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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 
HEARING DATE: MARCH 5, 2015 

 
Date: February 26, 2015 
Case No.: 2014-000977DRP 
Project Address: 360 EUREKA STREET 
Permit Application: 2014.03.07.0226 
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House, Two-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2749/013 
Project Sponsor: Andy Rodgers 
 Rodgers Architecture 
 156 South Park 
 San Francisco, CA 94107 
Staff Contact: Marcelle Boudreaux – (415) 575-9140 
 Marcelle.Boudreaux@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposes construction of a two-story rear addition and expansion of the subterranean 
basement level, modification of the gable roof to a flat roof, and introduction of a roof deck. The existing 
building is a two story-over-raised basement single-family dwelling. This addition would expand the 
residential building from approximately 1,672 square feet to 2,426 square feet – an approximate increase 
of 754 square feet. The scope of work involves interior renovations, including expansion of livable area 
through additions, increase interior connection between ground and first floor, and improvement of 
connection between exterior and interior. No variances are required.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site is a residential lot approximately 25 feet wide by 130 feet deep. Located on the western 
side of Eureka Street, the lot slopes upward to the west. Eureka Street slopes upward towards the south, 
however, this site location is gently sloping and almost flat. The lot contains a two story-over-raised 
basement single-family dwelling. Due to the topography of the lot, a garage is at the street level, but 
otherwise unattached to the main structure. At basement level, some habitable space exists. The main 
entry is at the first floor, which leads to the primary living space and access to a rear deck. Two bedrooms 
and an office are on the second floor; a small balcony currently exists off the rear of the second level.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The property is located in the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood. The streetface exhibits a consistent 
pattern of structures two- and three- stories above garage, with a mixture of buildings built to the front 
property line and with front setbacks and garages. Density is primarily single-family dwellings and two-
unit buildings. Abutting the property to the south is a two-unit dwelling, sitting in the rear yard of the 
property. Abutting the property to the north is a two-unit dwelling, two stories over basement, sharing a 
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front setback as the subject property. The neighborhood slopes downward towards the north and to the 
south –this portion of Eureka Street is a gentle plateau. 
 
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
October 22, 

2014- November 
21, 2014 

November 21, 
2014 

March 5, 2014 104 days 

*Note: The DR Filer and the project sponsor requested time to work on a mutually agreeable solution. 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days February 23, 2015 February 23, 2015 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days February 23, 2015 February 19, 2015 14 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  
2 – Both adjacent neighbors  
(358 Eureka & 366 Eureka) 

 

Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

   

Neighborhood groups    
 
The Department has not received any communication on the DR. 

 
DR REQUESTORS 
Gabrielle Jenny-Haramoto, the intial DR requestor, resides at 366 Eureka Street, immediately adjacent to 
the south of the subject property. On the opposite side of the subject property, 358 Eureka Street, the 
property owner Rochelle Gottlieb jointly filed the DR as the issues and requested alternatives are the 
same. 
  
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue #1: The proposed addition will impact light and privacy on both the adjacent properties. 
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Requestor’s Alternative #1: Reduce the depth of the projection by 4 feet in the rear.   
 
Requestor’s Alternative #2: Setback the entire proposed addition from side property line adjacent to 366 
Eureka.  
 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated November 21, 2014.   
 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, February 19, 2015, from Andy Rodgers. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) 
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 
10,000 square feet).  
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
Residential Design Team first reviewed the proposal on November 12, 2014, and deemed the project 
suitable as proposed. The project sponsor submitted revisions per input from the DR requestor to 
minimize the project’s impact on both adjacent neighbors and on January 7, 2015, RDT again reviewed 
these revisions after the DR filing. The RDT felt the revised proposal was consistent with the previous 
RDT comments, and the proposed project is appropriate as proposed. The top floor addition is setback 
from the side property line, and the rear addition is setback approximately 18’-9” from the neighbor’s 
front wall (neighbor at 366 Eureka Street). The proposal is consistent with the Residential Design 
Guideline’s direction on how to treat additions on buildings located adjacent to noncomplying cottages 
(in rear yards).   
 
