
SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Discretionary Review 1650 Mission St. 

Full Analysis Francisco, 

HEARING DATE JULY 18TH,  2013 CA 94103-2479 

CONTUINUED FROM JUNE 6TH,  2013 
415 55B.6378 

Fax: 
Date: May 30th,  2013 415.558.6409 
Case No.: 2006.0647DD 
Project Address: 2166 12TH  AVENUE IFjOR 

Permit Application: 2005.06.23.5892 415.558.6377 

Zoning: RH-i (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 2206/036 

Project Sponsor: Suheil Shatara 

26 Lakeview Drive 
Daly City, CA 94015 

Staff Contact: Tom Wang - (415) 558-6335 

thomas.wang@sfgov.org  

Recommendation: Take DR and approve with modification. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal is to alter an existing one-story over garage, single-family dwelling, including the 

construction of (1) a two-story rear addition with a roof deck above and a stairway behind, providing a 

direct connection between the second story and the rear yard, and (2) a third-story vertical addition. 

The proposed third-story will be constructed within the footprint of the existing dwelling and contain a 
floor area of approximately 513 square feet. It will have staggered setbacks from the existing front 
building wall of 15 feet and 12 feet 6 inches. The proposed two-story rear addition with a stairway behind 
will project a total of 18 feet into the rear yard, reducing the existing rear yard depth from 63 feet to 45 
feet, but not encroaching into the required rear yard. It will be set in 5 feet from the north side lot line and 
3 feet from the south side lot line with a total floor area of approximately 510 square feet. 

With the additions containing a total of 1,023 square feet, the subject dwelling’s floor area will be 

increased from the current 1,712 square feet to 2,735 square feet. The subject dwelling is two stories at the 

street level and measures 16 feet 6 inches at the center of the front façade from the street curb to the top of 

the roof. With the proposed third story addition, building height will be increased to 26 feet 10 inches at 

the center of the front facade from the street curb to the top of the roof. The depth of the current dwelling 

is 34 feet 5 inches and will be increased by 15 feet to 49 feet 5 inches, not including the rear stairway. 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The subject property is at 2166 12 11  Avenue between 9th  Avenue and Quintara Street in the West of Twin 

Peaks Neighborhood. The subject lot measures 25 feet wide and 100 feet deep with grade slightly sloping 
upward from the front property line towards the rear property line, rising approximately 2 feet. The 
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subject property currently is occupied by a one-story over garage, single-family dwelling constructed in 

1949. The existing dwelling’s ground floor consists of one bedroom and a one-car garage. The second 

floor features living and dining area, kitchen, two-bedrooms and one full-bathroom. The subject property 
is in an RH-I (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The subject property is on the east side of 121h  Avenue. Along the subject block-face, only one existing 

home is three stories at the street level and the remaining homes are two stories at the street level. These 
homes were completed from 1940s to 1950s. Along the opposite block-face, all existing homes are two 

stories at the street level and completed in 1949 to 1951. 

Both of the immediately adjacent lots measure 25 feet wide and 100 feet deep. Each adjacent lot contains a 
two-story, single-family dwelling. 

A landslide zone, containing steep hillside and rock walls, occupies much of the mid-block open space as 
well as some portion at the rear of the subject and the DR requestors’ lots. 

FIRST BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED NOTIFICATION 
TYPE DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILLING TO HEARING TIME 

PERIOD DATES  

311/312 April 31 1 , 2006 - 2,577 days from May 
30 days May is,  2006 May 23, 2013 

Notice May 3, 2006 1st, 2006* 

* After a DR had been filed on May 1 1 , 2006 by the owners of the property at 2158 1211  Avenue, little progress was 
done by the original architect to address the DR Recjuestors’ concerns over an extended period of time. The subject 
property owner hired another architect to work on numerous design alternatives to respond to the DR Requestors’ 
concerns. 

SECOND BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED NOTIFICATION 
TYPE DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILLING TO HEARING TIME 

PERIOD DATES  

January 	26th, 
311/312 February 	27 11, , 452 	days 	from 

30 days 2012 - February May 23rd,  2013 
Notice 2012 February 271h ,  2012** 

25th, 2012  

**A second Section 311 notice was sent for the final revised design. A second DR was filed by the owners of the 
adjacent property at 2162 12"  Avenue. 
The Project Sponsor submitted the response to both DR Applications on May 131h,  2013. 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED ACTUAL 
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

PERIOD PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days May 13th,  2008 May 10 11 , 2008 13 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days May 13th,  2008 May 10t1,  2008 13 days 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



CASE NO. 2006.0647DD 
216612 th  Avenue 

Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
JULY 18th  2013 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) -- DR Requestors No. 2 -- 

Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across -- 

the street  

DR Requestors No. 1 -- 

Neighborhood groups -- -- -- 

DR REQUESTORS 

1.Michael and Trace Kannel, owners of a single-family home at 2158 121h  Avenue, which is the second 

house north of the subject property. 

2. Curtiss and Mona Sarikey, owners of a single-family home at 2162 12th Avenue, which is immediately 

north of the subject property. 

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

1. Concerns form Michael and Trace Kannel (see the DR Application for a complete description): 

(a) The scale of the subject house with the vertical and rear additions is not compatible with 

surrounding homes and does not preserve the neighborhood character; 

(b) The vertical and rear additions will affect solar access to their limited rear yard open space because 

some portion at rear of their lot and the mid-block open space are occupied by steep hillside and 

rock walls; and 

(c) Second floor windows on the rear addition’s north side wall result in an impact on privacy to their 

rear yard open space; and 

(d) A landslide zone, consisting steep hillside and rock walls, occupies much of the mid-block open 

space as well as some portion at rear of the subject and the DR requestors’ lots. The proposed rear 
addition may disturb this landslide zone, which should require environmental review. 

Proposed Alternatives: 

(a) Remove the third-story vertical addition; 

(b) Reduce the depth of the two-story rear addition from 15 feet to 12 feet and set it in 7 feet from the 

north side lot line; and 

(c) Modify second floor windows on the north side wall of the two-story rear addition. 

2. Concerns from Curtiss and Mona Sarikey (see the DR Application for a complete description): 

(a) The subject house with the vertical and rear additions will result in a home size not appropriate on 

this block of "Junior Five" homes; and 

(b) The vertical and rear additions will affect the current sunlight to their rear yard open space and 

privacy to the interior living spaces of the rear rooms in their house. 

Proposed Alternatives: 

(a) Remove the third-story vertical addition; 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 3 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



CASE NO. 2006.0647DD 
216612 th  Avenue 

Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
JULY 18" , 2013 

(b) Reduce the depth of the two-story rear addition from 15 feet to 12 feet and set it in 7 feet from the 

north side lot line; and 

(c) Remove the roof deck above the two-story rear addition. 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 

The Project Sponsor provided their response in the Discretionary Review packet. The following is a 

brief summary: 

Based upon the Residential Design guidelines, the project has been revised to address those reasonable 

concerns expressed by all DR Requestors. However, the Project Sponsor wishes to set the two-story rear 

addition in 3 feet from the south side lot line instead of 5 feet for the purpose of a more functional interior 
layout on both floors. 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 

1. Responses to the DR Requestors’ Concerns: 

The Residential Design Guidelines do not require each building on the block to be uniform in height or 

in depth; however, any vertical or horizontal addition must consider the overall neighborhood context. 
In areas with a dense building pattern, some reduction of light and privacy to neighboring buildings 
and rear yards can be expected with a building expansion; however, certain design modifications can 

minimize impacts on light and privacy. 

Staff’s opinion is that the proposed third-story with staggered setbacks from the existing front building 

wall of 15 feet and 12 feet 6 inches will appear subordinate to the subject dwelling’s two-story, primary 

façade and result in minimal visibility from the street and no significant impact on the visual character 

of the current two-story homes on the subject block-face. 

Secondly, within a dense urban setting of San Francisco, the project will result in no significant impact 

on current light and privacy to all DR Requestors’ rear yard open space and the interior living spaces of 

the rear rooms in the adjacent DR Requestors’ house at 2162 12th  Avenue because (1) the third-story 

addition will be within the existing building footprint and will include a ceiling height of only 8 feet 

and no parapet walls surrounding the one-hour fire rated flat roof and (2) the two-story rear addition is 

limited to a depth of 15 feet and will be set in 5 f eet* from either side lot line, which will not be 

substantially deeper than both adjacent houses or significantly affect the existing building scale at the 

mid-block open space; the original second floor roof deck has been reduced to 10 feet by 10 feet, located 

along the south side wall and further away from the rear yard of the adjacent DR Requestors’ lot at 2162 

121 Avenue; and the second floor windows on the north side wall of the rear addition have been 

changed to high windows above the eye level. 

Thirdly, although the size of the subject dwelling will be greater than that of other homes along the 

subject block-face as a result of the project, it will create a family-sized dwelling, including four 

bedrooms. 

Finally, the Department is aware that a landslide zone, which consists of steep hillside and rock walls, 
occupies the current mid-block open space and some portion at rear of the subject and all DR 

Requestors’ lots. Based upon the Project Sponsor’s site survey, the distance between the subject 

building’s existing rear wall and the steep hillside and rock walls is approximately 90 feet. The two- 
SAN FRANCISCO 
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story rear addition, including the stairway, projecting a total of 18 feet into the rear yard, will still be 
approximately 72 feet away from the steep hillside and rock walls. The Department’s Environmental 

Review Division determined that no environmental evaluation will be required for the proposed two-

story rear addition because it will not disturb the steep hillside and rock walls. 

2. The proposed two-story rear addition’s setback from the south side lot line: 

The revised plans included with the second Section 311 Notice showed that the two-story rear addition 

had been set in 5 feet from either side lot line. However, the Project Sponsor reduced the 5 feet setback 

from the south side lot line to 3 feet after the Section 311 notice had expired for the purpose of a more 
functional interior layout on both floors. This change is indicated on the reduced plans included in the 

Project Sponsor’s DR hearing packet. The Department maintains that the two-story rear addition must 

be set in 5 feet from the south side lot line to be consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines. 

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 final revised design of the project and both Discretionary Review Applications were reviewed by the 

Residential Design Team (RDT). The RDTs comments include: 

The RDT determined that it would be in support of the project, provided that the two-story rear addition 

must be set in 5 feet from the south side lot line, the same amount as that along the north side line, in 

order to minimize its impact on light, air, and privacy to kQih  adjacent properties, pursuant to the 

Residential Design Guidelines. 

Under the Planning Department’s proposed DR Reform Policy, this project would be referred to the 
Planning Commission as this project does contain or create exceptional and extraordinary 

circumstances when the two-story rear addition is not set in 5 feet from the south side lot line. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department believes the project, including setting the two-story rear addition in 5 feet from the south 

side lot line, will comply with applicable provisions of the Planning Code, will be consistent with the 

Residential Design Guidelines and the General Plan, and will result in no significant impact on the visual 

character of the current two-story homes along the subject block-face or current light, air and privacy to 

both DR Requestors’ homes. Additionally, the project will create a family-sized dwelling, including four 

bedrooms. 

I RECOMMENDATION: 	Take DR and approve the project with modification. 	 I 
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Attachments: 
Block Book Map 

Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 

Section 31lNotice 

Aerial Photographs 
Neighborhood Context Photos 

DR Applications 

Response to DR Applications 
3-D Rendering 

Reduced Plans 
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Design Review Checklist 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one) 

Defined 	 X 

Mixed 

Comments: 	The surrounding residential neighborhood contains predominantly two-story, single- 

family dwellings with a range of architectural styles and forms, and an overall uniform building scale. 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

QUESTION 	 JYES NO N/A 

Topography (page 11) 
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X - - 

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 

the placement of surrounding buildings?  

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15) 
tN 

X Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? 

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 

between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?  

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? - X 

Side Spacing (page 15)  
Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? 

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)  
X -- - Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X - 

Views (page 18)  
- 

. 
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces? 

