
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 25-034 
SARAH WHITE, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on September 5, 2025, 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 August 21, 2025 to Amir 
Ravandoust, of a Site Permit (to erect one-story, Type V-B, detach garage) at 110 Alpine Terrace. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2024/09/09/0325 
 
FOR HEARING ON October 29, 2025 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Sarah White, Appellant(s) 
108 Alpine Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
 

 
Amir Ravandoust, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Michael Hennessey, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
Michael Hennessey Architecture 
1501 Mariposa Street, Suite 308 
San Francisco, CA 94017 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: September 5, 2025 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 25-034     
 
I / We, Sarah White, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Site Permit No. 
2024/09/09/0325  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: August 
21, 2025, to: Amir Ravandoust, for the property located at: 110 Alpine Terrace.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on October 9, 2025, (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.lamarre@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, Natalia.fossi@sfgov.org, joseph.ospital@sfgov.org aravandoust@outlook.com 
michael@hennesseyarchitect.com  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on October 23, 2025, (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.lamarre@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, Natalia.fossi@sfgov.org, joseph.ospital@sfgov.org 
sarah.white@mail.sit.edu  
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, October 29, 2025, 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: Sarah White, appellant 
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To Whom It May Concern, 

My name is Sarah White, a resident of 108 Alpine Terrace, San Francisco, 94117. I would 
like to file an appeal on both permits at 110 Alpine Terrace.108 Alpine Terrace is my 
childhood home, and I am doing everything in my power to hold onto the property despite 
rising costs after my parents passed away. My late father built the top story decades ago, 
and the place is very sentimental. I hold lifelong relations with my neighbors, and that is a 
huge part of what makes this corner of the city so special. I am very interested in working 
with my new neighbor Amir to come to a mutually agreed upon path forward that is based 
in deeply amicable relations. I spoke to both Amir and his architect Mike months ago, but 
was going through intense health issues at the time, so would love to revisit those 
conversations, as I did not have much capacity.My concerns are that the project will 
negatively impact the Airbnb business I run at my property which pays for the reassessed 
property taxes since the death of my parents. The noise and dust of construction will 
hugely impact the business. I know this because my neighbor on the other side of me just 
built a house from the ground up. While that was heartwrenching because it also took away 
sunlight and views (and caused many headaches with the noise and dust of construction 
for over a year), my late mother who was alive at the time was consulted by those 
neighbors the whole way through, and ultimately approved the final designs. I am hoping 
that my concerns for 110 Alpine Terrace can also be addressed in a similar fashion. Another 
concern is the privacy issue. I have many windows on the south side of my property, 
including bedrooms, living room, dining room, and kitchen. The main living area looks 
straight into the south side with a huge window, which in the latest design I saw would be 
looking across to the neighbor's primary bedroom. Another concern is that the project will 
take away so much sunlight, especially since the project is on my south side. A 
gutwrenching part of the proposed construction is that it will take away so many city and 
hill views from the house my dad built. I know that the city doesn't take that aspect into 
consideration, but I mention it here because it is something I would love for my new 
neighbor and his architect to hear and deeply consider in their designs. I am very 
concerned about the height of the proposed building, and can brainstorm ways to ensure 
that Amir has his dream home without taking away mine. Thank you for considering this 
appeal, and I look forward to moving forward with consideration for all involved, 

Sarah White 

(415)377-2553 

sarah.white@mail.sit.edu 

mailto:sarah.white@mail.sit.edu


Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails[9/5/2025 1:32:28 PM]

Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking System!

Home

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 9/5/2025 1:32:06 PM
   
Application Number: 202409090325
Form Number: 2
Address(es): 2609 / 003 / 0 110 ALPINE TR
Description: TO ERECT 1 STORY, TYPE V-B, DETACH GARAGE.
Cost: $142,023.00
Occupancy Code: U
Building Use: 61 - STORAGE SHED

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
9/9/2024 TRIAGE  
10/31/2024 FILING  
10/31/2024 FILED  
8/21/2025 APPROVED  
8/21/2025 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 852092
Name: ALEXANDER MARTIN
Company Name: A L MARTIN CONSTRUCTION
Address: PO BOX 13 * INVERNESS CA 94937-0000
Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:
SITE.

Station Rev# Arrive Start In Hold
Out
Hold

Finish Checked By Review Result Hold Description

PRE-
BLDG

  9/17/24 9/17/24 9/17/24 PANG DAVID Issued
Comments

See PRE-BLDG comments for
202409090322, remodel of main building.

PRE-
MECH

  9/13/24 9/13/24 9/13/24 SHAIKH
MOHSIN

Not Applicable 9/13/24 MECH- N/A, site permit.