The project does not create or contain any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the 
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photograph 
Context Photograph  
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application, dated November 21, 2014  
Response to DR Applications dated February 19, 2015 
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Subject property supporting documents: 
-Reduced Plans of 360 Eureka Street, revised per DR requestor input 
-Photographs of street view - subject property and adjacent properties 

 
 



Parcel Map 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 
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Case Number 2014-000977DRP 
360 Eureka Street 



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

Sanborn Map* 
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Zoning Map 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 
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Aerial Photo 
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Context Photo 
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Front Context Photo 
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1650 Miss ion Street Suite 400   San Franc isco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On March 7, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.03.07.0226 with the City and 
County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 360 Eureka Street Applicant: Andy Rodgers/Rodgers Arch. 
Cross Street(s): 20th & 21st  Address: 156 South Park 
Block/Lot No.: 2749/013 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94103 

Zoning District(s): RH-2 / 40-X Contact: (415) 309–9612; 
ardesign@att.net 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required 
to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please 
contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use 
its discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review 
hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, 
or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, 
this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, 
may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s 
website or in other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction x  Alteration (roof) 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
PROJ ECT F EATU RES  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Type of Use Residential No Change 
Building Depth ~45 feet (inc. rear balcony) ~62 feet (inc. rear balcony) 
Rear Yard ~ 80 feet ~ 60 feet 
Height 38 feet 6 inches (top of ridge) No Change  
Number of Stories 3 No Change 
Number of Units 1 No Change 
Parking Spaces 1 No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal includes adding a rear addition, approximately 18 feet in depth. The proposal also includes modifying 
part of the existing gable roof to a flat roof, and adding a roof deck with stair penthouse.  See attached plans.  
 
The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at 
a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to 
Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Marcelle Boudreaux 
Telephone: (415) 575-9140       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  Marcelle.Boudreaux@sfgov.org     Expiration Date:   
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DR APPLICANT S NAME 

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

TELEPHONE 

Z0tTh L / 

NOV 212014 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review RECEIVED 

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

Fd( 	 Lm Lee  
ADDRESS 	 ft 	 ZIP 

1 
ODE: 	 TELEPHONE 

<84(’1 
CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Same as Above 

ADDRESS: 

’& urk 	er 
E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

~qL 
J 
 ovi+,,~e-mcid @’  

2. Location and Classification 

ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE 

11+ (4b)cnu-i1 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT ZIP CODE 

CROSS 

ASSESSORS BLOCK’LOT: 

92 	ic 
LOT DIMENSIONS 	LOT AREA (SO PT): 	ZONING DISTRI(. 	 HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

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

Additions to Building: 	Rear Li 	Front Li 	Height Li 	Side Yard Li 
Present or Previous Use: 	[ 	Vi i 
Proposed Use: 	 1 1j VY’ d 	I 

Building Permit Application No. 9JD 1 	1 	(3 	Date Filed: 

7 

ft 



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Actin 	 YES 	 NO 

	

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 	/ 	D 

	

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

	

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 	E 

rv�& 	 4-yj 	OV 

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed proje t. 

L 
aL 	rce 	oVQ4 

bk . 
Jr 	-4 oi\L Nov 9O 

9 	r- --r om q’n.V 01-i- 



in the space below and on scpJ]ate paper, if nccear\ please preeot lacts sufficient Ia ansuer each question. 

1. What are the reasons for requecting Discretionary Review? 1 he project meets the minimum standardc of the 
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary F\cvie\v of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines?Plea e he specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

- 

c->j v 	 o(k 	aI’th 	ks 
c 4 	3 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. 
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property the property of 
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

(4o ’ b 3 	d 	kOLj 	 L d Cs 	(Jç’ 

7 	fce Pt LJ cL,) -t 	L� 	 ! 

ocfr&ct 	& �--t� 	 ie9d 	+v tecr 
o XY 	(-tte 	 Rcv 	ht&z Lt id Li 0 UA cUiv 1’ 

Cwce of -f44  twpd 
3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to 

the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1? 

