SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review

Abbreviated Analysis
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2017

Date: January 23, 2017

Case No.: 2015-013066 DRP-02

Project Address: 2600 Pacific Avenue

Permit Application: 2016.02.03.8723

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0584/003

Project Sponsor:  Joseph Wrigley

Butler Armsden Architects
1420 Sutter Street, First Floor
San Francisco, CA 94109

Staff Contact: Wayne Farrens — (415) 575-9172
wayne.farrens@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal consists of a horizontal expansion of the top floor at the rear of the existing single-family
residence. The proposed addition does not increase or modify the existing building footprint.

The proposed project requires a Variance from the Rear Yard requirements of the Planning Code; the
Zoning Administrator will make a determination on the requested Variance following the Commission’s
action on the Discretionary Review requests.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The subject property at 2600 Pacific Avenue is located at the northwest corner of Pierce Street and Pacific
Avenue in the Pacific Heights neighborhood. The steeply down-sloping lot has 60 feet of frontage along
Pacific Avenue and 128 feet of frontage along Pierce Street, and is developed with an approximately 8,853
square-foot three-story single-family dwelling constructed circa 1936. There is a 13-foot deep rear yard
behind the subject dwelling. The project does not propose to change this condition.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

On the subject block, the majority of the buildings are three to four stories in height, in varying
architectural styles. The immediately adjacent property to the west (2602 Pacific Avenue) is a three-story
single-family residence.

All properties on the subject block are within the RH-1 Zoning District and the 40-X Height and Bulk

District. The RH-1 Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District designations extend for several
blocks in all directions, with few exceptions.
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2015-013066DRP-02
February 2, 2017 2600 Pacific Avenue

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION

TYPE REQUIRED NOTIFICATION DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE
PERIOD DATES FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 8/15/2016 — 112 d
30d 9/13/2016 2/2/2017 ays
Notice ays 9/13/2016 13/ 12

HEARING NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days January 23, 2017 January 13, 2017 20 days
Mailed Notice 10 days January 23, 2017 January 23, 2017 10 days
PUBLIC COMMENT

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 0 0 0
the street
Neighborhood groups 0 0 0

This summary does not include the DR Requestors.

DR REQUESTORS

Gary Loeb and David Fraze, owners of 2421Pjerce Street, southwest corner of Pierce Street and Pacific
Avenue (across Pacific Avenue to the south of the subject property).

Andrew and Stephanie Gault, owners of 2602 Pacific Avenue, adjacent to the western (side) property line
of the subject property.

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

See attached Discretionary Review Applications, dated September 13, 2016.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATIONS

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated January 19, 2017.
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2015-013066DRP-02
February 2, 2017 2600 Pacific Avenue

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt 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

The proposal was reviewed by the Residential Design Team (RDT) on October 6, 2016, following the DR
submittals. RDT found that the proposed addition is adequately set back from the facades that front onto
the public right-of-way and would not distract from the visual character of the block. In addition, the
RDT found that the scale of the addition is a minimal alteration with a height no taller than the existing
roof ridgeline and is within the footprint of the existing building. The project was reviewed by Historic
Preservation staff and found to be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for treatment
of historic properties; RDT supports this determination. The RDT did not find any exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances present in either DR application.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Images

Site Photographs

Section 311 Notice

DR Applications

Response to DR Application
Reduced Plans
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Block Book Map
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Sanborn Map
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Zoning Map
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Aerial Photo
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Site Photos
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312)

On February 3, 2016, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2016.02.03.8723 with the City
and County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 2600 Pacific Avenue Applicant: Joseph Wrigley
Cross Street(s): Pierce Street Address: 1420 Sutter Street, First Floor
Block/Lot No.: 0584/003 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94109
Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415) 674 - 5554

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 weekend 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.

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O New Construction Alteration

O Change of Use O Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition

Rear Addition Side Addition O Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Residence No Change

Front Setback 32 feet No Change

Side Setbacks None No Change

Building Depth 83 feet No Change

Rear Yard 13 feet No Change

Building Height 33 feet No Change

Number of Stories 3 No Change

Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change

The proposal is a horizontal expansion of the existing residence at the third floor. The proposed addition does not increase or
modify the existing building footprint.

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: Wayne Farrens
Telephone: (415) 5759172 Notice Date: 8/15/2016
E-mail: wayne.farrens@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 9/13/2016

X EIREEE: 415.575.9010 | Para Informacion en Espaiiol Llamar al: 415.575.9010 | Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 415.575.9121



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss
the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have
general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at
1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday. If you have specific questions
about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you.
2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at
www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community

Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.
3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems
without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the
project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally
conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises
its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the
Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning
Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www-.sfplanning.org). You must submit the
application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all
required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review,
please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple
building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be
submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.
Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review.