PRE-
MECH-E

  9/16/24 9/16/24 9/16/24 CHENG
JASON

Not Applicable  

PERMIT-
CTR

  9/4/24 9/9/24 9/16/24 YAMAMURA
WENDY

Issued
Comments

Interagency completeness review

CHAN

11/01/24: EMAIL RECEIPT. READY FOR
SESSION. AMARIS.
10/22/24: UPLOAD
BB. PLAN SHARE WITH PA#
202409090322-S & PA# 202409090325-
S. 37 PAGES. INVOICE SENT. AMARIS.
10/04/24: PLAN SHARE WITH PA#
202409090322-S & PA# 202409090325-
S. 37 PAGES. STAGE 2 COMPLETE.
PENDING COMPLETENESS CHECK.
ALL QUESTION OR NEED ASSISTANCE

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx
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CPB   9/9/24 9/9/24 11/1/24
AMARIS

Administrative
IN SUBMITTING APPLICATION,
PLEASE CONTACT:
{SFplanreview@sfgov.org}. AC.
9/09/24:
BUILDING USE (GARAGE). NUMBER
OF UNIT (0). OCCUPANCY CODE (U).
STAGE 2 INCOMPLETE. AC. 9/09/24:
ONBASE. SITE. 37 PAGES. PLAN
SHARE WITH PA# 202409090322-S &
PA# 202409090325-S. STAGE 1
COMPLETE. AC.

CP-ZOC   11/1/24 11/1/24 11/1/24 TAYLOR
MICHELLE

Approved Approval of new 2-car garage per PAL
issued 8/27/24

BLDG   11/1/24 11/18/24 11/22/24 BENDEZU
SEBASTIAN

Issued
Comments

11/26/24: Teams meeting with architect.
SB

PAD-STR   11/1/24 12/4/24 12/4/24 CHAN
JOSEPH

Issued
Comments

12/04/24: Issued comment on SSPA form
S-19

SFFD   11/1/24 11/5/24 11/5/24 WOO JASON
Issued
Comments

Routed to CG on 11/01/24-TK.
Comments
posted on bluebeam session -
jason.woo@sfgov.org 11/5/24

DPW-
BSM   11/1/24 11/14/24 11/14/24

DENNIS
RASSENDYLL

Issued
Comments

Provide public right of way dimension and
no new doors per CBC to swing into the
right of way.

SFPUC   11/1/24 11/1/24 11/1/24
ARRIOLA
LAURA Approved

EPR - Capacity Charge not applicable.
Not enough additional fixtures/GPM.
Signed off in Bluebeam - 11/1/2024

CP-ZOC 1 1/21/25 1/23/25 1/23/25
TAYLOR
MICHELLE Approved

Approve Restamp Rev6: Approval of
vertical and horizontal addition per NSR
No. 2024066957 and PAL issued 8/27/24

BLDG 1 1/21/25 1/31/25 2/3/25 BENDEZU
SEBASTIAN

Issued
Comments

2/3/25: Comments issued in "REV6" in
Bluebeam session. Emailed architect. SB

PAD-STR 1 1/21/25 1/30/25 1/30/25 CHAN
JOSEPH

Approved 01/30/25: Approval of limited review on
SSPA

SFFD 1 1/21/25 1/29/25 1/29/25 WOO JASON
Issued
Comments

rev6 rechecked and comment posted on
bluebeam session - jason.woo@sfgov.org
1/29/25

SFPUC 1 1/21/25 1/24/25 1/24/25 ARRIOLA
LAURA

Approved

EPR rev6 - Capacity Charge not
applicable. Not enough additional
fixtures/GPM. Signed off in Bluebeam -
1/24/2025

DPW-
BSM 1 1/21/25 1/27/25 1/27/25

DENNIS
RASSENDYLL

Issued
Comments

Curb cut dimension, existing or new gate
clarification and public right of way
dimension.

DPW-
BUF

  1/28/25 4/21/25 4/21/25 NAWBARY
SUSAN

Approved-
Stipulated

remove tree from plans, in-lieu fee due
under 202409090322

BLDG 2 2/26/25 2/28/25 2/28/25 BENDEZU
SEBASTIAN

Issued
Comments

2/28/25: Comments issued in REV7 in
Bluebeam session. Emailed architect. SB
2/26/25: REV7 uploaded to Bluebeam for
review. SB

BLDG 3 3/24/25 3/26/25 3/27/25 BENDEZU
SEBASTIAN

Approved

3/27/25: Stamped REV8 approved in the
Bluebeam sesion. Emailed architect. SB
3/24/25: REV7 uploaded to Bluebeam for
review. SB

SFFD 2 2/26/25 2/27/25 2/27/25 WOO JASON Approved
Rev7 rechecked and approved for fire
access only - jason.woo@sfgov.org
2/27/25

DPW-
BSM 2 2/26/25 2/27/25 2/27/25

DENNIS
RASSENDYLL

Issued
Comments

Curb cut dimension, existing or new gate
clarification and public right of way
dimension.

