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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 18, 2014 
 
Date: December 11, 2014 
Case No.: 2014-000335DRP 
Project Address: 2744 STEINER STREET 
Permit Application: 2014.2.14.8525 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0563/015 
Project Sponsor: Illeana Figueroa-Mills 
 Sutro Architects 
 915 Battery Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94111 
Staff Contact: Sharon Lai – (415) 575-9087 
 sharon.w.lai@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposes to construct horizontal expansions at three levels, including a two-story horizontal 
rear extension, the addition of three dormers, the replacement of the front bay projection, and 
regularization of the southwest corner at the third floor of the two-and-a-half story over garage single-
family house. The proposal will add approximately 660 square feet of habitable space. The project also 
includes remodeling of the interior and other exterior modifications including new windows and doors. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject property is a mid-block rectangular lot with 25 feet of frontage along Steiner Street. The 
property has an unusually deep lot depth of 137 feet, 6 inches. The lot is occupied by a two-and-a-half 
story over garage, single-family home that was constructed circa 1905. The existing building depth is 
approximately 66 feet, where approximately the last 15 feet is limited to a single-story structure. The 
existing building height measured to the midrise of the attic level’s roof pitch is approximately 35 feet, 6 
inches.  The subject block slopes laterally upward towards the south (Broadway).   
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject property is located on the east side of Steiner Street, between Broadway to the south and 
Vallejo Street to the north. The subject block and adjacent blocks are zoned RH-1. The majority of the lots 
on the subject block have a lot depth of approximately 137.5 feet and varying lot widths ranging from 22 
feet, 6 inches to 57 feet, 6 inches. Several properties at the corner of Steiner and Vallejo on the subject 
block have substandard lot depths. The subject block and the block-face across Steiner Street are 
characterized by three- and four-story residential buildings. The subject site is located within the Pacific 
Heights neighborhood and is a block south of the Marina neighborhood.  
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CASE NO. 2014-000335DRP 
2744 Steiner Street 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
September 22, 
2014 – October 

22, 2014 

October 20, 
2014 

December 18, 
2014 

59 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days December 8, 2014 December 8, 2014 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days December 8, 2014 December 8, 2014 10 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) X 1 X 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

X 3 X 

Neighborhood groups X X X 
 
Four letters of opposition were submitted by neighbors including: 2365 Vallejo Street (rear abutting 
neighbor); 2355 Vallejo Street and 2375 Vallejo Street; and 2756 Steiner Street. Concerns raised in the 
letters of opposition include potential water damage, depth of the extension, light and air impacts, 
impacts to existing retaining walls, project will set precedence for future development, design does not 
respect the topography, and compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines.  
One letter of support was submitted by a neighbor in an adjacent block, 2400 Vallejo Street. 
 
DR REQUESTOR 

Amir Talebi resides at 2748 Steiner Street, immediately adjacent to the north.  
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated October 20, 2014 with additional materials submitted 
on December 9, 2014.   
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated November 26, 2014 and additional materials dated 
December 10, 2014. 
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CASE NO. 2014-000335DRP 
2744 Steiner Street 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) 
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 
10,000 square feet).  
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The project was reviewed by the Residential Design Team (RDT) following the filing of the request for 
Discretionary Review. The RDT’s comments were based on the noticed scope of work and not on the 
proposed changes to the DR Requestor shown in the attached plans dated December 10, 2014. The subject 
building steps up with the topography of the street, and the RDT found that the proposal is a reasonable 
expansion given the depth of the adjacent properties, and that the existing site conditions and the 
proposed horizontal expansion are not exceptional or extraordinary. Although the DR Requestor’s side 
windows located to the north of the addition may be shaded by the addition, the additional shading is 
within tolerances for shading within a dense urban environment and therefore is not an exceptional 
circumstance. Furthermore, the addition acknowledges the neighboring windows with a three-foot side 
setback at the second floor. The first floor window of the DR Requestor’s property already appears to be 
compromised by conditions on that property as the building’s second floor cantilever overhangs the 
window. Again, the subject proposal proposes a three-foot side setback to provide for additional light 
and air relief. Due to the depth and massing of the proposed addition, a ground floor side setback or an 
additional great setback at the second floor is not found to be required. The proposed dormer window is 
located above the roofline of the adjacent building, and is at an oblique angle to the bathroom window of 
the DR Requestor’s property. Because the dormer does not face directly into the bathroom window, 
effects to privacy will be minimal and not considered exceptional or extraordinary. 
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the 
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application dated October 2, 2014 and additional material dated December 9, 2014 
Response to DR Application dated November 26, 2014 and additional materials dated December 10, 2014 
Reduced Plans 
 
SL:  G:\DOCUMENTS\DRs\2744 Steiner\2014-000335DRP\2744 Steiner St - DR - Abbreviated Analysis.doc  
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312) 
 

