the satellite offic
RD

8 SFPUC 1/3/22 2/28/22 3/21/22 3/22/22 3/22/22 GARCIA
JOBEL

Requested documents and information receiv
released - 03/22/22. On Hold until PDFs of th
drawings are received - 03/21/22. Permit has
Capacity Charge. DBI will collect charges. See
attached to application. Route to PPC - 03/21
reminder to Architect/Designer for the reque
information and pdfs - 3/18/22. Sent email re
Architect/Designer for the requested informa
3/04/22. Requested additional information a
Architect/Designer - 02/28/22.

9 HEALTH 3/21/22 3/21/22 3/21/22 8/11/22 8/11/22 CHENG
RACHEL

HOLD - Non Compliant with SFHC Article 22
program. Contact rachel.cheng@sfdph.org fo
(SMED Case No. 1854). Updated 8/11/2022 -
SFBC: 106A.3.2.4.2 (b)(1) (REF 106A.3.4.2) H
addendum approval required prior to the star
exacavation or construction. SFBC: 106A.3.2.
apply (Construction Dust/HC Article 22B).

10 HEALTH-
FD 3/31/22 3/31/22 3/31/22 AGUILA

SHARON

03/31/22: DPH-Food Plan Check approved p
submit T.I. plans if any of the commercial spa
food establishment; call/text 628-219-4214 fo

11 DPW-
BSM 7/1/22 7/5/22 7/6/22 CHOY

CLINTON

Approved SITE Permit only *revision*. 7/6/2
ADDENDUM requirement(s) for sign off: Str
Improvement (curb cut removal per Sheet A1
sidewalk application(s) at
http://www.sfpublicworks.org/services/perm
forms and submit electronically to
bsmpermitdivision@sfdpw.org. Your constru
addendum will be ON-HOLD until all necessa
are approved or the assigned BSM plan check
recommend sign off to the satellite office via e
call the office at (628) 271-2000 or email at
bsmpermitdivision@sfdpw.org for more infor

12 DPW-
BUF 8/3/22 8/3/22 8/3/22 NAWBARY

SUSAN

Approved SITE PERMIT ONLY. requirement
sign-off are 1) note 24" box sized tree on plan
size), 2) ensure tree is 5' from sewer, 3' from g
water at a minimum 3) update plans in adden
aforementioned items. Can stamp SITE plans
BUF

13 SFPUC 8/15/22 8/17/22 8/17/22 8/18/22 8/18/22 GARCIA
JOBEL

Requested documents received, hold released
Hold until PDFs of the requested drawings ar
08/17/22. RESTAMP - Permit has been asses
Charge. DBI will collect charges. See Invoice a
application. Route to PPC - 08/17/22.

14 CP-ZOC 8/18/22 8/24/22 8/24/22 WESTOFF
ALEX

8.24.2022. Alex Westhoff. Restamp. Interior 
per DBI comments.

15 CP-ZOC 10/27/20 10/27/20 10/5/22 WESTOFF
ALEX

Prior to permit issuance, applicant shall comp
required environmental mitigation measures.
CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org. P
correspondence with EP staff, ok to approve.

16 DFCU 8/26/22 8/26/22 8/26/22 BLACKSHEAR
JOHN

8/26/22: Planning entered a Child Care, Tran
Sustainability Fee and Eastern Neighborhood
this permit. These impact fees will be collecte
issuance. The DPW-Bureau of Urban Forestry
requirment to plant (1) tree. The project spon
contact DPW-BUF at urbanforestry@sfdpw.o
8733 to have the planting inspected and signe
requirement must be completed before a fina
be scheduled with DBI. The project may requ
fee report from john.blackshear@sfgov.org

17 BLDG 11/17/22 11/30/22 11/30/22 HUANG
VIVIAN STAMP 2 REVISED SHEETS

18 SFFD 11/30/22 12/9/22 12/9/22 FASSO
DOMINIC Re-stamp 2 sheets for Boughn. Plans with PP

19 PPC 8/26/22 8/26/22 12/7/22 12/9/22 TAING SOK-
IM

12/9/22: To Calvin Mok (CPB) w/ 9260; ST 1
hold bin at 49 S. Van Ness Ave. 5th floor pend
11/30/22: To Rhab Boughn (SFFD) w/ 9260 t
slipped sheets; ST 11/17/22: To Vivian Huang
9260 to review 2 slipsheeted pages then to SF
10/25/22: Retrieved from CPB per Alex West
and return to Planning for further review of E
ST 10/18/22: To CPB; ST 09/30/22: TO PLAN
signoff w/201904309260;me 8/26/22: To CP
To Alex Westoff(CP-ZOC) w/ 9260 to review 
received 5/10/22; ST 08/15/22: TO PUC for r
plans (then to Planning for re stamp) w/2019
8/10/22: To Ryan Casey (Health) w/ 9260 to 
set received 5/10/22; ST
05/23/2023: Issued; cm 02/01/2023: Return
62; applicant to email dbi.cpbrequest@sfgov.
issuance; cm 01/12/2023: Extension fee paid
date: 07/28/2025.ay 12/21/2022: Extension 

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=73
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=45
http://www.sfgov.org/


5/30/23, 2:27 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 4/4

20 CPB 8/26/22 5/23/23 5/23/23 MOK CALVIN

date: 07/ 8/ 0 5.ay / / 0 : te s o  
extension fee $3,104.71. When pay fee, new ca
07/28/2025.ay 10/25/2022: Per PPC route to
additional plan review. Plans and application
with 201904309260. 9/29/22: return to PPC
needs to sign off. travelling w/ demo PA #201
09/15/2022: SFUSD fee included to issuance
ready to be issued if at CPB Station.ay 09/13/
form sent for calculation, permit not ready to

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.

 

Appointments:

Appointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appointment Code Appointment Type Description Time Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html
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I. INTRODUCTION  

This office represents Appellants Albert and Patricia Urrutia, the owners of the adjacent 

building to the north at 2451-2453 Harrison Street. The project site at 2451 Harrison Street is 

located between 20th and 21st Streets in the Outer or South Mission District Neigbhorhood.  

 
 

 
 

Although the site is zoned Urban Mixed Use, the neighborhood is mostly residential (note the 

small historically significant Victorian home adjacent to the south of the site above) intermixed 

with community, retail, smaller, older homes, and apartment buildings. The subject site served 

variously as a warehouse and auto repair shop since it was erected in the 1980’s. A residential 

unit was removed from the site in 2018 when a Notice of Violation issued (NOV # 201833381) 

requiring the removal of a sleeping mezzanine and shower installed without permits.  

Appellants have owned the adjacent building to the north for more than 25 years. It serves as 

the headquarters for their business, Atrium Structural Engineering, Inc. The building also has a 

APPELLANT PROPERTY 
2451 & 2453 

 

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 
2455 HARRISON ST. 

ADJACENT PROP. 
                  2461 & 2463 
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residential unit upstairs which occupies most of the second floor of the two-story building. That 

flat has been continuously occupied since the Urrutia’s have owned the building. The flat has 

five (5) south facing lot line windows (shown below) that provide the light and air for the flat.  

 

As shown above, the roof of the Appellants’ building is covered with solar panels that 

were installed in 2007 and have been continually in operation since that time. Appellants have 

appealed against this project because of the devastating impacts it will have on their building and 

tenants in their building. No mitigations have been built into the project to offer some relief to 

the northside neighbor. No lightwells, no setbacks, no design plan or massing consideration are 

part of the project to soften the impacts of a blind 20’ foot wall flush against the south side of 

Appellants’ building, blocking all light and air and creating exposure issues for interior 

bedrooms. The project, at sixty-four feet (64’) with penthouse, mid-block, will be the tallest 

building on either side of the block and will throw permanent shadows in all directions.  It makes 
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little sense, as a matter of public policy, to rush to build housing if the new housing is 

constructed so that it makes the existing, naturally affordable, rent-controlled housing unlivable. 

II. THE PROJECT AND ITS IMPACTS  

The project consists of the demolition of the existing one-story industrial building and 

construction of a 48-foot-tall (64-foot-tall with elevator penthouse), four-story over a basement, 

mixed-use building approximately 9,700 square feet in size. Although the proposed ground floor 

may have changed, the initial proposal was to provide approximately 4,300 square feet of non-

life science laboratory space on the ground-floor, second floor, and part of the basement. At the 

third and fourth floors, the project would provide five residential units. The project would 

include an approximately 532-square-foot roof deck. Off-street vehicle parking is not proposed. 

The project would require approximately 100 cubic yards of excavation. The Project site is a 26’ 

foot by 100’ foot lot on Harrison Street in the UMU 48-X zoning and height district. The 

neighboring buildings are nearly all residential with a mix but generally two-story and three-

story and very few four-story residential and industrial uses with buildings of mixed eras and 

styles (many historically significant). The project proposes two studio apartments, one 1-

bedroom and two 2-bedroom apartments on stories three and four, over the two-story 

commercial use below. 

Obviously, the negative impacts to the Appellants’ building from the proposed project will be 

overwhelming. Virtually all light will be blocked from the residential unit and the impacted 

bedrooms will have no light at all and no ventilation once the only windows are completely 

blocked by the new project’s north facing wall. Further, the solar panels on Appellants’ roof will 

also be in shadow. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a photo of the solar panels and a letter from 

Albion Power Company, Appellants’ solar provider. Appellants provided access to their building 
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for the architectural firm for the sponsor and Mr. Morris walked through Appellants building and 

is aware of the negative impacts that the project will have. The Sponsors were not willing to 

make any significant changes to the project which might alleviate the impacts. Below is a photo 

taken from the living room of the adjacent flat. All three windows will be completely blocked.  

 

A. The Project Was Not Reviewed at the Planning Commission Because Appellants 
Withdrew Their Discretionary Review Application Under Personal Threats 

Albert Urrutia, as a licensed structural engineer for more than thirty years, has long been a 

respected member of the development community in San Francisco. Unfortunately, his former 

partner Rodrigo Santos was dishonest, and his crimes have been used to stain Mr. Urrutia’s 

reputation. After years of investigation by the FBI and local investigators, multiple civil and 

criminal charges were brought against Mr. Santos. However, authorities concluded that Mr. 
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Urrutia did nothing wrong; he was not charged by criminal authorities (state or federal) with the 

acts of his former partner. He was not part of his former partner’s fraudulent acts. Beginning just 

three years ago in 2020, Mr. Urrutia took on the challenge of rebuilding his life and his 

professional practice during the covid lockdowns and construction downturn with threats of 

possible prosecution hanging over his head from his former partner’s misdeeds. 

When first notified of this project, Mr. Urrutia reached out to the architect and the project 

sponsors to demonstrate to them the extraordinary negative impacts the project would have on 

his building and his tenants. Afterall, he had been on the other side of such circumstances dozens 

of times while working on multiple projects. He invited the project architect to investigate and 

explore his building, hoping there would be a path to some mitigations or design change to 

reduce the impacts from the project. After exploring all possible avenues of compromise, all 

rejected by the sponsors, Appellants filed a request for Discretionary Review, on March 24, 

2021. A copy of that Discretionary Review Application is attached as Exhibit 2.  

In the Discretionary Review Application Appellants make the same case as is being made 

before the Board. The project is too large for this block face, towers over the adjacent buildings, 

is out of context with the buildings in the area and will have dramatic negative impacts of 

blocking light and air to the adjacent budlings. Here is a quote from the DR Application: 

The building located at 2455 Harrison is much taller than all the other buildings on the block. At the parapet it Is 52 feet above the 
sidewalk and at the top of the penthouse it is 65 feet. It is out of context with the other buildings on the block. 2451 Harrison Street, 
next door, is 34 feet at the parapet, the apartment building north of 2451 is 40 feet at the parapet. The next door building at 2463 is 
only 28 feet tall at the ridge. The 2455 building would remove rented bedrooms from the 2451 Harrison building as it is being built to 
the north property line blocking existing bedroom windows in the property line wall. These windows have been in place since the 
building was originally built. 
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After filing the Discretionary Review Application, Mr. Urrutia continued to try and work 

with sponsors and their architect to reach some compromise that might reduce the impacts on his 

tenants and his solar collectors. As stated in the DR Application he, “suggested changes to the 

architect to allow for property line windows but the architect says the owner refused.” Suggested 

alternatives included light wells, setbacks for the upper floors or to reduce the overall height of 

the project to be more compatible with the neighborhood and to allow some light to reach the 

neighboring buildings. All compromise was refused. 

While his DR Application was pending, Mr. Urrutia was threatened and pressured first by the 

architect (who later rethought his threats) and the project sponsor who threatened to try and 

smear Mr. Urrutia with the acts of his former partner. On May 13, 2021, the architect sent Mr. 

Urrutia the email attached hereto as Exhibit 3 threatening him with all sorts of dire consequences 

(not related to the project) if he pursued his right to a hearing on the project. The next day, the 

two men spoke by telephone and the architect rethought his threats and sent an apology letter 

(Exhibit 4) to Mr. Urrutia promising not to personally attack Mr. Urrutia through the DR process 

but stating that his client (project sponsor) might take such steps. Finally, just before the 

scheduled DR Hearing, the architect forwarded an email to Mr. Urrutia from his client (Exhibit 

5) making clear that he would “not pull any punches” and was determined to try and stain Mr., 

Urrutia with the fraudulent acts of his former partner and was going to contact “planning, the 

chronicle, mission local, the SF Rent Board, current and past tenants and everyone in the world 

that will listen,” in an effort to destroy Mr. Urrutia and the new business he was trying to build. 

Numerous threatening telephone messages were left at his office. 

In the face of these overt personal threats to him and his family, during covid lockdown and 

while still under investigation and at the same time trying to rebuild his professional and 
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personal life, Mr. Urrutia dismissed his Discretionary Review Application before the hearing 

before the Planning Commission. Appellants believe that if the case had been heard at the 

Planning Commission certain design issues may have been corrected that were highlighted by 

staff in the review process and which are set forth herein.  

B. Planning Noted the Negative Impacts and Requested Accommodation for the 
Neighboring Buildings—Sponsor Did Not Make the Changes Requested  

During the internal review process the Planning Department issued a thorough check list of 

issues to be completed by the Project Sponsors in order to have the project meet the Planning 

Code and the Urban Design Guidelines. The Department uses a detailed “matrix” to attempt to 

ensure that the projects comply with the black letter of the Planning Code as well as the more 

elusive aspects of the design parameters and Design Guidelines. In this instance, the staff pointed 

out a problem with the design of the building during review and requested changes that match 

exactly the objections raised by Appellants in this appeal before the Board of Appeals.  

The issue raised by staff in its review of the project was the impacts to light and privacy to 

the neighboring buildings. The staff requested a “stepping back of the building from north to 

south to improve the relationship.”  No setbacks from north to south were made at the upper 

floors as requested during design review. Below is the portion of the Matrix referenced. (Yellow 

highlight in the original from Planning). 
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This type of change to the design was the same as requested by Mr. Urrutia in his discussions 

with the architect and the sponsors. As determined by staff and as set forth below, the project 

openly and obviously violates the applicable Urban Design Guidelines.  

C. The Project Violates the Letter and the Spirit of the Urban Design Guidelines 

A thoughtful application of the Urban Design Guidelines is especially important in a mixed-

use district such as that involved in the instant case. Residential, community, commercial and 

industrial uses may all be found in this neighborhood (and indeed, on this block) side by side. 
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The building to be demolished is a former auto repair shop and falls under the PDR designation 

(Production, Distribution and Repair) put in place by the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan in 2016. 

For the convenience of the Board a copy of the Urban Design Guidelines(“UDG”) applicable to 

this project are included herewith as Exhibit 6.  

The Guidelines emphasize being a “Good Neighbor” with design. (Exhibit 6, UDG page 4). 

That is the lead paragraph and opening introduction directing how the Guidelines are to be 

applied and used for new construction in existing neighborhoods. In this vein, the Guidelines 

stress supporting design that addresses “human needs” and “sustaining the quality of life” for 

those people that live in our urban neighborhoods to bring “harmony” to the landscape and 

shaping buildings based on adjacent street types. (Exhibit 6, UDG pages 12-16) 

The proposed building is between 20’feet and 36” feet taller than the Appellants’ building 

and between 22’feet and 38” feet taller the adjacent historic building to the south. It blocks off 

completely the six (6) windows on Appellants’ building used to provide light and air to offices, 

tenants’ bedrooms and living room in the second floor flat. It will block light from reaching the 

solar panels on Appellants roof that have been in place for more than 16 years. This project 

cannot have been designed with any of the Guidelines in mind or put any of the Guidelines to 

practical use. The Guidelines and the San Francisco General Plan both emphasize that new 

buildings, above all else, are required to relate to and respond to the context of the existing 

neighborhood, street patterns, existing buildings (especially adjacent buildings and the adjacent 

volumes and proportions) into which the new buildings may be placed. The over-arching goal is 

to harmonize a new structure into a block with site specific concerns front and center.  

