SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review

Abbreviated Analysis
HEARING DATE: JUNE 9, 2016

Date: June 2, 2016
Case No.: 2015-002761DRP-02
Project Address: ~ 2328-2330 North Point Street

Permit Application: 2015.02.26.9477

Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0918/002E
Project Sponsor: Kelly Condon
Kelly Condon Design
443 Joost Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127
Staff Contact: Brittany Bendix — (415) 575-9114
Brittany.Bendix@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The existing 30-foot 7-inch tall building is a three-story two-family dwelling situated on a lot 25 feet wide
and 137 feet 6 inches deep. The proposal includes the following alterations: (1) a one-story horizontal
addition at the rear which adds approximately 13 feet 2 inches of depth to the existing building; (2) a 4®
floor vertical addition, setback 15 feet from the front building wall, bringing the total height of the
building to 40 feet; and, (3) interior alterations that relocate one of the existing units to the lower level.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site is located on the north side of North Point Street between Baker and Broderick Streets in
the Marina neighborhood. The lot is approximately 3,438 square feet, with a width of 25 feet and a depth
of 137 feet 6 inches. The existing two family dwelling, constructed circa 1929, has a height of 30 feet 7
inches, a depth of 62 feet 5.5 inches and a rear yard of approximately 75 feet.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

This portion of the Marina neighborhood is predominantly characterized by three- to four-story multi-
family flats, as well as apartment buildings. The neighboring buildings east and west of the subject
property are both three-story two-family dwellings. Directly south of the subject property, and across
North Point Street, are three three-story buildings containing two- to four-family dwelling units. Directly
north of the subject property are two three-story two-family dwelling units and a four-story seven unit
apartment building.
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2015-002761DRP (02)
June 9, 2016 2328-2340 North Point Street

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED
TYPE PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES | DR FILE DATES | DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 January 19, 2016 — | February 17 113 d
30d 2,2016 ays
Notice S | February 18,2016 | &18,2016 | ""°
HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days May 31, 2016 May 31, 2016 10 days
Mailed Notice 10 days May 31, 2016 May 27, 2016 13 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) - 2 (DR Requesters, each adjacent) -
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across - 14 letters included in DR application -
the street
Neighborhood groups -- -- --

No other neighborhood comments have been received regarding this project.

DR REQUESTOR

Discretionary Review Application 2015-002761DRP was filed by Patricia and Scott Quinn, residents and
owner of 2334 North Point Street, the three-story two-family dwelling located directly west of the subject

property.

Discretionary Review Application 2015-002761DRP-02 was filed by Diana Meistrell, resident and owner
of 2324 North Point Street, the three-story two-family dwelling located directly east of the subject

property.
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

See attached Discretionary Review Applications, dated February 17, 2016, and February 18, 2016.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated May 27, 2016.
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2015-002761DRP (02)
June 9, 2016 2328-2340 North Point Street

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e)
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than
10,000 square feet). See case 2015-002761ENV.

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Team considered the DR Application on March 24, 2016, and determined that the
proposed project is not exceptional or extraordinary. Specifically, the RDT finds that the project is well
within the potential buildable volume, does not have a rooftop penthouse and that as the vertical
addition is setback 15 feet from the street it does not conflict with the Residential Design Guidelines. RDT
also noted that there are existing full-width fourth floors in the surroundings, such as, 2366 North Point
Street and 3531 Broderick Street.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Categorical Exemption

Section 311 Notice

DR Application

Response to DR Application dated May 27, 2016
Reduced Plans

BB: G:\DOCUMENTS\Building Permits\2328-2330 North Point\DR - Abbreviated Analysis.docx
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Parcel Map
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Discretionary Review Hearing
6 Case Number 2015-002761DRP-02
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Sanborn Map*
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Aerial Photo
(Facing North)
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Zoning Map




Site Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION '

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
2328-2330 North Point Street 0918/002E
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-002761ENV 02/23/2015
Addition/ I:IDemolition DNew L__'Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GOTOSTEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Merge two dwelling units to one unit with a horizontal and vertical addition including a 4th story
and an increased garage size.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

Class 3 — New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
D residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class__

[

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
EI generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENTZ/13/15



Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer). '

[]

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

N

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

HEEE

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

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

[]

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

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

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling

Maher waiver issued. Archeo clearance. Project will follow recommendations of 6/20/15 Kevin
O'Connor, Inc geotechnical investigation report.

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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

[ ] | Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 2/13/15




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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O O0ogd;opd

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

]

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

V]

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

[l

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

Ll

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

O/O|joQgoQE g

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

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

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation
. .
Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify): per PTR form dated 8/27/2015

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

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Aliison K. Vanderslice £5

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

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
I:l Step 2 - CEQA Impacts

I:I Step 5 -~ Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

; . ignature:
Planner Name: Allison Vanderslice Sl:gna ure . | _
T ————— Allison K. Sk e SO
rojec roval Action: . e o, .
’ PP Vandersllce e Date: 20151)9-.01 17:46:31 —07'00'“"’

Planning Commission Hearin

1t Discretionary Review betore the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30
days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15 4




SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

:18/27/2015

8/27/2015

_Date of Form Completion

ddre

2328-2330 North Point Street

I

.

4

BPA/CaseNoz,

2015-002761ENV

 PURPOSE OF

(¢ CEQA

(" Preliminary/PIC

2/23/2015

If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Merging a two-unit residential building into one-unit residential building with complete
interior remodel. Horizontal and vertical addition including a 4th story and roof deck. A
Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination form (Supplemental) was
submitted by the project sponsor to aid this review.

Individual

Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusionin a
California Register under one or more of the
following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (¢ No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (& No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (@ No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No

Period of Significance: |/3

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

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes (¢ No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (¢ No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (¢ No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (No

Period of Significance: |,/5

(" Contributor (" Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



C Yes (" No @& N/A
C Yes (¢:No
C Yes ¢ No
C Yes (® No
 Yes (¢ No

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

Constructed in 1929, 2328-2330 North Point Street is a two-story-over-basement,
rectangular plan, two-family, stucco-clad building with restrained Mediterranean Revival
detailing. The property has undergone limited alterations. Based on the information
provided in the Supplemental form and additional research by Department staff, the
subject property is not an historical resource under CEQA.

The subject property was developed in 1929 with owner E. A. Janssen listed as the builder
on the original building permit. The majority of this portion of the Marina neighborhood
was developed between the late 1920s and early 1930s, following the first wave of major
residential development in the area that occurred in the early 1920s after the closing of the
Panama-Pacific International Exhibition (PPIE) in 1915. Although the neighborhood is
indirectly related to the PPIE as an event that sparked development in the area, the subject
property does not retain any elements that express this relationship to the historical event
of the PPIE. The area does not appear to be directly associated with any other significant
historical events. Therefore, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 1. Based
on the Supplemental form, no significant persons are associated with the subject building.
The subject property is not significant under Criterion 2.

The subject building features a two-story canted bay with plaster shields and wood-sash
casement windows and red clay tile shed roof and stepped parapet. The building is a
common type seen in the neighborhood and does not appear to be a significant example
of a type, period, or style. The building is not the work of a master architect or builder.
Therefore, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 3.

The subject building is not significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criteria
typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built environment. The
subject building is not an example of a rare construction type.

No identified or eligible district has been determined in the area that includes the project
parcel. The surrounding residential neighborhood was constructed in the late 1920s and
while it expresses stylistic coherence, the subject block faces contains a range of residential
building types and massing. Additionally, the buildings on the subject block faces are
common in the Marina and San Francisco generally and are not a notable or distinguished
grouping of late 1920s Mediterranean Revival residential architecture.

Ima Iz 9-/-26/5
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Photodaraphs of Subject Property

Primary fagade, 2328-2330 North: Point Street.

Novermber 2014 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On February 26, 2015, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2015.02.26.9477 with the City
and County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 2328-2330 North Point Street Applicant: Kelly Condon
Cross Street(s): Baker and Broderick Streets Address: 443 Joost Avenue
Block/Lot No.: 0918/002E City, State: San Francisco, CA 94127
Zoning District(s): RH-3 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 240-8328

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

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

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O New Construction M Alteration

O Change of Use [0 Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition
M Rear Addition O Side Addition M Vertical Addition
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED
Building Use Residential No Change

Front Setback 0 feet No Change

Side Setbacks None No Change
Building Depth 62 feet 5.5 inches 75 feet 7 inches
Rear Yard 75 feet 0.5 inches 61 feet 10.5 inches
Building Height 30 feet 7 inches 40 feet

Number of Stories 3 4

Number of Dwelling Units 2 No Change
Number of Parking Spaces 2 No Change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal includes a rear horizontal addition, a 4™ floor vertical addition and interior renovations that will relocate one of the
existing units to the lower level.

**This notice is being re-sent to clarify that the active building permit number for this project is 2015.02.26.9477. The previous
notice included a typo, listing the last four digits as 9427.

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Brittany Bendix
Telephone: (415) 5759114 Notice Date: 1/19/2016
E-mail: Brittany.bendix@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 2/18/2016

1 S 3 [ 5 7B (415) 575-9010

Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

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

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

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

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

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

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

BOARD OF APPEALS

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

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

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


http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:

S 20057002 T 1 ORP
APPLICATION FOR
. . . RECE|IVE
Discretionary Review b

1. Owner/Applicant information FEB ! 8 2016
o AR T o C HY'&"GOUNTY”OF SE

'Patricia and Scott Quinn NE,Lé,_',‘g‘ggﬁ ggSAgL‘IAAﬁJENT
NING |
DRAPPLICANT'S ADDRESS: 2P CoDE: TTreEewoNe:
: 2334 North Point SF CA - 94123 (415 )928—4093
| PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
- Andrew Boroughton - owner, Agent Keily Condon
443 Joost Avenue SF CA 94127 (415 ) 240-8328
" CONTAGT FOR DR APPLICATION:
Same as Above [_IX
| ADDRESS: "Tazpcoe: " TELEPHONE:
o )
" E-MAIL ADDRESS:
' patriciasmquinn@sbcglobal.net, scottmscott@yahoo.com
2. Location and Classification
ST ABGRESS OF PROIEET . Capoe
S SRS I e
- Baker and Broderick Streets
g"As"éEssons BLOCKAOT: Cot Di'Mnens:or’as: | LOT AREA (SQ FT): "ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
o8 jope PTEXF 3awssafe RS A

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply
Change of Use | Change of Hours ] New Construction Alterations X Demolition X Other []

Additions to Building: Rear X  Front3  Height(X  Side Yard [

2 unit - single story 2 bedroom condos, avail 4 car parking
Present or Previous Use:

2unit-3 stofy “sihgle fémily home, Single sfory 1 bedroom, avall 2 car barkingk

2015.02.26.9427 or 9477
Building Permit Application No. - _

Proposed Use:

Date Filed: 2/26/2015



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ¢ O

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? X O
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? O ¢

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.

