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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 4, 2018 

 
Date: September 20, 2018 
Case No.: 2015-014892DRP 
Project Address: 345 Rivera St. 
Permit Application: 2016.1024.1031 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2336/026A 
Project Sponsor: Tim Young 
 436 Rozzi Place 
 South San Francisco, CA 94080 
Staff Contact: David Winslow – (415) 575-9159 
 David.Winslow@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project consists of a 1,192 s.f. vertical and horizontal addition to the side and rear of a 2,962 square 
foot 2-story single-family house with an unauthorized second unit, built in 1936. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The site is a 25’ wide x 100’ deep steeply lateral sloping lot immediately adjacent to Hawk Hill to the East, 
a publicly owned open space owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The buildings surrounding 345 Rivera consist of 3-story stucco-clad single-family dwellings with front 
setbacks. 
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
May 29, 2018 – 
June 28, 2018 

06.21. 2018 10.04. 2018 105 days 

 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:David.Winslow@sfgov.org
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CASE NO. 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera St. 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days September 24, 2018 September 24, 2018 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days September 24, 2018 September 24, 2018 10 days 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

0 0 0 

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0 
 
 
DR REQUESTOR 
Ellen Hepburn of 353 Rivera Street, the downhill adjacent neighbor to the South of the proposed project. 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

1. The third story addition disrupts the visual character and is out of scale with existing 
neighborhood and it should be eliminated. 

2. Façade is not compatible with the neighborhood. 
3. The addition will impose a serious threat to 353 Rivera in the event of an earthquake. 
4. The project will involve excessive cutback of a tree which is a bird refuge for Hawk Hill. 
5. The roof deck and additional glazing on side windows will invade privacy to DR requestor’s 

living spaces. 
6. Increasing the living capacity will cause inconveniences and parking shortage in this 

neighborhood. 
7. Noise from construction will be disruptive to neighbor’s health and well-being. 

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated June 26, 2018.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated July 18, 2018.   
 
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).  
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CASE NO. 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera St. 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
1. In light of the facts that the surrounding context consists of 3-story (and taller) buildings; the 

building is adjacent to a large upslope hill; and the proposed addition is setback from the front 
and side of the adjacent downhill neighbor, RDAT finds the massing and scale of the building 
compatible with the surroundings. RDAT recommended the sponsor reduce the upper floor-to-
floor height from 12’ to 10’, (which they did.) 

2. The surrounding buildings are mixed in character. While the façade could be enhanced with 
better window proportions and detailing, but overall the composition complies with the 
guidelines. 

3. Engineering is regulated by DBI, and not a Planning issue. 
4. No representation about cutback of tree has been made and is not under the Planning 

Department’s purview. 
5. The roof deck is set back from adjacent neighbor’s property line and building edges to address 

privacy issues. To address privacy from the side windows at the rear that face the neighbor’s rear 
yard, RDAT recommends reducing the size of the window and locating it in a manner that 
prevents direct views into the adjacent property. 

6. Speculation on size of dwelling and how it will be used in the future is speculative, specifically 
with respect to parking. 

7. Construction noise is not regulated by The Planning Department. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed 

 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination 
DR Application 
Response to DR Application dated July 18, 2018 
Reduced Plans 
3-dimesnional representations 
 
 
 



Exhibits 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 



Parcel Map 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 
DR REQUESTOR’S 

PROPERTY 



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

Sanborn Map* 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 
DR REQUESTOR’S 

PROPERTY 



Zoning Map 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 

DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 

DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 

DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY 



Aerial Photo 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 

DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY 



Site Photo 

Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2015-014892DRP 
345 Rivera Street 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



  

中文詢問請電:  415.575.9010  |  Para Información en Español Llamar al: 415.575.9010  |  Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa:  415.575.9121 

 

1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On October 24, 2016, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2016.10.24.1031 with the City and 
County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O J E C T  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: 345 Rivera Street Applicant: Tim Young 
Cross Street(s): 14th Avenue Address: 436 Rozzi Place 
Block/Lot No.: 2336/026A City, State: South San Francisco, CA  94080 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 819-8952 
Record No.: 2015-014892PRJ Email: tim@hcdesignbuild.com  