These general principals and lofty goals are specifically addressed in the Urban Design 

Guidelines. The Guidelines urge architects and design principals to: 
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“Relate building scale and massing to the size and scale of existing buildings. Consider setbacks 
and side terracing to reduce light and air impacts on adjacent buildings, provide more 
interesting side facades, or transition to smaller-scaled residential neighborhoods.” (Exhibit 6, 
Page 16 UDG) 
 
“As groups of buildings create their own topography, shape new buildings to respond to, 
reconcile, or moderate differences between existing ones.” (Exhibit 6, Page 16 UDG) 
 

“The relationship between areas of low, fine-scaled buildings and areas of high, large-scaled 
buildings can be more harmonious if the transition in building height and mass between such 
areas is managed in an intentional and sensitive manner.” (Exhibit 6, Page 16 UDG) 

The Guidelines urge that new buildings should be shaped to avoid impacting adjacent building’s 

access to light and air and that new projects should reflect the scale of existing street frontages. 

(Exhibit 6, Page 17 UDG) 

 The proposed project does not comply with any of these Guidelines unless “alternative 

facts” are applied to the situation. The proposed structure is a massive block in the center of the 

block face and simply towers over both adjacent structures. Applying the words quoted above as 

used in the Guidelines (and their accepted English usage), it is impossible to reconcile the 

Guidelines and the project with the adjacent buildings and the neighborhood. The proposed 

project provides no reasonable setbacks and side terracing to reduce light and air impacts on 

adjacent buildings and makes no attempt to “transition” to its much smaller neighbors. It is 

simply there as a maximum square footage proposal in the middle of the block, jutting above its 

neighbors and virtually all other buildings on the street. The black coloring makes it appear even 

more monolithic and ominous. It simply doesn’t “fit in” as the Guidelines envision and mandate. 

There is nothing at all “sensitive” about its “shaping” or impacts and its scale and size does 

nothing to relate to the existing buildings on the block face and it is NOT “shaped,” “sensitive,” 

in “harmony” with, “transitioning” or “relating” to its surroundings. It completely ignores the 

existing neighborhood. It is a jarring contrast to the adjacent buildings, two to three floors higher. 
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No mention is made of the many historic resources on this block face including the three 

buildings directly next door to the south of the project. Those are part of the South Mission 

Historic Resource survey and were determined to be built between 1885 and 1895 and eligible 

for inclusion in the California Register of Historic Places. Again, because this project was not 

reviewed at the Planning Commission many important issues were no doubt overlooked.  

D. The Windows on Appellants’ Building are Legal, Existing Non-Conforming Uses 

The lot line windows on Appellants’ building that provide light and air to the bedrooms and 

living room of the residential flat are part of the original construction of the building and have 

been shown as existing on approved plan sets for work at the building for more than 50 years. 

Attached here to as Exhibit 7 is a plan set from 1972 when both lots were owned by the Mission 

Contractors Association, Inc. The “existing” windows on the plan match the drawing below with 

the new project in profile with Appellants’ building. Blocked windows are marked with an “X.” 
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Ironically, as shown above in the plan drawing, the subject project now proposes numerous 

lot line windows to provide light and air to the new occupants of the apartments in the project 

while at the same time removing all light now received by Appellants’ building to the north. 

Below is a photo of a bedroom in Appellants’ building with the two windows to be blocked by 

the proposed project. The unit will be lost if the project goes through as planned with the 

complete walling off the windows on Appellants’ building. Such construction will create code 

violations on Appellants’ property for exposure and other issues related to fire and exiting.  

 

The retention of these rent-controlled apartments, what is termed “naturally affordable” housing  

by the Planning Department is, and should remain the top priority for the interpretation and  

enforcement of the Planning and Building Codes. It is a “priority policy” of the General Plan. 



14 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

The Project does not comply with the Urban Design Guidelines and will have severe 

negative impacts on the building to the north resulting in a loss of a naturally affordable rent-

controlled unit, and blocking of the light that can reach the solar panels on the building. Rent-

controlled, “naturally affordable” housing should not be lost for the construction of new, much 

more expensive housing. We ask that the Appeal be granted, and the building be reconfigured to 

unblock some of the windows and provide a light well for other windows so that the existing 

apartment next door may remain viable. 

 Respectfully Submitted,       July 6, 2023 

   
___________________________ 
STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS, 

For Appellants Albert and Patricia Urrutia  
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4 U R B A N  D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E S 

Being a Good Neighbor 
Good urban design is characterized by the thoughtful orchestration of 
buildings, landscape, open space, and streets. Such compositions result 
from fundamental principles that apply universally, as well as a deep 
understanding and response to site-specific conditions. San Francisco’s 
architecture spans various eras and architectural styles, but its urban fabric 
maintains a high degree of continuity and consistency within the variety of 
buildings. The Urban Design Guidelines establish that new buildings have 
the responsibility to sensitively respond to their context and existing 
patterns of development while being of their moment. 

San Francisco's urban design policy supports contextual sensitivity for two 
primary reasons: the first is that site-responsive design enhances our 
connection to our environment by maintaining a sense of orientation and 
familiarity. The second is that buildings that unduly distinguish themselves 
in form, materials, or character compete for attention with the larger urban 
fabric or buildings of greater public significance. 

This expression of context occurs at three scales:
 • Site design, where massing, open space, and site organization 

patterns respond to these values; 
 • Architecture, where design organization reflects adjacent volumes, 

proportions, and facade rhythms; and lastly,
 • Details, where context informs the appropriate use of particular 

materials, tones, detailing, and placement of elements. 

While projects should address all three scales, a context-specific response 
is not a prescription and each project should be evaluated on balance. The 
guidelines are especially important to help large projects with significant 
frontages contribute to fine-grained neighborhoods and new projects avoid 
creating substantial contrasts in scale or expression with existing 
neighborhoods. Over time, appropriate design will result in thoughtful 
layers that both uphold San Francisco’s unique neighborhoods and 
support their evolution.

Designing Sustainably 
With the inclusion of sustainable design principles and practices, dense 
urban development is inherently environmentally-friendly. Concentrating 
people near shared infrastructure reduces environmental burdens and 
conserves natural areas for habitat, recreation, and undisturbed ecological 
function. Walkable and transit-friendly development reduces energy use, 
improves air quality, and enhances the health of individuals. 

Preservation is a key piece of sustainable development. As the city grows, 
retaining significant and irreplaceable buildings or fabric may be as much 
a measure of achievement as building the new. Not only is it resource-
conserving, it retains, refreshes, and infuses the future with the city’s 
historical values, culture, and identity. 

Supporting Human Needs 
People interact with the built environment in and between their homes and 
workplaces, neighborhood streets, and public open spaces. Urban form 
that considers the quality and functionality of the building fabric, streets, 
and open spaces contributes to the livability of San Francisco. Buildings 
and building features that are scaled for human interaction such as steps, 
doors, windows, and seating contribute to physical and psychological well-
being. Buildings that enhance the connection between the inner life of 
buildings and the outer public realm also help engage people to the larger 
sense of activity and spirit of place. All of these goals support an 
experience of urban life in which people are the measure. 

Endeavor.  San Francisco is a global hub for invention, creativity, and 
economic vibrancy supported by density, diversity, and places for people 
to interact. This healthy economy depends on promoting and balancing a 
diverse range of options for housing, work, and recreation as well as 
physical and cultural infrastructure. 

A beautiful, diverse, and sustainable city encourages thriving 
neighborhood commercial districts, healthy housing development, and the 
growth of educational and cultural institutions. Enhancing the quality of the 
pedestrian experience and transportation supports employment and 
quality of life, and encourages people to shop locally, which in turn 
supports small businesses and local jobs. 

Though better design need not cost more, a well-designed building with 
high-quality construction ensures longer term value and promotes a higher 

Built Environment Values for
the City of San Francisco
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quality of life for the occupants and public alike. Higher quality construction 
along with integrated sustainable design ensures that buildings will endure 
and perform better over the life of the project, reducing operating costs 
and environmental impacts. 

Culture and Social Well-being.  The vibrancy that defines San 
Francisco—its diversity, rich culture and social history, along with its 
dynamic political life—is supported by buildings and spaces that foster 
robust urban social life. Fundamentally, the built environment is a physical 
manifestation of a city’s cultural values and experiences layered over time. 
New projects should provide thoughtful and accessible places and 
buildings that express their neighborhood culture and identity. 

Quality of Life.  There are many reasons people live in and love San 
Francisco—its unique and beautiful physical setting, mild climate, proximity 
to nature and open space. Along with promoting a safe and healthy 
environment, new development should support the individual experience, 
including senses of human-scale, beauty, and well-being. Human comfort 
is experienced spatially and visually through scale, enclosure, proportion, 
visual richness and compositional clarity. While we expect cities to feel 
dense, they can also remain familiar at the human-scale. 

New development should contribute to an individual’s connection to place. 
Some people find delight in cities because of the achievement and 
physical beauty found in the spaces and buildings, while others enjoy a 
sense of community. The Guidelines are intended to promote the quality of 
individual buildings, and to enhance the experience of the city as a whole. 

Guideline Origin
The Urban Design Guidelines are based on existing policies, principles, 
and values established in the Urban Design Element of the San Francisco 
General Plan. The Guidelines elaborate on those policies and other 
adopted policies and plans with more specific guidance to inform the 
shape of development in applicable areas. In doing so, the Guidelines 
reinforce the collective values of the City and County of San Francisco to 
ensure that buildings contribute to the overall environment in a manner that 
both sustains and delights. A detailed analysis of the correlation between 
specific guidelines and all existing city policy has been developed as a 
companion document and is available from the Planning Department.

Establish relationships and logics
S1  Recognize and Respond to Urban Patterns
A1 Express a Clear Organizing Architectural Idea
P1 Design Public Open Spaces to Connect with and Complement the 

Streetscape
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P2 Locate and Design Open Spaces to Maximize Physical Comfort and Visual 

Access
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Use program to support the urban experience
S6 Organize Uses to Complement the Public Environment
A8 Design Active Building Fronts
P6 Program Public Open Spaces to Encourage Social Activity, Play, and Rest

Support sustainability
S7 Integrate Common Open Space and Landscape with Architecture 
S8 Respect and Exhibit Natural Systems and Features 
A9  Employ Sustainable Principles and Practices in Building Design
P7 Integrate Sustainable Practices into the Landscape

Guidelines Organized by Values
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Application of the Guidelines 
Applicability

Good neighbors make great neighborhoods and great neighborhoods 
make a beloved city. Design review ensures that new development will 
appropriately contribute to fostering vibrant, healthy, livable urban places 
that express and advance San Francisco’s unique cultures and qualities.

The Urban Design Guidelines establish a set of goals, values, and qualities 
by which projects are evaluated in design review. They outline clear 
expectations that projects must demonstrate to be successfully entitled.

Application of and compliance with the Urban Design Guidelines is 
mandatory in the permit review process. Note that other guidelines may 
also apply depending on the zoning, location, building type, and scale 
of the project. In such cases where multiple sets of guidelines apply, the 
respective guidelines are viewed as “layers,” where the most specific 
guidelines– in the unlikely event of a conflict– would take precedent.

General Applicability. The Urban Design Guidelines apply to buildings 
in all districts outside RH-, RM-, and RTO-, M- and PDR-districts. They do 
not apply to sites in Article 10, 11, National Register, or California Register 
Historic Districts.

Special Areas. Where the Urban Design Guidelines apply, sites in 
certain designated areas must also comply with Special Area Guidelines. 
Special Area Guidelines are neighborhood-specific guidelines adopted by 
the Planning Commission that have been developed to work in-concert 
with the Urban Design Guidelines to help projects be more intentionally 
responsive to unique neighborhood characteristics. In the event of a 
conflict, Special Area Guidelines supersede the Urban Design Guidelines.

Residential Districts. In Residential Districts, the Urban Design 
Guidelines only apply to non-residential projects, or to projects that have 
either twenty-five units or more or a frontage longer than 150' feet. The 
Residential Design Guidelines also apply. In the event of a conflict, the 
Residential Design Guidelines supersede the Urban Design Guidelines.

Historic Resources. Individual resources, and sites in designated Historic 
Districts, must comply with any applicable historic guidelines.

Design Review

Design Review is an integral step in the permitting and entitlement 
process. The Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT) is an internal Planning 
Department staff team that reviews new construction based on the Urban 
Design Guidelines and other relevant design guidelines, the Planning 
Code, and the policies in the General Plan.

Design Review typically occurs during a Preliminary Project Assessment 
(PPA) and at the site permit or entitlement stage. The intent of initial Design 
Review stage is to identify and respond to basic design issues early that 
may affect the approval process.

The second stage of Design Review occurs before entitlement action 
and encompasses a more detailed review of the project's design. In this 
second stage, UDAT review focuses on all the components that relate to 
the overall policies of the Department, and the relationship of context and 
urban design principles. The scope of UDAT review includes massing, 
scale, articulation, materials, composition of open space, relation of the 
new building to existing buildings and street pattern, and location of 
functions especially as they relate to the public realm and aesthetics.

UDAT is comprised of staff planners with expertise in architecture, 
landscape architecture, historic preservation, and urban design. Design 

Urban Design Guidelines

Special Area Guidelines

{Each participating 
Neighborhood 
Commercial District

Any Other Applicable Design Guidelines Including the RDGs in 
Residential Districts{

Order of Guideline Precedence
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GUIDELINE EXAMPLERANGE OF MEANSRATIONALE

Review comments are communicated through the case planner and may 
involve subsequent review as the project evolves. Design findings are 
included in the planners’ case reports. The Planning Commission, in turn, 
will accept or enhance those findings as projects note their final review 
motions. In addition to graphic renditions of a project, sponsors should 
provide a narrative that articulates how their project’s design complies with 
the Urban Design Guidelines. 

Demonstrated adherence to these guidelines will speed the entitlement 
process. These guidelines attempt to address the range of urban design 
considerations, and most, but not necessarily all, will apply to every building.

Guideline Structure
Where they apply, the Urban Design Guidelines promote a thoughtful 
approach to city building based on well-established patterns of building 
and habitation. They establish a baseline for appropriate design response, 
but are not intended to be a proxy for superior design. 

Each guideline is described at the top of the page, followed by a sidebar 
that explains the rationale for the guideline, a range of means by which 
one might achieve that guideline, and illustrations that further describe 
its application. The range of means describes important parameters 
and methods by which a project can meet the guideline, but is not a 
prescriptive list. Projects may satisfy the guideline by applying one or all 
of the means or by suggesting something unique to the project that meets 
the intent. Each project will be evaluated on balance. 

The illustrations are existing built examples in San Francisco that exemplify 
the means for the guideline indicated but are not necessarily exemplary of 
every guideline in the Urban Design Guidelines. Neighborhood commercial 
examples are highlighted to show the unique expression of those contexts. 
Note that photos with an R designation indicate that, while the example 
clarifies the means or intent of the indicated guideline, the Department 
recognizes that the specific site depicted is in a residential district in which 
the guidelines would not apply. 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL EXAMPLE
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Glossary
Adjacent
Near, close, or contiguous. 

Articulation
The act of giving expression. In architecture, 
it is the definition of the formal elements of 
architectural design. Through degrees of 
articulation, each part is united with the whole in 
such a way that the joined parts are put together. 
The articulation of a building reveals how the 
parts fit into the whole by emphasizing each part 
separately.

Appropriate
Fitting or suitable to a particular situation, location, 
or setting.

Cadence
The flow or rhythm of events, especially the 
pattern in which something is experienced. This 
is a common design metaphor for how a series 
of elements (building detail or urban scale) can 
express a legible and harmonious rhythm that 
defines itself as a set. (See: variation) 

Character
Prevailing existing architectural elements, 
including building mass, scale, and era they were 
built.

Comfort
To ease the trouble of. This document uses the 
word comfort to describe the physical ease— 
temperature, wind pressure, glare, safety, air 
quality—of the human body in an outdoor place. 

Compatible
Able to exist or occur together without conflict. 

Complement
Something that goes well with something. 
This document uses this term to express how 
elements can be adjacent and agreeable in 
scale, proportion, composition, and type but not 
identical in style or manner.

Context
Setting. The interrelated conditions in which 
something exists or occurs. Context in urban 
design parlance typically refers to the physical 
and cultural environment around a specific site 
or how a proposed building may be described 
within its surroundings. 