4 kd 
A0, 



Ob 

Appiicant’s Afflda’’t 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: Inc undersigned is the owner or authori,eJ agent ol the Owner f this property. 
ft The information presented is true and correct IC) the best of my knowledge. 
C: The other inforniation or applications na he required. 

Signature: 

	

j 	

Date:  

Print nam/ind indicate whher owner, or authorized agent: 

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

10 	LA’ AAA’IC!XO PL’iAiG DEPA7VENT V 0 Li 2A]2 



Application for Discretionary Review 
I 	 CASE NUMBER 

. 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

ApJiLaton’, submitted to the Planning Department must hc accompanied by this LI e_klist and all required 
materials. The checklist is to he completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent. 

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct colurnr 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES 

LI Required Material 

Optional Material 

0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across Street 

DR APPLICATION 

V 

E 

For Department Use Only 

App1icat,itt received by P1 

By: 	 Date:______ 



Reference: 360 Eureka Street Project, Block, Lot 2749/013, Zoning district RH-2/40-X 

I, Gabrielle Jenny, residing at 366 Eureka Street and Rochelle Gottlieb, owning and residing at 358 
Eureka Street and Morris Fung residing on Douglass Street attended the pre-application Meeting for the 
360 Eureka Street project on February 27, 2014 at the property of 360 Eureka Street. We met the new 
owners, Patrick Hsieh and Catherine Lee as well as the architect, Andy Rogers. We discussed the new 
construction and were physically shown the limit of the building by the architect. All of us were under the 
impression that the end of the entire structure was as shown to us and included the deck. We then found 
out from the second set of plans that the structure was increased. Original depth was 56’2" now 62 feet, 
According to the notice of the pre-application meeting only 577" is permitted. The notice of the Building 
Dept. dated Oct. 22 shows 62 feet including bedroom deck. The height of 38’6 inches (top of ridge) is 
stated to remain the same, though according to the architect there is an additional 42" planned for a 
guardrail of the deck. 
When we found out the discrepancies of the measurements we requested several meetings with the 
owners, but it was a sluggish process. It appeared to us that there wasn’t any intention of being 
responsive to our concerns, convey accurate knowledge of the proposed project, take into account our 
feedback, and demonstrate an earnest, authentic effort to address our concerns. Small changes have 
been proposed to us, such as moving, then removing the spiral staircase. 

We would like to go on record that the square footage discrepancy disclosure of the plans had been 
increased to our disadvantage and were never pointed out to us. We strongly feel that we were 
intentionally mislead, since the proper square footage was not reflected, omitting the deck. To us it was a 
misrepresentation of the scope of the project, therefore rendering the pre-application meeting 
ineffective. We feel that discrepancy/misrepresentation was significant. 

We felt that the documentation was inaccurate. A follow up email dated Oct. 28 from Andy Rodgers 
was supposed to pacify us by reassuring us that the plans had not changed and that the deck might not 
have been pointed out to us. The subsequent visit with Ms. M. Boudreaux from the Planning Dept. on 
Nov. 4 affirmed the fact that the measurements were done from different angles and points of reference. 

We also found out that our concerns of the project from the pre-application meeting were not 
submitted. We were informed of that by Ms. Boudreaux on Nov.12. Also, only the two of us received a 
pre-application notice. 

When the story poles were installed on Nov. 4, it was clear to us how invasive the proposed structure 
was going to be. Thereafter we had to wait for the revised plans, wasted precious time and could not 
have a mediation meeting. Our lives will be negatively affected due to loss of privacy and light. Our last 
meeting, on Nov. 20 at 3 o’clock was with the architect who proposed small changes that his clients 
would allow. Again, our real concerns (loss of privacy, and light) were not addressed. We will not support 
this project under these circumstances, unless our real concerns are addressed. 