On February 14, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.02.14.8525 with the City 
and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 2744 Steiner Street Applicant: Illeana Figueroa-Mills 
Cross Street(s): Vallejo/Broadway Address: 915 Battery Street 
Block/Lot No.: 0563/015 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94111 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 766-4079 

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  
Front Setback None No Change 
Side Setbacks None No Change  
Building Depth 66 feet 76 feet 
Rear Yard 71 feet, 6 inches 61 feet, 6 inches 
Building Height (mid point of slope) 35 feet, 6 inches  No Change 
Number of Stories 3 over garage No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces 2 tandem No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal is to construct a three-story horizontal rear expansion, add  three new dormers at the roof line, replace the front bay 
projection, and regularizing the southwest corner of the building at the third floor. The proposed expansion will add approximately 
660 square feet of habitable space. The project also includes remodeling of the interior and other exterior modifications including 
windows and doors. See attached plans. 
 
The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a 
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Sharon Lai 
Telephone: (415) 575-9087       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  Sharon.w.lai@sfgov.org      Expiration Date:   

mailto:Sharon.w.lai@sfgov.org


Application for Discretionary Review 

APPLICATION FOR 
	

RECEIVED 

RI i’it 	iFl 1’I 14’A [4A 
	

OCT 20 2014 

1. Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANTS NAME: 

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS. 

7  

CITY & COUNTY OF S . F. 

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

& CT1I 
ADDRESS: 	 : ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

(l5)Z65-59. 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Same as Above 

ADDRESS: 

zg 5T6ft’6R STT 
E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

LE IE 1 22 

ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

2. Location and Classification 

3.
Drrcrc’f flc’r’rirsH,r 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use LI Change of Hours Li New Construction L] Alterations 	Demolition LI Other [II 

Additions to Building: Rearg 	Front LI 	Height LI 	Side Yard [II 

Presentor Previous Use: 	 ............................................................................................ 

Proposed Use: 	 S\J 	- Lt 	.. AtC\ 	 q S E
-.--.....-..- - ,  . .. .. . . ........ ....... 

Building Permit Application No. Z .\ 	Lk 	5 . 	Date Filed: 2 

r  ~Y3 Li 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? El 

- 	 Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?J 

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. 

� 

çD 	- ) 	’-I 
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 08 07 20 12 	 / 



Application for 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. 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to he 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: 

. .......L 	 . I.................. .. 



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: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	 Date: 	I (26 / 

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

Owner! Authorized Agent (circle one) 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT ’10,0,2012 	
/ 	1 



2744 Steiner Street: 
Permit Application: 201402148525 

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. 

My representatives and I have written and met with the property owners on a number of 

occasions. After our many discussion regarding the loss of light, they went ahead and provided 

us with a revision to their original plan. The revision had a six feet set back on the first floor 

extension from the property line but it was worse than the original proposal. They told us that 

the revision, is the final plan and was approved by the planning department. We are quite 

surprised to see that the 311 notice sent to us by the planning department is the original plan 

and NOT the revised plan. 

Discretionary Review Request 

1. (a) What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? (b)The project meets the 

minimum standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary 

circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the project? (c)How does the project 

conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or Residential 

Design Guidelines? 

(a)The subject property is located to my immediate south and laterally 6.5 feet higher than 

mine. (There is a 6.5 feet retaining wall to support the elevation). Therefore it casts shadows 

on and blocks light from my property in all but summer months. With the proposed extension, 

additional light will be blocked from my kitchen windows (first floor) and from my daughter’s 

bedroom on the second floor. Most importantly, it fails to respect the basic requirement of 

matching side setbacks. Additionally, it impacts our privacy by adding dormer facing north, that 

looks into our bathroom windows. 

(b) The topographic relationship between my home and the subject property described above 

results in exaggerated impact that would not be present on a flat lot -- each of their floors is 

several feet higher than mine and therefore blocks more light. 

(c) DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Place the building on its site so it responds to 
the topography of the site, its position on the block, and to the 
placement of surrounding buildings. 

:: 



2744 Steiner Street: 
Permit Application: 201402148525 

Guideline: Respect the topography of the site and the 
surrounding area. 

On lots that laterally step down a hill, additions should be placed adjacent to the uphill side to 

minimize impact on the downhill property. The first floor of the two floor rear addition for the 

proposed project is placed on the downhill side leaving an open (but covered) terrace on the 

uphill side. Consequently, the building mass is on the down-hill side, right on the property line, 

which maximizes impact of the loss of light on my down-hill side property. Additionally, this 

impact is magnified by the fact that the proposed two-story addition extends approximately 14 

feet into the rear yard farther than my rear building wall. This extension will block light and 

morning sun -- the only sun that the south side of my home receives. See EXHIBIT 1: EXISTING 

STUDY and SHADOW WITH PROJECT and EXHIBIT 2: VIEW FROM BACKYARD, that shows lateral 

height difference between my property and the subject property. 

Guideline: Respect the existing pattern of side spacing. 