When reviewing a project for contextual 
compatibility, the Department considers a site's 
context to include buildings and open spaces 
immediately adjacent to the subject site, the 
entire block face on which it sits, the facing 
block from the site, and the overall block pattern 
ranging in all directions by two or more blocks. 
The Department also considers the character of 
special or unique nearby structures, access to 
or frontage onto civic places and streets, and 
important nearby public environments such as 
neighborhood commercial districts.   

Districts
Relatively large sections of the city distinguished 
by some identity or character. (From Kevin Lynch, 
Image of the City.)

Edges
Perceived boundaries such as walls, buildings, and 

shorelines. (From Kevin Lynch, Image of the City.)

Fenestration
The arrangement of windows and doors on the 
elevations of a building. Fenestration is often 
examined as a pattern.

Glazing
Glass windows, doors, and walls. 

Harmonize
To be combined or go together in a pleasing 
way. Like complement, this document uses this 
term to describe how elements can visually 
fit together, or make meaningful relationships 
without being identical or duplicative. 

Historicism
Reference or influence of patterns or approaches 
of the past. False or cursory historicism is often 
used to suggest an unwarranted or excessive 
regard of the importance of past styles.

Human-Scale
The set of physical qualities and quantities of 
information characterizing the human body, 
its motor, sensory, or mental capabilities, and 
human social institutions. This document uses 
human-scale to set or describe the size of and 
relationships between elements.

Inflection
A bend or angle. In urban design, a point of 
inflection is where a consistent block or street 
pattern changes often where two streets come 
together at an unusual angle.
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Landmarks
Readily identifiable objects which serve as 
external reference points. (From Kevin Lynch, 
Image of the City.)

Mass
A quantity or aggregate of matter usually of 
considerable size. The act of creating an amount 
of matter. In architecture, mass is used to 
describe the three-dimensional volume or shape 
of a building or part of a building or the act of 
creating it. 

Mid-block open space
Public or private site area, often including multiple 
lots, left as open space in the center of city 
blocks. This is typically created by an ensemble 
of many lots that follow a similar pattern, for 
example, consistent application and compliance 
with rear yard requirements. 

Modulation
A volumetric regulating according to measure or 
proportion. A three-dimensional modelling and 
definition of form that repeats, and supports the 
overall design. Recesses, projections, or other 
changes in facade planes, along with windows, 
materials, patterns and colors, and other similarly 
scaled elements can be used to modulate. 

Parti
The chief organizing thought or decision behind 
an architect's design presented in the form of 
a basic diagram and/or a simple statement. A 
parti often explains a building's form, circulation, 
program, or overall site strategy. 

Program
An architectural program or brief is a statement 
of a client's requirements. A program typically 
includes a list of uses, adjacencies, and 
circulation issues of the project. 

Proportion
The relationships of the various objects and 
spaces that make up a structure to one another 
and to the whole. These relationships are often 
governed by multiples of a standard unit of 
length known as a "module."

POPOS
Privately-owned public open space. Shared open 
spaces that are owned and managed by private 
entities but available for public use. 

Reflect
To give back or exhibit as an image, likeness, or 
outline. This document uses "reflect" to describe 
how new elements may seem of the same family 
or extend a series of similar older elements. It is 
not intended to imply a mirror-like copy. 

Relate
Indicate its connections with (something else). 
For the purposes of this document, one element 
relates to another if it expresses aspects of the 
other's geometry, form, circulation, detailing, 
materiality, or use. 

Scale
A proportionate  size, extent, or degree, usually 
judged in relation to some standard point of 
reference. 

Sidewalk
An elevated paved path for pedestrians at the side 
of a road and often between the roadway and 
a building. For the purposes of this document, 
sidewalks do not include private property or 
vehicular travel lanes.

Solid / Void ratio
A comparison between the amount of openings 
or windows to the amount of wall on a facade. 
A facade may have different kinds or numbers 
of openings than another but its solid/void ratio 
could be the same. 

Streetwall
Combined facades of buildings generally built to 
the property line facing a street or open space. A 
clear streetwall helps define "the urban room" or 
the public realm. A consistent streetwall that is 
visually interesting and active ground floor uses 
promotes pedestrian activity.

Variation
A change or difference in condition, amount, 
or level, typically with certain limits. In design, 
variation describes how adjacent elements can 
contain different attributes with enough similarity 
to be recognizable as related. A pattern of 
variation generally requires the repetition of three 
or more elements. (See: cadence)

Volume
A three-dimensional measure of space that 
comprises a length, a width, and a height. In 
architecture, a volume can describe a three-
dimensional portion of a building or shaped 
element.
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SITE 
DESIGN

S1  Recognize and Respond to Urban Patterns 

S2 Harmonize Relationships between Buildings, Streets, and 
Open Spaces 

S3  Recognize and Enhance Unique Conditions 

S4 Create, Protect, and Support View Corridors 

S5	 Create	a	Defined	and	Active	Streetwall	

S6 Organize Uses to Complement the Public Environment 

S7 Integrate Common Open Space and Landscape with 
Architecture

S8 Respect and Exhibit Natural Systems and Features 
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Site Design
The combination of San Francisco’s built 
elements and topography give it a unique 
identity among cities and its individual 
neighborhoods reveal its many cultures. The 
guidelines in this section guide the form, 
massing, and placement of development as it 
arrives in a evolving city.

Site design determines the massing of 
buildings and their relationship to topography, 
open space and the overall city fabric. Each 
building plays a role in the block, set of blocks, 
and street environment and should support 
the larger existing patterns of open space, 
circulation, uses, access to sunlight, and 
pedestrian experience. Three key patterns 
repeat in this section's guidelines: enhancing 
mid-block open space, defining the streetwall, 
and shaping buildings based on adjacent street 
types. 
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Every increment of construction must be 
made in a way as to heal the city.
   Christopher Alexander
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Urban patterns are the streets, blocks, 

lots, buildings, and open spaces 

which, when taken together, give a 

cohesive structure to the city. Many 

of San Francisco's blocks are divided 

by a variety of smaller alleys, open 

spaces, and stair walks which promote 

walkability and modulate the scale 

of buildings. Sites that reinforce and 

continue existing urban patterns enrich 

and support these familiar qualities of 

the city.

 » Design sites to improve or augment existing 
land use, open space, and building patterns. 

 » Design sites to help connect and define 
edges, landmarks, paths or districts.  

 » Extend and enhance the fabric of streets, 
alleys, sidewalks, paths, stairwalks, 
and open spaces to create walkable 
neighborhoods typical of San Francisco. 

 » Reduce the scale of blocks wherever possible 
by providing new streets, mid-block alleys, 
pedestrian paths, courtyards, and plazas 
that connect with other streets and public or 
common open spaces.

RECOGNIZE AND RESPOND TO  URBAN PATTERNS 
S1

Site design can extend existing patterns or help historic ones re-emerge.

PATTERNS CAN 
ESTABLISH VEHICULAR 
OR PEDESTRIAN ROUTES

NEW PATHWAYS 
MAY ALSO PROVIDE 
UNEXPECTED 
TURNS OR BUILDING 
RELATIONSHIPS

Stairways promote walkability where topography is 
challenging.

Alleys and mid-block passageways encourage activity 
and pedestrian movement.

R
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Streetwalls may not only define the line of the block, 
but the edge of a boulevard, district, or neighborhood. 

Civic buildings can act as markers of public space, 
gateways, or centerpieces in a neighborhood.

Design projects to orient to key neighborhood 
elements as well as the street environment.

MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE STREETOPEN SPACE OPEN SPACE LANDMARKCITY EDGE

FACADE AS 
STREETWALL ELEMENT

NEW CORNER CIVIC PROMINENCE DUE 
TO LANDMARK PROXIMITY

INTERIOR BLOCK FACADES 
ARE PUBLIC-FACING
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A building that relates to city fabric, to 

its immediate context, and adjacent 

human activity helps unify neighborhood 

experience and character. The 

relationship between areas of low, fine-

scaled buildings and areas of high, large-

scaled buildings can be more harmonious 

if the transition in building height and 

mass between such areas is managed in 

an intentional and sensitive manner. 

 » Develop site and building design to establish, 
respect, or enhance the mid-block open 
space and minimize their impacts to privacy 
and access to light. Different configurations 
for rear yards may be acceptable due to site 
conditions. 

 » Relate building scale and massing to the 
size and scale of existing buildings. Consider 
setbacks and side terracing to reduce light 
and air impacts on adjacent buildings, provide 
more interesting side facades, or transition to 
smaller-scaled residential neighborhoods.

 » Reflect the existing patterns of side spacing 
and side setbacks.

 » Sculpt building massing vertically and/
or horizontally to a scale compatible to its 
context. 

 » Provide matching lightwells to augment 
livability and access to light and air.

 » As groups of buildings create their own 
topography, shape new buildings to respond 
to, reconcile, or moderate differences between 
existing ones.

 » Modify tall buildings to minimize wind impacts 
at the street level.

 » Mass buildings to minimize shadow impacts 
on residential areas, lower buildings, parks, 
and open space.

 » Use street widths to help establish the general 
massing, scale, and proportions of the building. 

 » Shape the height and bulk of towers with 
respect to views from important vantage 
points around the city.

 » Place, orient, and shape open space to 
support adjacent existing open space 
conditions.

HARMONIZE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN 
BUILDINGS, STREETS, AND OPEN SPACES

S2

Modify the shape and                  location of new open 
spaces to support existing       ones.

FOSTER WALKABLE 
CONNECTIONS

BUILD ON VIEW 
ACCESS

HILL

BUILDINGS BUILDINGS

TRANSIT

Building massing should respect larger patterns in the 
urban fabric.

By modifying typical rear yards, corner sites can better 
support streetwalls and mid-block open space.

RESHAPE CORNER SITES TO BETTER 
CONTRIBUTE TO LIGHT AND AIR

DASHED LINE 
INDICATES 
TYPICAL 
REAR YARD
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Place and shape front, side, and rear facades to support the overall urban design of the block.

SHAPE NEW PROJECTS TO CONTRIBUTE 
TO MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE EVEN WHEN 
THE PATTERN IS BROKEN

LOCATE FRONTAGES TO REINFORCE 
THE STREETWALL

PROVIDE MATCHING LIGHTWELLS

SHAPE NEW BUILDINGS TO AVOID 
IMPACTING ADJACENT BUILDINGS' 
ACCESS  TO LIGHT AND AIR

Massing should reflect similar dimensions to street widths and surrounding buildings.

CONSIDER ADJACENT HEIGHTS 
AND STREET WIDTHS IN 
MASSING BUILDINGS

WIDTH

H
EI

GH
T

Individual buildings can sculpt massing to respond to both a 
taller streetwall and a lower one.

NCPROVIDE SIDE SETBACKS TO 
MAINTAIN EXISTING PATTERN

CONSIDER SIDE SCULPTING TO 
ENHANCE VISIBLE SIDEWALLS

New projects should reflect the scale of existing street frontages. 

NC
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The multiple grids of the City roll 

over its hills, creating transitions, 

interruptions, and irregularities in its 

geometry and lot patterns.

Projects can use terminated vistas, 

curves, and grid offsets to define local 

places, offering spatial variety and 

orientation. 

Sites that respond to and celebrate 

these variations create unique places 

that support civic identity.

 » Site and shape buildings to express 
unexpected adjacencies, ending points, 
crossings, and convergences that honor 
unique histories and places.

 » Seize design opportunities to celebrate 
and reinforce irregularities, alignments, and 
juxtapositions of the urban fabric as points of 
identity.  

 » Design responses may create multiple 
important facades, frame a facade by a 
perpendicular street, or use angular site 
geometry to influence form.

 » Consider celebrating corner buildings with 
traditional or reinterpreted treatments such 
towers, belvederes, cupolas, awnings, 
marquees, gables, art and prominent entries.

 » Use an inflection to create open space and 
integrate the landscape with the building.

 » Designate a public space with an inflection 
that is shaped either by unique responses to 
buildings or street locations.

RECOGNIZE AND ENHANCE UNIQUE CONDITIONS
S3

Develop unique design responses to atypical street 
patterns. 

Corners can have special treatments.

PROVIDE AN ENTRY OR 
OPEN SPACE  AT A SIDE 
STREET ALIGNMENT

NC
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SCALE BUILDING MASS AND 
GEOMETRY WITH BLOCK PATTERN

Inflection points can shape special open spaces.

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

Building massing can articulate a unique change in neighborhood scale and orientation. Inflections in architecture can note important street 
crossings, transit access, or civic places.

Built geometry can highlight important crossings without directly aligning with them.   

NOTCH REFLECTS  
AN INVITATIONAL 
CORNER

NC

NC
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While views from private property 

are not protected in city regulations, 

the General Plan does protect 

specific view corridors from the 

public realm. 

Seeing the city's hilltops, open 

areas, and surrounding water help 

people orient themselves in the city 

and beyond.

 » Design sites, buildings massing, pathways, 
and the approach to sites to respect existing 
view corridors as defined by the General Plan 
and create new viewpoints from public streets 
and spaces where feasible. 

 » Consider providing views to above or 
alongside physical elements and not just to 
vistas below.

 » Step back or shape street walls to organize or 
frame long-range views. 

 »

 » Exhibit skyline or bay vistas from publicly-
accessible roof areas. Such views may 
change over time.

 » Consider using bay windows, familiar San 
Francisco architectural features, as they 
not only offer views down street corridors 
to residents, but frame similar views for 
pedestrians. 

CREATE, PROTECT, AND SUPPORT VIEW CORRIDORS
S4

Public buildings can establish special visual 
connections. Such views may change over time.

Design roof gardens and POPOS to offer vistas. Building orientation and uses can take advantage of 
views from the public realm.

NC
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Vistas may be above sites as well as below.

Organize buildings to shape long-range vistas where feasible.

Sculpted streetwalls help define view corridors.

R

R
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Streetwalls help define public space, 

city identity, and promote interesting 

pedestrian spaces. The scale and 

design of building fronts at the street 

can support an active, engaging, and 

pedestrian-oriented street life.

 » Positively reinforce the shape of the street 
or public space with the building; design the 
building to define the street and frame views.

 » Design all public building frontages to 
allow active and direct engagement with 
the street to support pedestrian-oriented 
activity. Consider the width of the sidewalk in 
establishing the articulation of the streetwall.

 » Provide a side setback or inset doorway if the 
context presents a consistent pattern of them. 

 » Absolute consistency in streetwall presences 
is not always necessary. In some settings, 
designing a street front with a variety of 
forecourts, setbacks, loggias, and recesses 
that act as a lively counterpoint to a streetwall 
may be appropriate, but not to such an extent 
that the overall sense of urban room enclosure 
is eroded.

 » Where a project offers a forecourt or front 
setback, design it as an inviting spatial 
transitional element between the building wall 
and the street environment.

 » Avoid dark, cavernous spaces when designing 
recesses and setbacks to create a safe and 
inviting environment.

 » Consider sun and sky access in the design 
of street walls as appropriate to the use and 
character of the neighborhood. 

 » Relate setbacks to the established pattern 
of planes. Create a well-defined rhythm with 
architectural components.

 » Shape upper floors of buildings to reinforce 
strong or predominant streetwall heights.

CREATE A DEFINED AND ACTIVE STREETWALL
S5

Mid-rise districts may present variable streetwall heights but should relate to each 
other in expression to help define the public realm and experience.

HIGHRISES RECOGNIZE 
MIDRISE OR PODIUM 
HEIGHTS

BOTTOM FLOORS ARE 
DESIGNED TO ACT AS A 
VISIBLE BASE

EVEN PREDOMINANT 
STREETWALL HEIGHTS 
VARY
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In downtown, streetwalls should both relate to the pedestrian realm and 
express district density. 

Neighborhood commercial streetwalls should be present at the sidewalk. The ground level of the streetwall should be active and permeable.

Larger projects can continue a smaller existing pattern of streetwall scale. 

CONSISTENT 
PATTERN OF 
SMALL-SCALED  
RECESSED STORE 
ENTRIES

WINDOW SCALES 
EXPRESS THE 
RESIDENTIAL 
USE ABOVE THE 
GROUND FLOOR

VERTICAL 
PROJECTIONS AND 
INDENTATIONS 
HELP BREAK 
DOWN SCALE

NCNC

R
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Sites should organize new uses to 

support neighboring ones to help 

catalyze or even initiate larger block 

activity.

As all streets--even alleys--include 

public space, design projects with 

inviting frontages on all accessible 

sides. 

 » Align mid-block passages, courtyards, and 
entries with existing pedestrian paths and 
program their frontages.

 » Locate retail uses near neighborhood 
commercial areas and ground floor residential 
units near adjacent housing.

 » Support adjacent institutional or civic uses 
with more public programming, including 
retail. 