On the other side of the 366 property, the 368 building that was built in the owner’s absence is 
diminishing most of the sunlight and with another imposing structure with a solid wall the remaining light 
will be gone. 

We are concerned to lose more light due to the proposed building at 360 Eureka. (Pictures enclosed). 
My beautiful Edwardian house will be dwarfed in between these 2 huge structures. The former sunny 
garden will become a dark place due to the tunnel effect with very little light. The 364 unit will be in the 
dark. The upper unit will be negatively impacted with a loss of privacy, since the bedroom deck of the 
proposed structure is quite close to the 366 property and one can look into each other’s bedrooms. 
This project will definitely put a hardship on 366 and 358 Eureka Street. 



The following are some of our specific comments and concerns that need to be addressed in order for 
us to support the project: 

A setback of 3 feet of the bedroom deck was proposed by the architect. 366 Eureka had actually asked 
for a 3 foot setback of the entire side structure allowing more light. 
The entire structure should be set back at least 4 feet as proposed during the pre-application 
meeting. This would allow both owner 358 and 366 to have more light and more privacy. 

The entire structure should be reduced by at least 4 feet as proposed during the pre-application 
meeting. This would allow both owner 358 and 366 to have more light and privacy. Owner 358 will 
then have the kitchen window unblocked by the building extension with less loss of light. The same 4 foot 
reduction of the depth will somewhat limit the loss of light and privacy at 366 Eureka. It will also reduce 
the tunnel effect at that location. 
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Close 

Fw: 360 Eureka - 

From: rochelle gotti ieb (r_Iiebfrogyahoo. corn) 
Sent: November-01-14 10:53:12 AM 
To: 	Gabrielle (gahyontheroadhotmail. corn) 

2 attachments 
1st floor 101 pdf(492KB) meeting IN\’ITATION360Epdf(114KB) 

On Friday, October 31, 2014 2:34 PM, Andy Rodgers <ardesign'atLnet> wrote: 

Rochelle, 
Please see the attached site plan, which hopefully is more clear than previous, 
and my responses below. 

On Oct 31, 2014, at 12:56 PM, rochelle gottlieb <r hebfroqyahoc corn> wrote: 

I was asking if the deck is included in the 57 feet -7inches permitted, No, the deck is not 

included. The total depth of the proposed house including the deck (at the 2nd 

floor) is 62’-1". The proposed spiral stair extends beyond that. 

or is the deck not considered part of the house and is allowed to extend past the permitted 
amount. 

The house or deck is allowed to extend to the 12’ extension line, for a total depth of 

72’-l" if one story in ht. Or to two stories if allowing for a 5’ side setback on ea side. 

This is considered one story as less than 10’ in ht. at the top of the 2nd level deck. 

Cat and Pat’s proposed addition ends well shy of what is actually allowable. 

You had originally proposed a bldg. depth of 56 feet-2". 

This has not changed. 

1 	 11/-4/101i iY7Pz1 
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Did that include the deck or not? 

No. 

If not, why didn’t you say where the construction was really going to extend to when you 
were in my kitchen? 

I apologize if I wasn’t more clear at that time. I was trying to point out the new west 

wall and deck, I believe. This will certainly be much easier to visualize once the story 

poles are up, hopefully on Monday or Tue. 

Thank you, Andy 

Rochelle 

On Thursday, October 30, 2014 8:48 PM, Andy Rodgers <ardesignatt net> wrote: 

Hi Rochelle, 
Good news - the story poles will be going up sometime early next week. I’ll 
keep you posted about when so that we can set up a meeting with Cat and Pat 
after this occurs. 
We intend to mark out the rear wall of the building, to the correct ht, and also 
to show the west side cantilevered deck at the 2nd story. 

Yes, the deck is permissible. The deck together with the spiral stair is about 
halfway into the planning dept’s allowable 12’ extension (beyond the rear yard 
setback). 