DPW-
BSM 3 3/24/25 4/2/25 4/2/25

DENNIS
RASSENDYLL

Issued
Comments

Curb cut dimension, existing or new gate
clarification and public right of way
dimension.

DPW-
BSM 4 4/23/25 4/24/25 4/24/25

DENNIS
RASSENDYLL Approved

SFPW sign off on Job Card required prior
to DBI final. Call (628) 271-2000 / dpw-
bsminspects@sfdpw.org to schedule.
Subject to all conditions of SFPW:
25IE-
00161 25MSE-00050

CP-ZOC 2 2/26/25 3/4/25 3/4/25 TAYLOR
MICHELLE

Approved Apprvd Re-stamp Rev 7

PAD-STR 2 2/26/25 2/27/25 2/27/25 CHAN
JOSEPH

Approved Restamp Rev.7 set

SFPUC 2 2/26/25 3/5/25 3/5/25 ARRIOLA
LAURA

Approved

EPR rev7 - Capacity Charge not
applicable. Not enough additional
fixtures/GPM. Signed off in Bluebeam -
3/5/2025

TAYLOR
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CP-ZOC 3 3/24/25 3/25/25 3/25/25
MICHELLE

Approved Approved Re-stamp Rev 8

SFFD 3 3/24/25 3/27/25 3/27/25 WOO JASON Approved rev8 rechecked and approved for fire
access - jason.woo@sfgov.org 3/27/25

PAD-STR 3 3/24/25 3/24/25 3/24/25 CHAN
JOSEPH

Approved 03/24/25: Re-stamped Rev.8 set

SFPUC 3 3/24/25 3/26/25 3/26/25 ARRIOLA
LAURA

Approved

EPR rev8 - Capacity Charge not
applicable. Not enough additional
fixtures/GPM. Signed off in Bluebeam -
3/26/2025

CP-ZOC 4 4/23/25 4/24/25 4/24/25 TAYLOR
MICHELLE

Approved EPR Rev 09

BLDG 4 4/23/25 4/25/25 4/25/25 BENDEZU
SEBASTIAN

Approved 04/25/25: Stamped REV9 approved in
Bluebeam session. SB

PAD-STR 4 4/23/25 6/3/25 6/3/25 CHAN
JOSEPH

Approved 06/03/25: Re-stamp Rev.9 set

SFFD 4 4/23/25 4/28/25 4/28/25 WOO JASON Approved
rev9 rechecked and approved for fire
access only - jason.woo@sfgov.org
4/28/25

DPW-
BUF

4 4/23/25 4/30/25 4/30/25 NAWBARY
SUSAN

Approved-
Stipulated

delete tree, in-lieu fee due

SFPUC 4 4/23/25 4/25/25 4/25/25 ARRIOLA
LAURA

Approved

EPR rev9 - Capacity Charge not
applicable. Not enough additional
fixtures/GPM. Signed off in Bluebeam -
4/25/2025

CP-ZOC 4 7/14/25 7/14/25 7/14/25 TAYLOR
MICHELLE

Approved EPR Rev-10

CP-ZOC 4 7/15/25 7/16/25 7/16/25 TAYLOR
MICHELLE

Approved EPR REV 11

BLDG 4 7/14/25 7/16/25 7/16/25 BENDEZU
SEBASTIAN

Approved 7/16/25: Re-stamped REV11 in Bluebeam
session. Emailed architect. SB

PAD-STR 4 7/14/25 7/21/25 7/21/25 CHAN
JOSEPH

Approved Re-stamped Rev.11 set

SFFD 4 7/14/25 7/15/25 7/15/25 WOO JASON
Approved-
Stipulated

rev10 rechecked and approved for fire
access only - jason.woo@sfgov.org
7/15/25

SFFD 4 7/15/25 7/16/25 7/16/25 WOO JASON Approved-
Stipulated

rev11 rechecked and approved for fire
access only

DPW-
BSM 4 7/14/25 7/16/25 7/16/25

DENNIS
RASSENDYLL Approved

SFPW sign off on Job Card required prior
to DBI final. Call (628) 271-2000 / dpw-
bsminspects@sfdpw.org to schedule.
Subject to all conditions of SFPW: 25IE-
00161 25MSE-00050

DPW-
BUF 4 7/14/25 8/7/25 8/7/25

SULLIVAN
CADHAN

Approved-
Stipulated

remove tree from plans no spce with
underground utilities. 1 in liue fee due on
other permit