BOARD OF APPEALS

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For
further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415)
575-6880.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of
this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption
Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be
made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the
determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the
Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.


http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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1. Owner/Applicant Information CITY & COUNTY Qj‘ 5.F

SR APPUGANT'S NANE: NNINGJ)FS"AHTMEJ"
Gary LoeB & Dayio  Feaze |

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: :"2F GODE:  TELEPHONE:

2421 Preece STReeT A4S 463671412

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

OWNERS! MATT PAIGE & CATIE ScHwAB pAIGE  APPLICANT: JOSEPH wiﬂ(éch,

ADDRESS FPPU T PT : 2P CODE: | TELEPHONE:
7600 "PAC 1F1C Ave. /H’Lo SUTTER 9411 5/q4|o1 1s) ¢H4- §y54>
CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:
Sanese . S
,,,,,, )
E-MAIL ADDRESS:

q\oe‘o&\@ MAC. Com

2. Location and Classification

2000 PACIT 1C Ayenue L 94uS
PAcmc +« PIERCE (Nortlwest Coprbep Lm‘)

ASSESSORS BLOCKAOT. "LOT DIMENSIONS: ;| LOT AREA (SQFT): | ZONING DISTRICT. HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
0524 /oo3igom7 1032884 Rik- | 4O -X

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply
Changeof Use []  Changeof Hours L]  New Construction []  Alterations Demolition (]  Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear, _Front)d  HeightlX  Side Yard [J

Present or Previous Use: R es \O{ eng

Proposed Use: EPS' ) &9 ncg

Building Permit ApplicationNo. _2.016.02.03.8723 Date Filed: _Feby vaty 3/ 201




4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?

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

O|0|X| 8
K| X O!s

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.
we alkenjed e V\e(f}\:\loo Chood  otveach werting  and beqan a dialos ab,d

QOSSMQ Changes it \oitn of Al gwners s the_architects. None of

ol _Comments were kokon Do 8 ccant. We were not told thad tha £rrad “oﬂan;
Whad Lheen Q\l*’d\ JAVAZa) ‘\'\/\m)cjlﬂ we rotinged o e \a discuSsions, The Fush

1913 learned abodt the -C\(\aq ?{ams and. varianco feayV(’SwL were -Hnrov?[n tho 31 Netidi catron.




CASE NUMBER.
 For St Ceo only

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.

’566 Attached SUP\?(EMM\L:»Q pa\ge,v

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:

93@, AHacWo( S‘ug\\o(fw\m-hQ papc’(

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?

+ Seo AMached QUYc?\efY\C(\'\'aQ ‘Oa,Pef




Supplemental Paper for Questions 1-3

Discretionary Review re: Building Permit Application No. 2016.02.03.8723
Project Address: 2600 Pacific Avenue

September 13, 2016

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 (“RDG”)? Please be specific and site specific sections of the RDG.

Background: 2600 Pacific Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94115 (the “Property”) is a well-
known and architecturally significant home in San Francisco.

The Property is a Single Family Home designed by Master Architect William W. Wurster
located on a prominent corner along a view corridor from Alta Plaza Park.

The home was built in 1936. Given its age and state, it is subject to the historical
preservation guidelines of the City of San Francisco.

The Property is identified as “A-Historic Resource Present” in the Historic Preservation
Report section of the San Francisco Property Information website of the San Francisco
Planning Department. (In fact, the Owners even describe the Property as having
“distinguished architecture” in their July 3, 2016 Application for Variance.)

The Property is located in the Pacific Heights Historic District and the Cow Hollow
Historic District

This Property is included in the William W. Wurster Archives at University of California,
Berkeley. This architecturally unique residence may be of such historical importance
that it could be subject to the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the
Treatment of Historic Properties.

Answers to Question 1:

This application for Discretionary Review is primarily based on (i) the failure to conduct a
Historic Resource Evaluation to address any issues of historical and architectural
significance, (ii) the proposed design’s altering of the character and historic nature of the
Property’s unique design, and (iii) the proposed design’s failure to maintain consistency of
the neighborhood architectural integrity.

The Owners would like to add a significant addition to their home that will alter (1) the south
fagade facing Pacific Avenue (see, e.g., Exhibits A, C and D), (ii) the east fagade facing
Pierce Street) (see, e.g., Exhibits A, B and F), and (iii) the south and east fagades visible from
the public view corridor from Alta Plaza Park (looking down Pierce Street, see, e.g., Exhibits



Supplemental Paper for Questions 1-3

Discretionary Review re: Building Permit Application No. 2016.02.03.8723
Project Address: 2600 Pacific Avenue

September 13, 2016

A and B). The proposed contemporary addition will disrupt and permanently alter this
historic William Wurster residence. The proposed addition will also impact the consistency
of the neighborhood’s architectural design integrity.