When we met about the proposed plans back in February, I was trying to point 
out where the rear (west) wall would be, as well as the 2nd story deck, I 
believe. But I 
might not have been showing it as clearly as I could have and we were going 
off of my tape measure stretched out on the ground. It will certainly be easier 
to explain 
and to visualize once the story poles are in place. 

I’ll be in touch. 

’ r,fA 	 11/4/2014 1:27 PM 
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want to assure you that the proposed plans have not changed since we met at the end of February (and 
then made our submittal to the planning dept on March 7th). I have attached that set of plans for your 
reference. It is a fairly large file so please let me know if you are not able to download it. If you compare 
this set with that recently sent out by the planning dept you will see that the proposed design, including 
building height, setbacks, etc. has not changed. 

What is different is the way in which the planner, Marcelle Boudreaux, reported on some key measurements 
vs. how I took the same measurements. Please note 

1. Building Depth - she included the rear balcony in her measurements and I did not. I also might not have 
included the depth of the front bay windows. 

2. Height - she measured to the top of the roof ridge (and noted this) whereas I measured to the gable 
roof midpoint for the existing house, and to the top of the proposed roof deck guardrail in the proposed 
plan. 

3. Number of Stories - she included the basement level in her count and we did not. 

Hopefully this helps to clarify the discrepancies. Again the important thing is that our proposed design is 
consistent between then and now. 

I will follow up with you soon about the possibility of putting up story poles at the west end of the proposed 
structure. Please let me know if any further questions at this time. 

Best, Andy 

ANDY RODGERS, AlA 

WWW.RODGERSAFCHFTECTURE.COM  

PH: (415)309-9612 

FAX:(415)924-2750 

<360 Eureka Site Permit Set 201403.07.,pdf> 

On Mar 8, 2014, at 6:19 PM, rochelle gottlieb <r liejffçgahoo.cofp> wrote: 

Hi Andy, 

I’ll see you at 12:45 p.m. or later on Monday. 

On Friday, March 7, 2014 4:09 PM, Andy Rodgers <Ardesig 	att.net > wrote: 
Hi Rochelle, 
I am meeting with Gabrielle on Monday at noon. 
If it works from your end I could visit you just after, say at 1245 or 1pm? 
Just let me know if you could. 



On Thursday, November 6, 2014 10:28 AM, rochefle gottlieb <r_tiebfrogyahoo.com> wrote: 

Andy, sorry I cant. 

On Wednesday, November 5, 2014 4:27 PM, Andy Rodgers <ardesignatt.net > wrote: 

Rochelle, 
I checked in with Cat and Pat about this, and they would also like to keep our appointed 
time on Friday morning as planned. This is the best time for them to meet. 

While you and Gabrielle may have overlapping concerns about this project, your 
perspective happens to be of more concern to us (and likely the planning dept) given your 
proximity to the proposed addition and its potential impact on your sight tines and sun 
light. This is not personal. So our priority would be to focus first on how we might improve 
upon that impact to you and your house. 

The impact on Gabrielle’s property is just not the same, and we would prefer to meet with 
her separately. That is not to say that mitigations that we consider for you wouldn’t be 
appreciated / supported by her as well. But based on my brief interaction with her on 
Monday 1 believe that her approach includes bringing up complaints that are not directly 

I of 
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Pre-AppHcaUon Meeting Sign-In Sheet 
Meeting Date:  
Meeting Time:  

� 	 Meeting Address:  
� 	 Project Address:  

. Property Owner Name: 
Project Sponsor/Representative: 

Please print your name below, state your address and/or affiliation with a neighborhood group, and provide 
your phone number. Providing your name below does not represent support or opposition to the project; it 
is for documentation purposes only. 

NAME/ORGANIZATION 	ADDRESS 	PHONE 4 	EMAIL SEND PLANS 

1.
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 R O D G E R S    A R C H I T E C T S   I N C. 
 