SFPUC 4 7/14/25 7/15/25 7/15/25 ARRIOLA
LAURA

Approved

EPR rev11 - Capacity Charge not
applicable. Not enough additional
fixtures/GPM. Signed off in Bluebeam -
7/15/2025

PPC   11/1/24 11/1/24 8/8/25 LUA NATALIE Administrative

08/08/25 03:11 PM Invite sent to CPB to
start issuance process; NL
8/7/2025:
Applicant to update professional stamp
date on all pages as it is expired. Please
update in Bluebeam sessions and contact
PPC at dbi.ppcrequest@sfgov.org; nl
8/7/2025: Invite sent to bldg supervisor to
stamp AB sheet on page A0.6 (ok). Invite
sent to BLDG to check revised cost on
PTS for PA 202409090322 and to confirm
SFUSD on PTS for PA # 202409090325
w/0322 S (ok);nl
7/15/2025: Invite sent to
plan examiners to review and stamp
REV11 drawing w/0322 S; kw
7/14/2025:
Invite sent to plan examiners to review
and stamp REV10 drawing w/0322 S; kw
6/3/25: The expiration date of the design
professional of Sheet A0.3 Site Survey
has expired. Please update in Bluebeam
sessions and contact PPC at
dbi.ppcrequest@sfgov.org; kw
6/3/25:
Emailed DPW-BUF to stamp on the plan
set; kw
4/23/2025: Invite sent to plan
checkers to review and stamp REV9
drawing w/202409090322;nl
8/21/25: applicant picked up placarad and
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City and County of San Francisco © 2025

CPB   8/8/25 8/14/25 8/21/25
CHEUNG
DEREK Administrative

issued docs on bluebeam. -dc
8/19/25:
docs received, issuance fee sent to
owner. -dc
8/14/25: permit status report
sent , request contractor statement, final
declaration, gh, payor info from applicant.
-dc

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.

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://www.sf.gov/departments/department-building-inspection
http://sfdbi.org/instant-online-permit
http://sfdbi.org/instant-online-permit
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html


                 THE APPELLANT DID NOT SUBMIT A BRIEF



 

          BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PERMIT HOLDER(S)  



	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	  
	 	 	  
	 	 	 MICHAEL HENNESSEY ARCHITECTURE 
	 	 	 1501 MARIPOSA STREET SUITE 308 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107 T:415.512.1559

October 23rd 2025 

City & County of San Francisco Board of Appeals 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 110 Alpine Terrace – Response to Preliminary Statement for Appeal 

Numbers 25-034 & 25-035 

(SFDBI Permit Numbers 2024/09/09/0325 & 2024/09/09/0322)  

Dear Board of Appeals, 

Our architecture office represents Amir Ravandoust (the “Project Owner”), 

who owns the property located at 110 Alpine Terrace (the “Property”). The 

Project Owner proposes a renovation and a vertical & horizontal addition to 

an existing single-family house. (the “Project”).  

The existing house is located towards the rear of the property, and the 

existing front façade is 38’ from the front property line. The proposed 

addition expands 10’- 8’’ towards the front yard, and 2’-4’’ above the highest 

point of the existing pitched roof. Additionally, a new two car garage is 

proposed at the street level. 

This response letter addresses the appeal submitted by Ms. Sarah White 

(The Appellant), The neighbor to the north of the project, at 108 Alpine 
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Terrace. We have prepared this statement to summarize the project design, 

outline the engagement efforts with the Appellant to respond to her 

concerns, and to demonstrate that the project complies with the Planning 

Department’s Residential Design Guidelines, thereby respecting the 

neighborhood context, including the Appellants property. 

A. Description of the Proposed Project:  

The project proposes a family sized residence, consistent with the 

neighborhood character, and the Residential Design Guidelines (“RDG”). A 

full set of approved project plans is attached as Exhibit A. Renderings of the 

Project are attached as Exhibit B”. 

The proposed basement level consists of a two-car garage, which is 

excavated into the site slope, and is located at the front property line. An 

entry stair that leads from the sidewalk to the main residence, has an 

accessibility lift, which will allow the Project Owner’s elderly parents to 

access the home. The garage level is consistent with the garages at the 

neighboring properties at 108 & 112 Alpine Terrace, in conformance with the 

RDG. 

The proposed first floor is 20’-7’’ above the garage floor level, and contains a 

living / dining / kitchen area, and two bedrooms towards the rear of the 

property. The Appellant’s building is 5’-10’’ further in front of the proposed 

living room. The second floor contains a primary bedroom and bathroom. 