A quick online review yielded considerable publicly available information to support the
architectural significance and merit of the Property:

The Property is listed as notable in National Trust Guide/San Francisco: America's Guide
for Architecture and History Travelers by Peter Booth Wiley;

The Property is cited as one of the nine notable Wurster projects in San Francisco

Modem Architecture and Landscape Design 1935-1970, Historic Context Statement (p.
253). Available online at http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/sfmod.pdf

The Property is listed online as one of the finest examples of his “earlier San Francisco
residences” at http://150290062.homesconnect.com/AccountData/150290062/
WaursterPVH. pdf.

The Property is listed in Gables and Fables by Anne and Arthur Bloomfield, 2600 Pacific
“looks very William Wurster -- in its quietly modern design.” (p. 145).

The Property and its original residents (Mr. & Mrs. Mortimer Fleishhacker Jt.) are
pictured and described in San Francisco's Pacific Heights and Presidio Heights by Tricia
O'Brien (p. 60-61). (Note: Interestingly, Mr. Mortimer Fleishhacker Jr. was once
President of the San Francisco Planning Commission)

The prior owner of the Property, Nina Ireland, claimed the Property was listed in the
“1968 Junior League Here Today Survey”. However, we could not find a copy of the
survey online to confirm this.

We filed this request for Discretionary Review for at least the following reasons:

Reason 1: Missing Historic Resource Evaluation

The proposed building addition significantly alters two street facing fagades of a property
with “A-Historic Resource Present” rating. Therefore, there should be a Historical
Resource Evaluation prepared. We could not find any such report online. It is our belief
that this dwelling has a high local (if not statewide and national) historic significance and
should be reviewed as such. We would ask that Historic Preservation of San Francisco
Planning Department become involved due to the historic significance of this property

2



Supplemental Paper for Questions 1-3

Discretionary Review re: Building Permit Application No. 2016.02.03.8723
Project Address: 2600 Pacific Avenue

September 13, 2016

and due to the architect, age and character of the property. Our understanding is this is
the sole and direct work of William Wurster, for a client (Mortimer Fleishhacker) who
himself was quite esteemed. This Property’s architectural importance may likely trigger
adhering to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of
Historic Properties when considering an addition.

Reason 2: The Proposed Addition Does Not Comply With Residential Design
Guidelines (“RDG”) or the Policies of the San Francisco General Plan

The proposed plans do not adhere to the following Residential Guidelines/Policies:

1.

1.

1il.

Ensure that the character-defining features of an historic building are
maintained (RDG p. 50). (a) Roofline Feature: One of the distinctive features
of the Property is the multi-leveled hip roof. The roofline is uniquely tiered into
three levels. Each part of the hip roof uses the same pitch. The proposed flat-
roofed contemporary addition will meaningfully alter how the three levels of
roofline appear (virtually eliminating one tier). This change will damage the
unique balance of the original design. (b) Introduction of New Exterior Material:
The addition of prominent angled glass skylights (which will be visible from both
public street fagades) disrupts the original character of the building. Additionally,
on the Pacific Street fagade, a currently hidden stucco addition will be elevated in
height and width so that it becomes prominent and competes with the famous
brick exterior (please refer to (4) South Elevation — existing and proposed in the
plans).

Preserve the historic building form. If a building has a gabled roof, it should
not be changed to a flat roof. Retain the original height and width of the
facade. Set additions back from the front facade so that the addition is
subordinate to the historic building, limiting visibility of the addition from
the street (RDG p.51) The proposed addition will change the L-Shaped design
of the tiered hip roofed home to a lopsided T-Shaped design that has both a hip
roof and a flat roof. The proposed addition will raise the height of the building on
the west — so much so that 1/3 of the building will go from having a pitched roof
to a flat roof (please refer to (4) South Elevation — existing and proposed in the
plans). The existing pitched western portion of the existing hip roof will be lost.
This will eliminate the symmetry and balance of the south fagade.

Maintain the historic finishes of exterior materials. If a wood-sided building
was originally painted, it should remain painted and not be stained. Masonry
that is not painted should remain unpainted (RDG p.51). The proposed
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Discretionary Review re: Building Permit Application No. 2016.02.03.8723
Project Address: 2600 Pacific Avenue

September 13, 2016

Iv.