As shown in EXHIBIT 1, my home is set back from the property line shared with the subject 

property for the full length of our home. At the rear, where the proposed addition will be 

placed (right up to the property line), the south edge of my deck and kitchen wall is set back 

just shy of three feet (2 feet 10.5 inches). The first floor of the proposed rear extension is built 

right to the property line and does not match my ground floor side setback. Because of both 

the lateral drop in height to my property and the angle of the morning sun, even a one-story 

addition on the property line impacts light and sun disproportionately. Although one could 

make the argument that a 10-foot fence erected from the higher grade of my neighbors’ lot 

would cast the same shadow as the one-story portion of his addition, the only reason anyone in 
................ 14 	.... ..-....,. ....L ... 	c’...-.I.. � 

IIIi’.J..ci LIL’Il 	t1 JLU 	VVJW..i Ici V 	I.J 	I 	 ci  fence 	 Sp ite . .J’.A..l i ci i.ciII fcncc VVJUIU 

block the sun going into (2744 Steiner) yard in early morning, so the likelihood of his ever 

building such a fence is small and would bring more harm to his own property than to mine. 

Additionally, fences come and go with ownership change. Building mass remains. 

Guideline: Design the height and depth of the building to be 
compatible with the existing building scale at the mid-block open 
space. 

For over a century a consistent line formed by the rearmost walls of every building on this block 

of Steiner defined the west boundary of the block’s mid-block open space. See EXHBIT 3: 

y 



2744 Steiner Street: 
Permit Application: 201402148525 

Sanborn Map. The proposed first floor rear addition will break this line and therefore impact 

the contiguous nature of the mid-block open space. 

Guideline: Articulate the building to minimize 
impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties. 

The proposed rear building walls exceed the depth of my rear first floor building wall 

substantially and exceeds the depth of my second floor wall to a lesser but noticeable extent. 

Both result in blocking mid and late morning sun to my south side windows. Looking at 

the existing site plan relative to my home, you can see the existing angled nature of the rear of 

the subject property. The subject property was constructed in 1905. My property was designed 

in 1912, in a way to that benefits both properties: the subject property receives early morning 

light by virtue of my side setback and my property benefits from receiving mid- to late-morning 

sun from their angled back wall. The proposal ignores this thoughtful and mutually beneficial 

design, offering up only a second floor side setback instead of side setbacks on both floors and 

rear building walls that go further out than mine. Additionally, a new third floor dormer is 

proposed that will look directly into my bathrooms. See EXHIBIT 4: Dormer. 

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. 

There are a number of options the project sponsors could employ to add to the rear of his home without 

substantially impacting my home. When there are many alternatives, any impact that could be avoided 

so easily while still meeting the fundamental goal of expansion would be considered unreasonable. The 
project sponsor could add to the rear while not surpassing the existing boundary of mid-block open 

space and without surpassing my rear first and second story wall. He could actually have more interior 
space by placing first floor addition against the uphill property line without impact to that property. He 

could propose translucent dormer windows that would not destroy the privacy required of an adjacent 

existing bathroom. 

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? 

a) Among many possible alternatives is to expand on the first and second floors with rear building walls 

that match mine. 

r 



2744 Steiner Street: 
Permit Application: 201402148525 

b) Place the first floor addition against the uphill property line without impact to that property. 

c) Include a first floor side setback that matches mine. 

d) Design the dormer windows so that their sill is above 6.5 feet from the finished floor and/or specify 

translucent glass. 

;7g/31 
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2744 Steiner Street: 
Permit Application: 201402148525 

EXHIBIT 3: Consistent Rearyard line 

ilk 14 	 14 	 4 - A r., J.901*ec -T 
subject property 
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2744 Steiner Street: 
Permit Application: 201402148525 
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This is the picture of kitchen & family room 

window of 2748 Steiner Street. This window is 

facing 2744 Steiner Street. Southern light onto 

the 2748 kitchen, primarily comes through this 

window. Based on the proposed extension of 

the first floor on the down-hill side of the 

project sponsor, this window and the mid-

morning sun will be blocked. 

7 	-f/3 tj 
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HULBURD DESIGN, Inc. 

2744 Steiner Street: 
Permit Application: 201402148525 
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Drawing Title: 

HULBURD DESIGN VIEWS FROM KITCHEN 
Project Name 
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This is a shadow study of 2748 Steiner St. 

kitchen & family room. This study is based on 

the proposed extension of 2744 Steiner’s first 

floor on the downhill side and on the property 

line. 
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This is the picture of the master bedroom at 

2748 Steiner St. The two windows depicted in 

this picture are facing south. The proposed 

second floor extension of 2744 Steiner will 

totally block the sun light through these 

windows and the room will lose the mid-

morning sun light. 