 » Where visible loading docks or other more 
utilitarian built features are necessary, 
consider their adaptable use during off hours 
or for alternative purposes, for example as 
seating, for events, or as outdoor workspace.

 » Where more than one frontage is possible, 
locate uses appropriate to the scale and 
intensity of each street or interface.

 » Locate and design vehicular areas and 
appurtenances to enhance the pedestrian 
environment.

 » Minimize the location, size, and number 
of curb cuts and locate parking access to 
minimize impacts on transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrian circulation. 

 » Screen at-grade parking from street view 
with ground floor uses such as residential, 
commercial, or office. 

 » Maximize active ground floor uses and street 
front quality. 

 » Integrate landscaping, screening, and 
physical barriers to lessen conflicts between 
pedestrians and motorists.

ORGANIZE USES TO COMPLEMENT 
THE PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTS6

Civic entries can align with public pathways.The public realm can be connected to active uses at 
grade or immediately above.

NC
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More utilitarian features, such as loading docks, can serve off-hour functions, 
such as lunchtime seating.

Locate ground floor uses in mixed-use projects to reflect and support existing uses on a block 
or street: retail with retail and residential with residential.

Organize internal uses and reconsider building openings in creative ways to 
connect to exterior spaces.

NC
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INTEGRATE COMMON OPEN SPACE AND 
LANDSCAPE WITH ARCHITECTURE

When integrated into the built 

environment, common open space—

such as rear yards, front setbacks, 

courtyards, and roof decks—enhance 

the quality of urban life. 

A continuous landscape conceived 

of mutually supportive interior and 

exterior spaces imparts a better human 

experience.

 » Complement the surrounding pattern of both 
public and private open space. 

 » Use open space to moderate the scale of 
buildings and use buildings to positively 
shape open space.

 » Provide a gradient of private space (nearest 
residences) to semi-public space (in central 
and shared areas) to pass-through spaces 
(accessible to people from outside).

 » Provide a sequence of spaces that transition 
between public and private realms. 

 » Offer views from open space.

 » Connect building entries and circulation with 
pathways and access points.

 » Create space that is active and protective. 

 » Locate and orient open space to maximize 
solar exposure during a useful part of the day 
and protection from wind.

 » Provide seating or active elements to help 
enliven a space.

 » Use trees, planting, and paving to develop 
defined human-scaled spaces.

 » Maximize opportunities for sustainable 
plantings and permeable surfaces in 
sidewalks, roofs, courtyards, and rear yards.

 » Complement building architecture with 
compatible landscape architecture in concept, 
form, and materials.

S7

Landscape and buildings together can frame entries.Sculpt and detail building mass to add richness and 
spatial variety to frame open space.

Include plantings in thresholds between inside 
and out.

NC NC R
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Buildings can capture space and create active, civic environments. Connect building uses and circulation with exterior environments.

Buildings can form intimate exterior spaces that relate to interior uses.

NC NC
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Natural features provide contrast 

from the intensity of the built urban 

environment. Sites should support 

ways for residents to see and experience 

waterways, sand dunes, hills, cliffs and 

trees.

Retaining the natural environment 

promotes its health and our connection to 

it. Buildings that reflect the existing site 

topography and retain natural features 

help express city identities.

 » Site, orient and sculpt buildings to reinforce 
and accentuate built and natural topography. 

 » Retain and highlight existing features, such as 
natural areas, rock outcroppings, waterways, 
and specimen trees.

 » Use site design to frame visual connections 
to natural features such as waterways and 
hilltops.

 » Employ environmental technologies and green 
infrastructure best practices to respond to the 
site, its surroundings, and local and regional 
ecological systems. 

 » Express a project's sustainable operation, 
significance or efforts through explanation or 
physical/visual evidence.

 » Preserve and introduce flora that provide 
wildlife habitat. 

RESPECT  AND EXHIBIT NATURAL 
SYSTEMS AND FEATURES

S8

Encouraging a variety of elements that follow 
topography supports the city's overall physical identity.

Buildings reinforce the natural topography by stepping up a hill.

NC
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Design can enhance the experience of natural 
elements including weather.

Building mass can frame special natural elements. Reinforce existing topography and lot widths with building form.

Orient interior uses to open into southern-exposed 
spaces.

Shape landscape and building form to express natural 
features and textures.

A SINGLE BUILDING CAN 
BREAK ITS MASSING TO 
FIT WITH THE BLOCK 
TOPOGRAPHY RHYTHM

R

R





ARCHITECTURE

A1 Express a Clear Organizing Architectural Idea 

A2 Modulate Buildings Vertically and Horizontally 

A3 Harmonize Building Designs with Neighboring Scale and Materials 

A4  Design Buildings from Multiple Vantage Points 

A5  Shape the Roofs of Buildings 

A6 Render Building Facades with Texture and Depth 

A7 Coordinate Building Elements

A8 Design Active Building Fronts 

A9  Employ Sustainable Principles and Practices in Building Design



In architecture it isn’t enough 

to just have the right building 

that works well. It can also 

be beautiful. It can also 

be different. It can create 

surprise. And surprise is the 

main thing in a work of art.

Oscar Niemeyer

Architecture
San Francisco has compelling architecture, 
not just because of individual buildings, but 
because they work together to form larger 
rhythms of urban fabric in a distinctive 
landscape. As cities change over time, the 
challenge is to allow this fabric to evolve so 
that contemporary expressions of architecture, 
culture, creativity, materials, and construction 
methods fold into historic ones without dramatic 
disruption. Great cities encourage this evolution 
and great buildings accept that they enter a 
place where they can both respectfully join their 
neighbors and express the values, technologies, 
and design sensibilities of their time.  

Older buildings characterize city neighborhoods 
by contributing a richness of character, texture, 
and human scale—all established goals 
within the City's built environment values. 
New projects should reinforce or enhance the 
physical patterns of neighborhoods to support 
these goals and are encouraged to do so with 
their own voice. In areas with a defined visual 
character, new buildings may have a higher 
obligation to be compatible with the physical 
attributes and features of surrounding buildings. 

These guidelines are not intended to restrict 
a project’s specific architectural system 
or materials, but to support contemporary 
expressions in which local patterns can be 
respectfully evoked. 

Rather than necessarily replicating historic 
treatments, shapes, and styles, new buildings 
are encouraged to respond to their context 
through their massing, siting, scale, proportions, 
facade design, material choice, and roof 
form. In addition to architectural elements, 
projects can also support neighboring context 
by extending or complementing use or 
programming, connecting to public space, 
supporting circulation patterns or spatial 
connections, or reflecting cultural influences 
within the neighborhood. 

Through these types of responses, the City's 
environments can achieve a balance of variation 
with consistency and unexpected with familiarity.
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Whether originating in cultural meaning, 

pragmatic strategy, artistic vision, or 

neighborhood context, good architecture 

comes from design intention. Architecture 

that starts with a clear organizing idea, 

or parti, is more likely to convey meaning 

and withstand the whims of style.

Buildings in an urban setting should 

respond to context and maintain their 

own compositional rigor and coherence.

 

 » Make architectural concepts clear, compelling, 
and compatible with a site’s context. 

 » Make architecture consistent to its own rules 
and logic.

 » Develop details and select materials that 
are consistent with the overall architectural 
strategy and neighborhood compatibility. 

 » Express a spatial sequence or experience, 
material system, structural organization, 
hierarchy, or relationship to site or context 
through a parti.

 » Provide a cohesive expression or composition 
of neighborhood compatible components. 

EXPRESS A CLEAR ORGANIZING ARCHITECTURAL IDEA
A1

Reinterpretations of traditional elements can generate 
a clear organizing strategy.

Materials can support concepts at both volumetric and 
fine-grained levels.

Clear and coherent formal concepts can elevate 
utilitarian projects.
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Neighborhood patterns can help establish a cohesive system of 
architectural components.

Organizing concepts (or partis) can link context, program, and environmental functions, among other elements.

Concepts can structure the relationship between new and historic structures and highlight their 
best features. 

NC

R
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San Francisco is predominantly a 

city of narrow lots with vertically-

oriented facades composed of bays 

and recesses. In many cases, buildings 

are horizontally composed of strongly 

defined and differentiated bases, 

bodies, and tops.  

Buildings that relate to the city fabric 

and the human activity within them 

help unify the existing neighborhood 

experience and character.

 » Reflect neighborhood-prevailing lot widths and 
proportion and size of architectural elements 
in the scaling and ordering of the proposed 
building. 

 » Sculpt massing to harmonize with the rhythm 
of adjacent buildings and add a human-scale. 
Adjacent buildings may include an entire 
block face and the block face across the street 
in mixed-character locations.

 » Provide bays and balconies where found in 
the prevailing pattern. 

 » Use the internal building program or 
circulation to externally express different 
volumetric or facade elements. 

 » Utilize a hierarchy of scales within the overall 
values established in these guidelines if there 
is no consistent neighborhood pattern

 » Proportion the scale, the amount of 
transparency, and the character of entrances 
at the ground floor to the type of uses and 
street interaction.

MODULATE BUILDINGS VERTICALLY AND HORIZONTALLY
A2

Traditional elements provide horizontal and vertical modulation. Consider meaningful adaptations for contemporary 
projects to address the same scale or rhythm of familiar inflections.

Structure can help establish a vertical or horizontal 
building rhythm.

SECONDARY
HORIZONTALS

BUILDING ROOF 
TERMINATION

ONE STORY 
BUILDING 
TERMINATION

REPEATED BODY 
PROJECTIONS

PRIMARY
VERTICALS

BANDING

ACCESSORY 
ELEMENTS TO 
GROUND FLOOR

PRONOUNCED 
ENTRY
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Consistent building and element heights and widths can help unify a variable 
streetwall.

Larger sites can support existing neighborhood geometries, proportions, and rhythms through modulation.Breaking down a large facade can enhance a sense of 
residential scale.

NC

Infill projects should reflect horizontal and vertical proportions with 
the adjacent streetwall pattern.
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New buildings should recognize and 

respond to existing patterns of scale, 

form, materials, and proportion to create 

continuity within a neighborhood and 

enhance San Francisco’s appealing and 

walkable nature.

Building materials should resonate 

with San Francisco's soft and diffuse 

light quality created by its light colored 

buildings and the atmospheric effects of 

the bay. Strong contrast draws attention 

and importance to a building and should 

be reserved for public facilities.

 » Either use common neighborhood material 
types or contemporary material strategies 
that complement neighborhood material 
characteristics.

 » Balance light and transparent materials with 
solid, durable materials. 

 » Avoid or limit the use of dark and highly 
reflective materials. Large amounts of glazing 
may appear dark and reflective, particularly on 
cloudy days. Towers should be predominantly 
light in color.

 » Use high-quality and durable primary 
materials such as stone, steel, masonry, and 
concrete for on all visible facades. High-grade 
wood may be appropriate on larger buildings 
in residential areas.

 » Exhibit human-scaled detailing, components, 
and features. 

 » Use joints, panel patterns, and cladding 
attachments to reinforce a finer scale of 
material and expression. 

 » Consider the pattern of glazing, openings and 
material divisions on a building as a visual and 
three-dimensional fabric that demonstrates 
appropriate scale and clear ideas about the 
use of cladding or structural components. 

 » Respect neighboring fenestration patterns in 
the design of building facades through type, 
proportions, scales, and frequency.

 » Employ the number and scale of planes and 
depths of walls found in the surrounding 
context to inform the planar variations in new 
development.

HARMONIZE BUILDING DESIGNS WITH 
NEIGHBORING SCALE AND MATERIALS

A3

NC

Neighborhood commercial areas typically express a 
strong residential character above the ground floor.

Window and doorway systems should be similar in proportion, scale, and amount to nearby structures.
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Timeless, high-quality materials can both express 
different eras and harmonize a block streetwall.

Scale and texture similarities can 
allow differences in color or style. 

Projects should both reflect context 
and be internally consistent.

Geometry relationships and use of similar materials can 
support compatibility in streetwalls.

Neighborhood commercial uses are often embeded within a residential 
context and should defer in character and scale.  

NC

NC

WINDOWS ARE 
SIMILAR IN SIZE, 
PROPORTION, AND 
DEPTH

TEXTURE SCALE 
IS SIMILAR 
BUT USED IN 
DIFFERENT WAYS

SIMILAR AMOUNT 
OF GLASS TO 
SOLID WALL 
(SOLID/VOID 
RATIO)
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Although street fronts of urban 

buildings are typically primary facades, 

buildings should, when seen from 

different distances and vantage points, 

reveal considered yet unexpected 

things.  In a city of undulating hills, 

all visible facades and roofs are design 

opportunities. 

 » Design all visible facades with similar effort 
and consideration as primary facades.

 » Design all aspects of buildings, including the 
roofscape, to enhance views from above and 
at night.

 » Minimize, combine, and integrate rooftop 
utilities into the overall building architecture.

 » Decking and green/living roofs support a more 
visually compelling roof landscape and reduce 
solar gain, air pollution, and the amount of 
water entering the stormwater system.

 » Sculpt and articulate sidewalls that are likely 
to be significantly exposed.

 » Architecturally screen roof top mechanical 
equipment.

 » Sculpt towers to enhance the city skyline.  

DESIGN BUILDINGS FROM MULTIPLE 
VANTAGE POINTS

A4

Building projections can help frame the pedestrian 
experience.

Upviewing is a common perspective from the 
sidewalk.

San Francisco hills offer overhead views of city 
buildings.

NC
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Design all sides of an exposed building envelope.The bay window, a characteristic San Francisco feature, is often viewed from the side.

Tall buildings should contribute to the beauty of the skyline. 

NC
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Viewed from its many hills, San 

Francisco is a city of roofs. The shape 

that building roof terminations make 

with the sky can positively shape the 

street wall, reinforce the building’s design 

intent, and contribute to the image of 

the city from a distance. Roofs may also 

provide amenities such as common or 

private open space. 

Roofs should complete the composition 

of the building and streetwall and 

express their various functions. 

 » Sculpt roof forms to be cohesive and integral 
to the building’s overall form and composition. 
Stories that project above the predominant heights 
along a blockface may want to be setback and 
rendered more simply to allow the primary front 
facade to complete the streetwall.

 » Design roof forms to complement the rooflines of 
surrounding buildings.

 » Shape rooflines in response to existing 
topography.

 » Use material, form, and dimensional changes 
such as a roof overhang, cornice, sun shades, or 
shaped parapet to provide a visual termination.

 » Create an intentional facade termination and avoid 
glass railings at the top of building facades. Roof 
guardrails should be set back a minimum of 5' 
from primary wall planes and/or lot edges.

 » A termination feature need not project from other 
facade features, but rather it should define the 
building's top. Non-projection examples include a 
recess, material fade, or taper. A building top may 
include the definiton of a full story. 

SHAPE THE ROOFS OF BUILDINGS
A5

Use a full top floor to articulate the top of a building 
facade. 

Crenelation has historically been employed to mesh the building edge with the sky and the built with the 
natural.

NC
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Detail and depth on the top story can help terminate 
the building. 

Skyline-defining elements help establish 
neighborhood character.

Roofing materials can help unify variable 
roofscapes.

The shape and location of roofs with clear delineations can 
create layers of history and scale.
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RENDER BUILDING FACADES 
WITH TEXTURE AND DEPTHA6

Facades composed of long expanses 

of homogenous surfaces create dull 

streetscapes that lack scale, visual 

interest, and character. Facades designed 

as three-dimensional ensembles create 

street walls that engage the eye and 

enhance the experience of the pedestrian. 

Manipulation of light and shadow 

render various scales and components of 

buildings more vividly.

 » Avoid large expanses of undifferentiated blank 
surfaces. Simple changes of color or material 
in the same plane are rarely sufficient. 

 » Consider differentiating facade articulation 
between lower floors and upper floors.

 » Evolve the specific character of relief for 
a building or ensemble from the overall 
architectural idea.

 » Texture buildings by adding deep relief 
including punched openings in scale with 
adjacent facade systems.

 » Compose window patterns that correspond to 
programmatic needs. 

 » Vary the heights and widths of facade 
features, and articulate forms with materials. 

 » Respond to the ornamental scale of 
adjacent buildings. Historic features may be 
reinterpreted but should be identifiable as 
from their own era. Avoid cursory historicism 
and facade elements that mimic neighbors. 

 » Consider a rhythm of horizontal and vertical 
elements, such as bay windows, cornices, belt 
courses, window moldings, balconies, etc.

 » Design curtain walls that modulate the facade 
and provide scale and three-dimensional 
texture. 

 » Consider externalizing structure to help 
modulate a long or tall facade.  

 » Design buildings to create interplays of light, 
shade, and shadows. 