Special Building Locations (pages 19 -21) 

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? X 

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 

[Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages? 	 X 

Comments: 	Within a dense urban setting of San Francisco, concerns about light and privacy to all DR 

Requestors’ rear yard open space and the interior living spaces of the rear rooms in the adjacent DR 

Requestors’ house at 2162 1211  Avenue have been addressed by the following: (1) the third-story addition 

will be within the existing building footprint and will include a ceiling height of only 8 feet and no 

parapet walls surrounding the one-hour fire rated roof; (2) the two-story rear addition is limited to a 

depth of 15 feet and will be set in 5 feet from either side lot line, and the second floor roof deck has been 
reduced to 10 feet by 10 feet, located along the south side wall and (3) the rear addition’s second floor 

windows on the north side wall will be high windows above the eye level. 
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BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

OUESTION 	 YES I NO N/A 

Building Scale (pages 23 - 27)  

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 

the street?  

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 

the mid-block open space?  

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)  
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X  

Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 

buildings?  

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 

buildings?  

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? 	X 

Comments: 	The proposed third-story with staggered setbacks from the existing front building wall of 

15 feet and 12 feet 6 inches will appear subordinate to the subject dwelling’s two-story, primary façade 

and result in minimal visibility from the street and no significant impact on the visual character of the 

current two-story homes on the subject block-face. The proposed two-story rear addition will project 15 
feet into the rear yard, which will not be substantially deeper than both adjacent houses or significantly 

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

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33) 

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 

the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?  

Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building 

entrances?  

Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding 

buildings?  

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 

the sidewalk?  

Bay Windows (page 34) 

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 

Garages (pages 34 - 37) 

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? 	X 

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 

the building and the surrounding area?  

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?   	X 

Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-streetprking?- X 

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)  

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? 	 X 
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Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 

building elements?  

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 

buildings?  

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 

on light to adjacent buildings?  

Comments: None. 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43.48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)  
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 

and the surrounding area? 

Windows (pages 44 - 46)  

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 

neighborhood?  

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 

the neighborhood?  

Are the window 	features designed 	to be compatible with the building’s 

architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?  

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 

especially on facades visible from the street?  

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)  

Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 

used in the surrounding area?  

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 

Pre compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?  

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X 

Comments: 	The third-story addition will incorporate minimal amounts of architectural detailing to 

ensure the subordinate treatment of the vertical addition. All windows visible from the street will be 

wood clad windows. All exterior materials will be high quality and appropriate for the architectural style 

of the existing residence. 

* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines. 

U: \ TWANG \ WP5I \ CASE SUMMARY\ DR \2166 12 Azvnu2OO6.O647DD.doc 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

On June 23, 2005, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2005.06.23.5892 (Alteration) with 
the City and County of San Francisco. 
This is a second Notice of Building Permit Application (Section 311). 

Applicant: Shatara Architecture Project Address: 2166 12th  Avenue 
Address: 522 Second Street Cross Streets: Between Quintara & 9th Avenue 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94107 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 22061036 
Telephone: (415) 512-7566 Zoning Districts: RH-1/40-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, 
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information 
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner 
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can 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. 

J 4aPI t’ 	4,I’I J 

[1 DEMOLITION 	and/or 	[1 NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	[Xl ALTERATION 

[X] VERTICAL EXTENSION 	 [1 CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [] FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

	

] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 	(3 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	[Xl HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

BUILDING USE ........................................................ 
FRONT SETBACK ................................................... 
SIDE SETBACKS ..................................................... 
BUILDING DEPTH ..................................................... 
REARYARD.............................................................. 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING ............................................. 
NUMBER OF STORIES ............................................ 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ............................. 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES 

Single-family dwelling....................No Change 
5 feet 7 inches...............................No Change 
None.............................................. No Change 
34 feet 5 inches............................. 59 feet 5 inches 
62 feet 11 	inches........................... 44 feetl 1 inches 
20 	feet 	.......................................... 26 feet 5 inches 
Two-story 	...................................... Three-story 
One................................................ No Change 
One 	............................................... No Change 

PROJECT DESCRI.PTtON 

The currently proposed work to the existing two-story, single-family dwelling includes: (1) a two-story rear addition with an 
open stairway connecting the second floor roof deck to grade and (2) a partial third-story vertical addition. 

The currently proposed work represents a revision to the originally proposed work, which was notified under a previous 
Notice of Building Permit Application (Section 311). 

PLANNER’S NAME: 	 Thomas Wang 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415)558-6335 	 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 	1 2-12- 
EMAIL: 	 thomas.wang@sfgov.org 	 EXPIRATION DATE: 	2 -215-/3 



PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
City and County of San Francisco 

1660 Mission Street. Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 

Applicant: 	 L// 	 Project Address: /L 	/.711 

Address: -/-’ 12TH 	 Assessor’s Block /Lot No. 
City, State: J/ 	 ..4 >///1 	Zoning District:  
Telephone: (Jo Tc,’/ 	j ./c 	 / 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, are 
being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information regarding the 
proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner named below as soon 
as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary powers to review 
this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing mu-st be filed during the 30-day review 
period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business ay 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. 

PROJEcr  

[] DEMOLITION 	 [1 NEW CONSTRUCTION 	 [J"ALTERATION 

[V( VERTICAL EXTENSION 	 [1 CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS 	[1 FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

	

HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 	(1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	 [tHoRIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

PROJEcr  J’-I E’l:I* 	 Exisr iNGILZI’L’l’Jh 11.1’ 	PROPOSEDI.I’Jl ’Ih If.Lj 

FRONT SETBACK ...................... . ....................... 	5-7 k’ 
BUILDING DEPTH ............................................... F 	 / 

REARYARD ....................................................... 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING ........................................./ 	’_ _ /1 

NUMBER OF STORIES ..............................................j - - u’ -j 	i’-e 	7i-4c  
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ............................. 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES 	 - 	7-10 

tPIt. 	 I4Ià fk1 

77/6 	’2cM/- i To C/vT/iT 4 TWT/?Y 
4f1 ,)/7iCt /4A) 4 f4/77/1L 

77/i/? 	To /Y 	 /fDI)/1/,’J1  AT 72?e 	/f// 	
/E//i-i 

ieL1_, 

	

PLANNER’S NAME: TOM WANG 
	

DATE OF THIS NOTICE 

PHONE NUMBER: 	(415) 558-6335 	 EXPIRATION DATE: c/ô 



NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior,walls) of the proposed project, including the position of 
any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been included in 
this mailing for your information. Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. You 
may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may 
already be aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it. 

Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information 
Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/558-6377) between 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Please phone the Planner 
listed on the reverse of this sheet with questions specific to this project. 

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

Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the project’s 
impact on you and to seek changes in the plans. 

2. Call the local Community Board (415/ 920-3820) for assistance in conflict resolution/mediation. They may be 
helpful in negotiations where parties are in substantial disagreement. On many occasions both sides have agreed 
to their suggestions and no further action has been necessary. 

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems 
without success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left 
corner on the reverse side of this notice, to review 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 over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 
days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the reverse side, by completing an application (available 
at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on-line at www.sfgovorçj/p!anning). You must 
submit the application to the Planning Information Center during the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with 
all required materials, and a check for $200.00, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the Planning 
Department. If the project includes multi 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 approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may 
be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the 
Department of Building Inspection. Submit an application form in person at the Board’s office at 1660 Mission Street, 
3rd Floor, Room 3036. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including their current fees, 
contact the Board of Appeals at 415 / 575-6880. 



President Rodney Fong 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission St., 4th  Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 	Objections to Proposed Vertical Extension to 2166 
12th  Avenue 

Permit # 2005.06.23.5892 

President Fong and Honorable Planning Commissioners, 

As property owners and residents of 2158 - 12 th  Avenue, we object to the proposed vertical extension to 2166 - 
12 th 

Ave. The vertical extension does not comply with San Francisco’s General Plan Priority Policies, and it does not 

comply with the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (RDG): 

1. The vertical extension is neither appropriate, nor compatible, with the level homes on this block. 

The vertical extension would impact access to sun and air for three properties (home interiors and rear 

yards) to the North of 2166 - 12th Avenue. Privacy would be compromised and mid-block open space would 

be impacted. 

3. Loss of affordable entry-level housing in this neighborhood. 

Over the years, we met with the owners and the neighbors a number of times to identify a more agreeable design. 

We have been unable to find a solution we all agreed on. 

We have another concern: 

4. Questionable integrity of the property owners, and a concern about the quality and safety of any proposed 

construction. 

In 2005, the owners sent a letter to our neighbors telling of plans to enlarge their newly acquired house for their 

family. We heard this same story from the owner’s neighbors elsewhere in town. 

We looked briefly into the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) records for other properties owned Edmund and 

Hermancia Lai. We found a trail of BDI permit and complaint records that showed an unsettling pattern of 

questionable and possibly unsafe construction practices. 

It appears that the property owners do not intend to move into 2166 - 12th Avenue. 

We believe the owners are serial developers hoping to replace the 2-bedroom 1-bath entry-level home with a 

massive 4-bedroom, 3-bath structure that is incompatible with all homes on this block. 

We feel that we have been held hostage these past 8 years, with major periods of inactivity (more than 12 months on 

two occasions), and almost no progress in the last 2 years. It is unclear why this matter has not been resolved 

sooner. 

We ask that no vertical extension be allowed at 2166 - 
12th  Avenue. 

Thank you for your considering this important issue which will impact our block for many years. 

Michael and Trace Kannel 

2158-12 th  Avenue 



1) The Vertical Extension is out of character for this block. 

San Francisco’s General Plan, Sec. 101.1(b) of the Planning Code, which was added by Proposition M, November 4, 1986, 

provides as follows: 
The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in the preamble to the General Plan and 

shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the General Plan are resolved: 

2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the 

cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

A vertical extension is out of scale and out of character for this block in Golden Gates Heights. 

(see attached letter to Mr. Wang dated 2-15-2012) 

The only house on the block with a vertical extension 
(2174 - 12th Ave) was built in the 1970’s by the homeowners, 

pre-dating the San Francisco’s Residential Design Guidelines. His son lives there today. 

If built, the proposed addition at 2166 - 12 th  Avenue would create the largest house on the block, with a 3" ,  floor 

extension that does not comply with the RDG. 

2) The vertical extension would impact access to sun and air, Privacy would be compromised and Mid-block open 

space would be impacted. 

San Francisco’s General Plan, Sec. 101.1(b) of the Planning Code, which was added by Proposition M, November 4, 1986, 

provides as follows: 

The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in the preamble to the General Plan and 

shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the General Plan are resolved: 

8) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

This Inner Sunset community is often foggy, typically during the summer months of June, July and August. The 

greatest impact of the proposed vertical extension would be during the Inner Sunset’s sunny months, from 

September through May. 
(see attached letter to Mr. Wang dated 2-15-2012) 

3) Loss of affordable entry-level housing in this neighborhood 

San Francisco’s General Plan, Sec. 101.1(b) of the Planning Code, which was added by Proposition M, November 4, 1986, 

provides as follows: 

The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in the preamble to the General Plan and 

shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the General Plan are resolved: 

3) That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The modest homes in this neighborhood provide much needed entry-level housing for property owners and renters. 

It would be unfortunate for the proposed massive addition to remove affordable housing from this neighborhood. 

4) Questionable integrity of the property owners, and a concern about the quality and safety of any proposed 

construction 

With a brief look into City of San Francisco records and DBI records, we found at least 15 properties bought and 

developed by these owners in the last 20 years. Numerous permits and complaints are recorded. The following 

issues and complaints repeated on more than one property. 