The Appellant’s building is 9-2’’ In front of the proposed primary bedroom 

The Project’s proposed roof line is 2’- 10’’ lower than the Appellant’s roof line. 

The Project increases the habitable space from 1,184 sqft. to a modest 2,004 
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sqft. The proposed scale and massing of the Project is appropriate for this 

neighborhood, and the improvements to the property reflects Amir’s 

commitment to creating a home where his family can make memories while 

respecting the surrounding community, 

B. Appellants’ Property Description 

The neighboring property at 108 Alpine Terrace is a three-bedroom, two and 

a half bathroom, house with 2,200 square feet of building habitable space, 

across three floors, according to the Assessor department records. The 

property is currently operated as an Airbnb, helping to support the 

Appellant’s property tax obligations. The use of a house as an Airbnb should 

not influence the approval of neighbor’s Renovation/Addition project that 

meets the Planning Department’s extensive residential design guidelines.  

The neighboring house was originally built in 1907 and has undergone 

multiple modifications over the years, including a major expansion in 1984 

and seven additional projects between 1984 and 2022, according to Building 

Department records. As it stands, the house is 2- 10’’ taller and 6’-0’’ closer 

to the street than the proposed project at 110 Alpine Terrace. Additionally, it 

has a prominent presence in the neighborhood. The large scale and presence 

on the streetscape have been enjoyed by Ms. White and her family for 

decades. 

C. Correspondance with the Appellant:  

From the outset, Amir and the project team have sought to engage with Ms. 

White to listen and respond to her concerns. Here are the steps taken so far:
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• After missing the Planning Department’s Pre-Application 

Meeting for the 311-notification process, Ms. White reached out 

via email. 

• On November 28, 2024, We offered to deliver physical copies of 

the drawings and later met via Zoom. At that meeting, we 

agreed to meet again at her house, recognizing her limited 

capacity at the time due to health issues. 

• On January 16, 2025, we met at Ms. White’s house to understand 

the proposed project’s relationship to her existing spaces. We 

reviewed renderings of the proposed project showing the 

building setbacks from the front & side property lines, clearly 

showing minimal impacts on existing views or daylight on the 

Appellant’s home. 

• On January 30, 2025, Amir met with Ms. White via Zoom to 

discuss her concerns. 

• On February 6, 2025, Amir and the project team met with Ms. 

White again via Zoom, where she shared ideas for potential 

adjustments. Amir followed up via email to offer to lower the 

primary bedroom ceiling height by 6’’ as a reasonable 

accommodation. Ms. White responded positively to this 

adjustment. 

• On October 2, 2025, Amir and the project team met with Ms. 

White via zoom, after receiving her Request for Appeal. Ms. 

White asked about the duration of construction and what hours 

the contractor will be on site. Amir provide that information to 

Ms. White in an email on October 3rd.   
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We have remained available and flexible to continue discussions with Ms. 

White, understanding that her earlier capacity to participate was limited due 

to health challenges. We have reduced the height of the proposed building 

per the Appellant’s request and have worked with the planning department 

to design a responsible building massing, that is respectful of the existing 

context. These steps demonstrate the team’s good-faith effort to listen, 

communicate, and collaborate throughout the permitting process. 

D.  	 Appellant’s Arguments and Responses: 

1. 	 Construction impacts: Concerns about noise, dust, disruption, 

and temporary impacts. The Appellant mentions how this may 

interfere with her Airbnb operations and personal financial situation. 

• Response: Temporary construction impacts are an unavoidable 

reality in an urban environment like San Francisco. The Project 

Owner and Contractor will strictly follow City protocols to 

minimize noise, dust, and disruption. These short-term 

inconveniences are consistent with standard construction 

practice and are balanced by the owner’s right, like all property 

owners, including the Appellant’s family in past project, to 

responsibly renovate and improve their home. 

The Project Owner is intent on being a good neighbor during the 

construction process, but it is entirely unreasonable to deny a 

permit based on temporary impact on a neighboring Airbnb 

business. 
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2. 	Privacy Impacts: Worries that the project could create 

sightlines into the Appellant’s property. Concern about the 

proximity of windows and loss of privacy. 

• Response: Privacy is concern that has been carefully addressed. 

The project has been designed to maintain appropriate setbacks 

in relation to the side property lines and to avoid new direct 

sightlines into neighboring windows entirely. There are only two 

new openings facing the neighboring building to the north: One 

window (Window I) has a privacy glass, which only allows light 

through, and the other window (Window M), is located at a 

height and angle which blocks views into the Appellant’s home. 

Our team has approached these decisions with sensitivity, 

respecting Ms. White’s privacy and explaining this approach 

directly to her on the many conversations we’ve had. It should 

also be noted that the floor level of Ms. White’s upper level is a 

couple of feet higher than the proposed upper level on the 

subject property, further reducing any meaningful impact on Ms. 