IF  ~ 9131 





This picture was taken from the set back of 

2748 Steiner Street. These two windows belong 

to the master bedroom of 2748 Steiner the 

northerly neighbor of 2744 Steiner (project 

sponsor). The proposed second floor extension 

of 2744 Steiner will totally block the mid-

morning sun light onto the master bedroom of 

2748 Steiner. 
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This is the shadow study of 2748 Steiner’s 

master bedroom on the second floor. This 

study is based on the proposed extension of 

2744 Steiner’s second floor and the first floor 

extension on the downhill side of 2744 Steiner. 
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This picture was taken from the second floor 

bedroom of 2748 Steiner Street. The window of 

this bedroom is angled east & slightly toward 

south. Sun light emanating into this room will 

be blocked by the extension of the second floor 

of 2744 Steiner Street. 

24/3L\ 
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This picture was taken from the set back of 

2748 Steiner Street. The building to the right is 

2748 Steiner Street and the building to the left 

is 2744 Steiner (project sponsor). This picture$ 

displays the early-mid morning sun into our 

daughter’s bedroom. The proposed second 

floor extension will drastically reduce the sun 

light coming into our daughter’s bedroom. 

r a 
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This is the shadow study of 2748 Steiner second 

bedroom on second floor. Bedroom window is 

angled east & slightly toward south. The 

proposed extension of 2744 Steiner’s second 

floor will significantly impact morning light into 

our daughter’s bedroom. 
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Permit Application: 201402148525 



This picture was taken from the dining room 

window on the first floor of 2748 Steiner Street. 

This window is angled east & slightly toward 

south. The proposed extension of first floor of 

2744 Steiner on the downhill side of the 

property line as well as the extension of second 

floor will have a major impact on the sun light 

coming through the dining room window of 

2748 Steiner Street. 
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This picture was taken from the set back of 

2748 Steiner Street. The right side of this 

picture is the deck of 2748 Steiner Street, 

northern neighbor of 2744 Steiner Street which 

is the project sponsor. The proposed first floor 

extension of 2744 will block the sun light onto 

the deck and kitchen of 2748 Steiner. The left 

side of the picture is the retaining wall of 2744 

Steiner, displaying the elevation difference 

between the two properties. 
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This picture was taken from the second floor 

master bathroom window of 2748 Steiner 

Street. This window is facing 2744 Steiner 

Street. The project sponsor is proposing a large 

dormer facing the bathroom window of 2748 

Steiner Street, which will have a huge impact on 

our privacy. 
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW RESPONSE PACKAGE 

2744 STEINER STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
 



JMBM jeffer Mangeis 
Butler & Mitchell LLP 

David P. Cincotta 
	

Two Embarcadero Center, 5th Floor 
Direct; (415) 984-9687 
	

San Francisco, California 94111-3813 
Fax: (800) 365-1372 
	

(415) 398-8080 (415) 398-5584 Fax 
DCincotta@jmbm.com 	 www.jmbm.com  

December 10, 2014 

President Cindy Wu 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street 
San Francisco, California 94103 

Re: Building Permit Application Case No. 201402148525 (2744 Steiner 
Street) —Summary Response to Discretionary Review Requestor's 
Letter of November 26, 2014 

Dear President Wu and Members of the Planning Commission: 

Our firm represents Bryan and Courtney Giraudo, the applicants for the above-
referenced project. We have reviewed the request for discretionary review submitted by Mr. 
Talebi along with his supplemental correspondence, and, as further described below, urge you to 
reject the request for discretionary review on the basis that Mr. Talebi has failed to present 
evidence of extraordinary or exceptional circumstances] ustifying invocation of the 
Commission's discretionary review authority. As indicated by Planning Department staff's 
evaluation, the circumstances in no way warrant the Commission taking control over this routine 
building permit. 

I. Summary 

Simply put, Mr. Talebi is committed to opposing the project to the extent that any 
rear expansion occurs on the north side of the lot bordering his property regardless of purported 
light, air and privacy impacts. Indeed, Mr. Talebi fabricates a new standard for exceptional and 
extraordinary circumstances to justify discretionary review: because the project could, in theory, 
be completely redesigned so that the expansion occurs closer to the opposite neighbor without a 
loss in square footage, the Commission should reject the project. (See Talebi November 26, 2014. 
Letter, p. 14.) Mr. Talebi is seeking discretionary review because the Giraudos refuse to 
proceed with a completely different project designed entirely by Mr. Talebi's architect. 
This is not hyperbole, and is in fact what Mr. Talebi demands of the Giraudos. 

II. Mr. Talebi Will Not. Experience Significant Loss in Light, Air, or Privacy 

Any impacts to light or air that Mr. Talebi may experience are reasonable and are 
completely within the scope that the Residential Design Guidelines ("Guidelines") recognize as a 
permissible and necessary result of dense housing patterns in San Francisco. As stated in the 
Guidelines, "in areas with a dense building pattern, some reduction of light to neighboring 
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buildings can be expected with a building expansion." (Guidelines, p. 16.) Thus, the Guidelines 
only recommend mitigation when impacts are excessive or atypical. 