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

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

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential No Change 
Front Setback 2 feet 10 ¾ inches 3 feet 5 inches 
Side Setbacks None No Change  
Building Depth 67 feet ¼ inch 66 feet 10 ¾ inches 
Rear Yard 30 feet 1 ¼ inch No Change 
Building Height 19 feet 7 inches 33 feet 7 inches 
Number of Stories Two Three 
Number of Dwelling Units One No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces One No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal includes a vertical addition to an existing two-story single family residence. Additionally, the proposal includes 
horizontal additions on the existing structure to square off the building. The proposal also includes a roof deck, rear deck, 
façade alterations, and repairing the railings on the existing rear deck. The ground floor unit is to be legalized under a 
separate permit. 
 
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:  Veronica Flores 
Telephone: (415) 575-9173      Notice Date:  5/29/18  
E-mail:  veronica.flores@sfgov.org    Expiration Date: 6/28/18   

mailto:tim@hcdesignbuild.com
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

345 Rivera Street 2336/026A
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

2015-014892ENV 08/07/2015

Addition/

Alteration

Demolition

(requires HRER if over 45 years old)

ew

Construction

Project Modification

(GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Proposed vertical addition to add (N) 3rd story to (E) 3-unit dwelling. Addition of (N) rooftop
patio/deck at 3rd level. Renovation 8~ remodel of (E) levels and front facade.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation A plication is required.

Class 1 —Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

❑ Class 3 —New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family

residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;

change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class_

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?

Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel

generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents

documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and

the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of contauung

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards

or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be

checked and the ro'ect a licant must submit an Environmental A lication with a Phase I

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT~r73%15



Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of

enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects

would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher lm~er).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?

Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety

(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in anon-archeological sensitive

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,

residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new

❑ construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new

❑ construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a

geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,

❑ new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental

Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

❑ Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the

CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (oytional): Jeafl POling o,,~.wn,.,,,,~ .-w.~-w

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS —HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (re er to Parcel In ormation Ma )

❑ Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

✓ Catego B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 ears of a e). GO TO STEP 4:

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2i1~(9 }



STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project

❑ 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

❑ 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.

❑ 4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

❑ 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-

way.

❑ 7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

❑

8. Additions) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50%larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

~✓ Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project

❑ 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

❑ 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with

existing historic character.

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining

features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or sunilar buildings.

❑ 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way

and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 21S3i15



8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a 10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. other (specify): Per PTR form signed on 4/21 /2016.

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros ~ a~, ~~,a ..~...»~_~

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROTECT PLANNER

❑ Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that

apply):

Step 2 — CEQA Impacts

Step 5 —Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

a llo further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

Planner Name: Stephanie A. Cisneros
Signature:

Digiully sgned by Stephanie Cisneros

S`G hanie Cisneros °" °°~°~.' -̀_`~°°~"-",Y°'a°°'°9,D ou=CiryPlanning,ou=Curtent Planning, cn=Stephanie
Cisneros,email=Stephanie.Cisrieros~sfgov.org

I7r~~eCt AnTroVal AC~~n•rr

Building Permit
i °e`a:2°,s.°°.Zz°8:~:,'-°'ba

It Discretionary Keview betore the l Tanning Commission is requested,

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the

project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the

Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30

days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 211~("3J



STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed

changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be subject to

additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than

front page)

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

❑ Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required~ATEX FORK

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2i 131 J~
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 3/30/2016

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planner: Address:

Stephanie Cisneros 345 Rivera Street

Block/Lot: Cross Streets:

2336/026A 14th Street

CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:

B N/A 2015-014892ENV

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

(: CEQ~ C, article 10111 ('.;Preliminary/PIC C: Alteration (~ Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 08/07/2015

PROJECT ISSUES:

~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
Charles Cheng (dated 12/14/2015).

Proposed Project: Proposed vertical addition to add (N) 3rd story to (E) 3-unit dwelling.
Addition of (N) rooftop patio/deck at 3rd level. Renovation &remodel of (E) levels and
front facade.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource Present ("'Yes ~No C'N/A

Individual Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 -Event: C` Yes (. No Criterion 1 -Event: C` Yes (: No

Criterion 2 -Persons: C` Yes (: No Criterion 2 -Persons: (~' Yes (: No

Criterion 3 -Architecture: (` Yes (: No Criterion 3 -Architecture: (~ Yes (: No

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: (' Yes (: No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential• C1' Yes ( No

Period of Significance: Period of Significance:

(' Contributor (' Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 11: ~; Yes ~' No ~:; N/A

CEQA Material Impairment: (` Yes (i1 No

Needs More Information: (`;.Yes C=No

Requires Design Revisions: C~ Yes ~ No

Defer to Residential Design Team: ( Yes (-` No

* If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or

Preservation Coordinator is required.

