SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review

Abbreviated Analysis
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 28, 2016

Date: January 21, 2016

Case Nos.: 2014-000597DRP

Project Address: 156 - 27™ AVENUE

Permit Application: 2014.07.30.2539

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

Block/Lot: 1332/033

Project Sponsor: Carolyn Colpitts
c¢/o Virginie Manichon
EAG Studio
2443 Fillmore Street, #215
San Francisco, CA 94115

Staff Contact: Mary Woods - (415) 588-6315
mary.woods@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as revised

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal involves substantial alterations to an existing three-story, single-family residence, including
the replacement in-kind of the front facade, construction of a three-story horizontal rear addition, and the
construction of a new fourth floor level. The alterations are considered tantamount to demolition
pursuant to Planning Code Section 317. The existing ground floor/level one would be extended by
approximately 35 feet, level two by approximately 29 feet, and level three by approximately 31 feet. The
new fourth level will be set back approximately 23 feet from the front property line. While only a 25% (30
feet deep)rear yard is required, the project will provide a rear yard of approximately 37% (45 feet deep).

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, which allows the Planning Department to administratively
approve residential demolitions of single-family houses which are not affordable or financially accessible
housing located in RH-1 Districts, and, the Zoning Administrator issued an Action Memo (copy attached
for Case No. 2014-000597DRM) authorizing administrative approval of the proposed alterations that are
tantamount to a residential demolition.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The existing single-family residence is located on the east side of 27t Avenue between Lake Street and El
Camino Del Mar. The site has approximately 25 feet of lot frontage with a lot depth of 120 feet, containing
approximately 3,000 square feet in lot area. The relatively flat lot contains a three-story (including a
garage level on the ground floor) circa 1907 single-family residence that occupies approximately 29% of
the site, totaling approximately 1,700 square feet. The front building wall is set back approximately four
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feet from the front property line while the rear building wall is set back approximately 81 feet from the
rear property line. There is also a four-foot side setback along the east side property line. The property is
within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.
While the building was constructed circa 1907, based on the historic resource assessment for Case No.
2014.1463E (copy attached), the project was determined not to be an historic resource for purposes of
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD

The project site is located near the southern edge of the Presidio in the Outer Richmond/Sea Cliff
neighborhood. The residences on 27t Avenue, and in the broader neighborhood, are primarily fine-scale
single-family, two- and three-story houses. Buildings on the subject block range from two to four stories
tall, while buildings on the facing block range from two to three stories tall. Immediately to the north of
the subject property (146-148 — 27t Avenue) is a four-story, two-unit building, and immediately to the
south (158 — 27t Avenue) is a three-story, single-family residence. Larger scale apartment buildings are
interspersed at corner locations at 27t Avenue and Lake Street, and at 27% Avenue and El Camino Del
Mar. Commercial uses are located one block south along California Street.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED
TYPE PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES | DRFILEDATE | DRHEARING DATE | FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 6/11/2015 to 201d
7/10/201 1/28/201 ays
Notice 30 days 7/11/2015 /10/2015 /28/2016
HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED
TYPE CEFIGD REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days January 15, 2016 January 15, 2016 13 days
Mailed Notice 10 days January 15, 2016 January 15, 2016 13 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 1 0
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 9 5 0
the street or nearby
Neighborhood groups 0 0 0

Since the Discretionary Review request was filed, the Department has received nine letters (see Project
Sponsor’s DR Response submittal) in support of the project. The Department has received six letters in
opposition to the proposed project.
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DR REQUESTOR

Ravi and Christy Mohan, owners of a single-family residence at 158 - 27 Avenue, immediately south of
the project site (DR Case No. 2014-000597DRP).

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Please refer to the attached Applications for Discretionary Review (DR), received on July 10, 2015.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

Please refer to the attached Response to Discretionary Review (DRP), dated January 4, 2016.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On December 3, 2014, the project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination
contained in the Planning Department files for this project (Case No. 2014.1463E; a copy of the
determination is attached).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Team (RDT) found that the proposed project meets the standards of the
Residential Design Guidelines and does not represent any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances.

The RDT found that the project would not create an unusual adverse effect on the DR Requestors’
property to the south of the project site in that the proposed horizontal additions at the second and third
floor levels are set back three feet along the south property line. The vertical addition (approximately 30
feet deep) is set back approximately 23 feet from the front property line, behind the sloped roof structure;
and approximately 67 feet from the rear property line. Since the DR was filed, the project was revised to
address issues raised by neighbors, including (1) the removal of the one-hour rated firewall by recessing
the rear staircase three feet from the north property line; (2) the elimination of an excavated rear yard for
a leveled rear yard comparable to neighboring yards; and (3) the installation of satin etched glass
windows at side property lines.

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 revised

Attachments:

Parcel/Zoning Map

Sanborn Map

Aerial Photo

Zoning Map

Environmental Determination (Case No. 2014.1463E)

Zoning Administrator Action Memo (Case No. 2014-000597DRM)

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT




Discretionary Review Analysis
Hearing Date: January 28, 2016

Section 311 Notice
Application for DR (Case No. 2014-000597DRP) received on 7/10/15
Project Sponsor’s Submittal:

- Response to Discretionary Review (DRP) dated 1/4/16

- Reduced Plans dated 1/13/16

- Photos

mw:G:\Documents\DR\156 - 27t Ave\DR AbvAnalysis.doc
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Parcel/Zoning Map
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Sanborn Map*

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

1306 RH-1(D)

1300 SEACUFF AVE
1303

SCENIC WAY g

307

1328
RH-1(D)
1327

—

AM-Tyc CAUFORNAST

RH-2 :

H S 3

RH-2

‘---

s = 1 wm 1

e |-:l'—ﬁ‘l.iﬂ.l- ou A A - . - - b o b ] o iy

PROJECT SITE

Discretionary Review Hearing
Q Case Number 2014-000597DRP
156 - 27™ Avenue

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



w

AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

156 27th Ave 1332/033

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.1463E 8/25/2014
Addition/ UDemoliﬁon DNew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GOTO STEP?)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Vertical addition. Horizontal rear expansion.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class 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; utili ty extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

D Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

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

generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Air Pollution 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
D 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 |
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

SAN FRANCISCO e
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material ké‘ﬁ%cts
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maker layer).

Soil Disturbance/Modification: 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 Sensilive Area)

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

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

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater thar: 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft.,, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading -including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the site,
stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document required

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination
Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 1 box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

O

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine rock?
Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)

*[f no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is reguired, 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): J€an Poling

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.

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

SAN

FRANCISCO
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the preject.