White’s property. 

3. Sunlight / Views Impacts: Claims the addition will reduce 

sunlight into the Appellant’s home & notes that her views will be 

affected. 

• Response: The project is fully compliant with the Planning 

Department’s RDG’s and Code requirements, meeting 

appropriate height and setbacks from the side property line. The 

primary bedroom has already been reduced by 6’’ to minimize 
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impacts on natural daylight. Furthermore, the project is 

significantly below of the total height that the planning code 

allows in this zoning district. 

Finally, the Appellants’ property currently enjoys vast views of 

the city from the main living dinning room kitchen area. As stated 

on her Airbnb page “Stretching 180 degrees”, none of which are 

being affected by the Project. 

4. 	 General Neighborhood / Fairness Concerns: Suggests that the 

project could change the character of the block. 

• Response: The Project Owner has dedicated significant 

care, time, and resources to designing a project for his family. 

Just as Sarah’s parents did in the 1980s, he hopes to create 

lifelong memories and become an integral part of this special 

corner of the city, as Sarah so thoughtfully described in her 

appeal. Amir values the neighborhood and its history and 

approaches this project with the same respect and 

consideration that has guided past generations of 

homeowners here, including the Appellant’s family. 

Importantly, the project was carefully shaped in accordance 

with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG), which 

emphasize compatibility with neighborhood character, 

sensitive massing, and the protection of light, air, and privacy. 

The design reflects those principles by maintaining 

appropriate setbacks, aligning with neighboring garages, 

stepping back the massing to reduce impacts, and 
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incorporating mitigation measures to address privacy 

concerns. In addition, no other neighbors have raised 

objections to the project. This appeal reflects the concerns of 

a single homeowner, while the broader community has either 

expressed support or has remained neutral 

E. Appeal Response Conclusions: 

Throughout this process, Amir has consistently engaged with Ms. White in 

good faith. Multiple meetings, renderings, and explanations have been 

provided to help her understand the project’s design and constraints.  

This project has been thoughtfully designed to comply with Planning and 

Building Department requirements while respecting the context of the 

neighborhood. Amir has invested significant care, time, and resources to 

create a responsible project, showing his desire to be a good neighbor.  

We respectfully request that the committee deny this appeal and allow the 

project to proceed per the approved permit drawings. 

Best Regards,


 

Michael Hennessey, AIA 

Cc: 	 	 Amir Ravandoust, Owner


Attachments: 	 Exhibit A: Approved permit Drawings 

	 	 Exhibit B: Project Diagrams and Site Photos

	



























































































































    BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Board of Appeals Brief 
HEARING DATE: October 29, 2025 

October 23, 2025 

Appeal Nos.:  25-034 and 35
Project Address:  110 Alpine Terrace
Block/Lot: 2609/003
Zoning District:  RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family)

Central Neighborhoods Large Residence Special Use District 
Family and Senior Housing Opportunity Special Use District 

Height District: 40-X
Staff Contact: Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328

corey.teague@sfgov.org

Introduction 
The scope of Building Permit (BP) No. 202409090322 is a “A RENOVATION, VERTICAL & 

HORIZONTAL ADDITION TO AN (E) SINGLE FAMILY.” The scope of BP No. 202409090325 is to “ERECT 1 

STORY, TYPE V-B, DETACH GARAGE.” The following information is provided regarding the Planning 

Department’s review and approval of these permits.  

Background 
The overall project covered by the two subject permits was first filed with the Planning 

Department in December 2023. The project required a rear yard variance and neighborhood notice 

mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
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pursuant to Planning Code Section 311. The neighborhood notice occurred May-June 2024 and no 

request for Discretionary Review was filed.  

 The variance hearing was held on May 22, 2024. Opposition to the project was received from three 

different neighbors, including the appellant, and the Zoning Administrator stated that the proposed 

dormers must be shifted further away from the rear property line for the variance to be granted. Revised 

plans were submitted to the Planning Department on June 7, 2024, and the variance approval letter was 

issued on July 22, 2024 (Exhibit 1). The approved variance was not appealed.   

 The variance approval letter provides the rationale for the project approval, and so that 

information is not repeated in this brief. As the Appellant stated in their filing, private views are not 

protected by the Planning Code or the Residential Design Guidelines. Nor is the potential quality of using 

a property for Short Term Rentals (e.g., AirBnB, etc.). Additionally, the project was not found to create any 

substantive impacts on light, air, or privacy.  

Conclusion 
The subject permits under appeal will implement a project that received a rear yard variance and 

Planning Department approval without any request for Discretionary Review or appeal to the Board of 

Appeals. The Planning Department respectfully requests that the Board deny the appeals and uphold the 

permits.   

