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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 15, 2016 
 

Date: September 15, 2016 

Case No.: 2014-002562DRP 

Project Address: 1883 Church Street 

Permit Application: 2014.11.26.2579 

Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) 

 40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 6656/027 

Project Sponsor: Jorge Carbonell 

 Jorge Carbonell Architecture 

 605 Mississippi 

 San Francisco, CA 94107 

Staff Contact: Todd Kennedy – (415) 575-9125 

 todd.kennedy@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed 

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project is the construction of a 3-story horizontal addition at the rear of an existing single-

family home.  The addition will include a new deck at the rear yard, 2 new bathrooms, and one new 

bedroom.  No additional units are proposed.    

 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The subject property is a single-family residential unit – 1883 Church Street. The project is located on the 

east side of Church Street between Randall and 30th Streets in Assessor’s Block 6656, Lots 027, and is 

located within the RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The subject site is located in Diamond Heights and the area surrounding the project site is residential in 

use and residentially zoned. Properties along Church Street are zoned RH-2 (Residential House, Two-

Family) and are developed with mostly single-family residences.  The subject site is surrounded by 

predominately residential uses and is just south of the Upper Noe Recreation Center.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:todd.kennedy@sfgov.org


Discretionary Review – Abbreviated  CASE NO. 2014-002562DRP 

September 15, 2016 1883 Church Street 

 2 

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 

NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 

Notice 
30 days 

January 5, 2016 – 

February 4, 2016 

February 3, 

2016 

September 15, 

2016 
226 days 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 

PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days    September 5, 2016 August 19, 2016 28 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days    September 5, 2016 September 2, 2016 14 days 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 1 1  

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across 

the street 

17   

Neighborhood groups   X 

 

The Department has received feedback by an adjacent neighbor who is in support of this project.  

Seventeen other neighbors surrounding the subject site have all submitted written statements of support 

of this project.  Only one adjacent neighbor filed the DR Application.   

 

DR REQUESTOR  

Albert Camarena, 1889 Church Street.  Mr. Camarena is representing Blanca Camarena who is property 

the owner and is adjacent to the subject property.    

 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

The DR Requestor is concerned about the design of this project.  He believes this design is conflicting 

with the Department Residential Design Guidelines.  He believes more cohesive building materials need 

to be included and the proposed design is obstructive to adjacent views.  

 

The DR Requestor has offered proposed changes including a sloped roof, eliminate the top story or set it 

back, and eliminate the rear deck. 

 

See attached Discretionary Review Application 
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PROJECT SPONSORS RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

The project sponsor states this is a reasonable addition and has worked with Planning Staff and the 

surrounding neighbors to redefine the project to make it code compliant and have minimal impacts.  This 

new addition will have a building depth that is compatible to the surrounding property owners.   

 

See attached Response from the Project Sponsor 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review, 

pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301(1) (4) and 15303(a). 

 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the project on May 11, 2016. The RDT issued changes to the 

project including a sloped roof.  That change was partially in agreement with the DR Requestor.  The RDT 

supports the rear deck and depth of the addition and determined that is neither exceptional nor 

extraordinary.  The addition will have side setbacks of 3 feet on the north side and 3’11 inches on the 

south side.  The south side is adjacent to the DR Requestor’s property.  The DR Requestor’s residence 

though it is not as deep as the subject property, it is south of the subject property and is on the uphill side.  

The DR Requestor will not lose southern exposure.    

 

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

 

Attachments: 

Block Book Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Aerial Photo  

Site Photo 

Section 311 Notice 

DR Application 

Response Supplement from Project Sponsor 

Reduced Plans 

 
 

 



Block Book Map 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review – Public Initiated 
Case Number 2014-002562DRP 
RH-2 – Residential House, Two Family 
1883 Church Street 



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

Sanborn Map* 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review – Public Initiated 
Case Number 2014-002562DRP 
RH-2 – Residential House, Two Family 
1883 Church Street 



Zoning Map 

Discretionary Review – Public Initiated 
Case Number 2014-002562DRP 
RH-2 – Residential House, Two Family 
1883 Church Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



Aerial Photo 

Discretionary Review – Public Initiated 
Case Number 2014-002562DRP 
RH-2 – Residential House, Two Family 
1883 Church Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



Site Photo 

Discretionary Review – Public Initiated 
Case Number 2014-002562DRP 
RH-2 – Residential House, Two Family 
1883 Church Street 
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  1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103  

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On November 26, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.11.26.2579 (Addition) 

with the City and County of San Francisco. 
 