Vi.

vil.

viii,

exterior materials of the proposed addition will alter the vernacular of a home
which has a front fagade that has been largely untouched since 1936. Angled
glass skylights are proposed to be introduced as new roofing material. This glass
addition will sharply contrast with the existing red slate roof. The stucco exterior
of the proposed addition will sit prominently above the brick fagade on Pacific
Avenue — creating another jarring contrast.

Do not alter a building in such a way that implies an inappropriate historic
period. For example, adding Victorian- style gingerbread to a Spanish
Revival house would be inappropriate (RDG p.S1). The proposed
contemporary addition will starkly clash with the historic period of the original
building. While we understand that additions should generally not be made to
look as original, this contemporary stucco towering high above much of the house
and the glass addition will stand out against the washed brick and red tile original
home.

Maintain the material, style, trim, and functional features of windows (RDG
p-53). The proposed addition does not maintain the style and trim of windows.
The new skylight windows in the roof (visible from the public street fagades) are
inconsistent with the features and style of the original windows.

Use architectural details to establish and define a building’s character and to
visually unify a neighborhood (RDG p.43). The Owners are proposing to add a
contemporary addition to sit on top of a classic William Wurster home that is
otherwise in practically pristine condition. We are challenged to see anything in
the design that is “unifying” to the house or to other buildings in the
neighborhood. The proposed additional materials will compete with the materials
of original front fagades and roof (which are almost exclusively whitewashed
brick and red tiles). Furthermore, the proposed contemporary addition does not
draw on any architectural details from other buildings in the near vicinity or
neighborhood.

Design rooflines to be compatible with those found on surrounding buildings
RDG p.30). The proposed addition, which has a flat roofline with an abundance
of angled skylights, is (a) out of character with the surrounding buildings, (b)
creates a dwelling that has both a hip roof and a flat roof, and (c) would be in a
neighborhood where houses have a single roof type (see, e.g, Exhibit E).

Design buildings to be responsive to the overall neighborhood context, in
order to preserve the existing visual character (RDG p.7). Almost all of the
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Discretionary Review re: Building Permit Application No. 2016.02.03.8723
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September 13, 2016

homes on this block and the neighboring block (2500 Pacific) have front fagades
that are from a single architectural era and style (see, e.g., Exhibit E). This
contemporary addition of glass and stucco would create a mishmash of styles that
are almost a century apart in style. This William Wurster house has thrived
without significantly altering either the front or side fagade for 80 years.

ix. Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals
(Policy 11.2 of the San Francisco General Plan). San Francisco is known for its
neighborhoods and the visual quality of its buildings. Its architecture is diverse,
yet the 2500 and 2600 blocks of Pacific Avenue have common rhythms and
cohesive elements of architectural expression. For example, none of the buildings
have competing styles largely visible from the front fagade. For all additions, the
fundamentals of good urban design should be followed, respecting the existing
neighborhood character. Proposed additions should relate well to the street and to
other buildings, regardless of style. We are not aware of a single other residence
in visual distance of 2600 Pacific that can be cited as a reference for this type of
modular contemporary cube.

Reason 3: Inaccurate 311 Notification

The 311 Notification from the Owners misrepresents the proposed addition/modification
because the notification fails to mention the proposed addition includes alterations to the
south fagade on Pacific Avenue and the east fagade on Pierce Street. The owners state in
other filings that the proposed addition will “alter the front fagade minimally” but they
neglected to mention this issue in the 311 Notification. We believe the addition will
impact the front fagade much more than “minimally” given the current relationship of the
roofline (both size and angle), and the new prominence of new and out-of-context
exterior materials as viewed from Pacific Avenue and from the view corridor down
Pierce Street looking towards the Marina.

In addition, the owners failed to check the “Vertical Addition” box in the scope of the
project on the 311 Notification. As set forth in Reason 4 below, this project is a vertical
addition and likely one that requires a variance to exceed the 30 foot height limitation.

Reason 4: Improper Vertical Addition Because Property is Located on a 20% Slope
Lot

The Property sits on a lot that has a greater than 20% slope along Pierce Street. This has
been identified by the San Francisco Planning Department and there is a specific note on
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this property in the online San Francisco Planning files that because of a “Slope of 20%
or greater,” a “CEQA Impact: an Environmental Evaluation Application may be required
for some types of development.” This Environmental Evaluation Application has not
been done to our knowledge and the slope itself should trigger height restrictions of 30
feet in the front and 40 feet in the rear.

By seeking to raise the vertical height towards the south end of their structure, we believe
the Owners would be in violation of the height limitations. We believe the proposed
addition would extend above the height limit in light of the 20% slope requirements, but
we have not had access to the house and measurements to confirm this.