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 Replacentent Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, andfor
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 (Ogcdobd

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.

L

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

L

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

d

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.

Oloododn

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 U
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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):

B/ 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Reguires approval by Senior Preservation
Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: (attqch HRE
b. Other ( spea'fy):ﬂ?w T dm[} \\\\9, 10,

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.

D 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 STEF 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Sighature: ;5‘ . K‘rkn; | \ol’wl+

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):
[l step2-CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.
P

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

=l
Project Approv%:\hﬁl:. o1 _50 ‘ 2 5561 > / %( { VI
“If Discretionary Review before the Planning il/{ 2 30 [_&

Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the

project.

k4

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 5/18/2014




STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a Califoriia Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed

changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

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

M Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

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

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is requiredCATEX FOR

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[ ] The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed medifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmentai review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO PP
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SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

‘ Preservation Team Meeting Date: 1

| Date of Form Completion | 11/6/2014

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax

PROJECT INFORMATION: :
Planner. L ' A&dtes’s: i
Alexandra Kirby 156 27th Avenue
Block/Lot: | CrossStreets

415.558.6400

1332/033 Lake Street and El Camino del Mar Planning
T s ~ - T Information:
. CEQA Categoryy: A/Case No: 415.558.6377
B N/A 2014.1463E
PPURPOSE OF REVIEW: N CT DES(
(¢ CEQA I C Article 10/11 C Preliminary/PIC (e Alteration (" Demo/New Construction
: 19/2/2014

[ | s the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[J 1t so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

facade.

Submitted: Environmental Evaluation Application prepared by the applicant.

Proposal is to construct a vertical and horizontal addition and a redesign of the primary

 Historic Resource Present

Individual

Historic District/Context

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:

Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

C Yes
(" Yes
 Yes
C Yes

(® No
(* No
(¢ No
( No

Property is individualiy eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the

Period of Significance: [

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

the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

C Yes
C Yes
C Yes
C Yes

(¢ No
+ No
@ No
G No

Period of Significance:

(" Contributor

" Non-Contributor




C Yes (" No & N/A
C Yes (= No
C Yes (= No
C Yes (¢ No
G Yes C'No

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

156 27th Avenue was constructed in approximately 1907 by an unknown builder; no
original building permit for the property exists and the water record is illegible. The subject
property is a two-story-over-garage, wood frame, single family residence. The primary
facade features painted wood shingle siding with a gable roof and a projecting bay on the
north portion of the primary facade. The main entrance is located above the garage, at the
top of a stair that runs along the face of the building. The building retains a high degree of
integrity, although it was raised an indeterminate amount in 1958.

Based on historic research conducted by the applicant and preservation planning staff, 156
27th Avenue does not appear to be individually eligible for the California Register under
criteria 1 {Events), 2 (Persons), or 3 (Architecture). The subject property is not associated
with any known significant events. Owners Nathan and Fanny Post, a carpenter and his
wife, resided at the property through 1921. They do not appear to be figures of historic
significance, nor do later known occupants or owners. The design of the building is
traditional with craftsman and vernacular elements, and little detail. Therefore, the subject
building does not appear to be of historic significance under criterion 3 (Architecture).

The subject block is residential in character and was predominantly constructed between
1907 - 1927, with interspersed post-war development. The subject block is located in the
Sea Cliff neighborhood, although it is not representative of the distinctive features that
characterize the neighborhood, including detached single family houses with expansive
front setbacks, no street front garages and 1920's-era Mediterranean Revival style
architecture. Therefore there does not appear to be an eligible historic district in the
immediate vicinity.

re of hen
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Front fagade taken close up as street trees block the view of the house and its immediate
neighbors.



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO|

Zoning Administrator Action Memo 1650 Mission St

Suite 400
Administrative Review of Residential Demolition San Francisco,

CA 94103-2479
Date: December 22, 2015 Reception:
Case No.: 2014-000597DRM 415.558.6378
Project Address: 156 - 27™ AVENUE Fac:
Alteration Permit: 2014.07.30.2539 415.558.6409
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) District Planni

anning
40-X Height and Bulk District Information:

Block/Lots: 1332/033 415.558.6377
Applicant: Vin Leger

2443 Fillmore Street, Suite 215

San Francisco, CA 94115
Owner: Carolyn Colpitts

156 - 27t Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121
Staff Contact: Mary Woods - (415) 558-6315

Mary.woods@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed horizontal and vertical additions to the existing single-family dwelling are subject to
Planning Code Section 317, which allows the Planning Department to administratively approve
residential demolitions (1) of single-family houses located in RH-1 and RH-1(D) Districts and which are
not affordable or financially accessible housing; or (2) of residential buildings of two units or fewer that
are found to be unsound housing.

ACTION:

Upon review of the applicant’s property appraisal that demonstrated that the existing single-family
dwelling is not affordable or financially accessible housing, the Zoning Administrator AUTHORIZED
ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL of Building Permit Application No. 2014.07.30.2539 proposing
horizontal and vertical additions that are tantamount to demolition.

FINDINGS:

The Zoning Administrator took the action described above because the applicant’s property appraisals
demonstrated that the existing single-family dwelling is not affordable or financially accessible housing.
Based on the applicant’s appraisals, the existing dwelling has a value greater than at least 80 percent of
the combined land and structure values of single-family homes in San Francisco. The City’s numeric
threshold is at $1.63 million while the applicant’s dwelling is appraised at $1.71 million.

Please note that pending legislation (Board File No. 150949 — Planning Department Case No. 2015-

006712PCA) would require Conditional Use Authorization for the subject project. On December 10, 2015,
this legislation was reviewed by the Planning Commission, which recommended adoption of the

Memo


mailto:Mary.woods@sfgov.org

Zoning Administrator Action Memo CASE NO. 2014-000597DRM
Administrative Review of Residential Demolition 156 - 27th Avenue
December 22, 2015

legislation with minor modifications (Motion No. 19532). If this legislation becomes effective prior to the
issuance of this building permit, the project may be subject to the Conditional Use Authorization
requirement.