Mr. Talebi's claims of impacts to light and air are predicated on a dubious shadow 
analysis submitted with his November 26, 2014, letter to the Commission. The analysis falls 
short for a number of reasons. First, and most importantly, the study is a hypothetical analysis of 
just two structures and trees which already dramatically diminish Mr. Talebi's and the Giraudo's 
morning light. It specifically fails to take into account that light access to Mr. Talebi's property 
is already significantly diminished due to the longstanding structures on Broadway Street (to the 
south of the Talebi residence), which are perpendicular to the Talebi residence, and are 
approximately 100 feet taller than the Talebi residence due to the difference in grade, thereby 
substantially constraining the flow of light for significant portions of the day. (See Exhibit 1 
[photos looking toward the south from the perspective of the Talebi residence].) The horizontal 
expansion of the Giraudo residence will do nothing to change this reality. Second, the shadow 
study claims to shadows at only a single time of the day, 10:00 a.m., despite the fact that 
shadows are constantly changing; thus, the analysis selects a single instant to exaggerate the 
impacts without providing a comprehensive review. Third, Mr. Talebi's own study shows that in 
certain areas of the home, i.e., the master bedroom, there will be less of an impact to light and air 
under the Giraudo's proposal than those which would occur under Mr. Talebi's architect's 
redesign. 

Despite the fact that their project is consistent with all requirements of the 
Planning Code and the Guidelines, after meeting with the Talebis, the Giraudos have made 
design modifications to address Mr. Talebi's concerns. Specifically, the plans now incorporate a 
reduction in the horizontal expansion at the second level of 2 1/2 feet across the entire width of the 
structure, bringing it into alignment with the Talebi residence. (See Sheet A, 1.1 & A.2.5.) In 
addition, the Giraudos have eliminated the proposed third-floor dormers, meaning that the 
existing third-floor building envelope will remain unchanged, (See Sheet A. 1.1 & A 2.7.) Thus, 
the plans incorporate setbacks at the upper levels, which is exactly the mitigation recommended 
by the Guidelines for building expansions that may impact light to neighboring structures 
(although we do not believe the project will result in such an impact). 

Mr. Talebi will not experience a loss of privacy as a result of the project. The 
window on the proposed dormer on the northwest corner of the front of the Giraudos' home will 
match the existing window sill height, which is higher than the eave on the Talebis' home over 
the master bathroom. This design feature, which is clarified on the project plans, avoids the 
claimed impact to privacy. Although beyond the scope of the current project, the Giraudos are 
also incorporating a window with frosted glass in their light well to preserve their neighbors' 
privacy. Notably, Mr. Talebi did not raise privacy impacts as a concern in his latest 
correspondence with the Commission, 
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III. The Project Is Consistent With the Planning Code and the Residential Design 
Guidelines 

The project "respects" all building setbacks. The project is consistent with the 
Planning Code setback requirements and as such, does not require any variances. Mr. Talebi 
makes much of a reference from page 15 of the Guidelines, which states: "GUIDELINE: Respect 
the existing pattern of side spacing." As indicated by the illustration tied to this Guideline, the 
purpose of the requirement is to create a consistent pattern when viewing homes from the street 
so as to create a "defining characteristic of the block face." (Guidelines, p. 16.) Thus, the 
Guideline has nothing to do with light or air impacts and is completely irrelevant to Mr. Talebi's 
claims. Mr. Talebi has raised no other substantive arguments to indicate that the project, which 
the Planning Department has characterized as Code and Guidelines compliant, conflicts with any 
governing Code provision or Guideline. 

IV. The Project Incorporates Design Mitigations to Minimize Light, Air and Privacy 
Impacts to Mr. Talebi as a Result of the Giraudos' Substantial Efforts to 
Accommodate their Neighbor 

The Giraudos have met with their neighbors, the Pacific Heights Residents 
Association and have made their architect available to Mr. Talebi during this review process. 

Mr. Talebi's ad hominem attacks on the Giraudos are untrue and uncalled for. The 
Giraudos have gone to great lengths to meet with and accommodate Mr. Talebi. In his letter to 
the Commission, Mr. Talebi concedes that the Giraudos have met with him face-to-face to 
discuss the project on five different occasions. Moreover, the Giraudos have made their 
architects available to discuss the project independently with Mr. Talebi and with his architect. 
Their meetings with Mr. Talebi notwithstanding, the Giraudos also engaged their neighbors at a 
pre-application meeting in January, and at a Pacific Heights Residents Association meeting 
where Mr. Talebi failed to convince the association to oppose the project. 

The plans as proposed include design measures created specifically to reduce 
claimed impacts to Mr. Talebi's light, air and privacy despite any obligation to do so. As 
described above, the plans already reflect the following design mitigations: 

•  Reduction of the second floor : the horizontal extension at the second floor has been 
reduced by 2 1/2 foot across the entirety of the structure (to bring it into alignment with 
Mr. Talebi's rear wall) to minimize claimed impacts to light and air; 

Removed ro osed dormers: claimed impacts to light and air are further reduced by the 
removal of proposed dormers at the rear of the structure, which will have the effect of 
retaining .the third floor's existing building envelope; and 
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• Window/dormer designed to preserve privacy: the new window on the remainder dormer 
will match the existing sill height, which is higher than the eave over the Talebis' 
bathroom, meaning that there will be no privacy impact. 