Permit records include: 

o Expired permits. 

o Renewing permits for final inspection 

o Permits filed for work already completed 

o Plans revised to reflect recently built work or to correct inaccurate information on plans 

o Construction of new multi-story homes with no or few inspections recorded 

o Notice of Violations (NOV) filed. 

o Multiple NOV’s filed on a property 

Complaint records include: 

o Demolition without a permit. 

o Working without a permit. 

o Working with expired permit 

o Pilings and retaining walls built without permit 

o Work exceeding scope of permit. 

o Work not matching permit plans (building height, steps, doors, windows) 

o Working until midnight. 

o Construction of additional unit without a permit. 

o Illegal building in garage. Building illegal unit in garage at nighttime 

o Work proceeding after NOV is posted 

o Plans not representing true site, slope, number of floors, building height 

o Work causing cracking in neighbor’s home and city sidewalk 

o Unsafe building 

o Debris pile 6-feet high in front of house for more than 6 months, and Construction debris causing mess on 

sidewalk 

it might be fair to say that the quality of construction completed is in question, especially if inspectors are not able to 

inspect all work as it is completed. 

In August 2007, the house at 2170 - 12 th  Avenue (next to 2166 - 12 th  Ave) was purchased by Mr. Thomas C. K. Lai, the 

son of Edmund Lai & Hermancia Lai. Thomas Lai and Edmund Lai share the same mailing address at 1766� 40 th  Ave. 

Work on 2170 - 12th Ave began in July 2011. DBI records for 2170� 
12th  Ave include: 

o Complaint filed for "windows installed without permit, bathroom added in garage without permit, shaky 

electrical outlets" 

o Permit plans are submitted. Scope of work noted on permit plans does not include all changes shown on 

plans (Remodeled kitchen, Relocated new heating system, Relocated new water heater, Removed bearing 

wall) 

o Work observed exceeded permits (Remodeled kitchen, New concrete slab and foundation work, Replaced 

sidewalk sections, water main box and water main without public works permit) 

o For 9 months, there was "No Inspection History" for the 4 permits, as per city inspector 

o PG& E has no record of service at site during the same 9-month period of construction 

o Overhead electrical service location was changed across an active public street without notifying PG&E or city 

officials 

o Work proceeded after Notice of Violation posted 



With the permit and complaint history recorded on the owners’ other properties, and after observing the 

construction work at 2170 - 12th Ave, there is a question about the quality of construction work proposed for 2166 - 

12th Ave. 

We are concerned for the safety of our family and our home, especially since there are no side yards (no fire breaks) 

to separate one house from the next. 

Thank you for your considering this important issue which will impact our block for many years. 

Michael and Trace Kannel 

2158-12 th  Avenue 



GASE IIUL4BEe 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
DR APPLICANT’S NAME - 	- 	 - 4’ - 

Michael & Trace Kannel (UPDATE to 4/3012006 AppI for DR, filed jointly with Mi’1ie Chung, 2162 12th Ave) 

DR APPucANrs ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE 

2158 12th Ave, San Francisco, CA 94116 415 	297-4675 

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

Edmund & Hermancia Lai 
ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

1766 40th Ave, San Francisco, CA 94122 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Shatara Architecture, Mr Suheil Shatara Sarw as 

ADDRESS. ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

S22 Second St, San Francisco, CA 94107 1415 	1 512-7566 

E-MAJL ADDRESS: 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use 	Change of Hours 	New Construction 	A1teration X Demolition 	Other 

Additions to Building: 	Rear X 	Front 	Height X 	Side Yard 

- 	single family residence 

Proposed Use: 
single family residence 

2005.06.23.5892 
Building Permit Application No. 	 Date Filed: 06/23/2005 



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? 	 [1* 	11 

	

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 	 [I] 

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

uiumarize the result, thcluding any changes there were made to the proposed project. 

We had many meetings with Edmund Lai, property owner, and a number of calls to Torn Wang, city planner. 

Many drawing errors on existing plans were corrected. Errors included non-existing bathrooms& rooms,. 

inaccurate ceiling & building heights. Changes were made to 2-story rear addition - groundfloor was reduced; 

2nd floor width reduced but depth increased. 2nd fir rear deck was removed- Third floor is mostly unchanged. 

Site topography is not shown. Shadows studies of revised design should be provided to neighbors. 	- 
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Discretionary Review Request 

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

I. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Reviev The project meets the rrnnimum standards of the 
Planning Lode. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justitv Discretionary Review of 

the pu ject? How cl ’es 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 sectio,ns ot the Residential Design Guidelines 

Design of project’s scale and form is not compatible with surrounding homes, and does not preserve 

neighborhood character. Project would create house with 2,417 SF living area (4 bdrm/3 bath), which is more 

than 2.75 times the size of the entry-level homes on block (2 bdrm/1 bath, 875 SF living area). Proposed rear 

addition is larger than the few rear additions on block. Of 53 homes on block, only 9 have modest rear 

additions, and only one has 3rd floor addition, which pre-dates Residential Design Guidelines. 

1 The Residential Design (,uidelrnes assume some impacts to he reasonable and e\pected as part ot construction. 
Please explam how this pr ject w uld cause unreasonable impacts. It von believe your property, the property of 

thers or the neighhorhsd would be adversely affected, please state who would he affected, and how: 

Topography was not considered. Mid-block open space is all steep hillside & rock walls, resulting in many small 

usable rear yards. Height & depth of additions would severely reduce light to rear rooms at 2162 12th Ave & 

greatly impact solar access to rear yards at 2162, 2158 and 2154 12th Ave. Height & depth of additions would 

’box in and cut-off adjoining properties from mid-block open space. Proposed windows impact privacy to 

nearby interiors and yards. Property values of nearby homes would be reduced due to limited light & views. 

What alternati\ Cs or changes to the pr p  sed pr ject, hey nd the changes I if anv already made would respond t 
the exceptional and e\tra rdinarv circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question P 

No 3rd floor addition. Reduce rear addition to max. 12-ft deep. Increase North setback at addition to 7-ft. No 

deck over 2nd floor. Provide shadow study of revised design. Modify North-facing windows to reduce impact on 

privacy to nearby homes/yards. These changes would reduce impact on solar access to adjoining rooms & rear 

yards. Also 2166 12th Ave would still be a 4 bdrm/2 bath home. Also, correct drawing errors and in-fill missing 

drawing information, as discussed with Tom Wang. See attached letter dated 02/15/2012. 



Under penalty of pepy the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this propertv 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of nw knowledge 
C: The other information or applications may be required,  

Signature:  	Date: 

, 
 

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

Michael Kannel & Trace Kannel 

(2-3) Authorized Agent cede One 
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CASE tl*MBER 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APRUCAPON 

Application, with all blanks completed LI 

Address labels (original), if applicable 0 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 0 

Photocopy of this completed application LI 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept, LI 

Letter of authorization for agent LI 
Other: Section Plan. Detail drawings (i.e windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 	= Ill 

elements (i.e. windows, doors)  

NOTES: 

D Required Material. 
Stional Material. 

0 Two sets of original labels and one cops 01 addresses 01 adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 



February 15, 2012 

TO: Torn Wang, City Planner 
Planning Department 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Wang, 

Re: 	Proposed addition to 2166 121h  Avenue, San Francisco 
Sheets A0.0, A1.0, ALL A2.1, A3.1. Revision date 1-1-12 

On January 28, 2012, we received the revised plans for the proposed changes to 2166 121h  Ave. 

prepared by Shatara Architecture Inc. Aside from minor changes, the current design is essentially 
unchanged from the previous design (received January 2011). 

We believe that a 3rd  floor addition is neither appropriate, nor compatible, in this 

community of homes. 
The horizontal addition is too large (15-ft deep) and too close to the North property line, 
limiting daylight into the adjacent homes and into the adjacent rear yards. Existing mid- 
block additions are no more than 10 to 12-ft deep. Reducing the addition depth and 
increasing the North setback from 5-ft to 7-ft would lessen to impact of shadows on the 
adjoining properties. 
We ask that the roof deck over the 2rd floor horizontal addition be eliminated. Any roof 
deck would create a loss of privacy to adjoining neighbors. 

We met with Edmund Lai and 1-lermancia Lai, the property owners of 2166 121h  Avenue, on a 
number of occasions to discuss the proposed addition. We raised our concerns about the 
potential impact of the proposed addition on the adjacent homes and the neighborhood. 
We looked to the City of San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines to explore an alternate 
design solution. We hope to find a design solution that would 1) Maintain light to adjacent 
properties, 2) Preserve the mid-block open space, and 3) Maintain the original 1949 character 
and scale of this one-block stretch of "Junior Five" entry-level homes (on 121h  Avenue from 
Quintara Avenue to 9 1h  Avenue). 

To date, we have been unable to find a design solution agreeable to Mr. Lai and his neighbors. 
We will move forward with a filing an Application Requesting Discretionary Review. 

A third floor addition is out of scale and out of character for this block in Golden Gates Heights. 
’.JUI SL.ttL I L)f 	UI’JL. ILH I, I UI U III I UetwI I .4UtI ILI 	I IU 	’ tVt. I tIIIt 	J 	JUl IILI nyC 

homes on this block, built in 1950 to 1951. Each home was originally built with a living/dining 
room, a kitchen, 2 bedrooms and one bathroom on the 2rd floor with a ground level garage. 
In the past 60 years, only nine homes have added modest rear additions, and only one home has 
a third floor. 

The mid-block open space behind 2166 121  Ave. is a steeply sloping hillside dotted with pine 
trees, and includes the rugged remains of a quarry. From the 1870’s and 1880’s, rock was 
quarried from this site for use as road base material in Golden Gate Park. 
This unusual open space has very few rear fences, and appears as a mid-block park. 



The proposed horizontal and vertical additions impact a number of adjacent properties. To the 
North of 2166 12th Ave. the rear yards are much smaller, with limited usable garden areas. A 25-
to 30-ft tall rock wall abruptly shortens the adjacent usable yards. The proposed horizontal 
addition at 2166 12 1h Ave would ’box in’ these already shortened open yards. 
This Inner Sunset community is often foggy. If the rear yards are boxed in’ and the sunlight into 
the homes and gardens is reduced, this could lead to a potential decrease in property values. 

Also, portions of the drawings were confusing, and some information appeared to be missing. 
� There are a number of minor discrepancies on the drawings that should be corrected or 

clarified: Label rooms consistently: Label (E) ground floor ceiling height accurately: Label 
(E) height to rear grade accurately; Illustrate windows, patio door and railing consistently 
(at rear addition); and Note existing rear wall siding material accurately. 

� For clarity, it would be helpful if some information was noted on the plans: Include 
interior dimension of garage; and Identify the location of furnace, water heater and laundry 
appliances. 

On Feb 2, Curtiss Sarikey spoke with Tom Wang to discuss the proposed design. 
On Feb 14th,  Trace Kannel spoke with Tom Wang to discuss the design and also outline the 
discrepancies found in the drawings. Tom indicated that he would contact the architect for 
corrections and a set of revised drawings are to be re-distributed. 
On Feb 141h,  Trace Kannel contacted the project architect, Suheil Shatara. She is awaiting a call 
back. Tom suggested that she contact the architect to discuss the proposed grade change at the 
rear door. While not noted on the drawings, it appears that the rear grade may be about 18" 
higher than the family room floor level. It would be helpful to better understand how this grade 
change is to be addressed. There are concerns about how the proposed changes might impact the 
foundation of the adjacent home and the shared fence, or potential flooding at this area. 

We would like to keep the communication open with the applicant and the city. We would like 
to review a final drawing, signed by the applicant’s architect, as well as a shadow study 
illustrating the proposed day light patterns on our homes and properties. 