 

cc: Sarah White  (Appellant)  

Amir Ravandoust (Permit Holder) 

Joe Ospital (Department of Building Inspection) 

 

Enclosures:  Exhibit A – Variance Approval Letter dated July 22, 2024 
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EXHIBIT A 
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Variance Decision 
Date: July 22, 2024 
Case No.: 2023-011080VAR 
Project Address: 110 ALPINE TER 
Block/Lots: 2609 / 003 
Zoning: RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL- HOUSE, TWO FAMILY) 

Central Neighborhoods CNLR SUD 
Family & Senior Housing Opportunity SUD 

Height/Bulk: 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Applicant: Michael Hennessey 

1501 Mariposa Street 
    San Francisco, CA 94107 

Owner: Amir Ravandoust 
80 E. 10th Street, Apt. 4E 

    New York, NY 10003 
Staff Contact: Michelle Taylor – 628-652-7352 

Michelle.Taylor@sfgov.org  

Description of Variance – Rear Yard Variance Sought: 

The proposal is to construct a vertical and horizontal addition to an existing single-family building that is 
developed at the rear of the subject lot. The scope of work will include raising an existing shed roof, replacing an 
existing deck, and constructing two dormer windows at the rear portion of the existing building.  

Planning Code Section 134 requires properties in the RH-2 Zoning District to maintain a rear yard equivalent to 
30 percent of the total lot depth at grade level and at each succeeding story of the building. The subject lot, with 
a depth of approximately 91 feet from Alpine Terrace, has a required rear yard of 27 feet. The proposed shed roof, 
rear deck, and dormer windows will occur entirely within the required rear yard. Therefore, a rear yard variance is 
required.  

Procedural Background: 

1. The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical
exemption.

2. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on Variance Application No. 2023-011080VAR on May 22,
2024.

3. Planning Code Section 311 notification was mailed on May 22, 2024, and expired on June 21, 2024. No
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requests for Discretionary Review were filed during the notification period. 
 
4. Revised plans were submitted on June 7, 2024, that shifted the proposed dormers further away from the 

rear of the lot.  
 

Decision: 

GRANTED, in general conformity with the revised plans on file with this application, shown as EXHIBIT A, to raise 
an existing shed roof, replace an existing deck, and construct two dormer windows on an existing building in the 
required rear yard of the single-family building, subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. The authorization and rights vested by virtue of this decision letter shall be deemed void and cancelled if 
(1) a Site or Building Permit has not been issued within three years from the effective date of this 
decision; or (2) a Tentative Map has not been approved within three years from the effective date of this 
decision for Subdivision cases; or (3) neither a Site or Building Permit or Tentative Map is involved but 
another required City action has not been approved within three years from the effective date of this 
decision. However, this authorization may be extended by the Zoning Administrator when 
implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal challenge and only by 
the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 

 
2. Any future physical expansion, even in the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator 

to determine if the expansion is compatible with existing neighborhood character and scale. If the 
Zoning Administrator determines that there would be a significant or extraordinary impact, the Zoning 
Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or affected property owners or a new Variance 
application be sought and justified. 

 
3. The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable City Codes. In case of conflict, the 

more restrictive controls apply. 
 

4. Minor modifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted. 
 

5. The owner of the subject property shall record on the land records of the City and County of San 
Francisco the conditions attached to this Variance decision as a Notice of Special Restrictions in a form 
approved by the Zoning Administrator. 

Findings: 

Section 305(c) of the Planning Code states that in order to grant a variance, the Zoning Administrator must 
determine that the facts of the case are sufficient to establish the following five findings: 
 

FINDING 1. 

That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property involved or to the intended 
use of the property that do not apply generally to other properties or uses in the same class of district. 
 
Requirement Met. 
 

A. The subject building, constructed circa 1907, is located at the rear portion of a steeply upsloping lot and 
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is an existing noncomplying structure. The rear of the existing building has a steep gable roof that 
creates a circumstance where there is limited head height at the second story. Additionally, the existing 
elevated rear deck is located above a shed roofed pop-out at the first floor. Finally, the adjacent building 
to the north is substantially taller than the subject building.  

 

FINDING 2. 

That owing to such exceptional and extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified provisions 
of this Code would result in a practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or attributed to the 
applicant or the owner of the property. 
 
Requirement Met. 
 

A. The circumstances described above result in a circumstance where the rear yard requirement represents 
a practical difficulty towards making minor improvements to the existing building, which has multiple 
constraints. There is limited ability to improve or repair the portion of the existing building that 
encroaches into the required rear yard. And the severe slope makes expansions to the front of the 
building physically challenging, along with the impacts such an addition would have to building entry 
and interior layout. These circumstances were not created by or attributed to the applicant or the owner 
of the property. 
 