No mediation offered. The project was discussed 3 times - 1st time separately with owners at 2334-6, and
owners 2322-4. No concessions formally offered. Informal discussion with 2334-6 regarding offer to do some
work on building 2334-6 not specified, and to exchange a set back on rear addition from property line and -
privacy screen for additional footage in airwell of 2328-30. 2 mandatory pre-application meeting - 1st time.
offer to file single family home. 2nd same plans no change no negotiations due to overwhelming
neighborhood response(over 18 families). A Broughton stated he would file permit neighbors should pursue”
DR. Permit application filed - contacted Broughton. Stated permit passed - file for DR to pursue concessions

COM’LOM @‘FW-&(’\«D BLP@M ?Lumwﬂ_/ ]
\%v‘“’h—vtzj Bewdix aNSue s
2]l Pawe G AM 2\ fe = o
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Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

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

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

The project directly impacts privacy, sunlight/light, and neighborhood building scale/visual character. Using
design guideline page 16 regarding privacy, the 4th floor front deck and 5th floor deck create direct line of
sight into North Point neighbors across the street at 2335-7, 2329-31, 2325, The rear 4th floor addition and 5th
floor deck create direct line of sight into Beach Street neighbor at 2235. The 2nd floor rear deck creates direct_ .
line of sight into the 2nd floor bedrooms of North Point 2334, 2322. Please see attached pictures

“Please see attached page for sunlight/light and neighborhood building scale/visual character -

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:

Please see number one and attached neighbor letters . .

¢ wxk abnched Qued

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?

Reduction in rear 1st floor addition with 5' property line set backs east and west - similar to other rear
extensions in mid block space 0918 of neighborhood. Privacy screen on rear 2nd floor deck with additional 10'
set back from property line and deeded as such. No rear 2nd floor deck. Reduction in'4thfloor additiontoa

_penthouse/pop up with slooped roof. Similar to the other existing 4th floor additions - see photos. No 4th
floor front deck. No 5th ﬂoor deck. There are no 4th ﬂoor or Sth ﬂoor decks on North Point street currently -
see photos



Question 1 - supplement regarding reasons for requesting Discretionary Review

%¥2

Sunshine/light - using Design Guidelines from pages 16, 24, 25, and 26. Rear addition 4th fioor and 5th
floor deck will diminish light to 2334 - 2336 in the backyard and at the air-well, 2324 - 2322 in the back
yard, and 3rd floor apartment north west corner of 2300 all west facing windows (most of that unit is
illuminated through west facing windows). Rear 1st floor addition plus 2nd floor deck will have
significant impact on the mid block open space for block 0918 affecting not just directly abutting
neighbors but rear garden space for properties 4-5 lots west along the block. Currently mid block is a
large open air space with low lattice/open fencing. In particular the rear addition will biock in 2324-
2322. The design guidelines propose set backs and sloped roof - these modifications would help a

lot. See attached pictures of current mid block space block 0918

Neighborhood building scale and visual character - using Design Guidelines from pages 9,24,25. The
project is out of scale and character with the neighborhood of North Point Street between Baker and
Broderick Street. There are no full width 4th fioor additions, 4th floor decks or 5th story decks on the
entire street - north or south side of the street. There is a uniformity to the neighborhood with all lots
having 3 story's. The project will significantly alter the neighborhood uniformity even with the 15' set
back. It's going to look pretty big and stick out like a sore thumb compared to everything else. There
are 3 small 4th floor penthouse/pop ups not full width and well set back from the street (more then the
mandated 15') on the entire street.

See attached photos of North Point Street taken from Broderick corner and Baker corner



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

¢: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature:pbj: k g(ﬂ# @;M Date: & “L’ hLP

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

wwev 2324 od’[,\?o\ N‘l" “\)0061’,»*

gwnar / Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

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 (pleass check comect column) " DR APPLICATION
Application, with all blanks completed
. Address labels (original), if applicable

. Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable
; Photocopy of this completed application

. Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

| Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
[ Required Material.
% Optional Material.
O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of agj rs and owners of property across street.
C (/% \// -
For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:
—B_y:—-—% >‘ M, Coce au-g
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February 13, 2016

Planning Dept

Attn: Brittany Bendix

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
S.F, CA 94103

Ms Bendix:

The size of the proposed project would change the character of
the neighborhood and is too big for the lot space. The size
house being proposed would cut down on the air and sunlight of
its neighbors and affect the skyline of the area..It could also
potentially affect noise level in the area.

Thank you,

Naomi Goodman (home owner)
3531 Broderick St

San Francisco, Ca. 94123
Block 918 Lot 2

2206-28 N ol Beed Poojent




JULIAN O. STANDEN
3525 Broderick Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

February 7, 2016

BLK 918, Lot 2A

My wife and | own and reside in 3525 Broderick Street, San
Francisco. We can see 2328/2330 North Point from our back yard. We

oppose the proposed building modifications to 2328/30 North Point for
the following reasons:

1. The project conflicts with the following basic guidelines on p. 5 of
the Design Guidelines because the building’s scale is not compatible
with surrounding buildings and does not respect the mid-block open
space.. It also does not maintain light to adjacent properties by
providing adequate setbacks. Its architectural features do not enhance,
and instead detract from, the neighborhood’s character.

2. The proposed fourth floor conflicts with the illustration on p. 23 of
the Design Guidelines because it is out of scale with the surrounding
buildings.

3. The building now provides a home to two families at a reasonable
cost. As modified, it will provide a home to only one family that must
be rich enough to afford it. This is not consistent with the goal of
providing housing to middle income families.

il O Secrir

Julian O. Standen

232530 No M Pk Projec
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Date: 2/16/16

To: SF Planning Dept

From: BLK 0918 LOT 022

Address: 2334 North Point SF CA 94123

Re: Opposition to proposed construction 2328/2330 North Point

We live directly next door to 2328/2330 and the proposed
construction will have a negative impact on privacy, light, air and
neighborhood. Privacy - the proposed rear deck has direct line
of sight into our bedroom. The rear deck will be close enough
that the new owner could hand me a hot dog over the deck
railing through my bedroom window Also the deck is located
adjacent to the kitchen and family room - high use area. Light
and Air - Currently our backyard gets enough light to support the
over 30 rosebushes growing there . The added 4th floor plus 5th
floor deck and the 6 foot privacy fence will block that light.
Additionally our kitchen and dining room have windows directly
facing east onto 2328 and a full 4th floor addition plus 5th floor
deck will block the direct sunlight into our kitchen, and diminish
the indirect light. We will then only have rear and front windows
that receive direct light. Our street North Point between
Broderick and Baker has a relaxed, children playing, quiet
atmosphere; the backyards all communicate with low partial see
thru fencing creating a unique open air garden like feel; the
street has a uniformly 3 story construction - the extent of this
project will have a negative impact on all of that unique
neighborhood atmosphere.

Patricia and Scott Quinn
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Mr. Shankar P Murthy & Mrs. Nilani Murthy
2235 Beach Street, Apt 301

San Francisco CA 94123

Block #0918 / Lot #15

Planning Department

Attn: Brittany Bendix

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
S.F., CA 94103

Dear Brittany,

I am writing in regards to the Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application
2828/2830 North Point Street. My husband and I have two major concerns listed
below:

1. Direct invasion of privacy from proposed fourth level and rooftop area. |
Previously in instances where people have stood on the roof of 2328-2330 North |
Point they have had a direct line of sight into our bedroom and living room.

This is a direct invasion of our privacy. If we were required to close our curtains
for privacy this would block out our natural sunlight, which we require for
health and general well-being. Natural light and privacy were pertinent factors
we considered when purchasing our condominium and will be taken away if
the proposed fourth level and rooftop areas are allowed for development.

2. The street facade of North Point Street will be inconsistent having a fourth level
addition to a row of three level condominiums. The neighbourhood is known
for its cleanliness, beautiful architecture and consistency. '

We appreciate your time to review our concerns in conjunction with the Discretionary
Review application put forward.

Regards,

Shankar P Murthy Nilani Murthy

g2 3 No bV b0 4



Walker Wells & Ashley Gordon Ly g LoT A L
2300 North Point #305 o
San Francisco, CA 94123

February 16", 2015

Brittany Bendix

Planner

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Bendix,

I’m writing to express concern on behalf of myself and my girlfriend Ashley Gordon with
the proposed project at 2328-2330 North Point St in San Francisco, CA [Block/Lot No.:
0918/ 002E] As current residents of Apt #305 at 2300 North Point St, we can’t help but
feel that the proposed construction project for this particular unit goes far beyond
necessary improvements and borders on frivolous. Having spent the majority of my youth
in rural North Carolina, I know that the desire for more space comes naturally. That being
said, as the son of a general contractor, I also know first hand the impact that a
construction project of this size can have on not only the environment but on the
community that immediately surrounds the construction site. The City planning code was
“adopted for the purpose of promotion & to protect the public health, safety, peace,
morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare.” As I thoroughly reviewed the
proposed plans for this project, it is evident the aforementioned building plans infringe on
all things that the code is in place to protect.

According to the San Francisco Municipal Planning Code Section 101 (c¢) "The City
Planning code is adopted "To provide adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of
access to property, and to secure safety from fire and other dangers,” The proposed
construction project at 2328/2330 North Point St [Block/Lot No.: 0918/ 002E] clearly
violates the policy that is in place to protect those who have chosen to call San Francisco
their home. In our studio apartment, our bedroom & main living space contains windows
along the entire west wall - the wall directly facing the proposed project. For this reason,
the 4th floor master bedroom addition & rooftop deck pose a major privacy issue to our
unit. A large portion the east wall of the proposed 4th floor master bedroom will possess
windows that will look directly into our home. The project site is a mere building away
and with the constant rotation of workers throughout the construction process - our sense
of privacy will be entirely violated. Furthermore, should the project proceed as planned,
the homeowners will have a direct view through our windows and into our lives - another

clear violation of our right to privacy.
In addition to being a clear infringement on our privacy, the 4th floor master bedroom

addition & rooftop deck will also directly encroach on the amount of afternoon light that
our unit receives. As mentioned previously - the City Planning code [San Francisco

2218-30 N. M AW @rf\)wk




Planning Code Section 101 (c)] is adopted "To provide adequate light, air, privacy and
convenience of access to property”. With the proposed building height addition at
2328/2330 North Point St [Block/Lot No.: 0918/ 002E] of 9 feet 5 inches - we will lose
the majority of the direct afternoon sunlight in our unit. This is sunlight that was deemed
necessary for the well being of the resident by the architects of our building when it was
constructed many years ago.