Michael Kannel 	 date 
	

Curtiss Sarikey 	 date 
2158 121h  Ave., SF 94116 

	
2162 12th Ave.. SF 94116 

ii 

Trace Kannei 	 date 
	

Mona Marachli 	 date 
2158 12th Ave., SF 94116 

	
2162 12th  Ave.. SF 94116 



President Rodney Fong 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: DISCRETIONARY REVIEW FOR VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL EXPANSION AT 2166 - 12TH AVENUE 

PERMIT #2005.06.23.5892 

President Fong and Planning Commissioners, 

We represent the homeowners of the north adjacent property to 2166 - 12th Avenue. We purchased 

our home in April of 2007 on this one block stretch of entry-level junior-five homes in the Golden Gate 

Heights neighborhood. As first time homebuyers, we were looking for an entry-level home in San 

Francisco and were pleased when we discovered this simple yet distinct block of homes. We bring this 

discretionary review to your attention after a number of attempts to negotiate with the owner of 2166 - 

12th Avenue, particularly on the vertical extension. Our attached Application for Discretionary Review 

(DR) clearly delineates the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) called into question by this project. 

In considering this application for a horizontal and vertical extension, we respectfully ask that 

Commissioners find non-compliance with San Francisco’s RDGs. Additionally, we strongly request your 

consideration of the impact of development in residential neighborhoods which diminishes affordable 

entry level home ownership in San Francisco. Keeping development to appropriate corridors and not 

exploiting residential neighborhoods is sound policy and good practice for San Francisco, as far too many 

are still left out of the chance for home ownership. 

Please note the following RDG violations for the proposed project at 2166 - 12th Avenue: 

1. Creates the tallest building on the entire block which is neither appropriate, nor compatible, in 

this one-block community of Junior-Five homes (there is only one home with a third floor which 

was built before RDGs were in place, certainly not precedent setting) 

2. Creates the largest home on the block, more than doubling the current size of the home to 

make it a four bedroom three bath home 

3. Clearly impacts light, privacy and rear yard open space on our property. Despite the simple two 

month shadow study done by Shatara Architecture, which does not represent the topography or 

size of the rear yard due to the rock cliff, and it does not capture the sunniest months in our 

"fog-belt" region. North and east facing windows, as well as a second-story roof deck clearly 

impacts privacy directly into our home and backyard. 

Please note the following information with regards to the impact of development on our residential 

community: 

1. There is evidence on the record that the owner and family members of 2166 - 12th Avenue have 

developed numerous residential properties throughout San Francisco 



2. 2170-12 Ih 
 Avenue, the south adjacent property to 2166 - 12 

th
Avenue, is in the owner’s son’s 

name although he has never resided there, and recent work completed to this property would 

suggest preparation for further expansion 

3. Contrary to what the owner of 2166� 12th  Avenue has told us regarding his desire to move into 

2166� 12th  Avenue, we have heard this exact story from other neighbors where he has had 

projects in the past; this is simply to point out that this project is about the exploitation of a 

residential neighborhood by a developer 

During our unsuccessful negotiations with the owner, we did agree to a horizontal extension, however, 

with a 7’ north facing set back and no second story roof top deck. We did not agree on the vertical 

extension. 

Thank you for your consideration of our discretionary review. We trust that you will find this project out 

of compliance with our "neighborhood character" and RDGs, and that it is contrary to the commission’s 

commitment to protecting residential neighborhoods from development and preserving what little 

entry-level affordable home ownership is still available in San Francisco. 

Respectfully, 

()
2 / 

Curtiss Sarikey and Mona Marach - 

2162-12 th  Avenue 



CASE NUMBER: 

Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANT’S NAME: 

Curtiss and Mona Sarikey 

DR APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

2162 12th Avenue, San Francisco CA 94116 (415 )753-6637 

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

Edmund and Hermancia Lai 

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

2166 l2th Avenue, San Francisco CA 94116 (415 
) 	

850-7722 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Same as Above Lii 	Mr. SuheilShatara 

ADDRESS. ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

Shatara Architecture Inc., 522 Second Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 (415 ) 
546-7566 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

unknown 

2. Location and Classification 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use D Change of Hours 0 New Construction D Alterations 	Demolition LII Other 

Additions to Building: 	Rear LX 	Front El 	Height LR 	Side Yard 

- 	single family dwelling 
Present or Previous Use: 	 - 

ProposedUse: 
single family dwelling 

- 	. 	- 	- 	 -- 	 - 	-- 

Building  Permit Application No. 2005.06.23.5892 
	-- - 
	

Date Filed: June 23,2005 



4, Actions F1 no o a iacretionarc He co Reocast 

Prior Action 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 

YES NO 

EX F-1 
- 

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. 

On October 21, 2007 we met with Mr. Lai and on November 6.2007 we met with both Mr. and Mrs. Lai. Both 

meetings were also attended by Michael and Trace Kannel, neighbors at 2158 12th Avenue, Plans were 

reviewed and compromises discussed (see Attachment A for summary). A subsequent set of drawings were - 

presented, under the name of anew Architect, Shatara Architecture,-in August2009. We reviewed the plans, 

and again communicated with Mr. Lai (see Attachment B for summary)but outstanding issues remain. (cont) 
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MIL 
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 he specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines, 

The 3rd floor vertical addition is neither appropriate, nor compatible, in this one block community of "Junior 

Five" homes (see Attachment D). Neighborhood Context: the defined visual character is not compatible with 

the neighborhood, in both it’s abrupt size and design of vertical extension facade. Site Design: even though 

guidelines suggest some impact to light and privacy of adjacent properties, modifications are inadequate to 

address the impact in this case, (continued on attached additional sheet) 

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: 

Clearly the properties at 2162 and 2158 12th Avenue would be most directly impacted by the lack of light and 

privacy created by the proposed design. It is important to note that the same owner/family for this property 

also owns the property immediately to the south (2170 12th Ave. is in the name of Mr. Lai’s son who has never 

resided there), for which they will certainly propose the same expansion plan the Planning Department. The 

vertical addition impacts the entire neighborhood in terms of character and scale of homes, (continued) 

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? 

1. Horizontal addition not more than 12’ deep, consistent with all other rear additions on the block; reduce the 

north set-back from 5’ to 7’ to lesson impact of shadows and privacy issues. 2. No vertical addition (third floor). 

3. No roof deck over 2nd floor horizontal addition. These changes still provide for significant additional living 

space, still create a 2 bath 4 bedroom home with much larger kitchen and dining areas, and would make it the 

largest home on the block. 



Continuation of responses to application questions: 

5. Changes Made to the Pro cci. as a Result of Mediation 

Then on January 28, 2012, we received revised plans and Notice of Building Permit Application for 2166 

12th Ave, prepared by Shatara Architecture Inc. Aside from minor changes, the current design is 

essentially the same as the previous plans received. We provided further communication about the plan 

to Mr. Thomas Wang, Planner (see Attachment C). Attachments A, B, and C clearly describe our 

communication with Mr. Lai and the Planning Department, compromises we attempted to reach, and 

the few outstanding issues remaining, particularly the vertical addition. 

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. 

(con’t) given rear yard topography and significant shadows and lack of sun exposure. There is 

extraordinary impact to light access and privacy to the adjacent properties. A shadow study was 

provided with the initial DR filed on this project which demonstrated this extraordinary impact to rear 

light. The rear/horizontal addition impacts mid-block open space, particularly with a 27’ vertical rock 

wall on adjacent properties, in effect, "boxing" in the available rear yard/garden space and again, 

impacting privacy (see Attachments D & E). Building Scale: The scope of the proposed project is out of 

scale and character for this modest one block neighborhood of 53 "Junior Five" homes built between 

1949-1951. The current design more than doubles the current size of the home, creating a four 

bedroom, three baths dwelling, adding approximately 1,800 sq ft of living space to the current design. 

In the past 60 years, only 9 homes have added modest rear additions, and only one home has a third 

floor, unfortunately built before design guidelines were in place, and certainly not precedent setting. 

Attachments F, G & H demonstrate these points, and show the very modest additions of other dwellings 

on the block in comparison to the proposed scale of this project. 

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: 

(con’t) and property values. Undoubtedly, the property value of adjacent homes to the north would be 

adversely impacted due to encroachment on open space, diminished light throughout the year, with the 

winter months completely shadowed and blocked from the sun, and the lack of privacy created by north 

and east facing windows, and third floor addition with east facing windows and sliding glass doors. (See 

Attachments I, J, K & L) 
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November 6, 2007 

TO: Tom Wang, City Planner 
- 	Planning Department 

City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Wang, 

Re: 	Proposed addition to 2166 12 th  Avenue, San Francisco 

On October 31 and on November 6, 2007 at 7:00 pm, meetings were held with Mr. Edmund Lai, 
owner of 2166 12th  Avenue, at the home of Mona Marachli & Curtiss Sankey to discuss the 
proposed addition to 2166 12 th  Avenue. Meetings were attended by: Edmund Lai, Curtiss 
Sarikey, Mona Marachll, Michael Kannel and Trace Kannel. Drawings for the proposed addition 
to 2166 12 th  Avenue (sheets 1-3, dated 9-23-07) were reviewed. No architect’s or designer’s 
name is noted on these plans. Mr. Lai said that he is working with Tony Fong, a retired architect, 
to prepare the drawings. 

Concerns were raised about the potential impact of the proposed addition on the adjacent 
homes and the neighborhood. 

Following the Design Principles outlined in the Residential Design Guidelines, an alternate 
design for the addition was explored to find a design solution that would 1) Ensure daylight and 
access to air for neighboring homes, 2) Preserve mid-block open space, the site of the rock 
quarry used for Golden Gate Park road paving material, and 3) Maintain the original 1949 
character and scale of this one-block stretch of Junior Five" entry level homes from Quintara 
Avenue to 9 th  AvehUe. 

In an effort to find a design solution agreeable to- Mr. Lai and his neighbors, an alternate 
proposed addition was suggested, and agreed to, by all attendees. The proposed addition is 
described as follows: 

� The lower level rear addition is 10’-6" deep and 26-0 wide maximum. 
� The main level rear addition is 10’-6" deep and 18’-0’ wide maximum, with a 7’-0 

minimum side setback from the north property line. 
� The lower level and main level roofs shall be one-hour roofs, with a minimal parapet, 

only as required. 
� The ceiling heights at the additions are 8-foot maximum. The roof line is approximately 

9-foot above the finish floor level for the lower and main levels. 
� There is no rear deck off of the main level. A minimal landing and stairs provide access 

to the rear yard. 
� No third floor addition is proposed. 

Mr. Lai will have the drawings modified to reflect the revised proposed addition, noting 
dimensions on the floor plans, elevations and building sections. If the design for the proposed 
addition meets this description, the neighbors will withdraw the Discretionary Review Application 
and support the proposed addition to 2166 12 Avenue. 

Mona Marachli 	date Curtiss Sarikey 	date Trace Kannel 	date 

Michael Kannel 	date Edmund Lai 	 date Hermancia Lai 	date 

cc: Mr. Delvin Washington 



August 23, 2009 

TO: Edmund Lai 
1766 401h  Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Dear Edmund, 

Re: 	Proposed addition to 2166 12th  Avenue, San Francisco 

We met with Michael and Trace Kannel a little over a week ago to discuss the new drawings for 
your proposed addition to 2166 12th  Avenue. As I mentioned previously, the plan is just about 
identical to the one that we all met about back in November 2007, and therefore, much of our 
feedback is similar to what we put forward at that time. 

We again refer to the Design Principles outlined in the Residential Design Guidelines, as a basis 
for an alternate design for the addition that would 1) Ensure daylight and access to air for 
neighboring homes, 2) Preserve mid-block open space, the site of the rock quarry used for 
Golden Gate Park road paving material, and 3) Maintain the original 1949 character and scale 
of this one-block stretch of "Junior Five" entry level homes from Quintara Avenue to 

9th  Avenue. 

As such, here are our initial ideas: 
� The lower level rear addition is 10-6" deep and 25-0" wide maximum. 
� The main level rear addition is 10-6" deep and 18’-0" wide maximum, with a 7-0" 

minimum side setback from the north property line. 
� The lower level and main level roofs shall be one-hour roofs, with a minimal parapet, 

only as required. 
� The ceiling heights at the additions are 8-foot maximum. 
� There is no rear deck off of the main level. A minimal landing and stairs provide access 

to the rear yard. 
� No third floor addition is proposed. 