You can appeal the Zoning Administrator’s action to the Board of Appeals by appealing the issuance of
the above-referenced Building Permit Application. For information regarding the appeals process, please
contact the Board of Appeals located at 1650 Mission Street, Room 304, San Francisco, or call (415) 575-
6880.

cc: Zoning Administrator Files

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312)

On July 30, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.07.30.2539 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 156 — 27™ Avenue Applicant: Virginie Manichon
Cross Street(s): Lake Street/El Camino del Mar Address: 2443 Fillmore Street, #215
Block/Lot No.: 1332/033 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94115
Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415) 205 - 4994

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 X Alteration

O Change of Use O Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition
X Rear Addition O Side Addition X Vertical Addition
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED
Building Use Residential No Change
Front Setback As Is No Change

Side Setbacks As Is No Change
Building Depth + 51 feet (to end of rear deck) + 74 feet

Rear Yard + 69 feet (to rear deck) + 46 feet
Building Height + 27 feet 35 feet

Number of Stories 3 4

Number of Dwelling Units 1 1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct a one-story vertical addition and a three-story rear horizontal addition per the enclosed plans. The
proposed fourth floor would be set back approximately 19 feet from the front building wall. The ground/first floor would be
extended by approximately 35 feet, the second floor by approximately 29 feet, and the third floor by approximately 31 feet. Arear
stair leading from the second floor to grade would be constructed along the side property line. The proposed alterations qualify as
a demolition pursuant to Planning Code Section 317 and a Mandatory Discretionary Review for residential demoltion has been
submitted through Case No 2014-000597DRM.

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. To date, a request for discretionary review has not been filed.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Sara Vellve

Telephone: (415) 558 - 6263 Notice Date: 6/11/2015
E-mail: sara.vellve@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 7/11/2015



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/
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Application for Discretionary Review

S0 - Coo59 70RP

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

A}PPLICATIOI}J FOR B 77
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

RECEIVED

JUL 102015
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.

DR APPLICANT'S NAME: ; LANNING DEPARTMENT
Ravi & Christy Mohan NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: | z1P copE: | TELEPHONE
158 27th Avenue San Francisco, CA | 94121 ( 415) 608.8541
PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: chAG o
Chris & Carolyn Colpitts
ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:
611 El Camino Del Mar, San Francisco, CA 94121 ( )

i CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:
Same as Above l:l Marshall Schneider - Schneider Design Associates
| ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: | TELEPHONE:

514 23rd Avenue San Francisco, CA 94121 (415) 845.5472

| E-MAIL ADDRESS:

| MSTMIEIPEZ @ SCHNEWRTPESIC O (N C. Coid

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ~ | zPcooe:
156 27th Avenue, San Francisco, CA | 94121
CHOSS STREE G, i

Lake Street & El Camino Del Mar

""Xé"s"i's"é'eb"ﬁ"s'ﬁoc:_wibﬁﬁf DIMENSIONS: ~ LOTAREA (SQFT): | ZONNGDISTRICT: | HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
1332 /033 | 25'%120" 3,000 RH-1 40-X

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply
Change of Use []  Change of Hours []  New Construction [Xl  Alterations [] ~ Demclition [X]  Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear [{] Front [] Height [X] Side Yard [X]

Present or Previous Use: Single family residence

Proposed Use: Single family residence

Building Permit Application No. 201407302539 (remodel permit - Date Filed: 07.30.2014 .
project is now a
demo & new
construction)

7 JORIGINAL



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action | YES

p<

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?
Have spoken with architect - not owner - owner not available

R O 0O,s

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

[
|
|

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

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.

The owners of 158 and/or | have met with the project sponsorers' architects twice and the planner,
Sara Velle, once.

Applicant Meetings:

The first meeting was the required "Pre-Application” meeting in which we were introduced to the
project for the first time. The meeting was brief and the drawings were very difficult for my clients to
understand as they were spread over many pages and not well labeiled.

The second meeting was requested by my clients after | had described to them in detail the impact
the project would have on their property. The drawings given to us in the pre-application meeting
were not accurate and it took my clients and | some time to sort out the height, mass, and bulk of the
project and its relationship to the surounding homes in the neighborhood. This meeting actually
resulted in the applicants making the impact the proposed project has on the neigbors greater not
less. The applicant added an expansive roof deck directly outside of my clients' master bedroom as
the applicants realized that the view from this level was better than they originally anticipated. The
added deck looks directly into the windows and doors on my clients' Master Bedroom.

Planner Meeting:
| met with Sara Velle to discuss many inconsistancies and inaccuracies contained in the submittal

drawings. After the inaccuracies and inconsistancies were corrected the project classification
changed from being an addition/remodel to being a demolition and new construction.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08 07 2012




Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

Discretionary Review Request

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

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

Please see attached 'Exhibit A' for discussion regarding the Residential Design Guidelines.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

The neighbor to the South of the proposed development project will see unreasonable impacts on their privacy
due to the placement of the large deck directly outside of thier Master Bedroom with a downward viewing angle
deep into the space. Please see the attached Exhibit 'A' for more detail.

The neighbor to the North of the proposed developent project will see unreasonable and unecessary impact on
thier light and ventilation due to the placement of an unreasonalble amount of the mass and bulk of the project in
the rear portion of the property. Please see the attached Exhibit ‘A’ for more detail

Finally the entire biock is affected by the unreasonable and unecessary intrusion into the mid-block open space
both by the nature of the proposed full-lot excavation and the placement of an unreasonable and unecessary
amount of the bulk and mass of the project to the rear of the development. Please see the attached Exhibit 'A’ for
more detail.

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?

Please see attached 'Exhibit A" for discussion regarding the Residential Design Guidelines.



SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
AREA OF CONTENTION #1

DESIGN PRINCIPLE: PLACE THE BUILDING ON ITS SITE SO [T BESPONDS TO THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE
SITE, ITS POSITION ON THE Bl OCK, AND TO THE PL ACEMENT OF SURROUNDING BUII DINGS.

RESPONSE:

THE FACT THAT THE PROJECT PROPOSED FOR 156 DIGS OUT THE ENTIRE LOT FRONT TO BACK AND
SIDE TO SIDE TO A DEPTH OF +6' IS A GREAT INDICATION THAT THIS PROJECT IS NOT RESPONDING
TO THE TOPOGRAPHY. THE BLOCK IN WHICH THIS PROJECT IS PROPOSED S RELATIVELY FLAT WITH
ALL REAR YARDS AT APPROXIMATELY THE SAME GRADE - THE NATURAL GRADE. THE USE OF
EXCAVATION TO SKIRT THE 40X HEIGHT RULES IN A RELATIVELY FLAT BLOCK SPEAKS DIRECTLY TO
THE FACT THAT THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE IS NOT BEING RESPONDED TO. THERE IS NOT A
SINGLE RESIDENCE ON THIS BLOCK OR IN THE SURROUNDING BLOCKS THAT HAS DUG THE ENTIRE
LOT AND ERECTED 6' WALLS TO GENERATE A LOWER FIRST FLOOR LEVEL, EVIDENCE THAT THIS
PROJECT IS NOT RESPONDING TO THE PLACEMENT OF SURROUNDING BUILDINGS.