(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS: I

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared
by Charles Cheng (dated 12/14/2015) and information found in the Planning Department
files, the subject property at 345 Rivera Street contains aone-story-over-garage, wood-
frame,single family residence constructed in 1926 (source: building permit/Assessor's
Record). The subject property was designed by Charles Strothoff in the Marina
architectural style. Nels P. Hansen, a piano mechanic, and his wife Daisy, were the original
owners and lived in the house until 1944. Known exterior alterations include: bringing the
footing up to grade and driveway (1974); installing framing under sunroom and installing
new bathroom (1975); installation of one aluminum window in the living room (7979); and
replacing four front windows with aluminum windows (1989).

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). Although Strothoff
appears to have played a prominent role in the design of residences in the Westwood
Highlands and Monterey Heights neighborhoods, he has not been identified as a
significant architect in the Sunset, Parkside or West of Twin Peaks districts. None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject
property is not a outstanding representation of Strothoffs designs and is not
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.
The subject property is located in the Forest Hill neighborhood of the West of Twin Peaks
district in an area that exhibits a variety of architectural styles and construction dates
ranging from the 1920s to the 1970s. Together, the area does not comprise a significant
concentration of historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner /Preservation Coordinator: Date.

~ - 2/-20/
..:~t4 FFs:r~~~ i.ri
Ft..Al~lF1Nl3 DFFAR'1'M.LItiET



. r .
'~~ COUNTI.o

Yo'~ ~ nlaririiric°
~Y9S .Off'\

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION

Property Owner's Information

Name:

Address: Email Address:

Telephone:

Applicant Information (if applicable)

Name: Ellen Hepburn

Company/Organization:

Add'ess: 
3 5 3 Rivera Street

Please Select Billing Contact:

Name: Email:

❑ Owner

Phone:

Please Select Primary Project Contact: ❑Owner i~applicant ~ Billing

Property Information

Project Address: 345 Rivera Street elock/Lot(s): 2336/02GA

Plan Area: RH-1

Project Description:

Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose.

The proposal includes a vertical addition by 74% (19'7" to 33'7") to an existing two-story single

nily residence. Additionally, the proposal includes horizontal additions on the existing structure, a

~f deck, rear deck and facade alterations.

Same as above

Email Address: ~~nhepburn@yahoo.com

Te~euhone: 415 564 2999

❑ Applicant f ]Other (see below for details)

PAC# 2 ~ PLANNING APPLICPT~ON -DISCflETIONARY REVIEW 
V 06.11.1018 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPAflTMENt



Project Details:

❑ Change of Use ❑New Construction

~ Additions ❑Legislative/Zoning Changes

Estimated Construction Cost:

Residential: ❑Special Needs ❑Senior Housing ❑ 100% Affordable ❑Student Housing ❑Dwelling Unit Legalization

❑ Inclusionary Housing Required ❑State Density Bonus ❑Accessory Dwelling Unit

Non-Residential: ❑Formula Retail ~ Medical Cannabis Dispensary ❑Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment

❑ Financial Service U Massage Establishment ❑Other:

Related Building Permits Applications

Building Permit Applications No(s): 2016.10.24.1031

❑ Demolition ~ Facade Alterations U ROW Improvements

❑ Lot Line Adjustment-Subdivision ~i Other

PAGES ~ PLANNING APPLKPTION-~ISCNETIONARY NEVIEW 
V. 0611.2018 SAN FRANCISCO PUNNING DEPAPTMEM



ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

In reviewing applications for Certificate of Appropriateness the Historic Preservation Commission, Department staff, Board
 of

Appeals and/or Board of Supervisors, and the Planning Commission shall be governed by The Secretaryof the Interior's Standa
rds

for the Treatment ofHistoric Properties pursuant to Section 1006.6 of the Planning Code. Please respond to each statement

completely (Note: Attach continuation sheets, if necessary). Give reasons as to how and why the project meets the ten Standards

rather than merely concluding that it does so. IF A GIVEN REQUIREMENT DOES NOT APPLYTO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY IT

DOES NOT.