V. 	Conclusion 

Mr. Talebi has not presented evidence of any extraordinary or exceptional 
circumstances to justify the Commission's use of its discretionary review authority. On the 
contrary, this discretionary review requestor simply objects to any development near his home. 
The pretexts of light and air impacts are unsupported by credible evidence, and the claimed 
privacy impact has been rendered moot. Thus, discretionary review is unwarranted in this case. 

We respectfully request that the Commission approve the building permit as-is, 
including the modifications created to mollify Mr. Talebi. 

Very truly yours, 

DAVID P. CINCOTTA, Of Counsel to 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
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November 7, 2014 

 

Illeana Figueroa-Mills 

Sutro Architects 

915 Battery Street, First Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94111 

415.956.3445 

 

Email: ifigueroa@sutroarchitects.com 

 

 

RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 
 

Case No: 2014-000335 DRP 

Building Permit No: 201402148525 

Project Address: 2744 Steiner, San Francisco, CA 94111 

Block/Lot: 0563/015 

 

 

1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you 

feel your proposed project should be approved?  

 

The proposed project meets with the San Francisco Planning Code and with the 

Residential Design Guidelines. The mass and form of the proposal blend in well with 

the immediately adjacent neighbors and with the remainder of the block.  

 

In addition the proposal preserves 61’-7” of mid-block open space. Light and air is 

provided to the northern neighbor in the form of a side set back. 

 

 

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. Indicate whether the changes were made before filing your 

application with the City or after filing the application. 

 

We met with the northern neighbor several times and offered to make the following 

changes: 

- Move the single story first floor away from the north property line by 6 feet. 

- Modify the second floor plan such that it aligned with their second floor.  

However, the northern neighbor declined these compromises. In addition to these 

modifications, we would be willing to look at redesigning the top floor rear façade 

(east elevation) to remove the proposed dormer/s. 
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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. Please explain your needs for space or other personal 

requirements that prevent you from making the changes requested by the DR 

requester.  
 

The proposed second floor at the rear is currently aligning with the southern neighbor 

and we have been and continue to be willing to setback 2’-6”, so our second floor 

aligns with the northern neighbor. Aligning with the neighbor is the best form of good 

context and preserving mid-block open space. 

 

In addition, light and air is provided with a side setback of 3-feet on the second floor 

at the north side. 

  

The single story addition, necessary to accomplish a family room, is well shy of the 

required rear yard by 27’-3” and preserving 61’-7” of mind-block open space. The 

new 1st floor, 1-story addition will be substantially obscured by the fence line. The 

single story addition is planned at the north side of the property because there is a 

substantial existing retaining wall on the south property line. Shifting the structure to 

the south property line would entail a large amount of structural work, which was also 

explained to the northern neighbor.  
 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

November 7, 2014 

 

Illeana Figueroa-Mills 

Sutro Architects 

915 Battery Street, First Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94111 

415.956.3445 

 

Email: ifigueroa@sutroarchitects.com 

 

 

RESPONSE TO REQUESTER’S DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION  
 

Building Permit No: 201402148525 

Project Address: 2744 Steiner, San Francisco, CA 94111 

Block/Lot: 0563/015 
 

1. (a) What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? (b) The project 

meets the minimum standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional 

and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the project? 

(c) How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning 

Code's Priority Policies or Residential Design Guidelines? 

REQUESTER’S ANSWER: 
(a) The subject property is located to my immediate south and laterally 6.5 feet 

higher than mine. (There is a 6.5 feet retaining wall to support the elevation). 

Therefore it casts shadows on and blocks light from my property in all but summer 

months. With the proposed extension, additional light will be blocked from my 

kitchen windows (first floor) and from my daughter's bedroom on the second 

floor. Most importantly, it fails to respect the basic requirement of matching side 

setbacks. Additionally, it impacts our privacy by adding dormer facing north, that 

looks into our bathroom windows. 

 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: There is a retaining wall at the north property line for the lower 

grade of the north neighbor. However, the finish floor elevation of the northern 

neighbor is only 2'-1" below our first floor elevation (see attached photo#1 & #1a). A 

side setback is planned at the second level to provide for light and air to the northern 

neighbor.  

The north facing dormer planned has a window sill that is higher than the eave line of 

the northern neighbor. Please see the attached photo#2 taken from the existing 

turret on the subject property. The dormer windows would not allow visibility into the 

neighbor window, in addition the proposed window is in the north side and the 

neighbor’s window is on the west side.  
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(b) The topographic relationship between my home and the subject property 

described above results in exaggerated impact that would not be present on a 

flat lot -- each of their floors is several feet higher than mine and therefore blocks 

more light. 