As you consider our Discretionary Review application, I ask that you please keep in mind
each and every family that resides on this block. Aside from the direct invasion of our
safety, privacy, and comfort - there is a clear threat to the character of our block. Just
steps from the Palace of Fine Arts, a San Francisco Historical Landmark since 1977, lies
the block of North Point St between Broderick St and Baker St [Block 0918]. Our block,
whether originally intended or not, provides a glimpse of how life in San Francisco, CA
is to thousands of tourists a day. Please help ensure that we will continue to leave a
positive impression on San Francisco residents and tourists alike. Thank you so much for
your consideration and please don’t hesitate to reach out should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

It NS
Walker Wells

2528 -3 Koo Yok Cogped




February 12, 2015
To San Francisco Planning Department,

This letter is to state my personal concerns regarding the proposed remodel of
the home at located at 2328-2330 North Point Street. We are located directly
across the street at 2337 North Point.

As neighbors of the property | would like to state our opposition to the project and
how it impacts our quality of life. The proposed project seems only to be
concerned with maximizing density to maximize profit. All of this is done with out
concern for the architectural integrity of the existing neighborhood.

Being that this project is not for the owner’s personal use but as a project for him
as a real estate developer for his own financial gain. As such he has no
obligation or allegiance to the neighbors, as would a person who was actually
invested in a neighborhood with concerns about how his project would effect
people he would see on a daily basis.

From a design perspective these is no precedent on this block of North Point to
allow for the addition of a fourth story. The original developer of these homes
never included this additional level to any of the homes in the Marina of which
there are hundreds of examples. This change will impact the entire character of
the neighborhood in that currently all the homes on the block have a consistent
massing and this will stand out in a very awkward manner. | believe approval of
this will diminish the architectural integrity of the neighborhood.

In addition given the proximity to the Palace of Fine Arts, parking on this street is
always a challenge. Residents and visitors alike compete for the limited amount
of street parking that exists. It appears that this project intends to subtract from
the amount of existing parking in lieu of creating more living space.

The projects two year estimate will create even more parking problems for the
existing neighbors.

| certainly hope that there can be some sort of compromise on this permit that
has been requested. If | may suggest some, | would start with the timeline, |
would like to see it shortened up.

Also regarding the density, | would like to see the added story eliminated.
My hope is that the developer will be mindful of this neighborhood and the people

who live here. | hope you will consider my comments before going forward with
approval of this project.

Sincerely,

Marsha Saunders
2337 North Point Street
BLK 923 Lot 36

2378-20 Nyrbh %C«\A/ Q\roge/@!/




February 8, 2016
To:  Whom it May Concern

From: Ann & Jim Roessler, owners of 2325 North Point St.. BLIK 923 Lot 38
(Across the street from 2828/2830 North Point)

Re:  Notice of Building Permit Application at 2828/2830 North Point

"This particular block of North Point Street is the gateway lo the Palace of Fine Arts and has had
a consistent character since 1929. It was also designated as a Scenic Street in the *60’s. The
plans as presented for 2828/2830 North Point Si. are not compatible with the character and
development of the surrounding area...as per Section 272, Article 2.5 of the SF Planning

Code. There are no 4 story residences on the street. The proposed 4th floor can be viewed as an
aberration from both the front view and side views. I believe if the builder could reduce the
addition to a “pop-up” type of structure and set it back substantially to the back of the building
and setback the sides from the adjoining buildings with no obtrusive deck in the front and
conform to the peaked tiled-roof that a couple of other buildings have, it would satisty the
Planning Code and residents.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Ann & Jim Roessler
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Diana Meistrell
2324 North Point Street, San Francisco, CA 94123 BLK 0918 LOT 027

Date: 2/11/2016

TO: Planning Department
From: Diana Meistrell
RE: 2328/30 North Point Street permit application Opposition

There are a number of concems with the proposed deconstruction and displacement of 2 families
for a uncharacteristic home of 4 stories, roof deck, and installation of 1 family with in-law:

1) The particular block of North Point where this building is proposed is one of the loveliest blocks
in the Marina with a specific character. It is a gateway to the Palace of Fine Arts and is lined
with homes built in the late 20’s. None of the 2 family homes are over 3 stories and the facades
of the homes compliment each other.. tile roofs, Spanish flavor, etc. None have front decks.
The proposed bulk and form of the property in question does not take into consideration the
neighborhood character, privacy, sunlight or mid-block open area.

2) The plan also proposes to extend the back of of the house by 13 feet with a deck right at the
property line. This will affect the beautiful open space that the neighbors currently enjoy in the
block defined by North Point, Broderick, Bay and Baker Street. My property is one of the “key”
lots and the proposal will box-in almost all of our backyard and restrict our access to the mid-
block open area.

3) The proposed back extension with deck will negatively affect the light, particularly for the adjoin-
ing properties. Both of these properties which face North/South currently enjoy the mid-block
open area. As itis, the sunlight in our key lot is restricted with the apartment building to the East
of us. Being boxed-in further with a structure to the West, our sunlight will be virtually non-exis-
tent year round. We currently enjoy our garden extensively for practical and health reasons.

4) The additional story and deck (5th floor) on top will also affect the light and privacy of the adjoin-
ing properties. With the North/South exposure, skylights on the top fioor of the 2 family homes
will lose a substantial amount of light either in the early moming or afternoon, as will light wells
with the proposed additional 10 ft top story and 42” deck railing.

There are many repercussions with buildings that shade established properties including energy
expense, and vegetation, privacy and enjoyment. With the addition in the back, the proposed deck
will look down into gardens, block much of the light and be next to bedroom windows in the adjoin-
ing properties, greatly affecting privacy. In addition the afternoon light will be obstructed for the key
lots, putting them in shade virtually year round.

I have lived here for 25 years and purchased this property because of the character of the street
and residences. | do not believe this construction acknowledges the unique neighborhood and the
fact that the building faces North/South which affects the sunlight greater than properties facing
East/West. | am greatly concemed with the insensitivity to long-term residents and the impact on
their lives and pocketbook.

If the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines are to be considered seriously, this project de-
nies privacy, light, open space and character. Also, evicting 2 families in order to build what is basi-
cally a one family home, completely out of character to the neighborhood, seems unjustified.

| believe these issues to be consistent with the exceptional and i i
_ : _ extraordinary cir -
ferred to in the Discretionary Review. | appreciate your consideration Y cleumstances re
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" Theresa DeMattei
2%%5 North Point Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94125

Fcbruary 7, 2016

Planning DcPartment
San Francisco, CA.
Re: Permit #2%28/23%0

[ live across the street from the ProPosch construction. | amin my late 90’s
and have lived here since 1957. This street has maintained its character for
all my years here. After reviewing, the Design Guidelines it seems to me this
comPlctclg denies the guidclincs about scale and form. There are no 4
story residences on this street and it will ccrtainly changc the
neighborhoocl character if we have a hugc box on toP. _with a 5*" Hoor
deck. Also, my Privac9 will be affected with the 4t floor front deck,
another feature that is not comPatiHe with the ncighborhood. No one

has a front deck on our street. We are considered an “entrance” to the
beautiful Palace of Fine Arts and | rca“y think there can be some
reasonable modifications so that our street maintains its character and

persona lity.

Yours ’crulg,

VY, .
L/fi 93 Lean’ ,(91,]} ( ﬂm{/

Theresa DeMattei
Block 0923 Lot 0%
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Date: February 17, 2016

To: SF Planning Department

Attn:  Brittany Bendix
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

From: Sean Whiskeman
BLK 0918 LOT 025

Address: 2342 North Point Street, San Francisco, 94123

RE: Opposition to the proposed construction at 2328/2330 North Point

Dear Planning Department,

1 live at 2342 North Point Street, one building to the west from 2328/2330 North Point
(not immediately adjacent). Ihave lived here since October of 2006 and strongly believe
in my Block’s rhythm and character. Upon learning of Mr. Andrew Broughton’s ambi-
tious plans for the renovation and expansion of this building, my reaction has been one
of great concern for myself, my family and my neighbors. The expansion is the most
concerning as [ feel it will change the character, scale and rhythm of the Block in a detri-
mental way as well as have significant impacts to our mid-block open space. Here are
my specific concerns:

The proposed expansion, I believe strongly, does not meet four (4) of the six (6)
Design Principles outlined in the City’s Residential Design Guidelines. More
specifically:

a. “Ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with surrounding build-
ings”™ With the exception of the corner, multi-unit condo building at
North Point and Broderick, all of the neighboring buildings on North
Point are 3-stories. The proposed expansion from the front will stick up
and stick out quite prominently which will disrupt the rhythm and scale

1228-2250 Novh Bk
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of the Block. From the rear yard, the full-width expansion up the exist-
ing face of the building will also dramatically disrupt the scale of the
neighboring buildings. Furthermore, the full-width extension in to the
rear yard feels over powering further impacting the scale of the buildings
and also breaks up the rhythm of the mid-block open space. Your De-
sign Guidelines state specifically that “The key is to design a building
that compliments other buildings on the block and does not stand
out....”. I do not see how the City can make the finding that this expan-
sion meets this criteria.

“Ensure that the building respects the mid-block open space”: The mid-
block open space we all enjoy is very quiet, peaceful, bright and green.
The full-width extension of the first level will reduce the open space and
cast shadows on neighboring buildings. Your Design Guidelines specif-
ically say that “An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding
residents feeling “boxed-in” and cut-off from the mid-block open
space”. The roof deck is off the kitchen, traditionally the most active
space of any home. The sliding pocket doors will ensure that noise,
even from the inside of the kitchen space will travel in to the mid-block
open space. Any noise in the rear yards become amplified off the sur-
rounding buildings. Important to note that most of the rooms facing the
mid-block open space are bedrooms and sun rooms. Amplified noise
spilling out on to the deck I feel strongly will be very detrimental to the
neighbors sharing the mid-block open space and not “respectful” as indi-
cated in this Design Principle. I do not see how the City can make the
finding that this expansion meets this criteria.

“Muaintain light to adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks”:
There is no scenario where this ambitious expansion will not impact and
in some areas significantly impact light to adjacent properties, especially
in the rear yard. Both the full-width extension in to the yard plus full-
width roof deck and the addition of the 4 level plus the other roof deck
will both cast shadows down on to adjacent properties. I do not see how
the City can make the finding that this expansion meets this Design Prin-
ciple.

2226-2330 Neh Prind %‘c F



d. “*Provide architectural features that enhance the neighborhood’s char-
acter’™: Tt feels like little attention was paid to appreciate the historical
nature of this building and Block. There is no articulation to the front
roofline of the proposed 4" level. The windows added all seem more

contemporary where the existing windows are very traditional.