 C O N T A C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  P R O J E C T  S I T E  I N F O R M A T I O N  

 

Applicant: Jorge Carbonell Project Address:  1883 Church Street 

Address:    605 Mississippi Ave Cross Streets: Randall Street 

City, State:  San Francisco, CA Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 6656/027 

Telephone:  (415) 336-3278 Zoning Districts: RH-2/40-X 
 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, 

are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information 

regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner 

named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the 

project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary powers to review this application at a public 

hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the 

close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. 

If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the 

Expiration Date. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  

 

[  ] DEMOLITION and/or [  ] NEW CONSTRUCTION or [X] ALTERATION             

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

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

 P ROJE CT  FE AT URE S  EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION 

 

BUILDING USE  ....................................................................One Family Dwelling ...................... No Change 

FRONT SETBACK  ...............................................................N/A ................................................. No Change 

SIDE SETBACKS  ................................................................No Side Setback ............................ 3’11” south and 3’0” north 

BUILDING DEPTH  ...............................................................+/- 60 feet ...................................... +/- 81 feet 

REAR YARD .........................................................................+/- 65 feet  ..................................... +/- 44 feet 

HEIGHT OF BUILDING ........................................................+/- 21 feet ...................................... +/- 31 feet 

NUMBER OF STORIES  .......................................................2..................................................... 3 

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS  ........................................1..................................................... No Change 

NUMBER OF OFF-STREET 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 a 3-story horizontal addition at the rear yard, a new deck at the rear yard, 2 new bathrooms, and 1 new 

bedroom. 

  
   

PLANNER’S NAME: Todd Kennedy    

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

EMAIL: todd.kennedy@sfgov.org  EXPIRATION DATE:  
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FEB 1 ~ 2016

APPLICATION FOR r~T1` &COUNTY 0~ S.F.PLANnun~r, L~EFgRTMENT

Dis~retiona Revi~e~v
1 . Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

Albert Gamarena

`• • • ~ • - -

CA IIU h1BEl1 j-~ ~/~ ~ „~~ .~ Lam'} A ,~ /~~

F 51 l .0 ly ~ (i t74~V Y/t~[rL//L- - _ _ _ .
Zo~~-~c~2~. P~

--r~a0 ~•
'~'~1Z5'

DR APPLICANT'S ADDFESS:. ZIP CODE TELEPHONE:

1889 Church Street S.F. CA 94131 ~ 415) 269-4996

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

Adam Cockburn

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE TELEPHONE

1883 Church Street S.F. CA ' 94131 ' ~ 415 806-9069
_ _

CONTACT FUR DR APPLIGATVON.

Same as A~o~~ ~ Jorge Carbonell
ADDRESS: ZIP CODE:

605 Mississippi Ave. S.F. CA ' 94107
E-MAIL ADDRESS'.

forge@carbonellarchitecture.com
_ _

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OFPROJECT

1883 Church Street S.F. CA
:.CROSS STREETS:

Randall Street
'__ ____

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT~ LOT DIMENSIONS. '. LOT ARG4 (SQ FTC: ZONING DISTRICT:

6656 / 027 25' x 120' 3125 RH
___

3. Project Description

TELEPHONE:

( 415) 336-3278

ZIP GOpE:

94131

H~IGHT,BULKDISTRICT;

40'

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ❑ Alterations ~ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ~ Front ❑ Height ~ Side Yard ❑

one family dwelling
Present or Previous Use:

Proposed Use: 
one family dwelling 

_ _ _ _ __

2014.11.26.2579 11-26-2014Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:

7



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? [~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? [~ ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑ [~

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

see attached

8 S.4Y FRANCISCO PLANNINu OEPA RTM ENT V08 012012
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3°App}rcat~t~n ~c r Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

see attached

2. T`he 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:

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?

. ..see. attached

9



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: T'he information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications maybe required.

Signature: ~ Date: ~ . ~ ,

I

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

Albert Camarena
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)

1 Q SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.00.0 ].2012
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~pp~t~~ior~ fir [~9scretianary Reviewe ~.

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted. to the Planning Department must be accompanied by fllis checklist and all. required
materials. The dlecklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

'. REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed ~ ',

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:

❑ Required Material.

Optional Material.

~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only

Applica~ r d by Planning Department:
c.._

By: Date:

11



January 27, 2016

San Francisco Planning department

1650 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Request for discretionary Review, 1883 Church Street S.F. CA 94131

P.A # 2014.11.26.2579

To whom it may concern:

own the property at 1889 Church Street next door (to the right as viewed from exterior) to the

property in question.

Albert Camarena and Francisco Matos AIA will be my agents in this matter.