 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: The topography slopes down the hill to the north. However, 

the first floor is only 2'-1" lower on the northern neighbor property. 

 

c) DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Place the building on its site so it responds to the 

topography of the site, its position on the block, and to the placement of 

surrounding buildings. 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: The topography does slope down the hill to the north, but the 

first floor is only 2'-1" lower on the northern neighbor property and the first floor 

proposed addition will be substantially blocked by the existing fence 6’7”H, at the 

north property line (see attached photo #3). 

 

Guideline:  Respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area. 

REQUESTER’S ANSWER: On lots that laterally step down a hill, additions should be 

placed adjacent to the uphill side to minimize impact on the downhill property . 

The first floor of the two floor rear addition for the proposed project is placed 

on the downhill side leaving an open (but covered) terrace on the uphill side . 

Consequently, the building mass is on the down-hill side, right on the property 

line, which maximizes impact of the loss of light on my down-hill side property. 

Additionally, this impact is magnified by the fact that the proposed two-story 

addition extends approximately 14 feet into the rear yard farther than my rear 

building wall.  This extension will block light and morning sun -- the only sun that the 

south side of my home receives. See EXHIBIT 1: EXISTING STUDY and SHADOW WITH 

PROJECT and EXHIBIT 2: VIEW FROM BACKYARD, that shows lateral height difference 

between my property and the subject property. 

 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: The topography slopes down the hill to the north. However, 

the first floor is only 2'-1" lower on the northern neighbor property. 

The second floor addition will be aligned to the northern neighbor second floor and 

with a setback of 3’-0”. 

 

Guideline: Respect the existing pattern of side spacing. 

REQUESTER’S ANSWER: As shown in EXHIBIT 1, my home is set back from the property 

line shared with the subject property for the full length of our home. At the rear, 

where the proposed addition will be placed (right up to the property line), the 

south edge of my deck and kitchen wall is set back just shy of three feet (2 feet 

10.5 inches). The first floor of the proposed rear extension is built right to the 

property line and does not match my ground floor side setback. Because of 

both the lateral drop in height to my property and the angle of the morning sun, 

even a one-story addition on the property line impacts light and sun 



 

 

disproportionately. Although one could make the argument that a 10-foot 

fence erected from the higher grade of my neighbors' lot would cast the same 

shadow as the one-story portion of his addition, the only reason anyone in his 

location (2744 Steiner) would have to erect such a fence is spite. Such tall fence 

would block the sun going into (2744 Steiner) yard in early morning, so the 

likelihood of his ever building such a fence is small and would bring more harm 

to his own property than to mine. Additionally, fences come and go with 

ownership change. Building mass remains. 

 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: A 3’-0” setback is provided on second floor addition to match 

the northern neighbor setback. 

 

Guideline: Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible 

with the existing building scale at the mid-block open space. 

REQUESTER’S ANSWER: For over a century a consistent line formed by the rearmost 

walls of every building on this block of Steiner defined the west boundary of the 

block's mid-block open space. See EXHBIT 3: 

Sanborn Map. The proposed first floor rear addition will break this line and 

therefore impact the contiguous nature of the mid-block open space. 

 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: The proposed project meets with the San Francisco Planning 

Code and with the Residential Design Guidelines. The mass and form of the proposal 

blends in well with the immediately adjacent neighbors and with the remainder of 

the block and the proposal preserves 61’-7” of mid-block open space.  

 

Guideline: Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy 

to adjacent properties. 

REQUESTER’S ANSWER: The proposed rear building walls exceed the depth of my 

rear first floor building wall substantially and exceeds the depth of my second 

floor wall to a lesser but noticeable extent . 

Both result in blocking mid and late morning sun to my south side windows.  

Looking at 

the existing site plan relative to my home, you can see the existing angled 

nature of the rear of the subject property. The subject property was constructed 

in 1905. My property was designed in 1912, in a way to that benefits both 

properties: the subject property receives early morning light by virtue of my side 

setback and my property benefits from receiving mid- to late-morning sun from 

their angled back wall. The proposal ignores this thoughtful and mutually 

beneficial design, offering up only a second floor side setback instead of side 

setbacks on both floors and rear building walls that go further out than mine. 

Additionally, a new third floor dormer is proposed that will look directly into my 

bathrooms. See EXHIBIT 4: Dormer. 

 

 



 

 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: As the RDT guidelines state we are proving a 3’-0” setback on 

the second floor addition to allow for light and air to the northern neighbor. Privacy 

to the neighbor is provided by minimizing the proposed windows facing north. We will 

be willing to use translucent glazing to the new window on the lightwell facing north, 

and the new proposed window at the new dormer has a window sill that is higher 

than the eave line of the northern neighbor. 

 

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. 

 

REQUESTER’S ANSWER: There are a number of options the project sponsors could 

employ to add to the rear of his home without substantially impacting my home. 