Worth noting too that the front elevation shows a new wood window to be cut in to the
existing fagade to the west of the garage door. It looks like a standard man door is
shown on the proposed ground level plan which conflicts with the elevation shown. Re-
gardless, [ am opposed to any modifications here. A window would be easy to break
where intruders could easily find their way to the mid-block open space and jeopardize
the safety of those neighbors. Unfortunately, we have personally been a victim of an in-
truder accessing the mid-block open space through a once unsecure neighbor’s access

point.

1 understand why Mr. Broughton wants to monetize his investment. I also know he has
no intention of living here. His extremely bold ambitions will maximize his profits while
leaving us long standing neighbors to live with this project that does not fit the scale and
rhythm of the neighborhood, restricts light to neighboring properties and impacts the

mid-block open space in a detrimental way.

1 will speak for myself in saying that I love my Block. I love its character, rhythm and
scale. Ilove the light and peace | enjoy from the mid-block open space. With that |
strongly encourage you to deny his application and work with him to come up with a

more compatible renovation.

Thank you,
/%\M
Sean Whiskeman

415-250-5046
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Walker Wells & Ashley Gordon Ly g LoT 2 L
2300 North Point #305 ‘

San Francisco, CA 94123

.{A-

February 16", 2015

Brittany Bendix

Planner

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Bendix,

I’m writing to express concern on behalf of myself and my girlfriend Ashley Gordon with
the proposed project at 2328-2330 North Point St in San Francisco, CA [Block/Lot No.:
0918/ 002E] As current residents of Apt #305 at 2300 North Point St, we can’t help but
feel that the proposed construction project for this particular unit goes far beyond
necessary improvements and borders on frivolous. Having spent the majority of my youth
in rural North Carolina, I know that the desire for more space comes naturally. That being
said, as the son of a general contractor, I also know first hand the impact that a
construction project of this size can have on not only the environment but on the
community that immediately surrounds the construction site. The City planning code was
“adopted for the purpose of promotion & to protect the public health, safety, peace,
morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare.” As 1 thoroughly reviewed the
proposed plans for this project, it is evident the aforementioned building plans infringe on
all things that the code is in place to protect.

According to the San Francisco Municipal Planning Code Section 101 (¢) "The City
Planning code is adopted "To provide adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of
access to property, and to secure safety from fire and other dangers,;” The proposed
construction project at 2328/2330 North Point St [Block/Lot No.: 0918/ 002E] clearly
violates the policy that is in place to protect those who have chosen to call San Francisco
their home. In our studio apartment, our bedroom & main living space contains windows
along the entire west wall - the wall directly facing the proposed project. For this reason,
the 4th floor master bedroom addition & rooftop deck pose a major privacy issue to our
unit. A large portion the east wall of the proposed 4th floor master bedroom will possess
windows that will look directly into our home. The project site is a mere building away
and with the constant rotation of workers throughout the construction process - our sense
of privacy will be entirely violated. Furthermore, should the project proceed as planned,
the homeowners will have a direct view through our windows and into our lives - another

clear violation of our right to privacy.

In addition to being a clear infringement on our privacy, the 4th floor master bedroom
addition & rooftop deck will also directly encroach on the amount of afiernoon light that
our unit receives. As mentioned previously - the City Planning code [San Francisco

2218-30 N.Me Yok @rK\)LA/



Planning Code Section 101 (c)] is adopted "To provide adequate light, air, privacy and
convenience of access to property”. With the proposed building height addition at
2328/2330 North Point St [Block/Lot No.: 0918/ 002E] of 9 feet 5 inches - we will lose
the majority of the direct afternoon sunlight in our unit. This is sunlight that was deemed
necessary for the well being of the resident by the architects of our building when it was
constructed many years ago.

As you consider our Discretionary Review application, I ask that you please keep in mind
each and every family that resides on this block. Aside from the direct invasion of our
safety, privacy, and comfort - there is a clear threat to the character of our block. Just
steps from the Palace of Fine Arts, a San Francisco Historical Landmark since 1977, lies
the block of North Point St between Broderick St and Baker St [Block 0918]. Our block,
whether originally intended or not, provides a glimpse of how life in San Francisco, CA
is to thousands of tourists a day. Please help ensure that we will continue to leave a

positive impression on San Francisco residents and tourists alike. Thank you so much for
your consideration and please don’t hesitate to reach out should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Walker Wells

2528 - %o ?\\o‘/l’k QO\JN’/ VV{HJ/



2354 North Point Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
February 12, 2016

Dear Planning Department:

As neighbors, we are concerned about the proposed plans for the 2828/2830 North Point Street
construction project. We have lived on the block (on the same side of the street, 4 homes down) for 10
years.

Our concern is that the proposed plans for 2828/2830 North Point Street do not meet several of the San
Francisco residential Design Guidelines:

1. In areas with a defined visual character, design buildings to be compatible with the
patterms and architectural features of surrounding buildings: The proposed project’s
design is incompatible with the Marina Style architectural style which is consistently used on our
block.

2. Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing
building scale at the street/design rooflines to be compatible with those found on
surrounding buildings: The height of the proposed building is significantly higher than other
homes on the block as it adds a fourth story and fifth floor deck.

3. Design the building’s architectural features to enhance the visual and architectural
character of the neighborhood: The proposed building’s architectural features detract from
the visual and architectural character of the neighborhood due to its larger size and differing
architectural design. This block of North Point has a distinctive character due to its consistent
architectural style. This is important because our street is a natural gateway to the Palace of Fine
Arts, with a clear view of the Palace from Bay Street. This proposed project will not enhance, but
will rather detract, from the character of a San Francisco neighborhood which attracts many
tourists and city residents due to our proximity to the Palace of Fine Arts.

4. Use architectural details to establish and define a building’s character and to visually
unify a neighborhood: The proposed building does not indude architectural details which
complement or unify those of the surrounding buildings. Rather, the building will be seen as
distinct from the others on the block.

Thank you for hearing our concems. Please let us know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
//‘/"waog/éd/z Shasrpe

{

Marybeth Sharpe, on behalf of Amory and Marybeth Sharpe
2354 North Point Street

BLK918LOT 21 |
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Mr. Shankar P Murthy & Mrs. Nilani Murthy
2235 Beach Street, Apt 301

San Francisco CA 94123

Block #0918 / Lot #15

Planning Department

Attn: Brittany Bendix

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
S.F., CA 94103

Dear Brittany,

I am writing in regards to the Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application
2828/2830 North Point Street. My husband and I have two major concerns listed
below:

1. Direct invasion of privacy from proposed fourth level and rooftop area.
Previously in instances where people have stood on the roof of 2328-2330 North
Point they have had a direct line of sight into our bedroom and living room.
This is a direct invasion of our privacy. If we were required to close our curtains
for privacy this would block out our natural sunlight, which we require for
health and general well-being. Natural light and privacy were pertinent factors
we considered when purchasing our condominium and will be taken away if
the proposed fourth level and rooftop areas are allowed for development.

2. The street facade of North Point Street will be inconsistent having a fourth level
addition to a row of three level condominiums. The neighbourhood is known
for its cleanliness, beautiful architecture and consistency.

We appreciate your time to review our concerns in conjunction with the Discretionary
Review application put forward.

Regards,
W
Shankar P Murthy Nilani Murthy
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Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:

S RS R T PRPOZ
APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

et | F e
1. Owner/Applicant Information »
e e o C”'y &L

i ; PLANjv:
Diana Meistrell NEIGHE

REC ZIVED

S TS RS T T e |
2324 North Point Street 194123 (415 )922-8303

SROPERTY GWNER WHO 16 DOING THE PROJEGT ON WHICH YOU ARE REGUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
'Andrew Broughton
SRR T e . R ELERONE
443 Joost Avenue 194127 (415 ) 240-8328

| CONTACT FORDR APPLICATION:

i Same as Above ‘Zb(

AR T B T
2324 North Point Street 194123 (415 ) 922-8303
wooness , A
isiriusjane@yahoo.com

2. Location and Classification

" STRESY AoORERS OF PR . , . . ) e
12328-2330 North Point Street 194123

eRcR R T T T
- Baker and Broderick Streets

ASSESSORSBLOGIOT | LOTDMENSIONS: | LOTAREA(SQFT) | ZONNGDSTRCT | HEGHTBULKDSTRCT
0918 /0028 1376x25 3440 RH-3 - 40X

3. Project Description

Please check all that apgly
Change of Use L]  Change of Hours [7  New Construction ]  Alterations 3  Demolition []  Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear Front [] Height (¥ Side Yard [

: Residential
Present or Previous Use:

Residential

Proposed Use:

2015.02.26.9477
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed: February 26, 2015




4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? > O
Did you discuss the proje?t with the Plarnning’ ISepartment permitﬁrre;/;ew”r;v)lanner? X |
7 ) O X

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.
There were 2 pre-application meetings with the applicant. In the second meeting there were approximately 18

neighbors that met at the Coffee Roastery on Chestnut Street. At that time the builder/applicant stated that

because of all the concerns, he couldn’t accommodate everyone and that he would go ahead and put the

permit request in “as is”.He also met previously with adjacent owners. No compromises were offered at this

time. After posting the permit application, the applicant, on contact, stated that they would prefer a hearing.




Discretionary Review Request attached responses:
Question #1: What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review?

a. Major affects on sunshine/light/warmth conflicts with Residential Design Guidelines, Section:
I, Site Design, Rear Yard Light & Privacy. Planning Code Section 101. Light well area reduced,
skylights of adjoining properties shadowed with added 4th floor & deck. Block roof form restricts
light to neighboring properties.

b. Substantial impact on the mid-block open space of block 0918. Residential Guidelines,
Section 11l and Section 1V, p.25-26. “An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding
residents feeling “boxed-in” and cut-off from the mid-block open space.”

c. Not in keeping with the Building Scale and Form per Section IV of the Residential Design
Guidelines and the illustration as shown on pages 23-25. Roof form not consistent with
neighborhood, p.30 of Residential Guidelines.

d. Compromised privacy with no set-backs from the neighbors’ adjacent yards...as well as the
proposed 4th floor front deck and 5th floor top deck. Section Ill, Site Design; Planning Code
Section 101. Also Special Building Locations - extension blocks rear yards of key lots on corner.
p21 Design Guidelines.

e. Public view from Palace of Fine Arts will be compromised: Scenic Street designation

The Urban DesignElement identifies streets that are important for their quality of views (pagel.
5.16) and identifies outstanding and unique areas that contribute to San Francisco’s visual form
and character (page 1.5.25).

Question #2. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts.