Add smaller, human-scaled features at the ground 
where they can be easily seen.

Ornament at the tops of buildings helps to add visual 
interest and expression.

Form and materials can work together at different 
scales of detail and variability. 

NCNC



45 U R B A N  D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E S

Artful ornamentation brings delight and a human-scale to facades. Dimensional variation can create texture 
in facades.

Fine-grained architectural detail help to enliven the streetwall.

Depth and detail can be invitational.

NC

NC

R
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Signage, lighting, canopies and other 

finer-grained architectural elements 

provide additional means of animating 

and harmonizing a project with its 

environment. 

Signage and lighting, when 

compositionally integrated, can convey 

information, impart a human-scale, and 

enhance the public realm.

Lighting should contribute to the public 

realm and highlight significant features 

while being careful not to disrupt 

neighbors or dominate the night sky.

 » Use lighting to highlight significant building 
features but do not over-light buildings nor 
project light into the sky. Employ sustainable 
or "dark sky" measures to reduce illumination 
when not needed or visible. 

 » Lighting or excessive rear or side glazing 
should not be placed in a manner that will 
disturb neighbors, especially in residential 
districts.

 » Design lighting to reinforce pedestrian comfort 
at the ground level.

 » Control the intensity of building and signage 
lighting and allow for dimming and color 
variation.

 » Orient and size signs to the pedestrian scale, 
and so as to not overwhelm the building 
facade.

 » Design building signs to reflect the type and 
sensibility of their use. Consider marquees 
where programmatically appropriate. 

 » Design signs and canopies appropriately 
to illustrate the hierarchy of entrances and 
information along facades where there are 
many elements or uses.

 » Railings for stairs and upper level terraces 
should be either setback from the edge of the 
building or designed as thoughtful extensions 
of the architecture that terminate the structure 
top.

 » While separate from the building design, art 
can be placed to focus attention to aspects of 
the site or building orientation.

 » Note that the underside of balconies and 
soffits should also be integrated into the 
overall building palette.

COORDINATE BUILDING ELEMENTS
A7

Lighting can accentuate form and building tops.Coordinated lighting, signage, sunshading, 
storefronts, and canopies enliven buildings.
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Coordinated scales of retail space, architectural details, and signage contribute to 
the identity of neighborhoods.

Materials, lighting, modulation, and guardrails can mutually reinforce an architectural 
idea.

Signage can be inventively incorporated as a facade element. Retractable canopies and moveable furnishings express more day-to-day active use 
and stewardship of the sidewalk.

NC

NC
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Buildings that provide an active and 

transparent interface between their 

interior uses and the street support 

well-being and safety through natural 

surveillance.Ground floors with 

residential stoops, setbacks, retail, 

lobby entrances, and upper levels with 

balconies create an engaging, human-

scale street experience.

 » Design the base of the building to foster 
positive activity. Orient and integrate courts, 
entries, lobbies, large windows and balconies 
to face streets, public parks, plazas and open 
spaces to provide more opportunity for safety 
and interaction.

 » Consider how the rhythm of the streetwall and 
level of detail at the ground floor correspond 
to walking speed.

 » Locate main building entries on the main 
street. Design entrance lobbies to create a 
gracious transition between the street and 
interior – wide, high, and set back enough to 
clearly signal ‘entrance.’ Incorporate overhead 
projections and landscaping. Building 
entrances should be celebrated and more 
significant than garage entrances.

 » Locate mailboxes and other facilities used 
daily in residential building lobbies to increase 
their pedestrian activity. 

 » Provide ground floor residential dwellings 
with appropriate transition space between 
street and sidewalk per the Department's 
Guidelines for Ground Floor Residential 
Design. Minimize the height and opacity of 
front screens, fences, railings and gates. Make 
defensible and useful space outside individual 
apartments.

 » Avoid or minimize expansive blank and blind 
walls at the ground floor.

 » Include operable windows and seating to help 
animate a building.

 » Match the scale and openness of the ground 
floor to the scale and role of the street it faces.  
Maintain the prevailing pattern of floor to 
ceiling height at the ground floor retail space.

 » Provide upper story balconies where 
appropriate to allow interface between private 
and public space.

 » Maximize transparency of ground floor 
commercial facades, but avoid continuous, 
floor to ceiling glazing. Use or re-interpret 
traditional storefront elements. 

 » Develop and express programmatic 
relationships between inside and outside. Use 
furniture, displays, signage, and landscaping 
to help animate the building edge and 
sidewalk.

 » Minimize frontages devoted to utilities, 
storage, services and parking access, and 
integrate with the overall articulation and 
fenestration of the facade. Where possible, 
locate trash rooms below grade, place 
transformers in sub-sidewalk vaults or at 
the interior of the site, and combine loading 
with vehicular access to minimize curb cuts. 
Enclose all utility appurtenances.

 » Distinguish commercial entrances from 
residential entrances through integrated 
signage, changes in materials and colors, or 
by elevating the residential entry. 

 » Avoid long frontages without active entries. 
Widths between entrances should fit a 
common neighborhood pattern.

DESIGN ACTIVE BUILDING FRONTS
A8

Retail, second-floor balconies, open space, and 
lobbies can work together to animate frontage

NC
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Building entrances can activate the public realm.Furnishings and openings can connect interior and exterior uses. 

Balconies can help upper stories connect to the public realm. 

TEXTURED 
BULKHEAD

RECESSED 
ENTRY WITH 
LIGHTING

BUILDING BASE 
TERMINATION

FINE-GRAINED 
CLERESTORY 
GLAZING

HUMAN-SCALED 
GLAZING 
PROPORTIONS

ARTICULATION 
JUST ABOVE EYE 
LINE

FRAME DETAIL

Storefront elements bring human-scaled features to the street. 

R

NC

NC
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EMPLOY SUSTAINABLE PRINCIPLES AND 
PRACTICES IN BUILDING DESIGN

Thoughtful building design practices 

can reduce the negative impact of 

construction on the environment. 

By choosing building materials and 

systems that help conserve resources and 

reduce carbon emissions, new projects 

can better support the health of natural 

systems.

See the San Francisco Better Roofs 

Ordinance. 

 » Use building materials that are made of 
recycled or renewable resources and/or from 
local sources.

 » Employ passive solar design in facade 
configurations, treatments, and materials.

 » Design wall and roof fenestration to enhance 
natural lighting without negatively impacting 
interior comfort.

 » Create daylit living and working environments 
to not only reduce energy use, but to connect 
people to the natural cycle of day and night.

 » Provide natural ventilation to reduce energy 
use and allow access to air flow. 

 » Exceed energy performance requirements 
for the building envelope by employing 
supportive passive design strategies and high-
performance building components.

 » Create inviting circulation to reduce reliance 
on elevator and escalator use.

 » Reuse existing structures to reduce the use of 
natural resources. 

 » Provide systems that reduce water use.

 » Design roofs and/or walls to generate 
renewable energy. 

 » Design roofs and/or walls to provide habitat-
supportive vegetation.

A9

Provide easy access to bicycle parking to encourage 
their use.

Select recycled or renewable materials or structures 
when possible.

Built surfaces can foster habitat-supportive vegetation.
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Inviting stairs encourages walking rather than 
taking the elevator.

Use unprogrammed surfaces for energy generation or 
water collection.

Create daylight working areas to encourage connection to 
natural cycles and reduce energy use.

Light shelves help protect interiors from heat gain while 
bringing daylight into interior space.

Reuse existing buildings and clerestory daylighting to reduce 
resource and energy use.





PUBLIC 
REALM

P1 Design Public Open Spaces to Connect with and 

Complement the Streetscape

P2 Locate and Design Open Spaces to Maximize Physical 

Comfort and Visual Access 

P3 Express Neighborhood Character in Open Space Designs

P4 Support Public Transportation and Bicycling 

P5 Design Sidewalks to Enhance the Pedestrian Experience 

P6 Program Public Open Spaces to Encourage Social Activity, 

Play, and Rest 

P7 Integrate Sustainable Practices into the Landscape
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Public Realm
San Francisco's public realm is a network of 
open spaces that consists of parks, parklets, 
plazas, sidewalks, streets, alleys, and privately-
owned public open spaces (POPOS). The city's 
landmark parks and plazas host community, 
political, and recreational events; its finer-
grained urban spaces support more local 
activities; and its streetscapes nurture everyday 
life. Together they build and support the public 
experience, express the identity of individual 
neighborhoods, and foster the complexity of the 
city. 

This section addresses the three primary 
contributions of private development to the 
public realm: streetscape, POPOS, and building 
frontages.

San Francisco is a transit-first city and its design 
of streetscapes should encourage walking, 
bicycling, and the use of public transportation. 
The Better Streets Plan supports pedestrian 
safety, sustainability, accessibility, use of 
public transit, and the development of beautiful 
places for people. The Better Streets Plan has 
a specific range of options, including details, 
types of street furniture, paving materials, and 
planting. 

POPOS also supports pedestrians by providing 
access to natural light and air, activities that 

Identity is the extent to which 

a person can recognize a place 

or recall a place as being 

distinct from other places – 

as having a vivid, or unique, 

or at least a particular, 

character of its own.

 Kevin Lynch

link people to each other, a respite from the 
day to day routine, and extensions of interior 
activities. A POPOS should be responsive to 
local community or neighborhood culture or 
recreational needs, reflective of local design 
character, and inviting to all. All urban open 
spaces should be compatible with or support 
habitat, natural systems, and cultural history. 

Buildings adjacent to streets, alleys, sidewalks, 
paths, and open spaces should reinforce the 
fabric of vibrant and walkable neighborhoods. 
Street facing facades should contribute to 
vibrant and inviting sidewalks. Similarly, urban 
open spaces work best when engaged with and 
connected to active building frontages. 
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Publicly-accessible open spaces are 

most welcoming to all when they act as 

extensions of sidewalks.

Open spaces provide relief and rhythm to 

the urban experience when thoughtfully 

incorporated with neighboring uses. 

Design and quality of open space is more 

important than size.  

 » Locate open spaces so they are physically 
and visually accessible from the sidewalk. 

 » Provide open spaces at the ground level and 
adjacent to the sidewalk.

 » Program public space to support adjacent 
interior uses.

 » Access to rooftop public open spaces should 
be evident and as welcoming as possible.

 » Avoid designs that appear to privatize public 
open space or elements.

 » Align or coordinate doorways with public 
pathways wherever possible.

 » Locate public open space to connect to 
existing or planned open space networks.

 » Connect interior public spaces to the sidewalk 
as directly and overtly as possible without 
security or other design elements that 
promote exclusivity.

 » Public open space should be open during 
typical hours of neighborhood activity, 
including weekends.

 » While public open space may be closed at off-
hours, design security barriers to be invisible 
and unobtrusive when the space is open and 

comfortable and visually contributory when 
closed.

 » Integrate windows, courtyards, balconies, and 
wind breaks adjacent to plazas and gathering 
spaces to provide more opportunity for human 
interaction and connection between inside 
and outside uses.

 » Define larger open spaces with smaller spaces 
to encourage different uses or activities.

DESIGN PUBLIC OPEN SPACES TO CONNECT WITH AND 
COMPLEMENT THE STREETSCAPE

P1

Plazas surrounded by active building uses mutually 
support each other.

Courtyards connected at the level of the street support 
sidewalk activity.
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Courtyards can be effective public space if they are open and directly connected 
to the public realm.

Access to many entries, buildings, and public rights-of-way helps encourage 
natural pedestrian flow and safety. 

Open spaces can extend from the public sidewalk.

BUILDING ENTRIES 
SHOULD BE PLACED TO 
CONNECT TO PUBLIC 
OPEN SPACE

STREET

STREET

PROVIDE 
TRANSPARENCY 
ALONG PUBLIC 
FRONTAGES

SUPPORT EASY PATHWAYS 
THROUGH PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
SO THEY BECOME A NATURAL 
PART OF CITY FABRIC

PLAZA

PARK

BUILDING 
INTERIOR

BUILDING 
INTERIOR

NC
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LOCATE AND DESIGN OPEN SPACES TO MAXIMIZE 
PHYSICAL  COMFORT AND VISUAL ACCESSP2

San Francisco’s generally mild 

microclimates, tempered by 

westerly ocean wind and fog, provide 

opportunities in the design of its open 

space.

Protection from the elements, a variety 

of amenities, and many access points 

enable and encourage people to use and 

enjoy an outdoor space.

Sightlines can help people be aware of 

their surroundings and feel at ease in 

public open spaces.

 » Orient and design publicly accessible 
open space to maximize physical comfort. 
Consider solar orientation, exposure, shading, 
shadowing, noise, and wind.

 » Design seating for casual gathering in both 
sunny and shaded locations and in both quiet 
and active zones where possible.

 » Consider how orientation and visual 
connection may support an individual's 
perception of personal safety.

 » Consider the change in season and solar 
angles when designing open spaces for light, 
weather protection, or shade.

 » Use landscape, structures, and buildings to 
define spaces while, at the same time, provide 
visual access to encourage their use and 
enhance safety. 

 » Provide different scales of space when 
possible.

 » Consider San Francisco's unique 
microclimates when developing a space's 
intended program.

Locate foliage and seating to offer both shade and 
wind protection.

Provide appropriate lighting and sightlines for evening 
access.

Connect sightlines from windows to open space activities.

NC
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Offer a range of seating and activity options. Use landscape and architectural components to form different scales of space.

Create a variety of sun, shade, and lit areas.

NC
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EXPRESS NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 
IN OPEN SPACE DESIGNSP3

The public realm  of every neighborhood 

should serve and express its unique 

character and culture.

Open spaces should be inclusive, 

interactive, and accessible. 

 » Consider neighborhood needs in 
programming and arranging spaces 
and amenities that support distinct and 
neighborhood activities and events.

 » Find specific qualities of open space or 
landscape that express the culture or history 
of the community.

 » Provide places that support positive and 
spontaneous activities or events. 

 » Engage local residents, businesses, and 
cultural leaders to design and program 
activities and events.

 » Respect neighborhood patterns of materials 
and public space.

 » Provide dedicated spaces for children's play 
and separate spaces for dogs.

 » Incorporate art, murals, and local artifacts as 
key public features, located with attention to 
visibility and educational opportunities.

Parklets are temporary programmed uses of a public parking space that can express a 
neighborhood use.

Simple changes can mark specific places.
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Local initiatives create unique places and foster stewardship. Architectural elements in open space can help express neighborhood identity.

Materials and textures can both support expression and play.
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SUPPORT PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
AND BICYCLINGP4

Locating bike parking close to 

building, open spaces, entrances at 

grade—especially when  combined 

with amenities including bike repair or 

sales or other commercial activities—

facilitates bike use, reduces the need for 

automobile parking, and augments an 

active street life. 

Protected seating and active street life 

encourages transit use. For more detailed 

requirements and examples, see the San 

Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

 » Provide bike racks at access points to open 
spaces and buildings. 

 » Organize uses and connections on the ground 
level to support the types of travel modes 
that are available. Locate and orient retail and 
other commercial entrances towards transit 
options wherever possible. 

 » Reduce or eliminate off-street parking in 
transit-rich locales.

 » Provide broader sidewalks, weather-protected 
seating, and real-time scheduling for transit 
users at bus stop locations.

 » Minimize automobile access conflicts with 
pedestrians and cyclists.

 » Locate bike racks near building entrances and 
other areas of activity to maximize visibility 
and convenience. 

 » Consider amenities for electric and room for 
larger-sized bicycles.

Locate bicycle parking near pedestrian entrances and access points. Provide racks in an orientation so that cargo 
bikes can also fit without interrupting pedestrians.

Innovative design can safely enhance the relationship 
between pedestrians and transit.

NC



63 U R B A N  D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E S

Provide bicycle parking and seating near transit stops.Make space for bicycle sharing hubs at transit and activity rich areas of the city.

Provide outdoor uses near transit stops. 

NC

NC



64 U R B A N  D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E S 

DESIGN SIDEWALKS TO ENHANCE THE 
PEDESTRIAN EXPERIENCEP5

A well-designed pedestrian environment 

increases walking, the success of the 

neighborhood, and overall comfort and 

safety.

Sidewalk design helps to connect the 

public realm to ground floor activities.

For more detailed requirements and 

examples, see the San Francisco Better 

Streets Plan. 

 » Locate exterior uses and amenities to support 
and connect to interior activities. 

 » Design the furnishing zone as a buffer 
between the sidewalk and roadway.

 » Sidewalk elements should be scaled 
according to their context, including the 
intensity of activity, building heights, and 
noise.

 » Coordinate building elements such as 
furnishings, lighting, overhangs, storefronts, 
and signage to create an engaging sidewalk 
space.