FINDING 3. 

That such variance is necessary for preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the subject 
property, possessed by other property in the same class of district. 
 
Requirement Met. 
 

A. Granting this variance will allow the subject property to improve and replace existing elements to 
establish reasonable head heights of the existing residence and maintain access to a rear deck for the 
existing dwelling unit, which is in a constrained position. The proposed work would modify existing 
features and will not otherwise impact any surrounding properties or mid-block open space, which is a 
substantial property right possessed by other properties in the same class of district.  

 

FINDING 4. 

That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious 
to the property or improvements in the vicinity. 
 
Requirement Met. 
 

A. Granting the variance will improve the livability of the subject property and will not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the neighboring properties. The scope of 
work will include modest modifications to existing features and will not materially detrimental to the 
public welfare to neighboring properties.  

 
B. The Planning Department determined the project to be consistent with the Residential Design 

Guidelines and no request for Discretionary Review was filed for the associated building permit. While 
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some opposition was submitted by several neighbors, the project was also revised to shift the proposed 
dormers further from the rear.   

 

FINDING 5.  

The granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Code and will not 
adversely affect the General Plan. 
 
Requirement Met. 
 

A. This development is consistent with the generally stated intent and purpose of the Planning Code to 
promote orderly and beneficial development. Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority-
planning policies and requires review of variance applications for consistency with said policies. The 
project meets all relevant policies, including conserving neighborhood character, and maintaining 
housing stock.  

 
1. Existing neighborhood retail uses will not be adversely affected by the proposed project. 

 
2. The proposed project will be in keeping with the existing housing and neighborhood character. The 

proposal will preserve the existing dwelling unit on the property and conforms to the Residential 
Design Guidelines.  

 
3. The proposed project will have no effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing. 

 
4. The proposed project does not adversely affect neighborhood parking or public transit. 

 
5. The project will have no effect on the City's industrial and service sectors. 

 
6. The proposed project will have no effect on the City’s preparedness to protect against injury and loss 

of life in an earthquake. 
 

7. The project will have no effect on the City's landmarks or historic buildings. 
 

8. The project would not affect any existing or planned public parks or open spaces. 
 
The effective date of this decision shall be either the date of this decision letter if not appealed, or the date of the 
Notice of Decision and Order if appealed to the Board of Appeals. 
 
Once any portion of the granted variance is used, all specifications and conditions of the variance authorization 
become immediately operative. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that 
is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. 
The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 
days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee 
or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date 
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of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development. 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s 
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City 
hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City 
has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this 
document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this variance decision to the Board of Appeals within ten (10) days 
after the date of the issuance of this Variance Decision. For further information, please contact the Board of 
Appeals in person at 49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1475 (14th Floor), call 628-652-1150, or visit 
www.sfgov.org/bdappeal. 

Very truly yours, 

Corey A. Teague, AICP 
Zoning Administrator 

This is not a permit to commence any work or change occupancy. Permits from appropriate 
departments must be secured before work is started or occupancy is changed. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 

 

                   Daniel Lurie, Mayor 
Patrick O’Riordan, C.B.O., Director 

 

 
Building Inspection Division 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400– San Francisco CA 94103 
(628) 652-3450 – sfdbi.org 

Board of Appeals Brief 
Hearing Date: October 29, 2025 

 
October 29, 2025 
 
Appeal #:  25-034 
Permit:  2024-0909-0322 
Project Address: 110 Alpine Terrace   
Block/Lot:  2609/003 
DBI contact: Joseph Ospital, Senior Building Inspector. 628-652-3546, 

Joseph.ospital@sfgov.org 
 
Permit description: 
The Permit before the Board this evening is Permit Application 2024-0909-0322. This permit application was submitted for 
a renovation, vertical and horizontal addition to an existing single-family dwelling.  New detached garage to be provided. 
(PA# 2024-0909-0325). 
 
This project was reviewed, and signed off by SFDBI, SF Planning and all other required City agencies. The Department of 
Building Inspection believes that this project complies with all Building Code requirements, and was properly reviewed and 
approved. 
 
 
 
Conclusion: This project complies with all applicable Building Code requirements, DBI contends the 
permit was properly reviewed and approved and therefore the permit be upheld and the appeal 
denied.   
 
 
Joseph Ospital, Senior Building Inspector. 
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Department of Building Inspection 

 

                   Daniel Lurie, Mayor 
Patrick O’Riordan, C.B.O., Director 

 

 
Building Inspection Division 
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(628) 652-3450 – sfdbi.org 
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