WE UNDERSTAND THAT A STRATEGY OF EXCAVATION MIGHT MAKE SENSE TO ALLOW THE BASEMENT
FLOOR TO DAYLIGHT ON A SITE WITH A STEEP REAR YARD. BUT EVEN IN THE CASE OF A STEEP REAR
YARD | DO NOT BELIEVE THAT THE RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES WARRANT A FULL-LOT
EXCAVATION. IF THE DEVELOPERS WANT TO GENERATE MORE HOUSE AREA BELOW GRADE WE ARE
AMENABLE TO THIS SO LONG AS THE ENTIRE YARD IS NOT EXCAVATED. MANY HOMES ALL OVER SAN
FRANCISCO HAVE BASEMENTS THAT GET LIGHT FROM HIGH WINDOWS IN REAR YARDS WITHOUT &'
OF EXCAVATION ACROSS THE ENTIRE REAR YARD TO ALLOW FOR UNDER-GRADE CONNECTIONS
BETWEEN LIVING SPACE AND THE REAR YARD.

GUIDELINE: DESIGN THE HEIGHT AND DEPTH OF THE BUILDING TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
EXISTING BUIL DING SCALE AT THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE.

RESPONSE:

THE PROPOSED DEVELLOPMENT PROJECT AT 156 HAS BEEN DESIGNED WITH NO REGARD TO ITS
COMPATIBILITY WITH THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE. AS STATED ABOVE THE EXCAVATION OF THE
ENTIRE YARD IS OUT OF CHARACTER WITH EVERY OTHER PROPERTY IN THE BLOCK AND ACTS TO
SEPARATE THE PROPOSED PROJECT FROM THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE VISUALLY AND PHYSICALLY.

FRONT-TO-BACK, SIDE-TO-SIDE
100% EXCAVATION TO +6'
BELOW EXISTING GRADE




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
RECOMMENDED COMPROMISE #1

EXCAVATE A PCRTION OF THE REAR YARD NEAR THE HOME TO ALLOW FOR ACCESS TO THE REAR
YARD AND LEAVE THE BULK OF THE REAR YARD AT NATURAL GRADE.

REAR YARD AT NATURAL
GRADE WITH MINOR
EXCAVATION TO MAKE
CONNECTION BETWEEN
BOTTOM FLOOR AND YARD




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES EXHIBIT 'A'
AREA OF CONTENTION #2

: D - ARTICULATE THE BUILDING TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON LIGHT AND
PRIVACY TO ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

RESPONSE:

THE REAR FORM OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT 156 DOES THE OPPOSITE OF, "PROVIDE
SETBACKS ON THE UPPER FLOORS OF THE BUILDING' BY CANTILEVERING THE THIRD FLOOR OVER
THE SECOND FLOOR BY +3'-9" (DIMENSION NOT CALLED OUT ON PLAN). THIS CANTILEVER PLACES
THE REAR OF THE STRUCTURE DIRECTLY IN FRONT OF THE SOUTH-FACING WINDOWS OF THE
PROPERTY TO THE NORTH WHICH IS IN OPOSITION TO THE GUIDELINE TO, "MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON.

GUIBELINE: DESIGN THE HEIGHT AND DEPTH OF THE BUILDING TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE_
EXISTING BUILDING SCALE AT THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE.

BESPONSE:

WHILE THE DEVELOPERS OF 156 HAVE LEFT A 3' OPEN "SLOT' ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF THEIR SECOND
AND THIRD FLOORS, THIS DOES NOT CONSTITUTE, *NOTCH[ING] THE BUILDING AT THE REAR OR
PROVID[ING] SETBACKS FROM THE SIDE PROPERTY LINES®. THE REAR ADDITION PROJECTS +18'
BEYOND THE REAR LINE OF THE HOME TO THE SOUTH AND +6'-6" BEYOND THE REAR WALL OF THE
HOME TO THE NORTH AT THE PROPERTY LINE. THIS PROJECTION DENIES BOTH NEIGHBORING
HOMES REASONABLE ACCESS TO THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE.

ONE OF THE STRATEGIES QUTLINED IN THIS SECTION OF THE GUIDELINES SHOWS AN ADDITION
THAT, "...EXTENDS THE FULL WIDTH OF THE LOT BUT IS SET BACK AT THE SECOND FLOOR SQ THE
BUILDING STEPS DOWN TQ THE REAR YARD.' THE CANTILEVERED THIRD FLOOR IS IN DIRECT
OPPOSITION TO THIS RECOMMENDATION.

3rd FLOOR
CURRENT DESIGN




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
RECOMMENDED COMPROMISE #2

ALLOW THE PROJECT AT 156 TO EXTEND +14'9" BEYOND THE REAR WALL OF THE SOUTH
NEIGHBOR TO ALIGN WITH THE FULL-WIDTH REAR WALL OF THE NORTH NEIGHBOR. THIS
DRASTICALLY INCREASES THE AMOUNT OF LIGHT AND VENTILATION THAT IS ALLOWED TO REACH
THE WINDOWS IN THE NORTH NEIGHBOR'S BUILDING. THIS SOLUTION PUTS THE PROPOSED

PROJECT IN LINE WITH THE RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINE TO, "PROVIDE SETBACKS ON THE

3rd FLOOR

+6'-6" REDUCTION
IN REAR
PROJECTION/
CANTELIVER




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
AREA OF CONTENTION #3

GUIDELINE: REAR YARD - ARTICULATE THE BUILDING TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON LIGHT AND PRIVACY
TO ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

RESPONSE:

THE FLAT ROOF DECK DESIGNED TO SIT ON TOP OF THE THIRD FLOOR HAS A DETRIMENTAL IMPACT
ON THE PRIVACY OF THE MASTER BEDROOM IN THE SOUTH NEIGHBOR'S HOUSE. BECAUSE OF THE
DISREGARD FOR THE DEVELOPMENT PATTERN OF FLOOR HEIGHT RELATIVE TO THE GROUND
EXHIBITED BY THE EXCAVATION OF THE ENTIRE LOT, THE DECK ON TOP OF THE SUBJECT
PROPERTY'S THIRD FLOOR HAS A PERFECT DOWNWARD VIEWING ANGLE DEEP INTO THE THIRD
FLOOR BEDROOM OF THE SOUTH NEIGHBOR. WHILE SOME PRIVACY ISSUES ARE BOUND TO ARISE

WITH NEW DEVELOPMENT, THE CHARACTER OF THIS INTRUSION IS GREATER THAN AVERAGE AND TO
BE AVOIDED.