See _'i attached opposing letters from affected neighbors

Question #3. What alternatives would reduce the adverse affects noted above in #1.

a. Allow the builder to make a single family home with no added 4th floor and no extension in
the rear. This would solve all major issues of light/privacy/mid-block and scale and form.

b. Eliminate or substantially decrease the extension in the mid-block area to 5ft and set back 5
feet from neighbors side yards with no deck (deeded as “no deck”.}

c. Substantially decrease the 4th floor addition to a pop-up or penthouse and set it back from
the street at least 25 feet from the street and 5 ft from the neighbors’ roof top property lines.
Roof should be in keeping with the scale and form of the neighborhood - peaked and tiled.
No front deck on the 4th floor. Set back the mid-block extension to 5 ft from neighbors’ side
yards at least 5 feet. Remove front deck from 4th floor addition.

ﬂ(phcu!-l()\‘ GW’ ,
DiSerefionam, Renew)
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. 2338[30 Noww PoWT .
ge 5 3/ Advach mert



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

P NGRSt R —

I,,” , R g 37 -
Signature: _~ CIW ’Zﬁ‘__#g’i/__f_/ﬂ_ir Date: _4//_7 {_ﬁ/

/(,

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

) Diana Meistrell __
( wnhoﬂzed Agent (circle one)



Application tor Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application

Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department m
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check

Applrcatlon wrth all blanks completed

Address labels (ongnnal) |f applrcable

Address labels (copy of the above) lf applrcable

Photocopy of thls completed appllcatron

| Photographs that rllustrate your concerns

ust be accompanied by this checklist and all required
by the applicant or authorized agent.

correct column) | DRAPPLICATION

EEVENEN

Convenant or Deed Restnctrons 3

Check payable to Plannlng Dept

Letter of authonzatlon for agent

Other Sectlon Plan Detarl drawrngs (|e windows, door entries, trim),

Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or
i elements (le wrndows doors)

NOTES:
D Required Material.
% Optional Material.

Product cut sheets for new e

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

For Department Use Only

Apphcatlon received by Pla Department: N
By: M;GD‘&QK Date:




Refer to Section and Section IV, p25-26 of the Residential Design Guidelines
Neighboring yard at 2322/24 North Point Street - Key Lot will be boxed in - major
impact on light, mid-block open area and privacy.

Yellow tape is the demarcation of the 13 ft proposed back extension with deck. The
key lot will have virtually no access to the mid block. Afternoon sun will be limited
and proposed construction at the property line with the deck will impact privacy
substantially. Anyone on the deck will be able to peer into the bedroom at 2322.

Ke: 233g)3c NowmPovr ST
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Not in keeping with Design Principles of building scale with
surrounding buildings

Refer to Section 2 and 4 of Residential Design Guidelines

Schematic of proposed construction 2328/30 North Point Street

Re 2325)30 Woemi Poanr St
APPLICATION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW DIANA MEISTRELL 2/17/16 1/



Scenic Street between Broderick & Baker - consistent roof lines and height -

see page 5 of Residential Design Guidelines & illustration p.23

RE: R32¥|50 Neortn P St

APPLICATION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW DIANA MEISTRELL 2/17/16 2 / ¢



Light restricted with addition of 4th story & 5th story deck and block roof form - see Residential
Design Guidelines Section 111, Site Design,

Skylights on
ncighbors roof to
the West

Skylights on
neighbors roof to
the East

Al
v
Yo~ i

Prot 2 oo
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PE. 2328[30 Newm Privre ST

APPLICATION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW DIANA MEISTRELL 2/17/16 3/ ¢
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2354 North Point Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
February 12, 2016

Dear Planning Department:

As neighbors, we are concemed about the proposed plans for the 2828/2830 North Paint Street
construction project. We have lived on the block (on the same side of the street, 4 homes down) for 10
years.

Our concern is that the proposed plans for 2828/2830 North Point Street do not meet several of the San
Francisco residential Design Guidelines:

1. In areas with a defined visual character, design buildings to be compatible with the
patterns and architectural features of surrounding buildings: The proposed project’s
design is incompatible with the Marina Style architectural style which is consistently used on our
block.

2. Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing
building scale at the street/design roofiines to be compatible with those found on
surrounding buildings: The height of the proposed building is significantly higher than other
homes on the block as it adds a fourth story and fifth floor deck.

3. Design the building’s architectural features to enhance the visual and architectural
character of the neighborhood: The proposed building’s architectural features detract from
the visual and architectural character of the neighborhood due to its larger size and differing
architectural design. This block of North Point has a distinctive character due to its consistent
architectural style. This is important because our street is a natural gateway to the Palace of Fine
Arts, with a clear view of the Palace from Bay Street. This proposed project will not enhance, but
will rather detract, from the character of a San Francisco neighborhood which attracts many
tourists and city residents due to our proximity to the Palace of Fine Arts.

4. Use architectural details to establish and define a building’s character and to visually
unify a neighborhood: The proposed building does not include architectural details which
complement or unify those of the surrounding buildings. Rather, the building will be seen as
distinct from the others on the block.

Thank you for hearing our concerns. Please let us know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

f/faﬂy bty Shaspe

Marybeth Sharpe, on behalf of Amory and Marybeth Sharpe
2354 North Point Street

BLK 918 LOT 21
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February 13, 2016

Planning Dept

Attn: Brittany Bendix

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
S.F., CA 94103

Ms Bendix:

The size of the proposed project would change the character of
the neighborhood and is too big for the lot space. The size
house being proposed would cut down on the air and sunlight of
its neighbors and affect the skyline of the area..It could also
potentially affect noise level in the area.

Thank you,

Naomi Goodman (home owner)
3531 Broderick St

San Francisco, Ca. 94123
{Block 918 Lot 2|
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JULIAN O. STANDEN
3525 Broderick Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

February 7, 2016

\BLK 918., Lot 2A

My wife and | own and reside in 3525 Broderick Street, San
Francisco. We can see 2328/2330 North Point from our back yard. We
oppose the proposed building modifications to 2328/30 North Point for
the following reasons:

1. The project conflicts with the following basic guidelines on p. 5 of
the Design Guidelines because the building’s scale is not compatible
with surrounding buildings and does not respect the mid-block open z
space.. It also does not maintain light to adjacent properties by |
providing adequate setbacks. Its architectural features do not enhance,

and instead detract from, the neighborhood’s character.

2. The proposed fourth floor conflicts with the illustration on p. 23 of
the Design Guidelines because it is out of scale with the surrounding
buildings.

3. The building now provides a home to two families at a reasonable
cost. As modified, it will provide a home to only one family that must
be rich enough to afford it. This is not consistent with the goal of
providing housing to middle income families.

Sihoan O Sewnden

Jalian O. Standen
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Date: 2/16/16

To: SF Planning Dept

From: |BLK 0918 LOT 022)

Address: 2334 North Point SF CA 94123
Re: Opposition to proposed construction 2328/2330 North Point

We live directly next door to 2328/2330 and the proposed
construction will have a negative impact on privacy, light, air and
neighborhood. Privacy - the proposed rear deck has direct line
of sight into our bedroom. The rear deck will be close enough
that the new owner could hand me a hot dog over the deck
railing through my bedroom window Also the deck is located
adjacent to the kitchen and family room - high use area. Light
and Air - Currently our backyard gets enough light to support the
over 30 rosebushes growing there . The added 4th floor plus 5th
floor deck and the 6 foot privacy fence will block that light.
Additionally our kitchen and dining room have windows directly
facing east onto 2328 and a full 4th floor addition plus 5th floor
deck will block the direct sunlight into our kitchen, and diminish
the indirect light. We will then only have rear and front windows
that receive direct light. Our street North Point between
Broderick and Baker has a relaxed, children playing, quiet
atmosphere; the backyards all communicate with low partial see
thru fencing creating a unique open air garden like feel; the
street has a uniformly 3 story construction - the extent of this
project will have a negative impact on all of that unique
neighborhood atmosphere.

Patricia and Scott Quinn
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Mr. Shankar P Murthy & Mrs. Nilani Murthy
2235 Beach Street, Apt 301
San Francisco CA 94123

@ck #0918 / Lot #15 |

Planning Department

Attn: Brittany Bendix

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
S.F., CA 94103

Dear Brittany,

[ am writing in regards to the Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application
2828/2830 North Point Street. My husband and I have two major concerns listed
below:

1. Direct invasion of privacy from proposed fourth level and rooftop area.
Previously in instances where people have stood on the roof of 2328-2330 North
Point they have had a direct line of sight into our bedroom and living room.
This is a direct invasion of our privacy. If we were required to close our curtains
for privacy this would block out our natural sunlight, which we require for
health and general well-being. Natural light and privacy were pertinent factors
we considered when purchasing our condominium and will be taken away if
the proposed fourth level and rooftop areas are allowed for development.

2. The street facade of North Point Street will be inconsistent having a fourth level
addition to a row of three level condominiums. The neighbourhood is known
for its cleanliness, beautiful architecture and consistency.

We appreciate your time to review our concerns in conjunction with the Discretionary
Review application put forward.

Regards,

Shankar P Murthy Nilani Murthy
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Walker Wells & Ashley Gordon Bl g LoT 3 C]
2300 North Point #305 "
San Francisco, CA 94123

February 16", 2015

Brittany Bendix

Planner

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Bendix,

I’'m writing to express concern on behalf of myself and my girlfriend Ashley Gordon with
the proposed project at 2328-2330 North Point St in San Francisco, CA [Block/Lot No.:
0918/ 002E] As current residents of Apt #305 at 2300 North Point St, we can’t help but
feel that the proposed construction project for this particular unit goes far beyond
necessary improvements and borders on frivolous. Having spent the majority of my youth
in rural North Carolina, I know that the desire for more space comes naturally. That being
said, as the son of a general contractor, I also know first hand the impact that a
construction project of this size can have on not only the environment but on the
community that immediately surrounds the construction site. The City planning code was
“adopted for the purpose of promotion & to protect the public health, safety, peace,
morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare.” As I thoroughly reviewed the
proposed plans for this project, it is evident the aforementioned building plans infringe on
all things that the code is in place to protect.

According to the San Francisco Municipal Planning Code Section 101 (c) "The City
Planning code is adopted "To provide adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of
access to property, and to secure safety from fire and other dangers;” The proposed
construction project at 2328/2330 North Point St [Block/Lot No.: 0918/ 002E] clearly
violates the policy that is in place to protect those who have chosen to call San Francisco
their home. In our studio apartment, our bedroom & main living space contains windows
along the entire west wall - the wall directly facing the proposed project. For this reason,
the 4th floor master bedroom addition & rooftop deck pose a major privacy issue to our
unit. A large portion the east wall of the proposed 4th floor master bedroom will possess
windows that will look directly into our home. The project site is a mere building away
and with the constant rotation of workers throughout the construction process - our sense
of privacy will be entirely violated. Furthermore, should the project proceed as planned,
the homeowners will have a direct view through our windows and into our lives - another
clear violation of our right to privacy.