Sincerely

anca amaren



ATTACHED ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FOR THE DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST OF
ALBERT CAMARENA 1889 CHURCH STREET SF CA 94131 FOR PERMIT APPLICATION
2014.11.26.2579

5. I attended the pre-application meeting held by the project sponsor/owner and expressed my
concerns regarding the design. I have had two subsequent meetings with the sponsor/owner. The
objective of the first meeting was to review my concerns and hopefully arrive at a compromise,

but the sponsor/owner made no attempt to revise the design. At the second meeting, I again

voiced my concerns in hopes the applicant would be willing to revise the design; however, the

sponsor/owner only reiterated the unwillingness to compromise or even consider an alternative
design.

I have also discussed the project with the planner Todd Kennedy who by his own admission said

the permit might have been rushed through and encouraged further discussion with the applicant,

Todd said he would send out an email to encourage a new discussion but there has not been any
further effort by the project sponsor/owner to contact me.

1. It is my belief there are aspects of this project in direct conflict with the Residential Design
Guidelines (RDG). The proposed design lacks cohesive elements and is out of context with the
surrounding structures; it conflicts with some of the most basic design principles stated in the
RDG: the building scale is incompatible with surrounding buildings, the building will not
respect the mid-block open space, the building maximizes setbacks and it does not adhere to the
character-defining features of this type of home.

~s~l~

Neighborhood Character states "buildings must be designed to be compatible with the
scale, patterns, and architectural features of surrounding buildings." It is obvious from the
architectural elevations that the design of the proposed structure does not conform to these
guidelines.

RDG III Site Design

Topography: The proposed design disregards how this building fits into the street scape,
particularly on a sloped hill, the proposed height is almost in line with the taller adjacent
structure as visible from the street even though this is a rear yard addition. This is compounded
by the use of a flat roof as opposed to the existing and prolific gable roof found in this area. The
rear yard expansion with four windows and two decks will impact the privacy of the adjacent
structure to the south or to the right as viewed from the street. Furthermore, the lack of a light
study makes it difficult to assess what a building of the proposed height and mass would have
upon the adjacent structure. Although, the rear setback of the proposed structure is within code



ATTACHED ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FOR THE DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST OF
ALBERT CAMARENA 1889 CIlURCH STREET SF CA 94131 FOR PERMIT APPLICATION
2014.11.26.2579

compliance it seeks to maximize the allowable rear setback creating an overwhelming mass.
Since the side setback of the adjacent deck is at least 10 feet from the property line the side
setback of the new structure should be increased to allow for more open area between the two
homes. The bottom deck of the proposed structure also incorporates closed walls which
contribute to the mass of the structure versus see through railings.

RDG IV Building Scale and Form

The proposed building is more in conflict with this section of the RGD than any other.
The provided architectural elevations offer the clearest example of non-conformity to this section
of the RDG. The height and depth of this particular expansion into the rear yard, although

allegedly conforming to code, is inappropriately tall and deep, creating aboxed-in effect to the
adjacent property and potentially a problem affecting mid-block open space. It is difficult to
determine the height of the new structure as the dimensions appear inaccurate but it is clear to
see that the three story addition is substantially out of scale and almost an identical example of
what is discouraged in the first drawing on page 27 of the RDG (see attached exhibit A and B).
The lack of a sloping roof line and the use of a flat roof only increases the visual impact and the
incompatibility to the existing and adjacent gable roofs.

RDG V Dormers

There is also a proposed addition of a dormer to the existing roof facing the adjacent
property for a mechanical system. There are no specifications provided of the type of mechanical
system or the noise impact it could potentially have on the adjacent property. This dormer
against the back drop of the box design only adds to the mass and the lack of continuity with the
existing street scape.

RDG VI Building Details

The materials specified on the architectural elevations range from hardy siding to stucco,
neither of which exist on any of the rear elevations of the surrounding homes. In addition, the
introduction of glass railings above a closed in wall surround of the deck provide zero continuity
to the established architectural features of the surrounding homes and again add to mass of the
structure.

2



ATTACHED ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FOR THE DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST OF
ALBERT CAMARENA 1889 CHURCH STREET SF CA 94131 FOR PERMIT APPLICATION
2014.11.26.2579

2. The neighborhood would be dramatically affected by the change in visual character
associated with the inappropriate scale and design of the proposed alteration to the existing
structure. The home in question, as well as our house next door, were built in 1907 and are
among the first in the St. Paul Church area. These homes typical of Noe Valley maintain a
traditional gable roof and similar height continuity on hill/slope streets. The height and mass of
the proposed building would create a disproportionally sized box piggy backed to the existing
structure and a 30'-0"(+ ?) wall pushing out to the maximum depth allowed, engulfing the house
next door and providing absolutely zero relation or context with the established neighborhood
character .