THIS PORTION OF THE BUILDING NOT ONLY CANTILEVERS BUT ALSO PUSHES THE CEILING HEIGHT UP
+18" TO EXPAND THE VERTICAL CROSS-SECTION OF THE REAR-MOST PORTION OF THE BUILDING.
THIS IS IN BLATANT DISREGARD TO THE RECOMMENDATION THAT A PROJECT, "INCLUDE A SLOPED
ROQF FORM IN THE DESIGN." AS THE IDEA OF GENERATING HIGHER CEILING HEIGHTS ON THE

INTERIOR IS IN DIRECT CONFLICT WITH THE GUIDELINES MANDATE TO, 'MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON

3rd FLOOR

DECK VIEW ANGLE
INTO MASTER
BEDROOM

3rd FLOOR

' " SITTING DECK VIEW
ANGLE INTO

MASTER BEDROOM




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
RECOMMENDED COMPROMISE #3

GUIDELINE: REAR YARD - ARTICULATE THE BUILDING TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON LIGHT AND PRIVACY.
TO ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

ELIMINATE THE DECK OVER THE 3RD FLOOR AND REVERT TO THE ORIGINAL DESIGN SUBMITTED FOR
PERMIT JANUARY 17, 2014. THIS FLAN HAD A PITCHED ROOF OVER THE 3RD FLOOR, MINIMIZING
PRIVACY ISSUES AND REDUCING THE BULK OF THE REAR PORTION OF THE HOME. THIS FORM
ALLOWS FOR HIGH CEILINGS IN THE PROPOSED 3RD FLOOR WHILE REDUCING THE BULK OF THE
STRUCTURE AT THE PROPERTY LINES.

3rd FLOOR DECK
CHANGED TO
PITCHED ROOF




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
AREA OF CONTENTION #4

GUIDELINE: DESIGN THE HEIGHT AND DEPTH OF THE BUILDING TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
EXISTING BUILDING SCALE AT THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE._

BRESPONSE:

THE PROPOSED PROJECT PLACES ITS FOURTH FLOOR +16' DEEPER INTO THE MID-BLOCK OPEN
SPACE THAN THE AVERAGE OF THE HOMES ON THE WEST SIDE OF THE BLOCK IN WHICH IT SITS. THIS
DEEP FOURTH FLOOR ADDITION IS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH THE EXISTING BUILDING SCALE AND ACTS
TO CLOSE IN THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE MORE SEVERELY THAN ANY OF THE SURROUNDING
HOMES. THE FOURTH FLOOR AT 156, WHILE TALLER THAN ITS NEIGHBORS, HAS BEEN PLACED IN THE
SAME PLANE AS THE THIRD FLOOR OF THE HOME TO THE SOUTH.

g 4th FLOOR
5 CURRENT DESIGN
o e




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
RECOMMENDED COMPROMISE #4

GUIDELINE: DESIGN THE HEIGHT AND DEPTH OF THE BUILDING TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
EXISTING BUILDING SCALE AT THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE.

PLACE THE 4TH FLOOR OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT SUCH THAT THE BACK WALL IS AT THE AVERAGE
DEPTH OF THE TWO CLOSEST 4TH FLOORS. (NEIGHBOR TO THE NORTH AND SECOND NEIGHBOR TO
THE SOUTH AS THE SOUTH NEIGHBOR DOES NOT HAVE A 4TH FLOOR).

THIS CHANGE DOES NOT REQUIRE THE 4TH FLOOR TO BE REDUCED IN SIZE, ONLY SLID TOWARDS
THE FRONT OF THE PROPERTY. IT ALSO ALLOWS THE PROPOSED PROJECT TO HAVE A ROOF DECK
THAT DOES NOT COMPROMISE THE PRIVACY OF THE SOUTH NEIGHBOR OR THE NEIGHBORS' ACCESS
TO THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE.

4th FLOOR
MOVED TOWARDS
FRONT OF HOUSE -

DECK ADDED
2ND
SOUTH
NEIGHBOR 4TH
FLOOR+,

HBOR
NNOE\A%H FLOOR




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
AREA OF CONTENTION #5

DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Pl ACE THE BUILDING ON ITS SITE SO IT RESFONDS TO THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE
SITE, ITS POSITION ON THE BLOCK, AND TO THE PLACEMENT OF SURROUNDING BUIL DINGS.

BESPONSE:

THIS SECTION ALSO RECOMMENDS THAT, "REAR STAIRS ARE SETBACK FROM THE SIDE PROPERTY
LINE AND THEIR PROJECTION INTO THE REAR YARD IS MINIMIZED, IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN THE
MID-BLOCK QPEN SPACE." THE STAIR AT THE NORTH PROPERTY LINE OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AT
156 IS ON THE PROPERTY LINE AND EXTENDS DIRECTLY BACK TO THE LINE OF THE REAR SETBACK.

WITH REGARD TO THE BUILDING CODE, THE REAR YARD STAIR FROM THE SECOND FLOOR TO THE
GROUND FLOOR HAS BEEN SHOWN WITH NO FIREWALL. THE STAIR REQUIRED FIREWALL AT THE
NORTH PROPERTY LINE WILL HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL IMPACT ON THE NORTH NEIGHBORS ACCESS TO
LIGHT AND THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE.

REAR YARD STAIR
AS DESIGNED ON
PROPERTY LINE




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
RECOMMENDED COMPROMISE #5

DESIGN PRINCIPLE: PLACE THE BUILDING ON ITS SITE SO IT RESPONDS TO THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE
SITE, ITS POSITION ON THE BLOCK, AND TO THE PLACEMENT OF SURROUNDING BUIL DINGS.

PLACE THE STAIR FROM THE SECOND FLOOR TO THE REAR YARD FAR ENOUGH AWAY FROM THE
PROPERTY LINE SUCH THAT A FIREWALL IS NOT REQUIRED AND THE BULK OF THE STAIR IS NOT
PLACED AT THE PROPERTY LINE.