PRIOR ACTION YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ~

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? (including Community Boards) ~

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 attach a summary of the

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

No change has been made.
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

In the space below and on seperate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each questio
n.

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the standards of the Planning Co
de and the

Residential Design Guidelines. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances thatjustify Discretionary 
Review of

the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or Resi
dential

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

(1) The vertical addition by 74% is a terrible disruption to the neighborhood character, conflicting with Res
idential

Design Guidelines section ll and IV: neighborhood visual character and building scale (details in attached page 1-3
).

(2) In conflict with the Planning Code's Priority Policies:

--The vertical addition will impose serious threat to 353 Rivera in case of an earthquake (page 4).

--The proposed project will involve excessive cutback of a tree, which is crucial for the bird refuge in Hawk Hill Park

Open Space. The proposed roof deck is also a disturbance to the bird refuge (page 5).

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 unreasonably affected, please state who would be affected, and how.

(1) The proposed Right and Rear side of the project will unreasonably invade on privacy to neighboring interior living

spaces (page 6-7).
(2) Doubling the accommodation capacity will cause inconveniences of this long-established, quiet, and collegial

neighborhood community. It will cause parking space shortage in the neighborhood (page 8).

(3) Mrs. Ellen Hepburn, living in the adjacent house only 4'7" from the project property, is 88-year-old with serious medical

condition. The noise and hour limitations set forth by the Police Code will not be enough to protect her well-being.

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 #t?

(1) Eliminate the proposed Third-floor addition and rear Roof Deck.

(2) The facade alternation should be compatible with the current neighborhood visual character.

(3) Keep the existing window layout on Right(west) and Rear (south) side of the house.

(4) Special conditions on construction noise and hour limitations.
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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) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c) Other information or applications maybe required.

~ / `~

Signature Name (Printed)

~,~.

Relati nship o roject Phone Email
(i.e. Owner. Architect, etc.)

APPLICANT'S SITE VISIT CONSENT FORM

herby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property, making all portions of the

interior and exterior accessible.

Signature Name (Printed)

Date

For Dapartmont Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:
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The proposed project goes strongly against the DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design

buildings to be responsive to the overall neighborhood context, in order to preserve

the existing visual character.

Conflict with Residential Design Guidelines Section II: Neighborhood

Character

The photo is from Google Map street view. This group of three houses, against the

backdrop of the Hawk Hill, has been a beautiful view in the neighborhood since

1930s. These houses closely gather around the tiny side yard of 2214 14~' Ave in a

nice unique block pattern. Especially, the two houses on the Rivera St (345 and 353),

have unified architectural features, so harmoniously beautiful.

The proposed project is visually disruptive, out of scale, and completely changes the

beautiful visual character of this long-established neighborhood. The facade of a

similar designed 3-story house, with hand-drawn side, is added to the original photo

to illustrate the result.

The ratio of added house is adjusted according to the data from the blueprint of the

proposed property: 75% of the house is above the adjacent house.
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The proposed project goes strongly against the DESIGN GUIDELINE: Design the

height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at

the street.

Conflict with Residential Design Guidelines Section IV: Building Scale

The existing building scale

— at the street is so
harmoniously designed (see

._, the red lines in the photo).
353 Rivera is the center. It
intercepts 345 Rivera at
exactly between 1St and 2nd

floor. It levels with the base
of the tilted roof of 2214
14~' Ave.

The proposed project will completely destroy the existing building scale. It will

raise the house height by 74% (from 19'7" to 33'7"). The blueprint (attached next

page) shows that the proposed project will make the house 25 feet taller than the

adjacent 353 Rivera Street, and over 20 feet taller than 2214 14~' Ave. The scale of

the proposed project is completely incompatible with the current beautiful

surroundings. Even with the setbacks, the third-floor addition makes the house

looming over the other two houses in an overwhelmingly aggressive way. It is

outrageous even compared to the bad example in Residential Design Guidelines.