 
February 19, 2015 
 
RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 
CASE NO.  :      2014-000977DRP 
BLDG PERMIT NO.  :     2014.03.07.0226 
ADDRESS  :      360 Eureka Street 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR:   Andy Rodgers 
TELEPHONE NO.  :    415 309 9612 
 

1. We feel that the proposed project should be approved as it has quite minimal impact on the 
two neighbors at 364-6 Eureka (Ms. Gabrielle Jenny) and 356-8 Eureka (Ms. Rochelle 
Gottlieb), and would result in a relatively modest residence especially given what the city would 
allow in this RH-2 zone.  The proposed house falls considerably short of both the lot’s 
allowable depth and height. 

 
The original proposed horizontal addition, submitted to DBI on March 7, 2014, was already shy 
of the allowable rear yard setback, and of significance was set back by 5’ on the north side so 
as to mirror the setback of the building at 356-8 Eureka Street, as recommended by the 
planning department’s Residential Design Guidelines.  The proposed set back is larger than 
that of Ms. Gottlieb’s; the intent is to preserve as much access to southern sunlight as possible 
to the 358 Eureka kitchen window.  Please see attached floor plans, Exhibit A. 
 

2. My clients and I met with invited neighbors on Feb. 27th, 2014 as required by the planning 
department’s pre-application process in order to review the proposed plans for the project.  We 
noted the initial concerns raised by the neighbors at 364-6 and 356-8 Eureka Street as part of 
the submittal on March 7th 2014. 
 
On March 10th 2014 Andy Rodgers met with Gabrielle Jenny at her house (366 Eureka), and 
with Rochelle Gottlieb at her house (358 Eureka), to get their individual perspectives on the 
impact of our proposed project, taking careful note of impacts on their access to natural light, 
views, and privacy. 
 
On September 4th 2014 we received initial plan review comments from our planner, Marcelle 
Boudreaux.  She requested clarification on several items, and she requested a massing study / 
perspective drawing (from the intersection of Eureka and 21st Street), but she did not request 
any scaling back of the projects depth or height. 
 
On September 18th 2014 we submitted the clarifications requested by Marcelle Boudreaux, 
along with a perspective image that included the existing view and one with a 3-d model of our 
proposed plan included.  Still no further scaling back or other design revisions requested by 
the city. 
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On November 4th 2014 my clients (at their expense) had a contractor erect story poles to 
represent the outline of the proposed addition, including an outline of the west MBR deck, so 
that the neighbors could better envision the proposed plan. 
 
On November 20th 2014 I again met with Ms. Jenny at her house (366 Eureka), and with Ms. 
Gottlieb at her house (358 Eureka), in order to review scaled back plans that were prepared 
specifically to further address their concerns about the depth and height of our proposed 
addition.  This included the following: 
 

A. Complete removal of the west spiral staircase.  Please note that this was to be the 2nd means of 
egress from this level.  As such this floor will now be required to have a fire sprinkler system in order 
to meet the current building code, at a considerable added expense to the project construction 
budget. 
 
B. Reduced width of Master Bedroom and Deck by 3' on the south side. This change is intended to 
reduce the building’s mass along this property line, so as to lessen the overall wall height, as well as 
provide more privacy to Ms. Jenny’s front yard.  Approximately 60 square feet of building floor area 
was given up to make this happen. 
 
C.  Elimination of south PL firewall - By stepping the Master Bedroom Deck in by 3’ from the south 
property line, the original rated firewall will no longer be required.  This will provide some 
more openness and sunlight to Ms. Gottlieb’s kitchen in particular. 
 
D. Elimination of solid 42”h parapets along the north and south side of the Roof Deck.   To further 
reduce the property line wall heights and reduce the perceived massing, we’ll opt for open guardrails 
in these locations.  In order to comply with the building / fire codes, this requires that the flat roof 
assembly be properly fire-rated, this also represents an increased expense to the project construction 
budget. 
 

While the initial intent of making these revisions was to have the neighbors agree to forego 
their request for a Discretionary Review, my clients agreed to make the above changes 
regardless, as a show of compromise and good faith. 
 