3.

A. Eliminate the top story or at least set back.
B. Eliminate the dormer housing a mechanical system or provide a comprehensive noise

impact report with specifications of the system and relocate the dormer to the north side
of the roof.

C. Implementation of a gable roof versus a flat roof.

D. Conform rear set back to the standards fora 100'-0" lot or scale back the design as to not
go to the maximum allowed for 120'-0" lot.

E. Increase side setback adjacent to deck to increase the open area.

F. Eliminate the rear deck or set the deck within the setback requirements and use open
railings.

G. Eliminate side windows facing adjacent property to the south.

H. The use or similar materials as all the other homes i.e. wood siding, etc...



EXHIBIT A FOR THE DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST OF
ALBERT CAMARENA 1889 CHURCH STREET SF CA 94131 FOR PERMIT APPLICATION 2014.11.26.2579

Althougla the Plannlnq Cade Mows a fhree.-
storyaudition extending into the rear yard,
the addition is substanfially ou# of scale wifh
surraundingbuildings-and rmpacfs fhe rear
yao' open space.

A two-story addition with a pi#ched roof
lessens the impacts of the aclditinn er~d is
more in scale with the rear of the adjacent
buildings:

This addition has been scaled back fa fwo This aa'dition extends the full width of the
stories ar~d i~ set i~~ ft~oiTi the side properly !of but is set back at fhe second floor so
lines fa minirniz~ its impact, the huflding steps down to the rear yard.

The rear sfairs are set6ac/s from fhe side
property line and their prajecfon info the
rear yard is minimized, in order to maintain
the ~nic!-black open s,~ace.

wilding Scale and dorm ~^ 27

PAGE 4
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Project Sponsors’ submittal in Response to Application for Discretionary Review Regarding Single 
Family Home Addition for owner occupancy. 
 
1883 Church Street 
 
 
Project Sponsors: 
Adam and Gina Cockburn 
 
Building Permit Application: 2014.11.26.2579 
 

Required Questions:  

1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your 
proposed project should be approved? 

Response:   

The project should be approved because it is a Planning Code complying proposal that meets the 
goals of the Residential Design Guidelines and there are no extraordinary circumstances. 

We are long-time owners who only want to accommodate our growing family’s needs. We want to 
provide individual rooms for our children on the same floor, plus a more comfortable living space for 
family functions.   In the current state, we only have two bedrooms, in which the smaller bedroom 
they share cannot comfortably fit a regular size twin bed.  This is a modest expansion that does not 
max-out the building envelope potential.   

From the beginning of the design process, we have made considerable concessions to the neighbors 
to the north and to the south. We provided side setbacks of 3’11” to the north and 3’ to the south of 
the proposed addition.  

The addition is respectful of the surrounding mid-block open space. We did not propose a 2-story 12 
foot pop-out at the back yard (as allowed by the Planning Code) because we wanted to preserve a 
large rear yard for the benefit of our family and our neighbors.  (See Exhibit G1). 

 

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address 
the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?  If you have already changed the 
project to meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they 
were made before or after filing your application with the city. 

Response: 

Good Neighbor Gestures and other modifications:  Our design was considerate of our neighbors 
from concept design, as we set back from the property line on both sides of our plans.  The design 
that was presented is compliant with the residential design guidelines and conforms to the existing, 
scale, character, setbacks of the homes in the neighborhood, and especially those of its shared mid-
block opening.  
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We have taken considerable care and attention to maintain and respect the original Victorian 
architectural integrity of the Project.   We do not request any variances, and the Project does not 
max-out the living space potential allowed by the Planning Code.   

Before we sent to planning: 

• We started with our best foot forward, offering the most ‘neighbor-friendly’ project we could. 

– Did not “Max Out” on our property.    Our proposal is the minimum scope we need for 

our growing family needs. 

– Added 3’ 11” Side Set Back at the South Property Line; and 3” Side Set Back at the North 

Property Line. 

– Moved 3rd floor Balcony from North Side to East Side. 

– We chose not to build a 2 story pop-out (as allowed by Planning Coed section 

136.c.25.ii) to preserve the open / midblock space. 

• Besides hosting a Pre-app meeting, we offered a private meeting with the DR Requestor. 

• We voluntarily mailed status updates to the DR Requestor throughout the process. 

After planning / before 311: 

DR Requestor asked us to reduce our rear addition by 3 feet.  We gave it our due diligence by talking 
to two different architects and 1 design firm but were not able to reduce the project floor plan 
without major impacts to our project needs. 