Residential Design Guidelines
subject bu;rdinq

Page 23
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The blueprint
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Conflict with the Planning Code's Priority Policies (1)

"That the City to achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect

against injury and loss of life in an earthquake"

I understand the foundation problem of an existing house is not the concern of the

Planning Department. However, a proposed project, involving a 74% vertical

addition on the existing structure with major foundation problems, is a serious threat

to public safety in case of an earthquake, especially when the neighboring house

(353 Rivera) is 4'7" directly downhill from the project property on a slope 20% or

greater. The project should be prevented before anything disastrous happens.

I recently contacted the previous owner to confirm the major foundation issues of

the project property. The previous owner couldn't afford the suggested $100,000 to

fix the problem, so he sold the house in 2012 at the price much lower than the market

price.

Here is a summary of factors that will lead to the injury and loss of life in an

earthquake because of the proposed project:

• A structure with major foundation problems.

• Vertical addition by 74% proposed on the existing structure.

• 4'7" directly uphill to the property (353 Rivera) on a slope 20% or greater

• The proposed vertical addition will make the project property 25 feet taller

than the adjacent house

• In case of an earthquake, the consequence of fragments of that structure

striking right through the roof of 353 Rivera is disastrous.
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Conflict with the PlanninE Code's Priority Policies (2)

"That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be

protected from development"

The photo shows that, by adding the third-floor, the tree limbs in the red circle have

to be excessively cut back. The Hawk Hill open space is a possible urban bird refuge

according to the Zoning map. During the last couple of years, there has been a

significantly increasing number of birds making their nests here. Excessive cutback

of the tree will not only hurt the tree but also disturb the bird refuge.

The proposed Roof Deck on the south side (See the red arrows in photos) will be a
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disturbance to the bird refuge: the noise, smoking, and BBQ smoke... (Especially if

the tenants are college students as some of the former tenants.)



Unreasonable Adverse Impact on the Neighboring Properties

The proposed Right (west) and Rear (south) sides of the project will unreasonably

invade on privacy to neighboring interior living spaces.

The photo shows how

closely the 3 houses

gather around together.

"The current window

layout has been at

lowest threshold to

protect the privacy of

interior living spaces.

Any change to the

current situation will

inevitably pose adverse

impact to other two

neighbors.

The west side wall of the project property is

exactly where its property line is. Any change will

have immediate impact on neighbors.

On the right, it's the west side of project

property. 353 Rivera (on the left) was

built before the project property. The

current design respected the privacy of the

neighbor. There are two windows on the

second floor facing west, but with a 5-feet

setback.

By contrast, the proposed project is going

to add two big windows (see the red box)

looking over directly into the door and

window of 353 Rivera (the red arrow in

photo). Two houses are only 4'7" apart.

This is an intolerable invasion of privacy.
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The proposed roof deck.
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The proposed roof deck is about 10' horizontally, and 10' vertically from the

neighbor. Noises, smoking, and BBQ smoke are the usual suspects of a roof

deck. All these disturbances are going to happen literally right above the

neighbor's head. Especially if the tenants are college students (as some of the

former tenants), one can imagine what a suffering neighbors have to endure.
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Taken from the inside of neighbor 2214 14~h Ave. Taken from the balcony of neighbor 2214 14th Ave.



Unreasonable adverse impact on the neighborhood

Doubling the accommodation capacity will cause negative impact on the
neighborhood.

The current owner never takes residence here from the time of the purchase in 2012.
Since then, the house has turned into a rental property, sometimes with multiple
tenancies by our observations. We understand the housing crisis in San Francisco,
so we put up with problems caused by some renters, while the owner is not a collegial
neighbor at all. The proposed project will double the accommodation capacity, and
it will inevitably cause inconveniences of this long-established, quiet, and collegial
neighborhood community.

With only one-car garage but doubled accommodation capacity, the project property
will cause parking space shortage in the neighborhood. There is 2-hr parking limit
on 14 h̀ Ave, plus the no parking zone from 7:30am-4:30pm because of the Hoover
middle school on the same street. Most of the residents on the 14 h̀ Ave (2201, 2207,
2211, 2215, 2219, 2214, and 2200) and Rivera St (353, 345, 330, and 324) have only
one-car garage but multiple cars. So the parking on the 14th Ave and Rivera Street
has already been at its full capacity now. The potential parking shortage caused by
the proposed property will adversely affect the neighborhood.
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