REAR YARD STAIR
MOVED FROM
PROPERTY LINE




SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
CONCLUSION

THE FIVE CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT AT 156 27th AVENUE PRESENTED HERE DO NOT
SUBSTANITALLY ALTER THE QUALITY OR SIZE OF THE PROJECT BUT MAKE ENORMOUS CHANGES TO
THE IMPACT THE PROJECT HAS ON THE NEIGHBORS. BY CONCENTRATING MORE OF THE BULK AND
MASS OF THE HOME TOWARDS THE FRONT OF THE PROPERTY AS THE OTHER HOMES IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD DO, THIS PROJECT RETAINS AN IDENTICAL INTERNAL PROGRAM WITH A MUCH
MORE LIMITED IMPACT ON THE IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS AND A PROJECT THAT IS MUCH MORE IN
KEEPING WITH THE RECOMENDATIONS OF THE "RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES". THE PROPOSED
CHANGES REDUCE THE SIZE OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT BY A MINIMAL 6.5'X22' (142SF), OR 3% OF
THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

THE RECOMMENDATIONS PRESENTED HERE DO NOT AIM TO ELIMINATE THE PROJECT'S IMPACT ON
THE NEIGHBORHOOD BUT TO BRING THE IMPACTS INTO THE REALM OF "REASONABLE AND
EXPECTED". THE PROJECT AS DESIGNED NOW DISREGARDS MANY OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS IN
THE "RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES® AND IMPOSES UNDUE IMPACT ON THE NEIGHBORS AND
INTRUDES INTO THE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE MORE THAN IS NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE THE
DEVELOPMENT SIZE DESIRED. THE INCREASE IN MASS AND BULK OF THE PROJECT GENERATED
AFTER THE FIVE RECOMMENDED COMPROMISES HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED STILL HAS A
SUBSTANTIAL IMPACT ON THE NEIGHBORS BUT AN IMPACT THAT IS MORE IN KEEPING WITH THOSE
EXPECTED FROM A PROJECT THAT TAKES THE "RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES * INTO ACCOUNT.

BECAUSE SO LITTLE OF THE DESIGN INTENT AND SIZE OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IS LOST AS
A RESULT OF IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDED COMPROMISES MANY OF THE NEIGHBORS TO THIS
PROJECT FEEL STRONGLY THAT THE COMPROMISES REPRESENT A WIN-WIN FOR THE DEVELOPERS
AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD. THE DEVELOPERS KEEP THE MAJORITY OF THEIR DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
IN TACT (LOSING JUST 3% OF THE PROJECT SIZE) AND THE NEIGHBORS KEEP THE INTEGRITY OF
THEIR MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE AND HAVE "REASONABLE AND EXPECTED" IMPACTS ON THEIR LIGHT,
VENTILATION AND PRIVACY.

PLEASE SEE THE RENDERINGS ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES FOR COMPARISONS OF THE PROJECT
BEFORE AND AFTER THE IMPLEMENTAION OF THE FIVE RECOMMEDED COMPROMISES.



PROJECT
AS DESIGNED

PROJECT AFTER FIVE
COMPROMISES ARE
IMPLEMENTED




PROJECT
AS DESIGNED

PROJECT AFTER FIVE
COMPROMISES ARE
IMPLEMENTED
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Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

¢ Tre other information or applications may be required.

SN

. \ \———o
Signature: ¥ Date: = \ 0.

—

[

Print name, and indicate whether owr:er, or authorized agent:

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

RECEIVED
JuL 102015

CITY &

COUNTY OF S.F.

@ DEPARTMENT
NE%&&A%HOOD PLANNING

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 08 07.2012



San Francisco
DISCRETIONARY

R E V I E w D R P 1650 MISSION STREET, SUITE 400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-2479

MAIN: (415) 558-6378 ~ SFPLANNING.ORG

Project Information

Property Address: 156 27th Avenue, San Francisco, CA Zip Code: 94115
Building Permit Application(s):2014.07.30.2539

Record Number: Assigned Planner: Mary Woods
Project Sponsor
Name: V/irginie Manichon Phone: (415) 300-0585

Email: Virginie@eagstudio.com

Required Questions

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

project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

See Attached

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties? If you have already changed the project to
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before
or after filing your application with the City.

See Attached

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties. Include an explaination
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes
requested by the DR requester.

See Attached

PAGE 1 | RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING V. 5/27/2015 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Project Features

Please provide the following information about the project for both the existing and proposed features. Please attach an additional
sheet with project features that are not included in this table.

| EXISTING PROPOSED
DweIIing Units (only one kitchen per unit - additional kitchens count as additional units) 1 1
Occupied Stories (all levels with habitable rooms) 2 4
Basement Levels (may include garage or windowless storage rooms) 1 0
Parking Spaces (Oft-Street) 2 2
Bedrooms 1 4
Height 31'-6" 34'-2"
Building Depth 35'-0" 70'-11"
Rental Value (monthly)
Property Value 1,710,000

| attest that the above information is true to the best of my knowledge.

Signature: "/*M ' Date: 1/4/16

[l Property Owner

Printed Name:Vi rg I n ie M an iChon Authorized Agent

If you have any additional information that is not covered by this application, please feel free to attach
additional sheets to this form.

PAGE 2 | RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING V. 5/27/2015 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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INTERIOR DESIGN

INTERIORS STUDIO

SPONSOR RESPONSE TO DR

2443 FILLMORE STREET #215, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115
PHONE: 415.300.0585 | FAX: 415.723.7602
WWW.EAGSTUDIO.COM | EMAIL@ EAGSTUDIO.COM

REGARDING THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT

156 2/7H AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

BLock: 1332 / LoT: 033 / ZONING RH-1

DATE: DECEMBER 31,2015

APPLICATION # 2017.07.30.2539

ENCLOSED DOCUMENTS

- Nine letters of support from neighbors

- Revised plan set dated 12/31/2015

CONTENTS
QUESTION 1

RESPONSE 1

APPROPRIATENESS

OUTREACH EFFORTS

UNFAIR BURDEN TO PROJECT SPONSORS

QUESTION 2

RESPONSE 2

BUILDING HEIGHT REDUCED

PROTECTING PRIVACY

CLARITY OF DRAWINGS

MASSING REDUCED

QUESTION 3

RESPONSE 3

AREA OF CONTENTION #1

REACTION #1

AREA OF CONTENTION #2

REACTION #2

AREA OF CONTENTION #3

REACTION #3

AREA OF CONTENTION #4

REACTION #4

AREA OF CONTENTION #5

REACTION #5

CONCLUSION

EXHIBITS
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SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT AS DESIGNED

EMAIL FOLLOWING UP ON MEETING WITH DR REQUESTOR
ANSWERS TO ISSUES RAISED BY LETTERS SENT TO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

In answer to Letter sent to Planning - Letter Received on July 14, 2015 - From: Lisa Klinck-Shea 12
In answer to Letter sent to Planning - Letter Received on July 14, 2015 - From: Jordie Welles 12

In answer to Letter sent to Planning - Letter Received on July 14, 2015 - From: Julie Ray

In answer to Letter sent to Planning - Letter Received on July 12, 2015 - From: Nancy and Judy Mac Lean 12
In answer to Letter sent to Planning - Letter Received on July 13, 2015 - From: Nancy and Judy Mac Lean 13
In answer to Letter sent to Planning - Letter Received on July 12, 2015 - From: FI. & Francois Orsini 13

NINE LETTERS OF SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT AS PROPOSED
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THIS DOCUMENT FOLLOWS THE STRUCTURE OF THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT DR RESPONSE FORM

AND ANSWERS THE DR REQUESTOR’S DR REQUEST POINT BY POINT

QUESTION T

SUBJECT PROPERTY

RESPONSE 1 U]
APPROPRIATENESS

The general envelop is appropriate for the neighborhood and the
overall proposed massing is less than or comparable to the
neighbors on either side. In addition, a good amount of
articulation is provided in the front, sides as well as the rear to
minimize the impact on the adjacent neighbors. Loss of privacy
mitigation measures are voluntarily incorporated, and there is no
significant loss of light and air on anyone by urban standards.