 

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state 
why you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  
Include an explanation of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you 
from making the changes requested by DR requester. 

Response: 

We are willing to change our plans to accommodate the DR Requester. We could compromise our 
design to meet his following requests: 

• 2nd floor wire deck railing 
• Frosted window facing your sliding doors to preserve your privacy 
• Use of horizontal siding to directly match the character of the home 

But we are not willing to compromise on our basic needs to provide our growing twin boy and girl 
their own room on the same floor, and to allow more space for family gatherings.  We cannot 
reduce the depth of our addition and still provide a more functional floor plan for a family of four. 

In addition, to the modifications made before planning (see #2), we offered to change deck railing 
from the DR Requester’s proposed alternatives to reduce the visual massing of the proposed deck.  
However, the other alternative’s the DR Requester proposed are not reasonable alternatives for the 
reasons below: 
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In the immediately surrounding properties, there are already many homes expanded all the way to 
their rear yard setback that are three stories, with flat roofs.  The project is consistent with RDG for 
midblock open space.  (See Exhibit G2). 

Additionally, the project does not seek to maximize its buildable area.  We provide setbacks along 
the property line of both adjacent neighbors.   These setbacks account for 25% of the available 
buildable area.  Thus, we were willing to compromise the floor plans of our proposed project (our 
Home) because our neighbors are very important to us and we want to be considerate.  
 
RGD II - The finished proposed project is in scale, pattern, and character of the surrounding 
buildings. 
 
RDG III Site Design 
 
Please note our properties are on a gently sloping hill.  The floor levels are within +/- 24“of each 
other.   The proposed addition will be barely visible from the sidewalk across the street. 
 
A flat roof is proposed to keep the roofline low as compared to a gable roof.  A pitched roof would 
make the proposed structure even taller.  Additionally, there are many flat roof buildings on the 
block.  (See Exhibit G2). 
 
The proposed windows are set back from the property line, and do not look into adjacent windows.  
A shadow study is not needed.  The proposed project is to the north of the DR Requester’s property.  
It is impossible for the proposed project to cast a shadow on the DR Requester’s property for most 
of the year.  
 
The proposed project in its entirety is set back from the DR Requester’s Property Line 3’ 11” and 3’ 
feet from the neighbor to the north.  The project is not maximizing its potential volume, and within 
RGD standards.  
 
The Licensed architect’s drawings are to scale as required by planning code. 
 
RDG V Dormers 
 
It is not typical to require noise impact studies for planning approval of a residential home.  The 
proposed dormer will house a residential furnace and a residential tank-less water heater which 
would be fully enclosed by the insulated building structure.  Additionally the dormer will be located 
next to the applicant master bedroom.  Please be assured, it will be well within the normal 
standards for sound transmission of a residential HVAC system.   
 
RGD VI Building Details 
 
The Project Sponsor’s home has horizontal siding on its street side elevation.  Horizontal siding is 
proposed on the addition to match the established character of the home.  Horizontal siding is one 
of the most common materials used in the neighbor and the shared mid-block open space.  
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Conclusion: 

It is our intent, as long time home owners, to stay in this neighborhood for years to come.  We are active 
in our community, and our children go to school just a walk away from our home.  It is our desire to 
improve our home to have a more comfortable living space with our family, as well as keeping in 
character with the neighborhood. 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit G1 
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Exhibit G2 

Mid-block space from backyard view from 1883 Church Street showing many of the homes are 3 stories 
with flat roofs. 

 

 

South Facing 
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Working with our Neighbors 

 We started with our best foot forward, did not ‘Max out’ and offered the 

most neighbors friendly project we could, taking into consideration 

feedback from our neighbors 

 We met planning staff, to understand the residential design guidelines 

 The proposed project is the minimum scope we need for our family home 

 Besides the pre-application meeting, we also met privately with the DR 

requestor prior to submitting plans 

  We voluntarily mailed status updates to our neighbors throughout the 

planning process. 

 Potential building could have been much bigger 

 DR Requestor has not proposed any reasonable alternatives  
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Rear façade of proposed addition showing design concessions  
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Proposed 

 

 
Possible (Based on Code) 

 
Side by side: Rear façade proposed and potential if we were to build to planning code 

(Southern Angle) 
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Proposed 

 

 
Possible (Based on Code) 

 

Side by side: Rear façade proposed and potential if we were to build to planning code 
(Rear Yard Angle) 
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Image to show number of stories on block (as viewed from street) 
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Map of 18 Neighborhood support letters 
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Names and Addresses of 18 Neighborhood support letters 
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