In addition to being a clear infringement on our privacy, the 4th floor master bedroom

addition & rooftop deck will also directly encroach on the amount of afternoon light that
our unit receives. As mentioned previously - the City Planning code [San Francisco

L&



PR

Planning Code Section 101 (c)] is adopted "To provide adequate light, air, privacy and
convenience of access to property”. With the proposed building height addition at
2328/2330 North Point St [Block/Lot No.: 0918/ 002E] of 9 feet 5 inches - we will lose
the majority of the direct afternoon sunlight in our unit. This is sunlight that was deemed
necessary for the well being of the resident by the architects of our building when it was
constructed many years ago.

As you consider our Discretionary Review application, I ask that you please keep in mind
each and every family that resides on this block. Aside from the direct invasion of our
safety, privacy, and comfort - there is a clear threat to the character of our block. Just
steps from the Palace of Fine Arts, a San Francisco Historical Landmark since 1977, lies
the block of North Point St between Broderick St and Baker St [Block 091 8]. Our block,
whether originally intended or not, provides a glimpse of how life in San Francisco, CA
is to thousands of tourists a day. Please help ensure that we will continue to leave a
positive impression on San Francisco residents and tourists alike. Thank you so much for
your consideration and please don’t hesitate to reach out should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

e Aert,

Walker Wells

L§(=)



Diana Meistrell
2324 North Point Street, San Francisco, CA 94123 BLK 0918 LOT 027

Date: 2/11/2016

TO: Planning Department

From: Diana Meistrell

RE: 2328/30 North Point Street permit application Opposition

There are a number of concerns with the proposed deconstruction and displacement of 2 families
for a uncharacteristic home of 4 stories, roof deck, and installation of 1 family with in-law:

1) The particular block of North Point where this building is proposed is one of the loveliest blocks
in the Marina with a specific character. It is a gateway to the Palace of Fine Arts and is lined
with homes built in the late 20’s. None of the 2 family homes are over 3 stories and the facades
of the homes compliment each other.. tile roofs, Spanish flavor, etc. None have front decks.
The proposed bulk and form of the property in question does not take into consideration the
neighborhood character, privacy, sunlight or mid-block open area.

2) The plan also proposes to extend the back of of the house by 13 feet with a deck right at the
property line. This will affect the beautiful open space that the neighbors currently enjoy in the
block defined by North Point, Broderick, Bay and Baker Street. My property is one of the “key”
lots and the proposal will box-in almost all of our backyard and restrict our access to the mid-
block open area.

3) The proposed back extension with deck will negatively affect the light, particularly for the adjoin-
ing properties. Both of these properties which face North/South currently enjoy the mid-block
open area. As itis, the sunlight in our key lot is restricted with the apartment building to the East
of us. Being boxed-in further with a structure to the West, our sunlight will be virtually non-exis-
tent year round. We currently enjoy our garden extensively for practical and health reasons.

4) The additional story and deck (5th floor) on top will also affect the light and privacy of the adjoin-
ing properties. With the North/South exposure, skylights on the top floor of the 2 family homes
will lose a substantial amount of light either in the early morning or afternoon, as will light wells
with the proposed additional 10 ft top story and 42” deck railing.

There are many repercussions with buildings that shade established properties including energy
expense, and vegetation, privacy and enjoyment. With the addition in the back, the proposed deck
will look down into gardens, block much of the light and be next to bedroom windows in the adjoin-
ing properties, greatly affecting privacy. In addition the afternoon light will be obstructed for the key
lots, putting them in shade virtually year round.

| have lived here for 25 years and purchased this property because of the character of the street
and residences. |do not believe this construction acknowledges the unique neighborhood and the
fact that the building faces North/South which affects the sunlight greater than properties facing
East/West. | am greatly concerned with the insensitivity to long-term residents and the impact on
their lives and pocketbook.

If the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines are to be considered seriously, this project de-
nies privacy, light, open space and character. Also, evicting 2 families in order to build what is basi-
cally a one family home, completely out of character to the neighborhood, seems unjustified.

I believe these issues to be consistent with the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances re-
ferred to in the Discretionary Review. | appreciate your consideration.
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Theresa DeMattei
2%%5 North Point Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94123

Februarg 7, 2016

Planning DcPar’cmcnt
San FFrancisco, CA.
Re: Permit #2328/23%0

I live across the street from the Proposcd construction. lamin my late 90’s
and have lived here since 1957. This street has maintained its character for
all my years here. After revicwingthc Design Guidelines it seems to me this
comPletely denies the guiclclincs about scale and form. There are no 4
story residences on this street and it will certainlg change the
ncighborhood character if we have a huge box on top.. with a 5t floor
deck. Also, my Privacg will be affected with the 4t floor front deck,
another feature that is not comPatible with the ncighborhood. No one

has a front deck on our street. We are considered an “entrance” to the
beautiful Palace of Fine Arts and | rca"g think there can be some
reasonable modifications so that our street maintains its character and

Pcrsonalitg.

Yours trulg,

C1¥rsians SeN|alles

Theresa DeMattei
Block 0923 Loto

Lo




Date: February 17,2016

To:  SF Planning Department

Attn;  Brittany Bendix
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

From: Sean Whiskeman
BLK 0918 LOT 025

Address: 2342 North Point Street, San Francisco, 94123

RE: Opposition to the proposed construction at 2328/2330 North Point

Dear Planning Department,

I live at 2342 North Point Street, one building to the west from 2328/2330 North Point
(not immediately adjacent). Ihave lived here since October of 2006 and strongly believe
in my Block’s rhythm and character. Upon learning of Mr. Andrew Broughton’s ambi-
tious plans for the renovation and expansion of this building, my reaction has been one
of great concern for myself, my family and my neighbors. The expansion is the most
concerning as I feel it will change the character, scale and rhythm of the Block in a detri-
mental way as well as have significant impacts to our mid-block open space, Here are
my specific concerns:

The proposed expansion, I believe strongly, does not meet four (4) of the six (6)
Design Principles outlined in the City’s Residential Design Guidelines. More
specifically:

a. “Ensure that the building's scale is compatible with surrounding build-
ings™:. With the exception of the corner, multi-unit condo building at
North Point and Broderick, all of the neighboring buildings on North
Point are 3-stories. The proposed expansion from the front will stick up
and stick out quite prominently which will disrupt the rhythm and scale
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of the Block. From the rear yard, the full-width expansion up the exist-
ing face of the building will also dramatically disrupt the scale of the
neighboring buildings. Furthermore, the full-width extension in to the
rear yard feels over powering further impacting the scale of the buildings
and also breaks up the rhythm of the mid-block open space. Your De-
sign Guidelines state specifically that “The key is to design a building
that compliments other buildings on the block and does not stand
out....”. 1do not see how the City can make the finding that this expan-
sion meets this criteria.

“Ensure that the building respects the mid-block open space”: The mid-
block open space we all enjoy is very quiet, peaceful, bright and green.
The full-width extension of the first level will reduce the open space and
cast shadows on neighboring buildings. Your Design Guidelines specif-
ically say that “An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding
residents feeling “boxed-in” and cut-off from the mid-block open
space”, The roof deck is off the kitchen, traditionally the most active
space of any home. The sliding pocket doors will ensure that noise,
even from the inside of the kitchen space will travel in to the mid-block
open space. Any noise in the rear yards become amplified off the sur-
rounding buildings. Important to note that most of the rooms facing the
mid-block open space are bedrooms and sun rooms. Amplified noise
spilling out on to the deck I feel strongly will be very detrimental to the
neighbors sharing the mid-block open space and not “respectful” as indi-
cated in this Design Principle. Ido not see how the City can make the
finding that this expansion meets this criteria.

“Muintain light to adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks”:
There is no scenario where this ambitious expansion will not impact and
in some areas significantly impact light to adjacent properties, especially
in the rear yard. Both the full-width extension in to the yard plus full-
width roof deck and the addition of the 4" level plus the other roof deck
will both cast shadows down on to adjacent properties. Ido not see how
the City can make the finding that this expansion meets this Design Prin-
ciple.
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d. “Provide architectural fearures that enhance the neighborhood’s char-
acter”: Tt feels like little attention was paid to appreciate the historical
nature of this building and Block. There is no articulation to the front
roofline of the proposed 4™ level. The windows added all seem more

contemporary where the existing windows are very traditional.

Worth noting too that the front elevation shows a new wood window to be cut in to the
existing fagade to the west of the garage door. It looks like a standard man door is
shown on the proposed ground level plan which conflicts with the elevation shown. Re-
gardless, T am opposed to any modifications here. A window would be easy to break
where intruders could easily find their way to the mid-block open space and jeopardize
the safety of those neighbors. Unfortunately, we have personally been a victim of an in-
truder accessing the mid-block open space through a once unsecure neighbor’s access

point.

[ understand why Mr. Broughton wants to monetize his investment. | also know he has
no intention of living here. His extremely bold ambitions will maximize his profits while
leaving us long standing neighbors to live with this project that does not fit the scale and
rhythm of the neighborhood, restricts light to neighboring properties and impacts the

mid-block open space in a detrimental way.

I will speak for myself in saying that I love my Block. [ love its character, rhythm and
scale. I love the light and peace [ enjoy from the mid-block open space. With that |
strongly encourage you to deny his application and work with him to come up with a

more compatible renovation.

Thank you,

e (G

Sean Whiskeman

415-250-50406




Sarah and Marquard Anderson
2331 North Point Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

February 17, 2016

SF Planning Commission
Re: 2328 - 2330 North Point Street

Dear SF Planning Commission,

We live at 2331 North Point Street, directly across the street from the proposed project at
2328 - 2330 North Point Street. We are writing to express our two primary concerns with the
proposed construction plan.

First, the plan to add a fourth floor plus fifth floor roof deck would directly impact the light
coming into the front living room of our home. Light is essential, and the addition would
absolutely cast a darker shadow. In fact, once the large tree was removed from the front of
the residence across the street, our living room immediately benefitted from increased light.
No one wants to live in a dark shadow.

Secondly, our view would be impacted by a design element - essentially a box for a fourth
floor - that is out of character for the entire row of houses across the street. The symmetry
and scale among the homes on the opposite side of the street would not be uniform and our
view would be compromised. We view this to be a negative to not only us, but the overail
character of North Point Street and the Marina District.

We don’t oppose the roof deck, but the fourth floor reaches too far and negatively impacts
our home, along with the character and visual elements of North Point Street.

Many thanks for your consideration,

Sarah and Marquard Anderson
415-828-1615 / 415-713-1014
sandersonsf@gmail.com / marquardanderson@gmail.com

| Bux 423 Lot os2)
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February 12, 2015
To San Francisco Planning Department,

This letter is to state my personal concerns regarding the proposed remodel of
the home at located at 2328-2330 North Point Street. We are located directly
across the street at 2337 North Point.