Overall, the proposed project is consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines.

OUTREACH EFFORTS

The project sponsors have met several times with the DR requestor and other neighbors. Over the course of several months,
considerable efforts were made to satisfy the DR Requestor’s requests. Every cycle of requests was met with new requests.

Nevertheless, project sponsors offered a number of accommodations (see table below).

Furthermore, project sponsors adhered to all plan check comments and recommendations from the San Francisco Planning

Department.

ACCOMMODATIONS

OUT OF CONSIDERATION FOR

ADD PRIVACY GLASS ON WINDOWS ON MAIN FLOOR FACING DR REQUESTOR TO PRESERVE PRIVACY

DR REQUESTOR

PROPOSE TO MOVE REAR STAIR AWAY FROM PROPERTY LINE TO AVOID THE BULK OF A FIREWALL

NORTH NEIGHBOR

RAISED YARD TO ALLEVIATE EXCAVATION CONCERNS

ADJACENT NEIGHBORS

UPPER FLOOR KEPT 3' 9" BEHIND NORTH NEIGHBOR

ADJACENT NEIGHBORS

DECK ON LEVEL 4 KEPT 6' AWAY FROM SOUTH NEIGHBOR

DR REQUESTOR

DECK ON LEVEL 4 KEPT 3' AWAY FROM PROPERTY LINE WITH SOUTH NEIGHBOR

NORTH NEIGHBOR

NO SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF MASS IS ADDED TO THE FRONT, FACADE AND ARTICULATION PRESERVED

NEIGHBORHOOD AT LARGE

NO WINDOWS FACING DR REQUESTOR ON THIRD FLOOR

DR REQUESTOR

3' SETBACK PROVIDED TO DR REQUESTOR ON SECOND AND THIRD FLOOR

DR REQUESTOR

ROOF HEIGHT BELOW ALLOWABLE HEIGHTS SO AS TO NOT BLOCK DR REQUESTOR'S VIEWS OF GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE FROM ROOF DECK

DR REQUESTOR

PROPOSE TO REMOVE THE HUGE TREE IN THE REAR THAT IS BLOCKING MANY SOUTH NEIGHBORS VIEW OF THE GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE

NEIGHBORHOOD AT LARGE

Page | 2
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UNFAIR BURDEN TO PROJECT SPONSORS

6 months have elapsed since the DR was filed on July 101"2015. A year and half has passed since the site permit application
was filed in July 2014. The compounded delays and the on-going lists of requests by the DR requestor have prevented the
owners from improving their property within a reasonable time schedule.

Accommodations to the DR requestor have also added a considerable financial burden for the owners.

QUESTION 2

RESPONSE 2 GG BRIDGE VIEW FROM

DR REQUESTOR’S ROOF
DECK

A series of changes following the neighborhood outreach
meeting and as result of the half dozen cycles of requests made @B ares
by the DR requestor since the initial meeting. R N R

ED PA
REQUESTOR' T0P GUIRDRAL FEROR
RECUL

i

OR REQUESTOR'S REAR TOP GUARDRAIL

All changes listed below have been submitted to the DR
requestor and the Planning Department.

BUILDING HEIGHT REDUCED

1) Building height was voluntarily reduced to reduce the
impact to South neighbor (the DR requestor). The DR
Requestor had asked at meeting held 11/20/2014 that one
could sit on a chair on the roof deck and not have the view
of the Golden Gate Bridge obstructed. As discussed, the project sponsor voluntarily accepted to reduce the height of
the roof to minimize the impact on the DR requestor’s views.

PROTECTING PRIVACY

2) Modifications have been made to the plans to help preserve the DR requestor’s privacy, including 1) the removal of
windows on the bedroom floor, as well as 2) proposed privacy glass on the main floor and 3) an additional 3’ side
setback for the rear deck.

BLIND WALL TO PROTECT DECK IS SET BACK 3’

DR REQUESTOR’S 2 FEET IN ADDITION TO
PRIVACY ’\ THE 3’ SETBACK
PRIVACY GLASS
DR REQUESTOR'S H " il ||| I o
FIREWALL l
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CLARITY OF DRAWINGS

3) The project sponsor’s agent wrote a list of requests for clarifications on the drawings to the planner (Sara Vellve) in July
2015. Changes were incorporated and submitted.

4 months later, the DR Requestor presented to the new Planner, Mary Woods, two more cycles of requests for
clarifications on the drawings. The DR sponsor responded and resubmitted the drawings to facilitate the DR requestor’s
understanding of the plans.

All in all, a considerable amount of views and perspectives were generated to ensure that everyone received a
transparent and clear understanding of what is proposed.

On the last round of requests, the DR Requestor demanded that the parapet height on the subject property be
established by the height of the railing on the DR Requestor’s roof deck such that it preserved their views of the Golden
Gate Bridge.

MASSING REDUCED

4) Per special meeting with DR requestor and Marshall Schneider in December 2014, the DR requestor raised concerns
about massing. To alleviate their concerns, the pitched roof was removed and a roof deck proposed to lessen the impact
on the DR requestor. Glass guardrails were provided to further reduce massing. The deck was proposed to be set back
an additional 3’-0” from the property line. This request triggered a redesign of the interior spaces but we fulfilled both
requests.

Drawings were revised and submitted to Marshall Schneider, the DR requestor’s representative, via email on
December 12, 2014 with drawing attachment. (See email in Exhibit)

The planner asked us to submit the revisisons on April 2015. The drawings were also submitted on 5/27/15 for the 311
notification.

11 months later, On October 4, 2015, Marshall Schneider asked that the 3 level be reverted back to the orignal design
and requested further demands outlined under question 3 — “Areas of contentions”.