On December 19th 2014, unable to meet in person, Andy Rodgers emailed Ms. Jenny and Ms. 
Gottlieb further design compromises which the project homeowners were willing to make in 
order to directly address the neighbors concerns.  These included the following : 
 

E.  Reducing the overall height of the addition by one foot.  
 
F.  Reducing the depth of the (west) Master Bedroom Deck by 2ʼ, so that it becomes 4ʼ deep.   
 

Though this proposal did not include a 4ʼ reduction in the depth of the building as requested by 
the neighbors, it would have helped to further mitigate the depth and height of the proposed 
addition.  A 4ʼ reduction would effectively yield an unworkable Master Bedroom at the west end 
of the 2nd floor. 
Since Ms. Jenny and Ms. Gottlieb did not accept these changes and decided to continue 
pursuit of their DR request, these changes were not made. 
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3. We feel that the project as originally designed was not excessive and was well within what is 

allowable by the zoning code and was consistent with the Planning Department Residential 
Design Guidelines.  Further scaling back reduced the houseʼs depth and width.    
 
The schematic block map (attachment C) shows that the proposed footprint is in keeping with 
the mid-block open space pattern. Analysis of the approximate size of the block footprints 
(square feet) along the Eureka side of block 2749 shows that: 
a. the existing building footprint is one of the smallest (possibly the smallest) on this side of the 

block, and 
b. the proposed building footprint will be smaller than approx. 44% of the buildings on this side 

of the block. 
 
We agree that there would be some impact to both neighbors resulting from the project as 
designed, but that it is minimal.  The effect is different for each neighbor, as described: 
 
The south neighbor at 364-6 Eureka has a pre-existing non-conforming rear lot residence so 
any horizontal or vertical expansion of 360 Eureka would increase the wall area at her north 
property line.  Obviously if the building at 364-6 were conforming and adjacent, the size of the 
property line wall might hardly be perceived.  But given that her extensive front yard is adjacent 
to the 360 Eureka building, the additional wall area would be seen.   
 
Ms. Jenny expressed concern that her privacy would be impacted by the horizontal extension 
of the building, as there would be a line of sight from the new 2nd floor deck to her existing 
bedrooms.  However, the existing 2nd floor deck already has a direct line of sight to the existing 
bedrooms at 364-6 as shown in site photo J.  The homeowners at 360 Eureka propose to plant 
tall bamboo or other natural visual screen to help mitigate privacy issues, in both directions.  
Thus the condition should not be worse than it is presently.  This would not be an issue if it 
were not for the non-conforming nature of the set-back building at 364-6.  This is a unique 
situation, however, the 360 Eureka homeowners should not be restricted by the neighborʼs 
non-conforming property. 
 
Further, given that the subject property is located to the north of Ms. Jennyʼs house, there is 
not a consequent loss of sunlight from the proposed addition, as clearly shown by the angle of 
the sun in the day, in the attached aerial site photo image F.  Still, in good faith several 
concessions were made: elimination of property line fire wall, set the upper level in 3 feet from 
property line to lessen impact of the visible wall area, and selection of open guardrails on the 
roof deck to further reduce the visual impact. 
 
 
The north neighbor at 356-8 Eureka has a south-facing 2nd floor kitchen window that will be 
impacted by the proposed project.  Clearly it is an architectural challenge to preserve the 
natural light and privacy afforded by a neighborʼs side window, but we started by setting back 
the proposed addition 5ʼ from Ms. Gottliebʼs property line and also falling short of being directly 
adjacent to that window.  As it now stands, Ms. Gottliebʼs house stretches 7ʼ further west than 
the proposed addition, so this does not seem egregious from our perspective.   
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Since the original submittal, the rear deck spiral stair has been eliminated, and further 
concessions were offered to reduce the depth and height of the addition. 

 
 
Overall this project would add 754 S.F. of living space to a house that is 1672 S.F. currently.  It 
would seem that this is still relatively modest in size for a growing family with a large dog in 
Noe Valley, especially given that the lots in this neighborhood are quite deep, at 130ʼ. 
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