Upon a cursory look at the recent drawings by Shatara Architecture, we noted a discrepancy on 
the length of the third floor addition: on page A0.0 the 31d  floor addition is 19’-5" in length and on 
page A2.1 it is 21’-10". 

We still want to work with you to find a solution for an addition that is reasonable within the 
design guidelines and fitting with the character of the neighborhood. We are also keenly aware 
that your property at 2170 l2 thAvenue may be subject to the same type of extensive expansion 
should this project move forward as per your current plans. It is in all of our interest to find a 
solution amongst us; however, it is becoming apparent that our most significant barrier is the 
third floor, which most adversely impacts the quality of our living space, indoors and outdoors. 

Thank you for providing the new drawing and let us know your thoughts about next steps in an 
effort to arrive at a solution. 

Sincerely, 

Curtiss Sarikey and Mona Marachli 

cc: Trace and Michael Kannel 



February 14, 2012 

TO: Tom Wang, City Planner 
Planning Department 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Wang, 

Re: 	Proposed addition to 2166 12 11  Avenue, San Francisco 
Sheets A0.0, A1.0, A1.1, A2.1, A3.1, Revision date 1-1-12 

On January 28, 2012, we received the revised plans for the proposed changes to 2166 12 11  Ave. 

prepared by Shatara Architecture Inc. Aside from minor changes, the current design is essentially 
unchanged from the previous design (received January 2011). 

� We believe that a 3rd  floor addition is neither appropriate, nor compatible, in this 

community of homes. 
� The horizontal addition is too large (15-ft deep) and too close to the North property line, 

limiting daylight into the adjacent homes and into the adjacent rear yards. Existing mid- 
block additions are no more than 10 to 12-ft deep. Reducing the addition depth and 
increasing the North setback from 5-ft to 7-ft would lessen to impact of shadows on the 
adjoining properties. 

� We ask that the roof deck over the 2 nd  floor horizontal addition be eliminated. Any roof 
deck would create a loss of privacy to adjoining neighbors. 

We met with Edmund Lai and Hermancia Lai, the property owners of 2166 121  Avenue, on a 
number of occasions to discuss the proposed addition. We raised our concerns about the 
potential impact of the proposed addition on the adjacent homes and the neighborhood. 
We looked to the City of San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines to explore an alternate 
design solution. We hope to find a design solution that would 1) Maintain light to adjacent 
properties, 2) Preserve the mid-block open space, and 3) Maintain the original 1949 character 
and scale of this one-block stretch of "Junior Five" entry-level homes (on 12 11  Avenue from 

Quintara Avenue to 9 11  Avenue). 

To date, we have been unable to find a design solution agreeable to Mr. Lai and his neighbors. 
We will move forward with a filing an Application Requesting Discretionary Review. 

A third floor addition is out of scale and out of character for this block in Golden Gates Heights. 
Our street is one block long, running between Quintara and 9 11,  Ave. There are 53 "Junior Five" 
homes on this block, built in 1950 to 1951. Each home was originally built with a living/dining 
room, a kitchen, 2 bedrooms and one bathroom on the 2 nd  floor with a ground level garage. 
In the past 60 years, only nine homes have added modest rear additions, and only one home has 
a third floor. 

The mid-block open space behind 2166 12th  Ave. is a steeply sloping hillside dotted with pine 
trees, and includes the rugged remains of a quarry. From the 1870’s and 1880’s, rock was 
quarried from this site for use as road base material in Golden Gate Park. 
This unusual open space has very few rear fences, and appears as a mid-block park. 
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Re: Notice of Building Permit Application No. 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12th Ave, SF, CA 94116 
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Site Plan. 
Proposed addition at 2166 12 1h Ave 
is too massive for this neighborhood. 

Re: Notice of Building Permit Application No. 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12 1h Ave, SF, CA 94116 
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120h Ave looking South from Quintara Ave. 
Proposed addition at 2166 12th (overlay) is too massive for neighborhood. 
Box-like additions lack architectural character. 
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Re 	Notice of Building Permit Application No 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12 th  Ave, Sr-, CA 94116 
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121h Aye, a birds-eye view looking East. 
Proposed addition is out of scale with neighboring homes. 
Box-like additions lack architectural character. 
Note: Shallow rear yards to North of 2166 12th Ave 

Re: Notice of Building Permit Application No. 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12th Ave, SF, CA 94116 



2166 1211,  Ave viewed from across the street. 
Proposed addition is much too massive for neighborhood. 
Architectural character of box-like additions don’t relate to nearby homes. 
Note: Nearby addition at 2174 12 1h Ave was built in 1970’s. 
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Re: Notice of Building Permit Application No. 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12th Ave, SF, CA 94116 



C-D 
2166 12th Ave Rear Elevation. 
Massive addition, out of scale with neighboring homes. 
Roof-top deck will result in lack of privacy for adjacent homes. 
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Re: Notice of Building Permit Application No. 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12th  Ave. SF, CA 94116 

2162 121h  Ave Rear Yard looking South to 2166 12th Ai 
Proposed addition at 2166 is too massive. 
Shadows cast by proposed addition will shade most of Rear Yar4 
at 2162 12th Ave during the few sunny months of the year. 



I V 
2162 12th Ave Rear Yard looking East to mountain. 
This is the site of an old rock quarry. 
Rear yards to North of 2166 12th Ave at much smaller. 
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Re: Notice of Building Permit Application No. 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12th Ave, SF, CA 94116 
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CL~ 2162 12th Ave Rear Yard looking South to 2166 12th Ave. 
Proposed addition (overlay) is massive and will cut off access to light and air. 
There will be a loss of privacy with proposed window and roof-top deck. 

Re: Notice of Building Permit Application No. 2005 06235892 
Proposed addition at 2166 12th Ave, SF, CA 94116 
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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. 

Siature:. 	Date:  

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

Curtiss Sarikey & Mona Marachil 
Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 
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SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC. 	 05-13-13 
26 Lakeview Drive 
Daly City, CA 94015 

To: Rodney Fang 
Planning Commission President 
c/a S.F. planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94131 

Re: Response to Discretionary Review 
2166 12th Ave. - San Francisco, CA 94116 
Building Permit Application number 2005.06.23.5892 

Dear President Fong, 

The attached response is in regard to the discretionary review application 
dated, June 23, 2005 and re-submitted at planning department on February 27, 
2012. 

The Response addresses the Issues pertaining to the proposed addition to 
the property and the concerns raised by neighbors and the planning department. 

Architect and Owner have been working with the planning department 
and are willing keep working with the planning department to achieve the 
proposed project and make sure that the project approaches the concerns of the 
Residential Design Guidelines. 

Very 

Shatara 
Archtiect 
Shatara Architecture Inc. 



Response to Application For Discretionary Review 2166 12th  Avenue 

1. Third floor vertical addition is neither appropriate, nor compatible to 
the block. 

Response: 

The third floor vertical addition is approximately 6-0" above the existing, pitched 
roof at the front of the house. The addition is also set back fifteen feet from the 
front façade. The angle of sight is such that a minimal portion of the vertical 
addition is seen from across the street. Additionally, at the request of the D.R. 
Applicant the suggestion was made Slope the front façade of the addition and 
lowering the sloped pitch to mimic a slope roof line at the front, thus reducing the 
vertical surface height of the vertical addition. 

The Vertical addition has been setback to accommodate light and shadow 
impacts to the neighbors. 

The neighborhood is also at the fog belt line, since it is almost at the high point of 
the hill where the fog stagnates and does not allow the use of the rear yard. The 
addition indoor space allows the occupants to use the interior footprint should the 
weather not permit the use or the rear yard. 

2. The Horizontal Addition is too large 15ft deep and too close to the North 
Property line. Limiting daylight into the adjacent homes and into the 
adjacent rear yards. Existing mid-block additions are no more then 10-12 
feet deep. Reducing the addition depth and increasing the North setback 
from 5ft-to 7ft would lessen to impact of shadows on the adjoining 
properties 

Response: 
The proposed horizontal addition is setback from the north property line five feet 
and three feet from the south property line. Since the sun angles are from the 
south there is no impact to the southern neighbor. The horizontal addition is five 
feet from the northern neighbor this has minimal impact to the northern neighbor 
with the existing six foot fence at the property line. A shadow study has been 
included in the report to show the minimum impact. 

The subject property does not have a typical mid-block condition as there are no 
lots east of the property. The open space east, towards the back yard, is a large 
steep sloping hillside. The neighbors to the east are at a different elevation level 
far above the subject property. 



The fifteen foot depth of the proposed horizontal addition does not affect the 
daylight significantly more than a twelve foot deep footprint. 

3. We ask that the Roof deck over the 2nd  floor horizontal addition be 
eliminated. Any Roof deck would create a loss of privacy to adjoining neighbors 

Response: 
The roof deck has been set back from the edge of the addition by seven feet, 
making a total setback from the property line twelve feet. The deck is also 
setback from the east edge by five feet. The deck is limited to a 10’ xl 0’ foot, 
footprint to accommodate the neighbor’s privacy concerns. 

4. Maintain the original 1949 character and scale of the one-block stretch of 
"Junior Five" entry level home. 

Response: 
The neighborhood character is maintained as there are no exterior alterations to 
the street facade of the house. The vertical addition is set back fifteen feet and is 
behind a raised roof line at 12th Avenue. The two story character of the original 
façade is in tack with no changes to the character. 

The nature of a family or an extended family living at these homes and trying to 
accommodate the conditions of economic difference from the period to which 
these homes were built does not necessarily meet requirements today 

The additions allow a family to maintain three bedrooms and an office or a fourth 
bedroom to accommodate their needs. We feel that the additions are modest to 
the neighborhood. 

The project as currently proposed are additions totaling 1024 square feet. The 
existing dwelling is a total of 1748 sq ft less the garage space which is 481 sq ft. 
making existing habitable area is 1267 sq ft. The total square footage of the 
habitable area is 2460 square feet plus the garage, which is 272 sq. ft. 

5. Drawings Discrepancies. 

Response: 
The ground floor ceiling height is 7-7". The drawings have been revised - please 
see existing and proposed elevations. Drawing discrepancies have been 
modified and are reflected in the current plans, elevations and sections. 

The existing height to rear grade is – 22’ -  5 1/4". The drawings have been 
revised - please see existing and proposed elevations. 



The elevations elements and notes have been revised for consistency. Please 
see existing and proposed elevations. 

6. Noted information on the plans. 

Response: 
The required information has been noted. Please see the existing and proposed 
plans. 

7.Rear grade and Adjacent Foundation and Shared Fence. 

Response: 
The elevation change at the rear yard may vary in height. In all cases where it 
does vary there will be retaining walls or plant cover the will direct any run-off 
water away from the property lines and back towards the new addition. 

The addition is set back five feet from the north property line and three feet from 
the south property line. The intent is to have perimeter French drains to direct 
any runoff water, and tie these drains to the main sewer connection. 
The grade along the fence line will remain the same since the addition is setback 
there is room to adjust the grade. 

The elevation change at the interior is approximately 6" to 8" in height, and 
should not impact the adjacent neighboring foundations. The design of the 
foundation has not been reviewed by the structural consultant and concerns for 
adjacent property foundations will be resolved within the guidelines of the code 
with sensitivity to adjacent neighbors concerns. 

Shatara Architecture Inc., 	 26 Lakeview Drive - Daly City, 
CA 94015 415-512-7566 	 e-mail: suheil@shataraarch.com  
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2166 12TH  AVENUE 

SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC. 	 05-13-13 
26 Lakeview Drive 
Daly City, CA 94015 

To: Rodney Fong 
Planning Commission President 
do S.F. planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94131 

Re: Response to Discretionary Review 
2166 12th Ave. - San Francisco, CA 94116 
Building Permit Application number 2005.06.23.5892 

Dear President Fong, 

The attached response is in regard to the discretionary review application 
dated, June 23, 2005 and re-submitted at planning department on February 27, 
2012. 