 » Locate bicycle racks and seating near building 
entrances and open spaces. 

 » Minimize conflicts between pedestrians and 
automobiles by locating building entrances 
away from curb cuts.

 » Align trees and other sidewalk landscape 
features to provide a direct and continuous 
path of travel. 

 » Size tree wells and planters to support 
healthy trees and increased foliage. Consider  
permeable paving wherever possible to 
reduce water flow during heavy rain.

 » Integrate pedestrian lighting into the 
composition of architecture and open space 
design.

Extended sidewalks add usable public space. Parklets offer public space that can support sidewalk activity.

NCNC



65 U R B A N  D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E S

Add storefront-adjacent elements where feasible. Foliage can help create the edge of pedestrian areas.

Exterior seating supports interior uses.Building frontages and buffers work together to frame sidewalk space.

R
NC
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DESIGN PUBLIC OPEN SPACES TO ENCOURAGE 
SOCIAL ACTIVITY, PLAY, AND REST

Design places for people of  all ages, 

abilities, and backgrounds to maximize 

use.

Furnishing open space to accommodate 

social, recreational, or restful activities 

ensures activity and engagement. 

 » Design spaces for specific and flexible 
uses. Programming and design should be 
considered in the context of neighborhood 
uses.

 » Consider maintenance and stewardship in 
development of uses and features.

 » Include spaces for programmed events and 
performance where appropriate.  

 » Use planters, ledges, and low walls to provide 
places for people to view, socialize, and rest. 

 » Consider site factors such as circulation and 
adjacent uses when selecting and placing 
temporary or permanent art.

 » Provide individual and group recreational 
amenities to encourage physical activity, 
including courts or game boards. Consult with 
neighbors for area-specific options.

 » Include seating and tables in a variety of ways 
for people to sit alone, in pairs, and in small or 
large groups. 

 » Place art to engage people and enhance the 
open space and architecture. Consider art that 
interprets a natural or cultural story.

 » Provide play areas for a variety of ages and 
groups. Design landscape with opportunities 
for immersive experiences of nature and 
varied, challenging, and stimulating play 
elements.

 » Include convenience establishments such as 
food, flower, or news stands and kiosks with 
amenities such as charging stations, water 
fountains, etc. 

 » Integrate art, lighting, paving, seating, 
planting, building materials, entries, and 
windows to provide human-scaled elements.

Play can be inventively included in design elements in 
public space.

People can use spaces differently by season.Playground elements can be added in smaller spaces.

P6
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Coordinate seating, planting, and building entries to create areas for groups and 
individuals.

Flexible and stepped seating helps activate public spaces.

Recreational elements can help define space. 

Encourage the exploration of nature or natural elements in public environments
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INTEGRATE SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES 
INTO THE LANDSCAPEP7

Sustainable and habitat-friendly 

landscaping and other green 

infrastructure features can promote 

local biodiversity, water, and energy 

conservation, as well as provide a unique, 

more natural experience for the public 

the urban environment.

Landscape elements along sidewalks 

offer shade, a rhythm or walking cadence, 

texture and finer-grained scale, a sense 

of street enclosure, and a soft buffer from 

traffic.

 » Include materials and natural features that 
conserve and promote wildlife habitat and 
local biodiversity.

 » Use trees to provide shade and buffer from 
wind or exposure.

 » Extend or enhance existing tree planting 
patterns to define public space.

 » Select trees species to be compatible with the 
local microclimate and support habitat.

 » Plant trees in rows to define an edge, in 
groves to define a specific area, or as 
individuals to offer a special place to gather.

 » Use native or drought resistant plantings.

 » Use permeable paving and below-grade  
infrastructure to capture storm-water and 
improve the health of street trees. Trees 
and vegetation thrive in larger soil wells or 
trenches because they develop root systems 
more naturally and gain better access to 
replenishing water.

 » Use front setbacks to accommodate 
landscaping where sidewalk space prevents 
landscaping or tree planting.

 » Consider using recycled permeable and/
or concrete paving for curbs or benches 
to contain new planting. Reuse site or 
construction materials wherever possible.

Provide native or drought-resistant plantings. Plantings can enhance the change in season.

R
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Sidewalk features can contribute to the enjoyment of public space as well as provide 
water reclamation infrastructure.

Street trees help shade buildings and reduce solar heat gain.

Support agricultural uses in open space. Provide trees and foliage in public space, especially otherwise unused.

NC
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FOR MORE INFORMATION:   
Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Department

Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6378
FAX: 415.558.6409
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6377
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.  
No appointment is necessary.
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July 18, 2023 
 
Email Delivery 
 
President Rick Swig and Members of the SF Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Site Permit Holder’s Brief in Opposition to Appeal 
Appeal No.:  23-026 and 23-027 
Appeal title:  Urrutia vs. DBI, PDA 
Subject Property:  2455 Harrison Street 
Permit Type:  Permit to Erect A Building 
Bldg. Permit No.:  2019/0430/9262 (new construction) 
    2019/0430/9260 (demolition) 
 

Dear President Swig and Board Members, 

I am the Architect/Agent acting on behalf of Fahman Properties LLC, Owner of 2455 Harrison Street in 

San Francisco. On 05/21/23 the project was issued the approved a site permit (BPA #2019/0430/9262) to 

construct a 4-story mixed-use building on this site, consisting of a non-life science laboratory on the first 

and second floors and five (5) residential units on floors three and four. The project meets all Building and 

Planning codes and seeks no variances.  The project is a model example of the kind of mixed-use structure 

(PDR and housing) which was envisioned for this neighborhood when it was rezoned UMU/48-x in 2008 as 

part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning on the Mission.  

• Please see attached Exhibit A - City Approved Plans: “Site Permit R3” (05/02/22) 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

• We ask that the Board deny this Appeal of the site permit BPA #2019/0430/9262 and demolition 

permit BPA #2019/0430/9260 and uphold the entitlement as is with no new conditions. 
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SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT: 

     I consider Albert Urrutia a friend. He is an outstanding engineer; and I mean him no harm. I never 

threated Albert.  All this is evident in the emails Mr. Williams references (Appellant’s Exhibits 3-5) in his 

Appeal Brief. I acknowledge the trying circumstances of Albert’s former partnership and the cloud that Mr. 

Santos’ acknowledged fraud cast on the engineering firm they shared and by association Mr. Urrutia’s 

reputation. I am glad that Albert has been cleared of any wrongdoing and wish him the best in rebuilding 

his practice as Atrium Engineering.  

• None of this, however, is before the Board of Permit Appeals.  This appeal is about two issues: 

APPELLANT’S TWO (2) ISSUES: 

1) Appellant is concerned of loss of light cast on his photovoltaic roof top array. 

2) Appellant would like my client to alter the proposed design to allow the maintenance of 

light to his existing property line windows which currently serve an unpermitted 

residential unit, present a fire hazard, and do not provide required light, air, or 

emergency exiting as required in a residential occupancy.  

PURPORTED IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND APPELLANT CLAIMS: 

     Appellant’s Attorney organizes his Appellants’ Brief around the discussion of four (4) Project Impacts. 

For simplicity’s sake, this Respondent’s Brief is organized around the same basic topics: 

• Review by SF Planning Department was Extensive prior to Appellants’ DR  

• Appellant filed DR and Project Sponsor Addressed Feasible Requests 

• SF Planning Noted an Urban Design Impact but Supported Project as Designed 

• Urban Design Guidelines – Project Sponsor Responded in Letter and Spirit 

• Appellant’s Property Line Windows: Planned for Office Use 
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A.  REVIEW BY SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT WAS EXTENSIVE PRIOR TO APPELLANTS’ DR: 

     This project (now in its 5th year of City review) has been subject to a high level of agency review, 

neighborhood notification, including conversations with Appellant Urrutia: 

• A noticed Pre-Application Community Meeting (held on the subject property 4/2/19 and attended 

by the Appellant, Mr. Urrutia), 

• Multiple phone conversations, zoom meetings and face to face meetings with Mr. Urrutia and 

myself (Architect), including a 2019 walk-through of the Appellants’ dwelling unit to look at its 

property line windows and discuss how the Project Proposal may impact this dwelling unit, 

• Review by SF Planning Design Review staff and issuance of 9/21/19 Urban Design Guidelines Matrix 

(see Exhibit B – Urban Design Guidelines Matrix), 

• Meetings with Calle 24 Latino Cultural District and United to Save the Mission (3/12 and 3/15/21) 

concerning the aesthetics of the proposal for consistency with local cultural values, 

• Recreation and Park’s Hearings before Capital Committee (3/3/21) and Full Commission (3/18/21) 

with approval unanimously recommended, 

• 311-Neighborhood Notification of BPA #2019/0430/9262 in February/March 2021, 

• Discretionary Review Preparations by SF Planning and Project Sponsor, including negotiations with 

Appellant prior to DR being withdrawn,  

• SF Planning Commission Hearing on Shadow Findings (6/3/2021), with finding of no adverse impact 

on Mission Recreation Center (SF Rec and Park). 

APPELLANT FILED DR AND PROJECT SPONSOR ADDRESSED FEASIBLE REQUESTS: 

     Mr. Williams characterizes the multiple conversations I had with Mr. Urrutia as being about threat, 

(not the substance of the issues) and he represents these perceived threats as the reason the DR was 
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withdrawn.  This is wrong and misrepresents the spirit of the negotiations, and the actual project 

revisions that Kerman Morris Architects undertook to address Mr. Urrutia’s concerns. Mr. Urrutia and I 

had discussed his primary concerns in detail (shadowing of his PV array; loss of light to his property line 

windows). We also discussed at depth the very solutions Mr. Urrutia proposed in his March 2021 DR 

Application, explained here: 

• Request #1: Set back upper stories 3’ to 5’ from Appellants’ property line windows:  

This modification was rejected for two key reasons:  

o Providing a 3 foot to 5 foot setback in front of Mr. Urrutia’s property line windows would 

come at the loss of bedrooms or units (or both) in the Proposed Project.  

o Also, altering/minimizing our structure as requested still would not address Mr. Urrutia’s 

code violations: Property line windows are required to be fixed, prohibited from being 

used for required ventilation, and they cannot be used for code required emergency 

egress from sleeping rooms. 

• Request #2: Move Project’s penthouses south for minimal impact on Mr. Urrutia’s property:  

This modification was fully complied with: Project sponsor agreed, and Architect modified the drawings 

to move the vertical circulation cores to the south of the site where they would have minimal shadow 

impact on Mr. Urrutia’s PV arrays.  

• Request #3: Consider removing a floor: 

This modification was rejected due to the severe economic and housing loss of removing a story from 

the proposed structure. Removing the top floor would have reduced the project from 5 dwelling units on 

the top two floors, to providing only 2 dwelling units as the dwelling unit mix requirements would have 

required the sole residential level to have 2-Bedroom units. 
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B.  SF PLANNING NOTED AN URBAN DESIGN IMPACT BUT SUPPORTED PROJECT AS DESIGNED:  

     Mr. Williams suggests the perceived threats on the Appellant were the reason the DR was withdrawn; 

and that had the DR gone forward to the Planning Commission, the “appellants believe that...certain 

design issues may have been corrected that were highlighted by staff in the review process.” Considering 

the Planning Department’s 08/21/19 Urban Design review (see Exhibit B - Urban Design Guidelines 

Matrix) Mr. Williams notes staff recommended “stepping back building on the 2nd-4th floors from the 

north to south to improve relationship.” We disagree. 

     The Planning Department’s “Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis” (see Exhibit C – SF Planning 

DR Analysis), prepared in anticipation of the Discretionary Review Hearing (which Mr. Urrutia withdrew 

at the 11th hour), indicates full support for the project as designed with no setback from Appellants‘ 

property line windows, stating in SF Planning DR Staff Analysis: 

“Staff supports the proposed project without modification despite its impacts to the 

adjacent building [emphasis added] and its dwelling unit. In this case, the windows of 

the DR requestor’s residential unit are non-compliant – with respect to both the Planning 

Code per exposure and the Building Code - regardless of whether the neighboring 

property builds or not.  It is generally accepted that the condition of any dwelling unit 

with respect to compliance is the responsibility of the property owner. A remedy from 

the project sponsor is not available to the correct this condition,” AND… 

“Solar panels are not protected by state or local law  [emphasis added] as doing so 

would allow them to act as de facto impediments to development.” 

SF Planning supports the Proposed Project, regardless of Appellant’s property line window and PV array 

concerns.  
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C.  URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES – PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONDED IN LETTER AND SPIRIT: 

     Before discussing specific points raised by Appellant regarding SF Urban Design Guidelines 

and their application to this project it is worth noting that San Francisco’s adopted January 

2023 Housing Element, has been scrubbed of words like “contextual sensitivity” and 

“appropriate.” Policy Makers now understand that the aesthetic considerations embedded in 

the SF Urban Design Guidelines and the Residential Design Guidelines have systematically been 

used by NIMBY parties to quash housing development (as they are being used in this Appeal). 

This practice cannot continue. Per State Law, San Francisco’s RHNA (Regional Housing Needs 

Allocation) allocation, and the SF Board adopted Housing Element, the City must produce 

82,000 units of housing across all neighborhoods between now and 2033. San Francisco       

• Decision Makers must promote and approve legal housing production, such as proposed 

here, along with all efforts to keep and legalize informally developed, unwarranted 

housing such as Mr. Urrutia’s unit. 

     This project was subject to Design Review by Planning staff.  The “Urban Design Guidelines 

Matrix” served as the tool by which Planners expressed their opinions regarding strengthening 

the proposal. Revisions were affected to address those requests (note: they are “requests,” not 

“requirements”) in good faith by the Architect working with Planning staff.  

     The first issue Appellant references in his Urban Design Review is “stepping back of the 

building form north to south to improve the relationship:” Project Sponsor explained to Planning 

staff our Project Sponsor’s unwillingness to sacrifice units and/or bedrooms to preserve 

Appellant’s illegal property line windows’ access to light. The illegal use of operable property 

line windows to provide a dwelling unit light and air, as well as the Planning Code non-
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compliances (open space, rear yard) were discussed in detail. Planning Department staff 

scrapped this concern (see italicized DR Findings above).  

     The second issue Appellant references in his Urban Design Review is “Being a Good Neighbor.” This 

aspiration is such a lofty and generic calling that it is hardly actionable; and is understandable that it was 

not brought up in the Department’s Urban Design Guidelines Matrix.  

      The third issues in Mr. Williams’ urban design critique of Project Proposal concern “fitting in.” Mr. 

Williams points to “scale and massing,” “sensitive shaping,” and making appropriate “transitions” as 

lacking in Project Proposal. The scale/height and proportions of the building (base to upper stories), the 

level of detail (railings, divided-lites, storefront patterns and transoms), and the finishes (even color!) 

were all reviewed and commented upon by Staff until they were satisfied the changes made were 

consistent with the Urban Design Guidelines (please see Exhibit D - Proposed Revisions for UDAT for a 

glimpse at how these issues get resolved hand in hand by Architect and Planning Department).  

      It is the Appellant’s position that Project Sponsors should not be taking advantage of the height limits 

that were afforded when the 2008 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning defined this as UMU/48x zoning 

(48’ height limit). Actually, in this part of the Mission, this block face and that across the street have 

many tall blocky industrial-styled buildings built to the height limit in its DNA. Some examples within a 

stone’s throw of this proposed project are 2405 Harrison, 2425 Harrison, 2450 Harrison, and 2412 

Harrison (see Exhibit E – Large Neighbors). 

      Many of the above buildings were constructed to maximize the 40 foot height limit of the time. The 

current 48 foot height limit (adopted in 2008) envisioned a ground floor PDR use with high ceilings (17 

feet) that facilities production activities. The proposed lab at the first and second floors will do just that; 
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with housing complementing these uses at the 3rd and 4th floors. Indeed, 2455 Harrison will be a “good 

neighbor” in this mixed-use context of housing, industrial, commercial, and institutional buildings.  

D.  APPELLANTS’ PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS; PLANNED FOR OFFICE USE: 

      Mr. Williams goes to lengths to cast the windows at the Appellant’s property as longstanding 

infrastructure serving a continuous residential use: “The lot line windows on Appellants’ building that 

provide light and air to the bedrooms and living room of the residential flat are part of the original 

construction of the building and have been shown as existing on approved plan sets for work at the 

building for more than 50 years” (p. 12 Appellants Brief). He characterizes them as “existing non-

conforming uses.”  Actually, this narrative masks years of reckless non-permitted work and a lack of 

code compliance at the Appellant’s property. 