When there are many alternatives, any impact that could be avoided so easily 

while still meeting the fundamental goal of expansion would be considered 

unreasonable. The project sponsor could add to the rear while not surpassing the 

existing boundary of mid-block open space and without surpassing my rear first 

and second story wall. He could actually have more interior space by placing first 

floor addition against the uphill property line without impact to that property. He 

could propose translucent dormer windows that would not destroy the privacy 

required of an adjacent existing bathroom. 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: The proposed project meets with the San Francisco Planning 

Code and with the Residential Design Guidelines. The mass and form of the proposal 

blend in well with the immediately adjacent neighbors and with the remainder of the 

block.  

In addition the proposal preserves the mid-block open space. Light and air is 

provided to the northern neighbor in the form of a side set back. 

The new proposed window at the new dormer has a window sill higher than the eave 

line of the northern neighbor respecting their privacy. 

 

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? 

 

REQUESTER’S ANSWER: 

a) Among many possible alternatives is to expand on the first and second floors 

with rear building walls that match mine. 

b) Place the first floor addition against the uphill property line without impact to 

that property. 

c) Include a first floor side setback that matches mine. 

d) Design the dormer windows so that their sill is above 6.5 feet from the finished 

floor and/or specify translucent glass. 



 

 

 

SPONSOR’S RESPONSE: The single story addition, necessary to accomplish a family 

room, is well shy of the required rear yard by 27’-3” and preserving 61’-7” of open 

space. This will be substantially obscured by the existing fence line (see attached 

photo #3). The new 1st floor addition is planned at the north side of the property 

because there is a new existing retaining wall on the south property line. Shifting the 

structure to the south property line would entail a large amount of structural work. This 
was also explained to the northern neighbor.  

 

 



 

 

 

PHOTO #1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE GRADE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 2744 STEINER, 1ST FLOOR AND 2748 STEINER, 1ST 

FLOOR IS ONLY 2’-1” 

 

 

2744 Steiner 
1st Floor 

 

2748 Steiner  
1st Floor 



 

 

PHOTO #1a 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE GRADE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 2744 STEINER, 1ST FLOOR AND 2748 STEINER, 1ST 

FLOOR IS ONLY 2’-1” 

.  

 

2748 Steiner St 
1st Floor 

2744 Steiner St 
1st Floor 



 

 

PHOTO #2 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE EXISTING WINDOW SILL AT THE 3rd FLOOR FACING NORTH IS HIGER THAN THE 

NEIGHBOR’S EAVE LINE. THE PROPOSED DORMER WINDOW WILL MATCH THE EXISTING 

CONDITION. 

 



 

 

PHOTO #3 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXISTING FENCE AT 2744 STEINER 

 



Michelle & Justin Hughes 
2400 Vallejo Street 

San Francisco, CA 94123 
415-285-5190 !

December 9, 2014  !
President Cindy Wu 
Members of the Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 !
Reference: DR Hearing Date: 12/18/2014 
Permit Application # 201402148525 !
Dear President Wu & Members of the Planning Commission, !
We, Michelle & Justin Hughes, are in full support of the Giraudo family remodel at 2744 
Steiner Street.  We do not find their remodel unreasonable in any way and we have no 
objections or issues with the proposed plans as they appear to be within planning and 
building guidelines for the neighborhood.   !
The Giraudo family is a perfect example of a great couple with young children trying to 
remain in the city.  We are also a family with 3 young children trying to remain in the 
city, but allowing unwarranted DR’s from neighbors continues to make it harder and 
harder for families to remain here while costs skyrocket due to unnecessary delays.  
Please approve their project and let them move forward without further delay. !
Thank you, 
Michelle & Justin



Jeff & Elizabeth Spaulding 
2714 Steiner Street 

San Francisco, CA 94123 

 

 
         December 10, 2014  

 

 

 
President Cindy Wu 
Members of the Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street- Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 
Reference: DR Hearing Date: 12/18/14 
Permit Application # 201402148525 

 

 
Dear President Wu & Members of the Planning Commission: 

 
We are writing to express our support for the Giraudos on the basis that what they are planning to do is allowable by code and has 

been approved by the Planning Commission. 

 
As background, we are uphill, next-door neighbors of the Giraudos. We recently moved into our home which we bought in 

September 2013 and had been remodeling for the past year. While we weren’t expanding our square footage, we did meet with the 

Giraudos to discuss our respective plans and we each made compromises as a result. Our renovation directly impacted the 

Giraudos’ quality of life for an extended period of time and they were and have always been very understanding and gracious. 

 
As additional background, Bryan Giraudo and I (Jeff) are both natives of San Francisco. We grew up in the same neighborhood (St 

Francis Wood) and attended the same elementary school (St Brendan’s) and same high school (St Ignatius) so I have known the 

Giraudo family a long time. It’s one of those small-world San Francisco experiences that we ended up next door to each other. We 

both share a desire to raise our young families in San Francisco and to live in homes that meet our respective family needs. 

 
Sincerely, 
Jeff & Elizabeth Spaulding 
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