As neighbors of the property | would like to state our opposition to the project and
how it impacts our quality of life. The proposed project seems only to be
concerned with maximizing density to maximize profit. All of this is done with out
concern for the architectural integrity of the existing neighborhood.

Being that this project is not for the owner’s personal use but as a project for him
as a real estate developer for his own financial gain. As such he has no
obligation or allegiance to the neighbors, as would a person who was actually
invested in a neighborhood with concerns about how his project would effect
people he would see on a daily basis.

From a design perspective these is no precedent on this block of North Point to
allow for the addition of a fourth story. The original developer of these homes
never included this additional level to any of the homes in the Marina of which
there are hundreds of examples. This change will impact the entire character of
the neighborhood in that currently all the homes on the block have a consistent
massing and this will stand out in a very awkward manner. | believe approval of
this will diminish the architectural integrity of the neighborhood.

In addition given the proximity to the Palace of Fine Arts, parking on this street is
always a challenge. Residents and visitors alike compete for the limited amount
of street parking that exists. It appears that this project intends to subtract from
the amount of existing parking in lieu of creating more living space.

The projects two year estimate will create even more parking problems for the
existing neighbors.

| certainly hope that there can be some sort of compromise on this permit that
has been requested. If | may suggest some, | would start with the timeline, |
would like to see it shortened up.

Also regarding the density, | would like to see the added story eliminated.

My hope is that the developer will be mindful of this neighborhood and the people
who live here. | hope you will consider my comments before going forward with
approval of this project.

Sincerely,

Marsha Saunders
2337 North Point Street
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February 8, 2016

To:  Whom it May Concern

From: Ann & Jim Roessler, owners of 2325 North Point St.,ﬁK 923 Lot 3&]
(Across the street from 2828/2830 North Point)

Re:  Notice of Building Permit Application at 2828/2830 North Point

This particular block of North Point Street is the gateway to the Palace of Fine Arts and has had
a consistent character since 1929. It was also designated as a Scenic Street in the *60’s. The
plans as presented for 2828/2830 North Point St. are not compatible with the character and
development of the surrounding area...as per Section 272, Article 2.5 of the SF Planning

Code. There are no 4 story residences on the street. The proposed 4th floor can be viewed as an
aberration from both the front view and side views. 1 believe if the builder could reduce the
addition to a “pop-up” type of structure and set it back substantially to the back of the building
and setback the sides from the adjoining buildings with no obtrusive deck in the front and
conform to the peaked tiled-roof that a couple of other buildings have, it would satisfy the
Planning Code and residents.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Ann & Jim Rc‘)g‘s\sler
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ».»

May 27, 2016

President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  2328-2330 North Point Street
Brief in Support of Project Sponsor
Planning Department Case No. 2015-002761DRP
Abbreviated Discretionary Review
Hearing Date: June 9, 2016
Our File No.: 8779.01

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

We are working with North Point & Baker Partners, L.P., owner (the “Property Owner”)
of the property located at 2328-2330 North Point Street (Assessor’s Block 0918, Lot 002E; the
“Property”). The Property Owner has proposed an understated and modest expansion of the
existing two-unit residential building at the Property that preserves the two units, but will
transform these aged and poorly-functioning units into attractive spaces with updated interior
programming to meet the needs of today’s residential demand (the “Project”). The Project
maintains the existing fagade. Project plans are attached as EXHIBIT A and Property and
neighborhood photos are attached as EXHIBIT B.

As set forth in greater detail below, we submit that the concerns raised by the
Discretionary Review ("DR") requestors are unfounded. The Project fully complies with the
Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines, qualifies for Abbreviated Discretionary
Review (meaning that under pending Discretionary Review reforms, this case would not be
presented to the Planning Commission), and is supported by Planning Department Staff. The
Project will enhance neighborhood character and the DR request does not establish exceptional
or extraordinary circumstances that are necessary to justify the Planning Commission’s use of its
special discretionary review powers. As such, we urge the Planning Commission to approve this
worthy Project as proposed. '

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Property is located on the north side of North Point Street, between Broderick Street
and Baker Street, in the Marina neighborhood.

The Project consists of the following:

James A. Reuben | Andrew J. Junius | Kevin H. Rose | Daniel A, Frattin | John Kelin One Bush Street, Suite 600

Jay F. Drake | Lindsay M. Petrone | Sheryl Reuben' | Tuija |. Catalano | Thomas Tunny San Francisco, CA 94104

David Silverman | Melinda A. Sarjapur | Mark H. Loper | Jody Knight | Stephanie L. Haughey tel: 415-567-9000

Chioe V. Angelis | Louis J. Sarmiento | Jared Eigerman?’ | John Mclnerne; IIP fax: 415-399-9480
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e A full interior remodel of the two existing units;

e A one-story ground floor addition at the rear extending 13'-2" to the 45% required rear
yard setback with a deck above;

s A new fourth floor set back 15 feet from the front facade, which is itself set back 6 feet
from the front property line per the legislated setback;

e A roof deck accessed by an exterior stair with no penthouse;

e Unit 1 will be located on the ground floor, and reduced in size from 1,347 sq. ft. to 1,080
sq. ft.; and

e Unit 2 will be located on the upper three floors, with a floor area of 3,851 sq. ft.

II. CONCESSIONS MADE TO DR REQUESTERS

The Project Sponsor met with and proposed Project changes to address the concens of
both DR Requesters. As to Diana Meistrel, the adjacent neighbor to the east at 2322-2324 North
Point, the Project Sponsor offered to set back the rear addition away from the shared lot line, and
to reduce the depth of the rear addition. This offer was rejected.

As to Patricia and Scott Quinn, the adjacent neighbor to the west at 2334-2336 North
Point, the Project Sponsor offered to make changes to the Project, but these changes were
rejected as well.

I11. THE STANDARD FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW HAS NOT BEEN MET

Discretionary Review is a “special power of the Commission, outside of the normal
building permit approval process. It is intended to be used only when there are exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed project.”’ The Discretionary Review
authority is based on Section 26(a) of the San Francisco Business & Tax Regulations Code and,
moreover, pursuant to the City Attorney’s advice, it is a “sensitive discretion ... which must be
exercised with the utmost restraint”. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances have been
defined as complex topography, irregular lot configuration, unusual context, or other
circumstances not addressed in the design standards.

! Planning Department publication for the Application Packet for Discretionary Review.

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 4£15-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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Discretionary Review is not proper in this case because there are no exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances present — there is no complex topography (in fact, the topography
lessens the impact of the Project), no irregular lot configuration, nor an unusual context.

The DR requesters raise the following concerns, none of which meets the standard for
Discretionary Review, as described below.

A. Scale of rear addition and potential mid-block open space impacts.

The Project includes a single-story rear addition, where four stories are allowed, that
extends only to the 45% required rear yard setback and does not take advantage of the additional
12 feet and two stories allowed by the Planning Code. Moreover, the existing mid-block open
space is larger than usual as the Property and the lots behind it are 37°-6” longer than the
standard 100’ lot, providing a significant amount of mid-block open space. As such, the
Planning Code-protected mid-block open space is unaffected by the Project.

B. Potential privacy and light impacts.

The Project’s privacy and light impacts will be minimal. The Project increases the length
of the existing lightwell on the east side by 6 inches, and improves the existing privacy by using
obscure glass for the windows.

On the west side, the lightwell is large at 4’-7” deep and nearly 19 feet long. The
neighbor’s access to light is improved by removing the interior staircase from the Property, and
privacy is enhanced by using obscure glass at the windows. The depth of the lightwell is reduced
slightly at only the ground floor, by 3 feet, to allow for a slight expansion of the garage.

As stated, the rear addition is very modest in size compared to what is allowed by Code,
and no windows are proposed on the sides of the addition to reduce privacy impacts. Any
visibility from the deck above the rear addition would be no different from existing visibility

from the rear yard.

The new fourth floor is set back 15 feet from the front fagade, which is itself set back 6
feet from the front property line due to the legislated setback.

Light impacts are minimal and are as to be expected with the proposed additions. Please
see sun study attached as EXHIBIT D.

C. Potential impacts on neighborhood character.

Impacts to neighborhood character are miriimal as the existing two residential units are
being preserved, and very minimal changes are proposed at the front fagade.

One Bush Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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The new 4% story, as stated, is set back 15 feet from the front fagade (which itself is set
back 6 feet from the property line per the legislative setback), consistent with the Residential
Design Guidelines. No penthouse is proposed for access to the roof deck — access will be
provided by an exterior stair.

The proposed 4% floor is in keeping with at least 12 other buildings with 4™ floors in the
neighborhood (several of which had residents who wrote letters of opposition), as follows:

e 23542356 North Point Street (4 buildings west of the Property): 4"™-story
addition with a roof deck;

o 2364-2366 North Point Street (6 buildings west of the Property):  4™-story
addition with a roof deck;

e 2370-2372 North Point Street (7 buildings west of the Property): 4™ story
addition with a roof deck;

e 2365 North Point Street (opposite side of North Point); 4th-story addition;

e 2300 North Point Street (2 buildings east of the Property) is a 4-story corner
building with a penthouse structure;

e 3529-3531 Broderick Street (around the corner from the Property): 4-story
building;

e 3555 Broderick Street is a 4-story comer building with a stair penthouse structure
and roof deck;

« 2235 Beach Street (opposite side of the block to the rear): Sth-story addition with
a roof deck;

o 2245 Beach Street (opposite side of the block to the rear): 4-story building with a
stair penthouse to roof;

e 2249 Beach Street (opposite side of the block to the rear): 4-story building with a
stair penthouse to roof;

o 2255-2259 Beach Street (opposite side of the block to the rear): 4-story building;
and

One Bush Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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e 2265 Beach Street (opposite side of the block to the rear): 4-story building.

1v. CONCLUSION

The proposed Project is a thoughtful redesign of two existing residential units that will
now better serve today’s residential needs. The proposed building expansions are modest and
sensitively designed to minimize impacts on neighbors. The Project fully complies with the
Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines, qualifies for an Abbreviated Discretionary
Review, and is supported by Planning Department Staff. The DR request does not establish
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that are necessary to justify the Planning
Commission’s use of its special discretionary review powers.

We urge the Planning Commission to approve the Project as proposed. Thank you for
your consideration.

Very truly yours,

/
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

i

Thomas Tunny

Enclosures

CC:

I\R&A\877901\Planning Commission Hearing\LTR-Planning Commission.dodREUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. e

~

Vice-President Dennis Richards
Commissioner Michael Antonini
Commissioner Rich Hillis
Commissioner Christine Johnson
Commissioner Kathrin Moore
Commissioner Cindy Wu

John Rahaim — Planning Director
Scott Sanchez — Zoning Administrator
Jonas Ionin — Commission Secretary
Brittany Bendix — Project Planner
North Point & Baker Partners, L.P.