The Response addresses the Issues pertaining to the proposed addition to 
the property and the concerns raised by neighbors and the planning department. 

Architect and Owner have been working with the planning department 
and are willing keep working with the planning department to achieve the 
proposed project and make sure that the project approaches the concerns of the 
Residential Design Guidelines. 

Very truly yours, 

Suheil Shatara 
Archtiect 
Shatara Architecture Inc. 

SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC. 
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2166 12TH  AVENUE 

Response to Application For Discretionary Review 2166 12th  Avenue 

1. Third floor vertical addition is neither appropriate, nor compatible to 
the block. 

Response: 

The third floor vertical addition is approximately 6’-0" above the existing, pitched 
roof at the front of the house. The addition is also set back fifteen feet from the 
front façade. The angle of sight is such that a minimal portion of the vertical 
addition is seen from across the street. Additionally, at the request of the D.R. 
Applicant the suggestion was made Slope the front façade of the addition and 
lowering the sloped pitch to mimic a slope roof line at the front, thus reducing the 
vertical surface height of the vertical addition. 

The Vertical addition has been setback to accommodate light and shadow 
impacts to the neighbors. 

The neighborhood is also at the fog belt line, since it is almost at the high point of 
the hill where the fog stagnates and does not allow the use of the rear yard. The 
addition indoor space allows the occupants to use the interior footprint should the 
weather not permit the use or the rear yard. 

2. The Horizontal Addition is too large 15ft deep and too close to the North 
Property line. Limiting daylight into the adjacent homes and into the 
adjacent rear yards. Existing mid-block additions are no more then 10-12 
feet deep. Reducing the addition depth and increasing the North setback 
from 5ft-to 7ft would lessen to impact of shadows on the adjoining 
properties 

Response: 
The proposed horizontal addition is setback from the north property line five feet 
and three feet from the south property line. Since the sun angles are from the 
south there is no impact to the southern neighbor. The horizontal addition is five 
feet from the northern neighbor this has minimal impact to the northern neighbor 
with the existing six foot fence at the property line. A shadow study has been 
included in the report to show the minimum impact. 

The subject property does not have a typical mid-block condition as there are no 
lots east of the property. The open space east, towards the back yard, is a large 
steep sloping hillside. The neighbors to the east are at a different elevation level 
far above the subject property. 

SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC. 
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2166 17TH  AVENUE 

The fifteen foot depth of the proposed horizontal addition does not affect the 
daylight significantly more than a twelve foot deep footprint. 

3. We ask that the Roof deck over the 2’floor horizontal addition be 
eliminated. Any Roof deck would create a loss of privacy to adjoining neighbors 

Response: 
The roof deck has been set back from the edge of the addition by seven feet, 
making a total setback from the property line twelve feet. The deck is also 
setback from the east edge by five feet. The deck is limited to a 10’ xl 0’ foot, 
footprint to accommodate the neighbor’s privacy concerns. 

4. Maintain the original 1949 character and scale of the one-block stretch of 
"Junior Five" entry level home. 

Response: 
The neighborhood character is maintained as there are no exterior alterations to 
the street facade of the house. The vertical addition is set back fifteen feet and is 
behind a raised roof line at 12th Avenue. The two story character of the original 
façade is in tack with no changes to the character. 

The nature of a family or an extended family living at these homes and trying to 
accommodate the conditions of economic difference from the period to which 
these homes were built does not necessarily meet requirements today 

The additions allow a family to maintain three bedrooms and an office or a fourth 
bedroom to accommodate their needs. We feel that the additions are modest to 
the neighborhood. 

The project as currently proposed are additions totaling 1024 square feet. The 
existing dwelling is a total of 1748 sq ft less the garage space which is 481 sq ft. 
making existing habitable area is 1267 sq ft. The total square footage of the 
habitable area is 2460 square feet plus the garage, which is 272 sq. ft. 

5. Drawings Discrepancies. 

Response: 
The ground floor ceiling height is 7-7. The drawings have been revised - please 
see existing and proposed elevations. Drawing discrepancies have been 
modified and are reflected in the current plans, elevations and sections. 

The existing height to rear grade is – 22’ - 5 1/4". The drawings have been 
revised - please see existing and proposed elevations. 

SHATARA ARCHITECTURE [NC. 
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2166 12TH  AVENUE 

The elevations elements and notes have been revised for consistency. Please 
see existing and proposed elevations. 

6.Noted information on the plans. 

Response: 
The required information has been noted. Please see the existing and proposed 
plans. 

7.Rear grade and Adjacent Foundation and Shared Fence. 

Response: 
The elevation change at the rear yard may vary in height. In all cases where it 
does vary there will be retaining walls or plant cover the will direct any run-off 
water away from the property lines and back towards the new addition. 

The addition is set back five feet from the north property line and three feet from 
the south property line. The intent is to have perimeter French drains to direct 
any runoff water, and tie these drains to the main sewer connection. 
The grade along the fence line will remain the same since the addition is setback 
there is room to adjust the grade. 

The elevation change at the interior is approximately 6" to 8" in height, and 
should not impact the adjacent neighboring foundations. The design of the 
foundation has not been reviewed by the structural consultant and concerns for 
adjacent property foundations will be resolved within the guidelines of the code 
with sensitivity to adjacent neighbors concerns. 

Shatara Architecture Inc., 	 26 Lakeview Drive - Daly City, 
CA 94015 415-512-7566 

	
e-mail: suheil@shataraarch.com  

SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC. 
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14 	THE WORK INCLUDED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL HE DONE IN ACCORDANCE 0TH 
AR GEHERAL CONDITIONS DOCUMENT 0-00’, 1991 EDITION. 

S. 	CONTRACTORS 	SUBCONTRACTORS 	AND SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE 	THAT THE 
WORK IS FREE THOM AWE DETECTS 	N WORKMANSHIP AND MARSA HLS FOR A 
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O0’F,CE 	
ROSA DENHACATON 

R 
RO  

OOM  
OM NAME 

NUMBER 

DOOR NUMBER 

lINCOlN NUMBER 

R 	DATUM P0101 

COLUMN GRID 

TOP OF WALL 

-

to 

B 

S 

_ 

Aff 	I 	III 	- 

- 
S’2STIPKEAA 
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BUILDING INFORMATION 
 

EXISTING: 	 2 STORES TYPE A - B 

"ROSOSED 	3 STER ES 
PLANE- 	BAIT lEAN 

/ 0161 101A AVE / 

BI.1O.DDBB PERIOD OF ONE YEAR FROM 	DATE 	GE COMPLETION 	AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR 
REPAIR GA REPLACEMENT AT NO LAO FONAL CHARGE (U) OCCUPANCY CLASS 	A�U 

RLA’IN TO 	 10. 7.0111 

16. 	CONTRACTORS TO CARRY EMPLOYER’S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN 

LE 
PR 
AD

OPEATI ENMBGD THE ECHOES TO ALSO COVER 	AND GAO AND TENANT AS 
D TONYNSUKED. 

(N) OCCUPANCY CLASS : NE CHANGE 

(U) P OF DWELLING _N TO I 

(N) 	OF DWELLING EAT NO CHANCE 

II ,
AST 	$2,000,000 	-COMBINED 	SINGLE 	LIMIT 	BAR 	BODILY 	10004’, 	OLA H 	VA 
00C,000 	PER 	OCCURRENCE, 	AND 	COMPREHENSIVE 	DONERAL 	OAR L FT 	OF 	AT 
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VICINITY MAP ABBREVIATIONS 

ED 	 ’5 A 	 AND 	 DIE 	 DOUBLE 	 POS 	FACE OF STUD 	N. .0 	NOT IN LONPANC" 	 SPEC 	SPEN I_BOOS 
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G.B. 	 GRAB BAR 	 PL 	 STOP_AFT EYE 
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SAM. 	S"MMUTDCNU  
1.0 	 TOP OR COBB  
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V_F 31DB 	 BIIUMINOUS 	 C 	 EAST 
ALAS 	 60001140 	 CA 	 EACH 

H.B. 	 HOSE BID 	 P_PBS. 	PLYWOOD 
OHM 	 ARDNOOD 	 PT 	 POINT 

TEL 	 TELEPHONE 
TER 	TERRAllO 

ALA 	 BOCK 	 EL 	 ELEVATiON 
BLAG. 	 BLOCK NO 	 ELEC 	ELECIRCA 
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HR. 	 HOUR 	 PTN. 	 PAROTIAN 
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DROOVE 
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I C 

BA 
B 

AM, 	 BEAM 	 ELEV. 	 ELEVATOR 
’01 	 NOTION 	 ENCL 	ENCLOSURE 
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TEL 	 IS CR 
T P. 	 TOP UP 
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I N 	.1 

B 
EYE. 	 CABINET 	 CO. 	 OUR 
C.R. 	 CATCHBASN 	 UOPT. 	EQUIP ENT 
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JAB. 	 JANITOR 	 R.D. 	 ROOF DRAIN 

PAVUMEN 
TA. 	 TOP OF BA 1/TA AVENUE. 

COO 	 CEMENT 	 (C) 	 EWSOINC 	 U. 	 COAT 	 REF 	 REFERENCE 	 TSR 	 TYYICT 
CEO. 	 CE UNG 	 EAPO 	EFROWED 	 CAR 	 LAVATORY 	 REFR. 	REFRDFRATOR 	 UNF. 	UNFINISHED 
0005 	 CAULKING 	 CAP 	 EXPANSION 
CLO. 

	
CLOSET 	 EAT. 	 UBTHAIOR 

V 	 LOPI 	 ALAS 	REGISTER 
RAM. 	MAXIMUM 	 R FIT, 	REINFORCED 

IO N. 	UNLESS O’HEYM.. 
NOTED 

sO 

TEN. 	 CLEAR 	 FA, 	 ARE ALARM 
COL 	 COLUMN 	 F.D. 	 FLOOR DRAIN 
CONE 	 III BETE 	 FEB 	 FSLNDBTDN 
COAN 	 CON ACTION 	 F.E 	 ARE EXTINGUISHER 
CONST1R 	CSNSTRUCTON 	 AN. 	 FINISH 

MUCH 	MECHANICAL 	 REDO. 	REQUIRED 
MEAN. 	MEMBRANE 	 AM. 	 ROOM 
NIL 	 MESA 	 RD 	 BOUGH OPENING 
MFR. 	 MANUFACTURER 	 A W.L 	RUN OUTER AVIDLY 
MN 	 MINIMUM 	 C 	 SOOT 

LENT 	V’RTLBL 
VEST. 	ADSTTBULE 
0 	 WEST 
5/ 	 ATH 
N.E 	ORION CLOSES 

COVER SHEET 
& PROPOSED 

CONT 	 GDNDTNUDUS 	 FL 	 NOOK 
ASH COBR. 	 CORRIDOR 	 FL 	 RLRSHINE 

A SC. 	MISCELLABEOUS 	SE ED. SCHEDULE 
ART. 	 MOUNTED 	 S.D. 	 SMOKE DETECTOR 

OlE 	 HOER 
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M. 	CENTER 	 .0 F 	FACE OF FISH 	 N 	 NORTH 	 SM. 	 SIMILAR 



(C) WOOD FENCE 

25-C 

ZG 

I - 2E-C 20-0 ,  
LOT 044TH 

U 
REAR YARD 

H 

25-0 

2166 12Th NRC. 

z 0000IT 2206/ 
006 	036 / 

STORY  

/ (C) ADJACENT (C) ADJACENT 	/ 
/ 2 STORY 0 2 STORY 

PROPERTY 
/ 

PROPERTY 

(E) FLAT 

/ _____  
/ (C) SLOPED ROOF 

/ 

_ 
- IP 	

J 

EXISTING SITE PLAN  

	

12-8 	 - 	 2-F 	 N-F 
12-C 	 12-4 	 ¶ - 

(C) 44668 610006 	 1 	 (6) 44654 WINDOW (6) 48256 NIN008 

r 
= 

(C) BED ROOM 	 L 	(C) 6ITC 	 T 
- 	

r 
(C) DINING 

CLOSET 

(6) SARA C 	 6) U46N0 004 
N, 	 48100FF 	 I 

-- 	 (6) BEDROOM ~2[ 

4 	 5’-4I/2 	
(0) 72660 064308 -51/2  

(6) 66460 WIDOW 

EXISTING FIRST FLOOR PLAN 	 SECOND FLOOR 	 688 SOFT: 	 EXISTING SECOND FLOOR PLAN 
A 06 CR1.4 	

HI FLOOB 	

1713 	 C 	NRA_A 

DETAILS SHEET NOTES

DWS DO 
4440T 	 AIHAT. 001 

6W IIEMAAIE 44 661611. 800 

SHEET NOTES 

480044 NI CR444 NATO NINE, USA 

�1101 1 

11:0 	
D IN 21 	 ITHA 

LEG END 

IA 

/NE61NEIHN 	 JNMNF61 

5448004 

o/ 

S HATARA 
ARCHITECTURE 

INC. 