      The 1972 Plans included in Appellants’ exhibits indicate the second floor Office Occupancy (for 

Mission Contractor’s Association), supported by a new deck and exterior stairs on the abutting property 

(see Exhibit F - Appellant Property 1972 Plans). The five second story windows that the Appellant’s 

attorney claims are legal were installed for the benefit of the Offices at the second floor; NOT for any 

Residential Unit. While this 1972 Permit was approved and issued, it was never finalized (see Exhibit G - 

Appellant Property Permit History). This makes sense, because DBI does not allow a single building to 

occupy two lots, and the permit appears to have been issued in error.  

THERE IS NO LEGAL RESIDENTIAL USE AT APPELLANT PROPERTY: 

      DBI permit records for the Appellant’s property at 2451 Harrison indicate that no permits were ever 

pulled on the Appellant’s property to create a legal residential unit (see Exhibit G - Appellant Property 

Permit History): 
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      In 1997 Mr. Urrutia’s firm (formerly Santos & Urrutia Structural Engineers, Inc.) submitted 

plans for a “seismic upgrade and bathrooms” associated with 2451 Harrison (BPA #9723979), 

the new home for his business. The Appellant’s plans represent the second floor as Offices. Mr. 

Urrutia’s attorney states, “Appellants have owned the adjacent building to the north for more 

than 25 years. It serves as the headquarters for their business, Atrium Structural Engineering, 

Inc. The building also has a residential unit upstairs which occupies most of the second floor of 

the two-story building. That flat has been continuously occupied since the Urrutia’s have owned 

the building.” 1997 is approximately 25 years ago. When Mr. Urrutia’s firm submitted this 

permit, they represented the upstairs was OFFICE SPACE (plans are available at Records 

Management on microfiche, however non-owners are prohibited from securing copies without 

owner approval). Now we are told by Mr. Urrutia’s attorney that this second floor space has 

indeed been in RESIDENTIAL use for the same 25 years.  

• Did Mr. Urrutia’s firm mis-represent to DBI the use of the space in BPA #9723979 as 

“Office” space because the dwelling unit was in service prior to his purchasing the 

property and he did not want DBI to know that?, or  

• Did Mr. Urrutia’s firm install the residential unit themselves without permits subsequent 

issuance of BPA #9723979?  

• Either way, there is no permit legalizing this use, despite 25 years available to do so.  

o Note 1: This 1997 permit (BPA #9723979) was extended in year 2000, and again 

in year 2005, when it was ultimately finalized (see Exhibit G - Appellant Property 

Permit History) per plan. As the plans represent the second floor area as office 
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space the District Inspector never saw the residential use or finalized the permit 

in error.  

o Note 2: There is a current active complaint #202295525 on the Appellants’ 

property entitled “Illegal Conversion/#Units (see Exhibit H – Open Complaint on 

Appellants’ Dwelling Unit). Complaints were filed alleging that the Appellants’ 

dwelling unit lacked smoke detectors and a proper range hood. Housing 

Inspector Barber came to the property to investigate, but was apparently denied 

access to the unit by the Owner/Appellant. Why all this secrecy regarding this 

(unpermitted) unit the Appellant seeks to protect? 

        Mr. Urrutia’s Engineering firm has executed and submitted hundreds of residential permit 

sets for countless clients; Appellant understands the differences between permitted and 

unpermitted work. Despite that knowledge, the firm chose never to submit for a building 

permit to legally convert that upstairs space into Residential Use. Generously categorized, this 

dwelling unit is non-permitted, unwarranted and has never been inspected for basic life safety 

provisions. 

THE APPELLANT’S PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS DO NOT MEET SF BUILDING CODES: 

      The south facing property line windows in Appellants’ second floor unit were permitted for Office 

Use (BPA #414428 in 1972). The Appellants’ attorney represents a Residential Use has existed in this 

space for 25 years. The functional/code requirements for Office versus Residential occupancies are 

different: 

• Residential sleeping rooms are required by the California Building Code (CBC) and SF Building 

Code to have 1) natural light, 2) to provide fresh air/ventilation, and 3) to have an emergency 
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egress window which leads to a space on the property giving access to the public way. By 

definition, none of these requirements can be satisfied by a property line window.  

      With San Francisco’s zero lot line layout, fire-rated property line walls are the first line of defense 

against fire transfer from one building to the abutting one. Because a property line window is installed in 

a fire rated wall, it is held to the same fire rating standard as the wall in which it is installed. 

       Administrative Bulletin-009 regulates property line windows and has these standard 

Conditions of Local Equivalencies for the provision of a property line window (see Exhibit J – 

AB-009 Requirements): 

1) The openings may not be used to provide required light and ventilation, required egress, 

or for required emergency escape and rescue (in other words they cannot serve a 

bedroom), 

2) Openings shall be fixed (they cannot supply required ventilation to a bedroom), 

3) The openings shall be protected with fire assemblies with ¾ hour rating, and 

4) The owner of a building with such openings shall provide a recorded statement that 

they will be closed in the event that the adjoining property is improved in such a 

manner that the openings no longer comply with the provisions of the AB. 

        At the Proposed Project, all proposed property line windows were reviewed by DBI for 

compliance with AB-009, the Declaration of Use Limitation was recorded with the City, and is 

included in the approved plans (see Exhibit A – City Approved Plans, sheet G2.33 and G2.34). 

Had Appellant pulled a permit to convert the former Mission Contractor’s Association Office 

space to Residential Use it would have to meet the AB-009 requirements.  From a Planning 

Code standpoint, the new dwelling unit would also have needed to provide a “rear yard” at the 
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level of the dwelling unit, “open space” for tenant use, and meet “dwelling unit exposure” 

requirements of looking out to the street or to a code complying rear yard. The Appellants’ 

unwarranted residential unit does not comply with any of these requirements.  

PROPOSED PROJECT IN THE CONTEXT OF PUBLIC POLICY AND THE PUBLIC WELFARE: 

      Appellant’s attorney makes these lofty claims: “The retention of these rent-controlled apartments, 

what is termed “naturally affordable” housing by the Planning Department is, and should remain, the top 

priority for the interpretation and enforcement of the Planning and Building Codes” and it “should not be 

lost for the construction of much more expensive housing.”  We ask the Board of Appeals, is it worth 

diminishing housing production of code compliant, small scale (“naturally affordable”) units (as 

proposed at the subject property) to protect a single unpermitted dwelling unit that does not meet basic 

life safety provisions of the Building Code, and is inconsistent with Planning Code? We think not.  

CONCLUSION AND REQUEST: 

       Project sponsor requests the Board of Appeals review the proposed code compliant project and we 

hope you will see it as it is: a strong mix of PDR and housing along the very lines that were envisioned for 

UMU zoning in the Mission District; a good neighbor which will bring five (5) more housing units to the 

neighborhood. We request you deny this Appeal of the site permit BPA #2019/0430/9262 and 

demolition permit BPA #2019/0430/9260 and uphold the entitlement as is with no new conditions. 

Sincerely yours,  

        

 

Edward D. Morris, Architect (“Toby”) 
Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
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2455 HARRISON ST REVIEW TYPE UDAT
2019-006578PRJ Date of Review / Response 8/21/2019
 Date of Drawings 6/20/2019
Esmeralda Jardines Comment author Trent Greenan
 Meeting Attendees Esmeralda Jardines, Trent 

Greenan, Maia Small, Allison 
Albericci, Claudine Asbagh, Rich 
Sucre

#

S1 MEETS GUIDELINE

S2 The two story base treatment is 
tall relative to the height of the 
building and  taller than others on 
the street.  Recommend 
containing the base treatment to 
the ground floor an extending the 
upper stories treatment down to 
the second. 

S3 N/A

S4 N/A

S5 

See comment A8.
S6 MEETS GUIDELINE

S7 MEETS GUIDELINE

S8 N/A

Recognize and Respond to Urban Patterns 

Harmonize Relationships between Buildings, Streets, and Open Spaces 

Create a Defined and Active Streetwall 

Organize Uses to Complement the Public Environment 

Integrate Common Open Space and Landscape with Architecture

Recognize and Enhance Unique Conditions

Create, Protect, and Support View Corridors 

Guideline

Architecture

Site Design

Respect and Exhibit Natural Systems and Features

Assigned Design Review staff

URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES MATRIX

Project address
Application number
Quadrant
Assigned Planner

2019-006578PRJ UDGs (ID 1125484).xlsx Guidelines Matrix 10/3/2019
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2455 HARRISON ST REVIEW TYPE UDAT
2019-006578PRJ Date of Review / Response 8/21/2019
 Date of Drawings 6/20/2019
Esmeralda Jardines Comment author Trent Greenan
 Meeting Attendees Esmeralda Jardines, Trent 

Greenan, Maia Small, Allison 
Albericci, Claudine Asbagh, Rich 
Sucre

Assigned Design Review staff

URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES MATRIX

Project address
Application number
Quadrant
Assigned Planner

A1 MEETS GUIDELINE

A2 Most industrial and residential 
buildings in the neighborhood 
have stronger vertical articulation. 
The stacking effect of three 
different floor expressions in the 
proposal results in stronger 
horizontal expression. 
Recommendations in comment S3 
should help balance the 
proportions. 

A3 The building volume in the rear 
would impact light and privacy to 
neighboring residential.  
Recommend stepping back 
building on the 2nd-4th floors from 
the north to south to improve 
relationship.  Recommend that the 
street facing upper windows be 
divided more to take on more of a 
residential quality.

A4 Consider adding windows to the 
south façade.

A5 Recommend  clearly terminating 
parapet at front.  It is unclear from 
the elevations what is being 
proposed here.  Reference nearby 
buildings for possible treatments. 

Express a Clear Organizing Architectural Idea 

Harmonize Building Designs with Neighboring Scale and Materials 

Modulate Buildings Vertically and Horizontally 

Design Buildings from Multiple Vantage Points 

Shape the Roofs of Buildings 

2019-006578PRJ UDGs (ID 1125484).xlsx Guidelines Matrix 10/3/2019
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2455 HARRISON ST REVIEW TYPE UDAT
2019-006578PRJ Date of Review / Response 8/21/2019
 Date of Drawings 6/20/2019
Esmeralda Jardines Comment author Trent Greenan
 Meeting Attendees Esmeralda Jardines, Trent 

Greenan, Maia Small, Allison 
Albericci, Claudine Asbagh, Rich 
Sucre

Assigned Design Review staff

URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES MATRIX

Project address
Application number
Quadrant
Assigned Planner

A6 Show window type and material in 
plans.  Include window details to 
demonstrate recess.

A7 The stair penthouses have an 
outsized impact on the building 
volume.  Look for opportunities to 
minimize or relocate.  Note that 
one of the bedrooms does not 
meet exposure requirements. 

A8 The ground floor would benefit 
from a more cohesive storefront 
treatment.  Recommend aligning 
elements such as storefront 
windows with entry doors, and 
aligning clerestory/ transom 
windows  across the façade with a 
similar treatment.  The deep 
recess does not have a precedent 
on the street.  Recommend 
minimizing recess. 

A9 Implement Better Roofs 
Ordinance in the design.

P1 N/A

P2 N/A

P3 N/A

Public Realm

Locate and Design Open Spaces to Maximize Physical Comfort and Visual Access

Express Neighborhood Character in Open Space Designs

Render Building Facades with Texture and Depth

Coordinate Building Elements

Design Active Building Fronts

Employ Sustainable Principles and Practices in Building Design

Design Public Open Spaces to Connect with and Complement the Streetscape

2019-006578PRJ UDGs (ID 1125484).xlsx Guidelines Matrix 10/3/2019
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2455 HARRISON ST REVIEW TYPE UDAT
2019-006578PRJ Date of Review / Response 8/21/2019
 Date of Drawings 6/20/2019
Esmeralda Jardines Comment author Trent Greenan
 Meeting Attendees Esmeralda Jardines, Trent 

Greenan, Maia Small, Allison 
Albericci, Claudine Asbagh, Rich 
Sucre

Assigned Design Review staff

URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES MATRIX

Project address
Application number
Quadrant
Assigned Planner

P4 MEETS GUIDELINE

P5 MEETS GUIDELINE

P6 N/A

P7 N/AIntegrate Sustainable Practices into the Landscape

Support Public Transportation and Bicycling

Design Sidewalks to Enhance the Pedestrian Experience 

Program Public Open Spaces to Encourage Social Activity, Play, and Rest

2019-006578PRJ UDGs (ID 1125484).xlsx Guidelines Matrix 10/3/2019



 

 

Discretionary Review 
ABBREVIATED Analysis 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 3, 2021 

Record No.: 2019-006578DRP 
Project Address: 2455 Harrison Street  
Permit Applications: 2019.0430.9262 
Zoning:  UMU [Urban Mixed Use] 
 48-X Height and Bulk District  
 Mission Area Plan - Eastern Neighborhoods 
Block/Lot: 4084 / 026  
Project Sponsor:  Edward Morris 
  Kerman Morris Architects  
  139 Noe Street  
  San Francisco, CA 94114 
Staff Contact: David Winslow – (628) 652-7567 
 David.Winslow@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Do Not Take DR and approve  

 

Project Description 
The project proposes to demolish an existing one-story automotive repair building and construct a new four-story 
mixed-use building with laboratory use on the first and second stories, and residential dwelling units on the third 
and fourth stories. 

Site Description and Present Use 

The site is a 26’ wide x 100’-0” deep lot containing an existing 1-story, industrial building. The existing building is 
a Category ‘C’ - no historic resource present - built in 1983.  
 

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood 

The subject property is situated immediately adjacent to 2-story buildings. The DR Requestor ‘s building to the 
north has full lot coverage which has a residential unit at the second floor.  

toby
Text Box
EXHIBIT C - SF PLANNING DR ANALYSIS



Discretionary Review – Abbreviated Analysis  RECORD NO. 2019-006578DRP 
Hearing Date:  June 3, 2021  2455 Harrison Street 

  2  

Building Permit Notification 

Type Required 
Period 

Notification 
Dates 

DR File Date DR Hearing Date Filing to Hearing 
Date 

311 Notice 30 days February 22, 
2021– March 24, 

2021 

March 24, 2021 June 3, 2021 72 days 

Hearing Notification 

Type Required 
Period 

Required Notice 
Date 

Actual Notice Date Actual Period 

Posted Notice 20 days May 15, 2021 May 15, 2021 20 days 

Mailed Notice 20 days May 15, 2021 May 15, 2021 20 days 

Online Notice 20 days May 15, 2021 May 15, 2021 20 days 

Public Comment 

 Support Opposed No Position 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 1 0 

Other neighbors on the block or 
directly across the street 

0 0 0 

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0 

 

Environmental Review  

The Department, pursuant to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code, determined that the project is consistent with the project site’s development density established by 
zoning, the community plan, and general plan policies in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, 
for which a programmatic environmental impact report was certified. Accordingly, the Department issued a 
community plan evaluation for the project on December 18, 2019. 
 

DR Requestor 

DR requestor: Albert Urrutia owner of the adjacent property 2451 Harrison to the north of the proposed project. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Hearing Date:  June 3, 2021  2455 Harrison Street 

  3  

DR Requestor’s Concerns and Proposed Alternatives 

DR requestor Is concerned that the proposed project will: 

1. Is out of context with the other buildings on the block. 

2. Would block property line windows serving adjacent residential unit and remove bedrooms from the 
apartment. 

3. The proposed building will impact solar panels. 

Proposed alternatives: 

1. Set back the upper floors 3’ to 5’ from property line to allow retention of property line windows 

2. Locate penthouse on south side of building 

3. Remove a story. 

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated March 24, 2021. 

Project Sponsor’s Response to DR Application 

The proposed project is code-complying. The Planning Code does not regulate or protect property line windows. 
The DR requestor’s unprotected property line windows serve an unpermitted dwelling unit and do not provide 
legal access to light, air, and emergency access. The project sponsor did relocate the stair penthouse to the 
south side of the property and is willing to reduce the height of the 30” roof parapet  But providing light wells to 
the adjacent windows would result in the loss of bedrooms and still render the DR requestor’s windows deficient 
with respect to emergency access. The DR requestor should remedy their non-complying condition on their own 
property rather than requesting a code complying project to do so.  
 
See attached Discretionary Review Response, dated May 13, 2021 

Department Review 

Staff supports the proposed project without modification despite its impacts to the adjacent building and its 
dwelling unit. In this case, the windows of the DR requestor’s residential unit are non-compliant – with respect to 
both the Planning Code per exposure and the Building Code - regardless of whether the neighboring property 
builds or not.  It is generally accepted that the condition of any dwelling unit with respect to compliance is the 
responsibility of the property owner. A remedy from the project sponsor is not available to the correct this 
condition. 
 
Solar panels are not protected by state or local law as doing so would allow them to act as de facto impediments 
to development. 
 