COne Bush Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-7480

www.reubenlaw.com



EXHIBIT A



Planning Data - pianning Dept. Use Only Building Data - Building Dept. Use Only

Entire Envelope Existing | Addition | Proposed Conditioned Space | Existing | Renovated | Addition | Proposed
Ground Level 1463sf. | 342sf. 1805 s.f. Ground Level 0sf. 0sf. 1331sf. | 1331sf.
Second Level 1469sf. | -3sf. 1466 sf. Second Level 1393sf. | 1393sf. | 245sf. | 1448sf.
Third Level 1469 sf. -3sf. 1466 s.f. Third Level 1469sf. | 1469sf. | -3sf. 1466 sf.
Fourth Level O0sf. 1060sf. | 1060sf. Fourth Level 0sf. 0sf. 1031sf. | 1031sf.
Total 4401sf. | 1396sf. | 5797sf. Total 2862sf. | 2862sf. | 2604sf. | 5276s.f.

under decks ti

Includes Garage & Storage areas & decks/ areas
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Fire-Rated Wall Assembly Notes:
For new 1-hour walls framed with 2 x 6 lumber - use CBC 720.1(2) 15-1.129

For new 1-hour walls framed with 2 x 4 lumber - use CBC 720.1(2) 15-1.159

For 1-hour rating at existing blind walls framed with 2 x 6 lumber - use CBC 720.1(2) 16-1.1 @
For 1-hour rating at existing blind walls framed with 2 x 4 lumber - use CBC 720.1(2) 16-1.2 2
For 1-hour ceilings between units use GA600 FC5107 (STC 50 minimum sound rating)

For 1-hour ceilings between floors within units use CBC 720.1(2) 13-1.4
For 1-hour ceilings at stairs between units use CBC 720.1(2) 14-1-1
For 2 hour walls framed with 2 x 4 lumber - use CBC 720.1(2) 14-1.5M
For 2 hour walls framed with 2 x 6 lumber - use CBC 720.1(2) 1-1.129

Code Notes:

Gas Appliance vents terminate minimum 24" above vertical surfaces within 10'-0"/ 12" minimum above roof. B-vented flues terminate 12" min.
above roof penetrations & 12" above vertical surfaces within 8'-0".
Water Heater & Furnace flues min. 4' from property lines. Environmental Air Ducts terminate min. 3' from Property Line per CMC 5042 & 3'from
building openings per CMC 504.5.
Provide with backdraft dampers per CMC 504.1
Water Heater has integral temperature relief - supply pressure relief valve & drain line. First5'-0" of cold & hot water piping must be insulated
except at vent connector (requires 6" clearance). Water Heater must be seismically strapped.
Drain line to be equal to outlet size & 3/4" or larger copper line. Piping must be strapped and end must point downward.
Provide 4" Category Il approved single wall stainless vent pipe at water heater.
Duct Runs & Register locations shown for reference. They are flexible.
Direct Vent Gas Fireplace per CMC 908.0
Install UL Listed Outdoor Gas Grill per manufacturer instructions & per CMC 921.0

Gas supply lines must have accessible shut off valve adjacent to gas appliances.

Spaces containing gas fired mechanical equipment must be vented at 1 square inch per 3000 BTU
Gas vent terminations per CMC 802.6. Combustion Air per CMC Chapter 7.

At new Bath Fans - Install compatible self-flashing exit caps with flapper dampers & felt seal. Insulate metal exhaust piping at unconditioned
spaces with compatible foam insulation.
Bathroom fan exhaust ducts max. 4" diameter per CBC 716.6.1 (fan locations shown on electrical plans)
Windows, Doors & Walls to be insulated per Energy Code Calculations. Skylights to be NFRC rated.
Per CBC 1018.8 - Operable windows with sills higher than 72" above grade to have either 36" sills or constrained open areas of 4". Egress
Windows with sills higher than 72" above grade to have either 36" high sills or to have 36" high guardrails at non-swing side & guardrail to have no
open area larger than 4".
Air Retardant wrap must be tested, labeled and installed according to ASTM E 1677-95 (2000).
Install 1/2 gypsum board at Garage side of walls (if plaster is not existing) & 5/8" type 'X'at ceilings common to unit.
Install 1/2" gypsum board at underside of stairs.
Maintain 1-hr rating at all newly constructed areas within 5'-0" from property lines (includes railings)
Laundry Chutes in single family residences do not require fire-ratings per exceptions for single family installations per CBC 7082 & CBC 708.13
Ensure 1/4" per 1'-0" slope to drains at replaced roofing / new roof deck.
Install overflow (secondary) drains within 2 feet of low point of roof.
Downspouts must connect to sanitary sewer when they serve areas larger than 200 s.f. per SFBC 1503

All glazed guardrails shall meet CBC 2407.1 & comply with either CPSC 16 CFR 1201 or Class A of ANSI Z97.1

| MAHER WAIVER HAS BEEN APPROVED |
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Project Info

Owner: Andrew Broughton ~ Contact Phone: 415-637-7077
Block 0918 Lot 002E  Zoning: RH-3
Number of Stories Existing: 3

Address: 55 Upper North Terrace, Tiburon, CA 94920
Existing & Proposed Occupancy: R3 /2 UNITS + U occupancy at Private Garage Existing Building Type: VB
Number of Stories Existing: 4 + roof deck over 4th Story Lot Size: 25' x 137.5' Height Limit: 40'

Proposed Building Type: VB Year Built: 1929

Scope of WOork - per 2013 cac. cmc, cec. cPC, 2013 Energy Codes, SF Building Code & SF Amendments:

REMODEL 2 UNIT BUILDING: REDISTRIBUTE UNITS.

UNIT 1 = BEHIND GARAGE AT LOWER LEVEL. UNIT 2 = 2ND, 3RD & 4TH STORY + ROOF DECK.

EXISTING UNIT 1 CONDITIONED SPACE = 1347 SF. PROPOSED UNIT 1 CONDITIONED SPACE = 1080 SF. (1010 S.F. MINIMUM TO MEET 75% REQUIREMENT)
PROPOSED UNIT 2 CONDITIONED SPACE = 3851 SF.

+/-116 CUBIC YARDS OF EXCAVATION FOR NEW FOOTINGS, TO RAISE CEILING HEIGHTS BEHIND GARAGE & REAR YARD PATIO
MAHER APPLICATION SUBMITTED TO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH ON NOVEMBER 26, 2014 - MAHER WAIVER HAS BEEN APPROVED.

NO CHANGE TO CURB CUT.
(1) EXISTING STREET TREE TO REMAIN.

New insulated windows, doors, building insulation, 2013 Energy Code compliant electrical / lighting throughout.
Reconfigure / Replace exterior windows & doors as shown on plans & elevations with insulated, double paned, energy efficient Aluminum Clad wood windows & Aluminum sliding doors (rear) pel
New dryvit wall finish at exterior rear / sides / top story. Painted wood siding to remain at unaffected walls that directly abut neighbors. Stucco at front facade to remain.

New 4 story elevator (2 hour fire-rated shaft with 90 minute doors)
New Hydronic Water / Space Heating system at ground level under entry stair.
Rear yard / Landscape to include Permeable Pavers, Native Plants with low watering needs

ADDITIONS/SUBTRACTIONS TO ENVELOPE/ VISIBLE EXTERIOR WORK:

Addition: Remove Exterior Stair at Western Lightwell & Infill 15.5 s.f. portion of Western Lightwell at back of garage to allow for side x side parking (ground level only).
Addition: 13'-2" x 25' addition at rear of building (to 45% rear setback line).

Subtraction: Western Lightwell enlarges slightly at southern end to allow for side x side parking at garage.

Addition: 4th story above existing top / 3rd story - set back 15' from front building face.

r Plans & Elevations.

Excavation: Replace & lower slab at lower level to create higher ceilings at new lower level living spaces. Excavate rear yard in coordination with that scope. Portions of perimeter yard to be retained at height of

existing grade to minimize excavation directly against neighboring lots.

GROUND LEVEL/ GARAGE /LOWER UNIT/ COMMON ENTRY HALL:

Enlarge Garage Door Width. Changes will work with existing curb cut.

Remove Furnaces, associated ductwork, water heaters & flues & Install new Hydronic Heater.

Create fire-rated separation between garage / entry hall / lower unit / stairwells to units.

New Intercom / Entry system / Mail Box at front

Redistributed Unit (lower level): (1) new Kitchen, (1) new full bathroom, (1) Laundry room, (1) new Dining room, (1) family room, (1) new bedroom, (1) coat closet
Replaced Entry Stair to 2nd level from front of building.

Enclose Space 48" Behind Existing Archway at Front Facade & Install new front door behind existing archway at front facade.

New 4-story Elevator (2-hour fire-rated shaft) with hydraulic equipment at closet under interior stairs.

Reconfigure partitions / walls / windows per plans.

SECOND LEVEL:
(1) Living room with (1) direct vent gas fireplace & Wine cabinetry, (1) powder room, (1) Kitchen, (1) Family room, (1) Dining room, (1) Roof Terrace over lower story - with glass railings
New stair to level above (internal to upper unit)

THIRD LEVEL:
Ensure Egress operability of front windows for Bedrooms.
Complete Reconfiguration of interior, (3) bedrooms, (3) full baths, (1) Study, New stair to level above.

FOURTHLEVEL:
New exterior (fire-rated roof) terrace at front recess over existing building (behind existing parapet / cornice).

Install glass 42"t tempered glass guardrail behind front parapet.
eastern & western parapets up to 42"t. No panel larger than 6' or 24 s . per bird ordinance.

Install glass guardrail on top of

(1) bedroom, (1) full bath, (1) powder room, (1) dressing area, (1) den, (1) new exterior steel stair to roof recessed into building mass (no penthouse) - with ipe treads leading to roof deck on top of fourth story

ROOF/ROOF DECK:

New flues / vents, New roofing

New MAX 500 s.f. roof deck (fire-rated roof) with glass & solid guardrails, (1) grill area with sink
(3) skylights mulled together over hall below.
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Drawing Index

At: Project Info, Scope of Work, Lot Plan, Drawing Index, Demo Calculations
A2: Existing Site Plan

A3: Proposed Site Plan

A4: Existing & Proposed Ground Level Plans

AS5: Existing & Proposed Second Level Plans

A6: Existing & Proposed Third Level Plans

A7: Existing Roof & Proposed Fourth Level Plans

Existing & Proposed Roof

A9: Existing & Proposed Front & Rear Elevations

A10:  Existing & Proposed Eastern Side Elevation

A11:  Existing & Proposed Western Side Elevation

A12:  Existing & Proposed Section facing East @ Entry Stair

A12b: Existing & Proposed Section facing East @ Center of Building
A13:  Excavation Calculations

A14:  Line of Sight through North Point Street
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