26 LAREVlEW DR. 

CO N4OIN 

WESIDENTIAL 
ALTEIBATION 

2166-12TH AVENUE 
SAN FIRLANCISCO, CA 

BLOCK: 7006 

LOT: 036 

AlI 	 N. 

11-GE 12.17.203 

IINNNG 

-NNING  04.1C.2- 

-NNING 	05.2C.2013 

1 

EXISTING SITE 
PLAN& FLOOR 
PLANS 

A1.O 



S HATARA 
ARCHITECTURE 

INC. 

2094015 

SAN FRANCISCO, Ca 

BLOCK: 2206 

PLANNING 	 12.17.2100 

PLANNING 	 LN.:N.LN1L 

EXISTING 
ELEVATIONS 

A1.1 

7NN 	 V - 

I ffl TtiiM:1  ftU 
1I 	L HP! 

7 	 77/7 

EAST ELEVATION 	 fiWEST ELEVATION 

fiNORTH ELEVATION 	 ØSOUTH ELEVATION 
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GIN 

 

FAIN 

-  __________ 

TEDSET 	 ,,./EAU4UST DUCTS- 1  
THROUGH CEILING TO 

fl 	HUGH ABOVE 3’ MIX. 
FROM FL,TYP. 

LLE 	J 

)N) BEDROOM 

)E) BEDROOM 

H 

EXHAUST 0) 
3’ ANN FCC 
P L. LET. 

(N) SORER RISE 5 3/4’ & 
RUN 10 I/O. HANDRAIL 
MIN 1 l/4"_t OUTSIDE
Dia. 36 �  HEIGHT 

)N) STAIR: RISEN 0/4’ & - 
RUN 10 1/11, HANDRAIL 

HIG, GUARD 	 MIN 1 1/4 -0’ OJIRDE 
\\ RAIUNG,TRF. 	 RU, 311 HEIGHT 

I 	KEYNOTES ELECTRICAL & MECHANICAL KEYNOTES 

Ze  
0 SUONE DETECTOR / CARBON MONORIDE DETECTOR; SMENAALARNBi CUUNONNAONOXISEALARAS CONTRACTOR TO 

SMOKE 	CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL 
SLEEPING ROWS AND AREAS SERVINGS TEE SLEEPING ROOMS 

INSTALL SMOKE ALARM IN MIDDLE OF ALL SLEEPING ROCRUS 
AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS. 	MIN. ONE 

AlA 	ONE SMOKE DETECTOR ON EACH LEVEL, SMONE ALARMS 
AT SEEN DOM 10 BE PLACED WITHIN 	 ’-11 OPINE CENTER OF 

SMOKE DETECTOR 014 EACH LEVEL (CRC OTCA.l) ALARMS AT 
BEDROOM TO NC PLACED RATTAN 1-0 	NA THE CENTER OF INC 

THE OCROR 

( 	EX 	000R MIX 	SlOE IS O’-DTU A’-N" 
UVHTIAO OUTLETS: MIN. CRC LOFTING OUTL ET PER NOON (NEC 

fi 204100 010-70), AT LEAST ONE OUTEET IN HALLWAY, 12 MAX. 

BYL INE RUN 4" BIN, RISER. 7" MAX. RISER AND 11’ MIA. BETWEEN OUTLETS IN HABITABLE ROOMS (NEC 210-52). 

TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: STEPS MAY RE 0.05 	MAX, RISC AND 
50500AS 

ID 	MIN. RUN FOR PRIVA TE STEPS IF OCCUPANT LONE IS 010 ON 0 	
OH ANTE 

FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED ROOT).  LARGEST RISE ON ALES IN N L.EDNNE ALL THE LIGHTING UNLESS AGHTTN 	 IS CONTROLLED 
FUGHT MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8 BY CMIFED OCCUPPENT SENSOR(S) 
NAOI2ENILLE 41153 ON STAIRS RUTH A OR MORE RISERS. 

HANDRAIL HEIGHT BETWEEN 34" & 30", BATH 10 	CERETA01000 o 	KITOHEN 
TOP 4 BOTTOM, RETURNED TO WALL. EIEAETLLALABLULOEDOO MIN. 1 PER EACH COUNTER SECTOR AND A’ MAX 
OPENING LESS THAN 4" 	11 MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT BETWEEN OUTLETS. FACADE OPEl OUTLETS 
TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TREACLE E01NTINO’ 	AT LEAST 50% OF INSTALLED LUMINNIRS MUST BE 

GUALDRAIL MIA. HOGHT 42. EUQEODLENL,IRTHIN DWELLING UNIT. OR HIGH EAT1CACT (HE) LID-TAG END MUST DO SWITCHED  

HA’ MIS. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL SEPARA1E1 1  FY04 NON-NE UGHTNO. 

L,AIE2LUU REA’E RI EVER H ’TWELVE 	VEO0CAL FEET, 
MAX_ WIDTH OF LANDING EDUAL TO BXTTH  OF  STAIRS 

HEADROOM CLEARANCE ALA NO" VERT’CAL THROUGHOUT STAIRS 
() LIGHTING (OTHER AQQIAS’ BEDROOM, HALLWAY, STAIRS, 0114140 

N CLOSETS BIGGER THAN 00 SF. ALL HE UCHANC UNLESS 
LIGHTING IS CONTROLLED AR A 0144CR SNATCH OR CENTRED 

SOALETUIAC N EATERIOR SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR OCCUPANT SENSOR(S) (TILE 04) 

STNIRO (ABED ALL OTHER EXPOSED WOOD) TO BE DECRY, TERMITE 

AND WEATHER RUASTAYT BOlD )SFAC 2306.9 ,1) . 
DGSTROLLEOCEROHEO MOTOR 	 AND PHCTOORATREL 

() VEOROOU NANDONS AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHAD. MEET OF LANDSCAPE LIGHTiNG (NOT ATTACHED TO ED LONGS), OR 

EGRESS RUG’S OF AlA, BROTH DO" (ENDS BiN. HEINIP OF AT) ON IN AND AROUND SWIMMING POEtS ON RATER FEATURES (TIDE 

AlA, HEIGHT OA" (BATH ONE" 414. MOOR) TOTALING 5,7 50. FT. 24) 

MN. CUR. OPENING. BOTTOM OF CLUB OPENING TO BE ALE MAX 
fi 	ELDESSEDIUMINLRIYES IN INSULATED CEILINGS MUST BE 

ABDW BEDROOM APPROVE 	FOR ZERD-CLEARANCE IASULA0ON COVER AND 

() LIDAT & VENTILATION: LID-I TO HABITABLE SPECS’ AN OF FLOOR BUST BE CEREFIEC AS AIR OGLE. 

OATH, AlA. 0 SO. FT. HABI TABLE ROOMS SHALL AC AATJAOLLY 
E001000 NASA PROADE OATH V LAUNDRY N/ UEC’IAS:CA fi VENELATEE lATH AN AREA RN OF THE FLOOR AREA WITH A AlA 
EXHA UST FANS DIRECT :0 EXTERIOR 	AD VENT TERMINATED 

SO FD OPENINGS, 
(DR NAB DSEAIAG) IN EXTERIOR HALE S 3 FT. (NO) OF 

() DA0AALA2ATEATON ODD SE INCHES MEN. FOR GARAGE OF UP ’RDPENTO UAE (CBC TABLE SE). MECHANICAL VENT 

TO 1,020 50 	PT. FOR 
EA 

 CH ADDITIONAL LEGS 00. FT. HROVRDL TERAIN000A, 414. C TADA RNN2CW DR 	BEING USED FOR 

ADDL’TOANL 00 50 	IA. OF DEE VENT AREA (D-AC 312.5). VEA11LATTON. 

fi EATHNNOGNL NATURAL VEOHTLAHIOS AIM. ’.720 OF FLOOR EDEN INDH I-I/O 

NEC.: WIN. OF 04" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF RD 	’11 FROM 

CENTERLINE OF BOWL TO ADJAVENT WALL COPE NCE.0). MAX 

52 FT ELENA OPENING OR MECH. HEAT. HEBNG BIN. 

CAPACIR OF 5 AIR CHANGES PER TOUR. (WE ’203.3). 

ALUORAALE A.G.FLUSH RATE: LA GALLONS,MOO 	(CPC 4000) 

SHOWER’ 3D 	MIA. DIR 	CIRCLE A bOA SO. IAEHES MIS 	AREA, fi TNSKURSS AIOTWEHBATAWA. NO SEISMIC STRAPS, 

30$  1 311 ’ASIDE THRESHOLD, (CPC 410 T) 
LAUA2RH L SHOWERS B BATHTUBS, CERIUM BOARD OR GRLENAOARD IS 
DRYER VENT: PIPE OLDIE TERMINATE OUTSIDE, A 	 DIAM PIPE 

NIT ALLOWED IN WET AREAS SURROUNDING SHORED OR 
BATHTUBS. UK EEMENTTOUS BOARD AS SUBSTRATE FAR TILE (CAC SGA.0) 14’ MAX LENGTH NATE MAX 0 - NE DEGREE 

ON OTHER SHOWER MALE RAISA. TURNS, MINDS 0’ FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 90 DEGREE TURN DR 

PRE RA0NG 0 P.L 
PROVIDE ROOSTER FAR 
NABE01UE AIR: VEST FOR GAG OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100 50, 

PROPERTY 0411 1-HR. CONSINEC$101A. (I LAYER 5/N" TYPE N IN 	AlA. INTAKE OPENING (CRC ROAD) 

5MB EACH SIDE 11TH) 	ALL RAILS CLOSER THAN 5 FEET TO A LLOHTLHOL ALL HE LIOHTSD USLESD LIOH0NC IS CONTROLLED 

ROOF PAROPTTS:XT BERATED ROOFS: 1-AR RATES PARAPET, 
NO CERTIFIED OCCUPANTSEASON(S) 

30" MIN. HEIGHT REDO. )( 000HAL 

)j ( ROONOELL CLAUS "0" MIA 	ROOFING (SFBC lION I) TO BE 
UOH11NC.ALHELIGHTTNDJNLESS UGPIINO IS CONTROLLED 

BY CERTUMED OCCUP- 5ENSDR(S) (TTLE 24). 
BA, -UP ROOF ACCORDING TO APPLICATIONS ON TABLE 15-E D00L PROVO E TO PROTECT GAS EOLIPMENT MOM 
CRC 	TENT ROOF 0% ANN. SLOPE, 1.41. HOOP MATERIALS SHALL 
AU OF ARE RESISTANT TREATED HOOD. 