Reason S: No Basis for Granting Variance to the Rear Setback

There is no basis for granting the variance into the rear setback sought by the
homeowners. The house is already larger than the adjacent houses on the 2600 Pacific
block. There is no compelling or habitability basis for this request. Unlike prior work
done on this house, the owners are not fixing an issue of noncompliance, they are simply
creating a new issue of noncompliance.

Question 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:

The proposed contemporary addition which would be on top of an existing historical
structure (and visible from both public streets of this corner home) has no precedent in the
immediate neighborhood. Remarkably, most of the homes within a two block area have
preserved their original fagades with historical consistency.

The historic architecture of this home as viewed from the Alta Plaza Park/Pierce Street view
corridor would be permanently altered.

The view of the Property from our home (2421 Pierce Street) would be tremendously altered.
The Property is directly across the street from our home and comprises the main feature of
our northern view. We believe the altered view of the Property will also impact our
neighbors who live up the hill to the south (this would include many homes on Jackson Street
and our uphill neighbors at 2415 Pierce Street). The view is largely impacted by the
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contemporary nature of the addition on a classical modern home. The impact may also be
due to the failure to take into account the height requirements of a property on a 20% or more
sloped lot.

While it is hard to capture in the context of a Discretionary Review application, we also
believe the community of San Francisco will be impacted by permitting such visible exterior
changes to this well-known and architecturally well-regarded house. This house is one of the
more beloved in San Francisco. We see several Pacific Heights waking tours that spend
significant time reviewing this home. When we tell people were we live, they often tell us
that we live across the street from the “most beautiful home in San Francisco.” When there
was a “secret” sale of 2600 Pacific to the current owners in 2010-11, there was a true
outpouring of admiration for the elegance and beauty of this classic William Wurster home
(e.g., “It’s a fantastic house, beautifully laid out and simply detailed — perfectly scaled and
not pretentious at all which is typical of Wurster.” — on CurbedSF)

We are not suggesting it is appropriate to substitute the views of an anonymous layperson for
a proper Historical Resource Evaluation, but if the neighborhood and community aspects of
the planning code have any purpose, the integrity of the celebrated fagades of this well-
known home should at least be considered.

Question 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?

During the first week of January 2016 (on the 4t or 5%), the Owners hosted a Pre-Application
meeting. We were the only homeowners that were able to attend (we got calls from two
neighbors about the meeting and its inconvenient timing just after the New Year). There was
also an owner’s representative from the neighboring house immediately to the west of the
Property in attendance. During the meeting the Owners’ architects presented the plans for the
addition. We expressed our concerns about the proposed addition which included what we
have shared here (in this write-up) as well as our lamenting the loss of some bay view (which
we understand is not a protected element). We left the meeting with the understanding that
we would work with the Owner’s architects to review and discuss other options. We even
had one of the architects come see the Property from our home. While we did have
conversations with the architects two more times, we only spoke briefly and it basically
entailed the architects telling us they hoped to present us options after reviewing more
options with the Owners. Unfortunately, we never were presented with any other options,
even though we had made some specific suggestions to the primary architect, Lewis Butler.
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On two separate occasions, we saw at least one Owner at a social function and at another
neighborhood planning meeting and in each instance we told the Owner(s) we were waiting
to hear back from the architects. One of the owners, Matt Paige, on both occasions said he
would ask his architects to follow-up. Again, we never heard back from the Owners or
architects.

What we did not know until we saw the 311 Notification paperwork was that the plans for the
proposed addition had already been finalized and submitted on February 3, 2016. Therefore,
it is logical to conclude that the Owners and their architects had already decided before
February 3, 2016 not to engage with us or attempt to address any of our concerns. Thus, all
along we believed falsely that we were in a prolonged, but continuing, dialog with the
Owners and architects until we saw the 311 Notification.

Given the historical significance of the home and the practically pristine facades from 1936,
we believe any contemporary additions would be best from the rear of the home, if at all. If
there were to be an addition impacting either the front or side fagade, we would suggest (1)
that the addition be further set back (to where the existing stucco wall on the 224 floor exists),
(ii) that the height of the addition be equal to/or below the nearest, lowest roof line so as not
to constitute a vertical addition, (ii1) that the roof of the addition be a “hip roof” with the
same pitch of the existing roof, and (iv) that the addition be in keeping with the architectural
style of the existing home.
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DAVLD FRAZE /OULDONER,
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2600 Pacific

The new roofline and addition from Pierce Street sidewalk, just south of Alta Plaza park
(Exhibit A). The proposed contemporary addition is visible from the side and the front
and is in stark contrast to the traditional homes to the west
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