Recommendation: Do Not Take DR and Approve  

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Attachments: 

Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map  
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination 
DR Application 
Letter of opposition 
Discretionary Review Response, dated May 13, 2021 
311 plans 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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2455 HARRISON

HARRISON STREET ELEVATION MONTAGE
1816 01

2455 HARRISON

PROPOSED BUILDING

245124492425241524132405 2463 2467 2471 2475 2479 2483

HORIZ. PRIMARY ARTICULATION

VERT. PRIMARY ARTICULATION

HORIZ. & VERT. ARTICULATION AT SIM. SCALE TO 
NEIGHBORS

[A2] ENHANCED VERT. ARTICULATION BY 
GROUPING STACKED 3RD & 4TH FLOOR 
WINDOWS; CONTINUE VERTICAL DATUMS OF 
MULLIONS TO WINDOWS BELOW; 

[S2] CONT. CORRUGATED METAL FROM 
RESIDENTIAL FLOORS TO BOTH SIDES OF 
OPENING AT 2ND FLOOR

REVISIONS SINCE 10/17 MEETING:

[S2] GUARDRAIL BROUGHT FROM INTERIOR SIDE OF 
SLIDING DOORS TO EXTERIOR SIDE. PROVIDES 
HORIZ. DIVISION TO DOORS SIM. TO DOORS ABOVE 
AND WINDOWS IN ADJACENT BUILDINGS

'A' HISTORIC RESOURCE BUILDING
- 2455 RESPONDS TO HORIZ. DATUMS AT BOTTOM OF 
ROOF & ENTABLATURE ON THIS FRONT FACADE, WHICH 
WILL BE PRESERVED BY THIS HISTORIC STATUS
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2455 HARRISON

ELEVATION PERSPECTIVE
1816 02

[A2] ENHANCED VERT. ARTICULATION BY 
GROUPING STACKED 3RD & 4TH FLOOR 
WINDOWS; CONTINUE VERTICAL DATUMS OF 
MULLIONS TO WINDOWS BELOW; 

[S2] CONT. CORRUGATED METAL FROM 
RESIDENTIAL FLOORS TO BOTH SIDES OF 
OPENING AT 2ND FLOOR

REVISIONS SINCE 10/17 MEETING:

PREVIOUS DESIGN 

FROM UDAT REVIEW

[A8] MORE COHESIVE STOREFRONT TREATMENT 
W/ FULL WIDTH CLERESTORY W/ MULLIONS THAT 
ALIGN WITH THE WINDOWS ABOVE

REVISIONS SINCE UDAT REVIEW:

[S2] GUARDRAIL BROUGHT FROM INTERIOR SIDE OF 
SLIDING DOORS TO EXTERIOR SIDE. PROVIDES 
HORIZ. DIVISION TO DOORS SIM. TO DOORS ABOVE 
AND WINDOWS IN ADJACENT BUILDINGS

2463 HARRISON
'A' HISTORIC RESOURCE BUILDING
- 2455 RESPONDS TO HORIZ. DATUMS AT BOTTOM OF 
ROOF & ENTABLATURE ON THIS FRONT FACADE, WHICH 
WILL BE PRESERVED BY THIS HISTORIC STATUS
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2455 HARRISON

VIEW FROM SOUTHWEST
1816 03

PREVIOUS DESIGN FROM UDAT REVIEW

[A4] ADDED WINDOWS TO SOUTH FACADE

[A7] REDUCED HEIGHT AND REVISED MATERIALITY 
(LIGHT-COLORED PANELS) TO REDUCE VISUAL 
IMPACT OF STAIR & ELEVATOR PENTHOUSES; 
CREATED HORIZONTAIL TERMINATION DATUM FOR 
MAIN RESIDENTIAL MASS BELOW

REVISIONS SINCE UDAT REVIEW:
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VIEW FROM NORTHWEST
1816 04
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2455 HARRISON

VIEW OF ENTRY FROM NORTHWEST
1816 05

[A8] MORE COHESIVE STOREFRONT TREATMENT 
W/ FULL WIDTH CLERESTORY W/ MULLIONS THAT 
ALIGN WITH THE WINDOWS ABOVE

REVISIONS SINCE UDAT REVIEW:

[A8] ADDED CANOPIES TO MINIMIZE PERCEIVED 
DEPTH OF RECESS AND PROVIDE COVER FOR 
ENTRIES

[A8] RECESS AT FRONT FACADE PROTECTS 
ANGLED VIEW FROM NEIGHBOR'S BAY WINDOW 
PER PREVIOUS PLANNING DEPT. COMMENT
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1,829 SF

OFFICE

201

GUARDRAIL

114 SF
STAIR 02

132 SF
STAIR 01

P.L.

P.L.P.L.

P.L.

[A3] BALCONY MOVED FROM NORTHEAST TO SOUTHEAST 
CORNER TO PROVIDE RELIEF TO PROPERTY LINE WALL 

AT SOUTHERN NEIGHBOR'S REAR YARD

2455 HARRISON

PROPOSED 2ND FLOOR

2451 HARRISON

FULL LOT COVERAGE

2463 HARRISON

REAR YARD

REVISION SINCE 10/17 MEETING:
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REVISED 2ND FLOOR PLAN
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2455 HARRISON

BIRDS EYE VIEW OF REAR YARD
1816 07

PREVIOUS DESIGN BEFORE 10/17 MEETING

[A3] MOVED BALCONY FROM NORTHEAST TO 
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF 2ND FLOOR TO PROVIDE 
SOME RELIEF IN THE PROPERTY LINE WALL FOR 
THE ADJACENT SOUTHERN NEIGHBOR. 

REVISIONS SINCE 10/17 MEETING:
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2451 Harrison Permit History 
Per review of all permit records available through Records Management Division - 07/14/2023 
  
1937 (Original Building Permit) 
BPA # 27012 
2 stories with basement 
Purpose of occupancy: Storage 
“None” of rooms, and “None” of family 
Lot Size: 26’ Front x 100’ Deep 
Records management staff confirmed there are no drawings of this permit 
  
1967 
BPA# 338884 
Fire damage, tear out roof, walls, windows, and electrical. Replace with same material. 
  
1972 
BPA #414428 
Install rear stairway outside of building. 

This is the permit set Mr. Williams uses as evidence that the five (5) property line windows extant on the south wall of 
the Appellant’s building are legal.  

09/05/1973 Inspector job record shows: the balcony and stairways were never constructed and the permit was never 
finalized/signed off.  
Notes:  

• It is understandable that this permit was never finalized as it was issued in error. A long standing policy, never has DBI 
allowed a portion of a building’s use to occur on one lot (4084/027 housing Mr. Urrutia’s building) and exiting 
infrastructure on a different lot (4084/027, Respondent Project Sponsor’s lot abutting to the south). 

• The south facing windows indicated in the 1972 in these plans were likely installed at this time. It is on the basis of 
this non-finalized permit that Mr. Williams maintains that “the windows on the Appellants’ Building are Legal, Existing 
Non-Conforming,”; however this ignores two important facts: 1) the window permit was never finalized, and more 
importantly, 2) these windows in service today illegally provide light and air to an unpermitted residential use while 
exposing both the Appellant’s property and that of the Respondent to fire life-safety hazards which are forbidden in 
the Building Code.  

After this, the permits show up in the DBI Permit Tracking System: 
  
1997 
BPA #9723979 
Seismic Upgrade and Bathrooms, not finalized 
Notes: 

• The drawings shows the second floor is all open office space.  
• No residential unit is recorded. 

 
2000 
BPA #2000-1115-5848 
Extension of Application #9723979, not finalized 
 
2005 
BPA #2005-0928-4186 
Renew PA #9723979 and PA #2000-1115-5848 for final inspection only 
This permit was finalized. 
Notes:  

• With this permit DBI indicated 9/30/2005 that the work was complete and final inspection was approved. As no 
permit was ever pulled to convert the second floor office space to residential use, presumably the inspector never 
saw the residential unit are that Mr. Williams contends has existed for 25 years. In any case, the permit approves its 
occupancy as office space. 

 
2007 
BPA #2007-0619-4323 
Reroofing 
 
2007 
BPA #2007-0706-6132 
Install solar panels and steel support framing on existing roof. 
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7/17/23, 4)59 PMDepartment of Building Inspection

Page 1 of 1https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=202294525

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2023

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 202294525

Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA
SUPPRESSED  Date Filed:

Owner's Phone: --  Location: 2451 HARRISON ST
Contact Name:  Block: 4084
Contact Phone: --  Lot: 027
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA

SUPPRESSED  Site:
  Rating:
  Occupancy Code: R-2
  Received By: Tina McNeal
Complainant's
Phone:   Division: HIS
Complaint
Source: TELEPHONE
Assigned to
Division: HIS
Description: NO SMOKE ALARMS, NO VENT ABOVE STOVE  
 
Instructions:
 
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR ID DISTRICT PRIORITY
HIS BARBER 6334 16  
 
REFFERAL INFORMATION  
 
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS COMMENT

08/17/22 GENERAL
MAINTENANCE HIS Barber TELEPHONE

CALLS Called complainant, left voicemail.

08/17/22 CASE OPENED HIS Barber CASE
RECEIVED  

08/19/22 GENERAL
MAINTENANCE HIS Barber TELEPHONE

CALLS Called complainant, left voicemail.

08/22/22 GENERAL
MAINTENANCE HIS Barber TELEPHONE

CALLS Spoke to complainant.

08/23/22 ILLEG CNVRSN/# UNITS HIS Barber
INSPECTION
OF
PREMISES
MADE

Inspector Barber attempted to
perform an inspection of the subject
premises on 8/23/22. Inspector
observed office space, but no dwelling
unit. Spoke to owner, left business
card.

 
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION  
 
NOV (HIS):  NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=73
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=45
http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www.sfgov.org/
https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html
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AB-009 Local Equivalency for Approval of New Openings in New and Existing Building
Property Line Walls

 
NO. AB-009   :  
DATE   : September 18, 2002 (Updated 1/1/2023 for code references)
SUBJECT   : Fire and Life Safety

TITLE   : Local Equivalency for Approval of New Openings in New and Existing Building
Property Line Walls

PURPOSE   :

The purpose of this Administrative Bulletin is to provide standards and procedures for
the application and case-by-case review of requests for a modification based on local
equivalency to allow openings in exterior walls closer to property lines than are
permitted by the latest edition of the San Francisco Building Code (SFBC).
This bulletin permits the continuing application of code provisions of former editions
of the SFBC regarding property line openings. In conformance with current State law,
requests for approval of openings closer to the property line than permitted under the
SFBC will be considered on a case-by-case basis when reasonable equivalency is
proposed.

REFERENCES   :

Current edition of the San Francisco Building Code
- Section 104A .2.7, Modification
- Section 104A .2.8, Alternate materials, design, and methods of construction
- Section 705 .8, Openings
DBI Administrative Bulletin AB-005, Procedures for Approval of Local
Equivalencies.
San Francisco Administrative Code Article V, Section 23.47, Requirements for Lot
Line Window Agreements

DISCUSSION   :

Project sponsors may request the application of this local equivalency allowing
openings in building walls closer to property lines than allowed by SFBC Section 705
.8 when it can be demonstrated on a case-by-case basis that there are practical
difficulties in meeting the provisions of the code, that the modification is in
conformance with the intent and purpose of the code, and that reasonable equivalency
is provided in fire protection and structural integrity.

 

Such proposed modification may conform with the below listed standard provisions. The Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and
other City departments may impose additional requirements in the approval of any request for a code modification or alternate based
upon individual building and property conditions. Other City agencies that may review such requests include the San Francisco Fire
Department, the Planning Department and, for buildings adjoining City-owned property, the Department of Real Estate.

If a project sponsor wishes to propose methods of opening protection different than those listed below, proposals for the use of alternate
materials, designs, or methods of construction may be submitted for review in the same manner as for this local equivalency. The
Department of Building Inspection may require that additional substantiation be provided supporting any claims made for such
proposals.

Procedure for Application of Local Equivalencies

Project sponsors wishing to apply local equivalencies must fill out and submit the Request for Approval of Local Equivalency form
(Attachment A). Fees to be paid and scheduling of review of requests are as noted on that form. Following DBI review, each request will
either be approved, approved with conditions, disapproved, or placed on Hold pending submittal of additional information.

Further details of procedures for the review of local equivalencies may be found in AB-005, Procedures for Approval of Local
Equivalencies.

Conditions of Local Equivalencies

Openings in new building walls and new openings in existing building walls in Groups B, M, and R occupancies that are closer to
property lines than permitted under SFBC Section 705 .8 and Table 705 .8 may be permitted on a case-by-case basis when the following
provisions or approved equivalent provisions are met and the project sponsor provides documentation of the practical difficulties
involved in carrying out the provisions of the regular code.

The standard provisions for this Local Equivalency include all of the following:

1.   The openings may not be used to provide required light and ventilation, required egress, or for required emergency escape and rescue.

2.   The openings shall be fixed (non-operable) unless more than 50 feet above the roof of any adjoining building or more than the
distance prescribed for protected openings in Table 705.8 in any direction from an adjoining building.

3.   The openings shall be located entirely above any adjoining roof or at least six feet laterally beyond any wall of an adjoining building.
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4.   The openings shall be protected with fire assemblies, such as fire shutters or rated window assemblies, having a rating of at least 3/4
hour. Openings in walls which have a fire-protection rating of greater than 1-hour shall be protected by a fire assembly having a three-
hour fire-protection rating in four-hour fire-resistive walls, a two-hour fire-protection rating in three-hour fire-resistive walls, and one-
and one-half hour fire-protection rating in two-hour fire- resistive walls. Fire shutters, if provided, shall be actuated by smoke detectors
located inside and by fusible links or other approved devices on the outside of the protected openings.

5.   The opening shall be protected by a fire sprinkler system having ordinary temperature, quick-response type heads installed within 18"
of the openings and spaced at 6 feet on center or at the manufacturer’s recommended minimum spacing, whichever provides the closer
spacing.

   Exception: Openings in Group R Division 3 occupancies.

6.   If the adjoining building contains R occupancy uses, proposed openings shall not be located closer than six feet measured in any
direction to any existing opening on the adjoining building unless the adjoining owner gives written consent. A copy of the statement
giving such consent shall be attached to the permit application.

7.   The owner of a building with such openings shall provide a recorded statement that these openings will be closed or protected with
approved fire resistive wall construction in the event that the adjoining property is improved in such a manner that the openings no
longer comply with the provisions of this Administrative Bulletin. A copy of a Declaration of Use Limitation (Attachment B) shall be
submitted to the plan reviewer prior to completion of Department of Building inspection plan review.

8.   Property line openings which open onto property owned by the City and County of San Francisco shall meet the requirements of San
Francisco Administrative Code, Article VI, Sections 23.27 through 23.30 (Attachment C). An approved and executed “Lot Line Window
Agreements” shall be submitted as part of the documents required under Item 9 (below).

9.   A permit application and related submittal documents shall detail all construction which is approved as a result of this request for
local equivalency.

Originally signed by:

Frank Y. Chiu, Director

October 3, 2002

Gary Massetani, Fire Marshal

October 9, 2002

Approved by the Building Inspection Commission on September 18, 2002

Attachment A: Request for Approval of Local Equivalency 

Attachment B:  Assessor/Recorder’s Office Document - “Declaration of Use Limitation” (Rev. April 2021) 

Attachment C:  San Francisco Administrative Code Article V, Lot Line Window Agreements
(https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-14202#JD_Ch.23Art.V)

https://export.amlegal.com/media/f40159f1264609a454d7bb57cdfcf7804cde6ded/DATAOBJECTS/0-0-0-4123.pdf
https://export.amlegal.com/media/f40159f1264609a454d7bb57cdfcf7804cde6ded/DATAOBJECTS/0-0-0-4127.pdf
https://export.amlegal.com/media/f40159f1264609a454d7bb57cdfcf7804cde6ded/DATAOBJECTS/0-0-0-4131.pdf
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-14202#JD_Ch.23Art.V
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Cameron Lucas
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Letter of Opposition - Appeal Nos. 23-026 and 23-027; Harrison Street
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 6:17:29 PM

 

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Cameron Lucas and I am the occupant at 822 1/2 Alabama St., San Francisco, CA
94110. I live roughly one block over from the named property and am in complete and total
support of the redevelopment of the property. I am unaware of what possible reason there
would be to appeal the demolition of the autoshop and the building of new housing, but I can
guarantee it pales in comparison to the need for new housing in our community.

I ask that the board deny the appeal and allow the developer to proceed so that new housing
can be made available in our neighborhood.

Best,

Cameron Lucas

mailto:cameronjlucas97@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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