IMPACT. (CAC308.I( 

FIREPLACE BOAT / FLUE TERMINATION AT ROOF FOR TYPE 
' ROOF DECK: 

1500 SF FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL 1/11 SPADING 
AND A DCC HEATS: A’ FROM PROF USE AND 0 ABOVE ROOF 

AETHEEA PLANKS, PERIMETER OPENING C..OSCDTO WITHIN 1F 
AIR INLET: OPENING 501 ALLOWED WITHIN B OF 

CTION !S MIN. 2’ NWIBAL HEART REDMOD ORNO OF, CONSTRU fi CCAAROS’TON 
PROP. LINE (EWE TABLE 5-A) 10 	DOWNFROM 	OP. TO 	UP 

FIRE RESISTANT TREATED ROOD 
OUANSRAIE BIN. HEIGHT 411 

FROM BOTTOM. 

OPINING LUTE THAN 4":  4" MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT Co 	ENCLOSED CEILNO DR RAFTER SPACE SHLLL HAVE 
TAUAO/RISER/ARLLATOI TRIANGLE ERCSA-HO1TLRTDH FOR EACH SEPARATE SPACE BATH 

OPENING PAOTECTHD FROM AOIA NET FREE NEAT AREA TO BE 
OVERFLOW DRAINS SAME EZE AS DRAIN AND 2" ABOVE LOAN NOT LESS THAN 1/ISO OF AREA NAIAD VENTILATED. (CXC 
POINT 1501.3) 

1 PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN THIRD FLOOR I AC41SUFTJ 	 ED SECOND FLOOR PLAN 
¶COND FLOOR I hAD SOFT 	 2 
FIRST FLOOR 	 lONG UOFT1 
TOTAL 	 0614 SOFT, 



5-1’ 17’-0’ 

30’ HIGH 1-HR 
PARAPET & OR 

RAIVAG To 42’ 

42’ HISH 
ABOVE 

GUARSAXIL NJJ 
(N) ROOF 

2  F 	 (N) 4l(Ep 

	

(N) 7.0 4440041 	 - 

(N) MASTER 
BEDROOM 

� 

L STOSET  

EXHAUST 
MIN. mom 

FL 

=9 

(NT 5FEB40 SOUR PLAN 

PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN 

(( )M ~  SAAOKTAEURWSICAANER MONONIDESUARUT CONTRACTOR TO 
SMOKE 	CARBON MONOXIDE OUT5010R TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL INSTALL SMOKE XLVWM IN 41001 OF ALL SLEEPING ROOMS 
STEEPING ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SULEENG ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS 	MIX END 
WIN S OME SMOKE DETECTOR OWN EACH LEVEL SMOKE ALARMS SMOKE DETECTOR ON HAIR LEVEL (0440 310 AT) ALARMS AT 
AT 	EDROO. 
THE LOOT 	

TO AL PLACED TNTHIN 1-0 	OF THE CASTER OF BEDROOM TO DE PLACED 41014 T’-O’ OF THE CENTER OF THE 

figBIrogTH MIX SIZE IS O-DTO N-I’ 
)( 	UGF1NV OUTLETS. BIN, ONE LIGHTiNG OUTLET PER ROOM (NEC 

STARS 210-70) 	AT LEAST ONE OUTLET IN HALLWAY, 10 .  MAR. 

NLDLRSID RII_RA 	A’ NIX 	RISER, 7’ MAE RISER AND IT’ MIX AHUAUEN OUTLETS IN HABITABLE ROOMS (NEC 010-50). 

TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: SOUPS MAY BE 7,70’ MAX. AWE AND 
TO’ MIS RUN FOR PRIVATE STEPS IF OCCUPANT LOAD IS 013 OR 

00015100 PROVIDE OATH WITH DEN OUTLETS. 
FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED RODF). LARGEST RISE OR OGHEOLE ALL THE UAHTSE UNLESS ’JGHSNO ID CONTROLLED 

 MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 0/4’ GRIEVED OCCUPANT sENsoR(s) 
HANDRAILS REDO ON STAIRS BArn 0 OR MORE BITERS 
YNIDRSE HEIGHT TETINEEM OX’ & DX’, WITH 12’ EXTENSIONS KiTCHEN 
TOP & BOTTOM. RETURNED TO BALLPICRFTS N BALUSTORO OWIELEDLE. WIN. 1 PER EACH COUNTER SEEDER AND V  MAX. 
OPENING LESS THAN A’. A 	MAX. DIAMETER OPENING VA BETWEEN OUTLETS. PROVIDE OPEl OUTLETS 
TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TAlONS_C UGHTING 	AT LEAST 505 OF INSTALLED LUMINAIRE MUST BE 

DUABDEAG, MIS. HEIGHT NO’. )UCLAILQ&1BTHIN DXCIV) NO UNIT, OF HIGH EFFICACY (HE) LISHTNG AND MULE BE SNATCHED 
36" MIX. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL SEPARATELY FROM NOR-HE JOHTND. 

LAW HC ROD D AT EVERT TWELVE 	’AEABCXL TOOT, 
MAX. BERTH OF LANDING EQUAL TO NADER OF STAIRS fi LIGHTING )PEAAROOMS) AEOR000, HALLWAY. STAIRS, DINING 

HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIA AD’ VERTICAL THROUGHOUT STAIRS. & CLOSETS BIGGER THAN 70 AC 	ALL HE L:GHTNG UNLESS 
LIGHTiNG IS CTA’TTOLLLO BY A DIMMER SNATCH OR CERTFTEC 

() STRUCTURE B CXTCAIOR’OUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR OCCUPANT SENSOR(S) (OTLE 2 4). 

STAIRS (AND A_I, OTHER EXPOSED ROOD) TO BE DEC.AT, TERMITE 
AND WEATHER RESISTANT A000 (OFAD BUDA.L.’) OF 	

=F 	
HE LIGHTING UNLESS LIGTOTNG V
MUTTON SENSORS AID ILDTOCONTROL, 

BEDROOM BANDOWS AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHALL MEET OF LANDSCAPE UDHTNG (NOT ATTACHED TO BUILDINGS), OR 

EGRESS ACO’S OP NIB. (MOTH 00’ (4TH MIA. ALIGHT OF Al’) DR IN AND AROUND SWIMMING POOLS DR RATER FEATURES (7720 

MIS. ITEISYT 04’ (SIN DAD’ BIN. RAOTH) TOTAUINC 0.0 52 	FT CM). 

ARE CLV. OPENINU BOTTOM OF DIR OPENING TO BE AX’ MVX 
IN 	 MUST BE fi RECOSNOD LUMINAIRES 	 IASULHTED CEILINGS 

APPROVED FOR 0000-DETXRAAIDE INSULATION COVER AND 

fi LiOVLH_VENOLUDBN: LIGHT TC HABITABLE SPACE: 8% OF FLOOR MUST RE CERTIFIED RN AIR OGHT. 

AREA MIX. B 50. FIL HXAITAAI ROOMS SHALT BE NATURALLY 
VENTLATEE RATE AN AREA XIS OF THE .’LOOR AREA INTO A AN (D EXHAUST FADS PROVIDE RATE & LAUNDRY W/ MECHANICAL 

A 52. FT. OPENINES, EXHAUST FANS DIRECT TO EXTERIOR. NO VENT TERMINATOR 

(OR ANY OPENING) IN EXTERIOR WALL V 3 FT. (RI) OF 

0 DXEADE__UEOQLNNCAN OTT SO. INCHES ALA. FOR GARAGE DI U’ PROPERTY ONE (CAD TYALD OX) MECHANICAL VENT 
TO 1,000 SA. FT. FOR EHCH ADDIWONAL 200 52. FT PROVIDE TERMINATOR, AlA 	0’ FROM WINDOW OR O’CSING USED FOR 
AOOITDINAL 20 50 	IN. OF CLR, VENT AREA (SHAG 3125) VENTILATION. 

BATHROOM C) SRFUAAUVCNTIUDUON NIX, 1/00 OP F-OUR AREA 44TH 1-1/2 
11.0 	MIN 	GE DX’ CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF WE, IS’ FROM SO. FT. CLEAR OPENING DR AEON. VENT. PAVING MIS. 

CENTERLINE OF 401,1, -O XDUNCCAT AAU. (CPC BEAD). MAX, CAPACITY OF 0 NIT CHANGES TER YOUR. (COC 	003.3). 

ALL_ON/OLE W.0 FLUSH RATE: 1 	GALLONS MAX. (CPC NOD 3) 

GHOAER, 00’ MIN 	SIN. CIRCLE & TOOX 50 	INCHES AIR. AREA, C) TANVUESA AIRIER.YAATERA NO SEISMIC STRAPS 

02’ A 30’ INSIDE TYTCS’OW, (O PC 412.7) 
SH  c  WE 

 ES

NOT ALLOWED IN BLOT AREAS EL,RROUNDTNG 	
EB2 IA AHCXT: C) 

PIPE SHALE TERMINATE OUTSIDE, A’ E’AA FIFEGUYER 
RATETETS USE TEATATTEUS BOARD AS SUBSTRATE FOR TiLE (CM G 5042) TA’ MAX LEXOTH IBIS MAX 0 - TO DEGREE 

OR OTHER SHOWER WALE FINISH. FURAG MINUS 2’ FOR EACH 000IWONAU AG DEGREE TERN OR 

fiFINE RATING BPL: 
PROVIDE BOSSIER FAN 

AAAOLAR AR 	VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRCRS TOO SC. 
PROPERTY ONE. ’-HR. CONSITUCTON 	 TE (1 LAYER S/A’ TYPE B IV 	AlA. INTAKE OPENING (GAO 90E2( 
OILS EACH SlOB T’YP ( 	ILL WALLS CLOSER THAN 5 ACED TO A LOETINUL, AU. HE LIDUOSO UNLESS LIGHTiNG IS CONTROLLED 

fiNGAE.eARAPETPETUAT UI_SAFE ROLES: 1-HR RATED PARAPET, 
AT CERTIFIED OCCUPANT SENSOR(S) 

30’ MIN. HEIGHT REID, VAAAAE 

0

C) 
’IT 	ROOFING 	CLASS ’A’ MIS 	VOORNO )SFAC 1506.1) TO WE 

LADHONG: 	ALL HE LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHOAG IS CONTROLLED 

BUILT-UP ROOF ACCORDING TO AFPL0000N 	 ’ 	TABLE 15’TE ON 
BY CERTiFIED OCCUPANT SENSOR(S) (OTLE OR). 
115.05151. PROVIDE TO PROTECT GAS EQUIPMENT FROM 

EAC TENT ROOF OS BIN. SLOPE, T,AA 	ROOF MATERIALS SHALL 
BE OF FIRE RESSOXAT TREATED AOOD. 

IMPACT. )_AM,30E1( 

fiRGALDUE: FIRER_SOC VENT / FLUE UCAXIADOOS 40 ROOF FOR TYPE 

A 500 OF FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL I/B’ SPVCNO AND A GAS VENTS A’  FROM PROP AXE AND C ABOVE ROOF 

BETAS 	PLANES PERIMETER OPENING CLOSER TO URCHIN 	’OF 

ROOF. CONSTRUCTION IS MIS. 2’ NOMINAL HEART REDWOOD DR 
FIRE RESIST/AFT TREATED HOOD 

( 	COMPLETION AIR INLET: OPENIHO NOT ALLOWED BMTE1N 3’ OF 
PROF. LINE (CXC TAKE 5-A) TB 	DOER FROM TOP, 12 	OP 

OULR000HL BIN HEIGHT NO’ FROM BOTTOM. 

OPENING LOSS THAN 4’; N’ MAX. D:UAHTER OPENING A’ C) 	EN 	USED CEILING OR RAFTER SPACE SHE_U HAVE 
TREADIRISER/AALUSTER TRIANGLE CROSS-VEND ’,AVON FOR EACH SEPARATE SPACE WOO 

C) DO[ABCO,NLDRAIHG’ SAME SIDE AS DRAIN AND 0" ABOVE LOW 
OPENING PACTECTOD FROM RAIN NET FREE VENT. AREA TO BE 

NOT LESS THAN 1/150 OF AREA ACING VENTILATED. (CXC 
POINT. 1505.0) 
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