SITE PERMIT SUBMITTAL WITH 3RD LEVEL 3RD FLOOR WITH ROOF DECK
TO ACCOMODATE DR
PITCHED ROOF - DATE 7-30-14 ——— REQUESTER.
~ — REVISION WAS SUBMITTED TO
=T] ;] ( |
2 KI% g M
=ujs
o
(L1
A
SITE PERMIT WAS SUBMITTED WITH A PITCHED ROOF REVISION TO 3RD FLOOR ROOF DECK TO ACCOMMODATE DR REQUESTOR
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QUESTION 3

RESPONSE 3

We have made numerous changes to the drawings in an effort to respond to the neighbors’ concerns. Each time we have
been met with further demands.

A meeting was held at the planning department on 11/6/15 with Marshall Schneider, the DR requestor’s representative, to
go over the latest list of requests. This too was followed by more requests.

The section that follows addresses the list of contentions made in the DR request.

AREA OF CONTENTION #1

Place the building on its site so it responds to the topography of the site.

REACTION #1

We have met the requested compromise #1 to excavate a portion of the rear yard and leave the bulk of the rear yard at
natural grade. Drawings were revised and submitted on 11/11/15.

REAR YARD AT NATURAL
RADE WITH MINOR
EXCAVATION TO MAKE
CONNECTION BETWEEN
BOTTOM FLOOR AND YARD

THE REAR YARD WAS
RAISED TO KEEP THE
EXISTING GRADE

AREA OF CONTENTION #1 DEMAND IS MET

AREA OF CONTENTION #2

Articulate the Building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent property.

REACTION #2

We feel the project provides ample setbacks to minimize the impact on light. Level 2 and 3 are set back 3’-0” from the DR
requestor’s property line. Level 4 deck is recessed 6’-0” from the DR requestor’s property line. There are no windows at
level 3 facing the DR requestor and windows on level 2 have satin etched glass to protect the DR requestor’s privacy. In
addition, the subject is located North of the DR requestor and will not cast shadows on the DR requestor’s property.
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St

N

&
o 146-148 27TH AVE.

156 27TH AVE.
SUBJECT PROPERTY

TOP OF ROOF AT 34'-2" TO PROTECT DR

REQUESTOR'S VIEW.

662(1

DR REQUESTOR
ROOF DECK
|
LEVEL 3

[0
A\

EVEL 2

[ 1]

DR REQUESTOR'S (E) FIRE
1 REAR ISOMETRIC VIEW-01 WALL AT PROPERTY LINE

AREA OF CONTENTION #3

LEVEL 4]

2443 FILLMORE STREET #215, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115
PHONE: 415.300.0585 | FAX: 415.723.7602
WWW.EAGSTUDIO.COM | EMAIL@ EAGSTUDIO.COM

LEVEL 4

J

=
o
5 Q

ot

158 27TH AVE. PRESENTS A FINANCIAL HARDSHIP TO RE-DESIGN.
THE ROOF TO BE 1HR RATED
—i| o s I
af 1V
S

LEVEL 4
ROOF DECK

LEVEL 2

LEVENT

N

LEVEL 3

EVEL 2

ﬁ LEVEL 1

[77 77 177

STAIR RECESSED
<50 FrONM~.
PROPERTY LIN

LEVELS 2 & 3 RECESSED 3-0" FROM PROPERTY,
LINE.

NO WINDOWS AT LEVEL 3.

WINDOWS AT LEVEL 2 TO BE ETCHED GLASS TO
PROTECT NEIGHBOR'S PRIVACY

Articulate the Building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties. Eliminate the deck over the 3 Floor

and revert to the original design submitted for permit on January 17, 2014

REACTION #3

See Response to Question 2 item 4 above.
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AREA OF CONTENTION #4
Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at the mid-block open space.

REACTION #4

The DR requestor's recommended compromise to slide the 4t floor towards the front of the property to further protect their
Golden Gate Bridge views goes against planning guideline that require that the vertical addition be set back by a 15’-0” from
the front property line. The request also has a negative impact on the character of the neighborhood by totally transforming
the front footprint of the subject property.

As proposed, the top floor addition is recessed 22’-6” from the front fagade to minimize impact on the neighborhood. The
facade is to remain as unchanged as possible by respect to the character of the neighborhood.

158 27TH AVE
DR REQUESTOR

<>

156 27TH AVE
SUBJECT PROPERTY

LEVEL 3 I

LEVEL 2

CHARACTER OF FRONT FACADE
IS RETAINED TO MINIMZE IMPACT
ON THE NEIGHBORHOOD

1 FRONT ISOMETRIC VIEW /
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AREA OF CONTENTION #5

Place the building on its site so it responds to the topography of the site, its position on the block, and the replacement of
surrounding buildings.

REACTION #5

We have met the requested compromise #5 to place the stair from the second floor to the rear far enough away from the
property line such that a firewall is not required and the bulk of the stair is not placed at the property line to diminish impact
on the North neighbor. Drawings were revised and submitted on 11/11/15.

It should be said the DR Requestor doesn’t return the same courtesy and has a property line stair and firewall impacting
the light on the subject property.

REAR YARD STAIR
MOVED FROM
PROPERTY LINE

DR REQUESTOR’S STAIR WAS MOVED
FIREWALL - 3’ FROM PROPERTY
LINE AND THE

REQUEST TO MOVE THE STAIR AWAY FROM PROPERTY LINE BY DR REQUESTOR DEMAND IS MET

CONCLUSION

The project sponsors have always been willing to compromise, and have modified their original design to accommodate
adjacent neighbors, particularly for the DR requestor. We took into account numerous requests for adjustments that have
only been met with further demands.

The project sponsors feel that the addition being proposed is in keeping with the neighborhood development pattern, and
is reasonable in size especially when compared to the two adjacent neighbors. The addition is set back 22’-6” from the front
property line. The building keeps its original character at the street front with only minor modifications occurring at the front.
The rear expansion has ample setbacks from its neighbor to maintain light and air. The mid-block open space is maintained
with a 45’-0” rear yard.

Our clients have been referred to as “developers” in a pamphlet that was distributed around the neighborhood to foster

opposition. The same label was used in letters sent to the Planning Department. We would like to clarify that the owners of
156 27t Avenue are actually residents of the neighborhood and they are not developers.
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With the help of our clients, extensive outreach was conducted to ensure all vantage points were taken into account. Below
is the main outreach calendar milestones that describes the interactions with the directly adjacent neighbors.

DATE ACTIVITY
7/1/2014 ATTEMPTS TO MEET WITH NEIGHBOR AT 146-148 27TH AVENUE
7/9/2014 NEIGHBORHOOD PRE-APP MEETING
7/29/2014 FOLLOW UP WITH NEIGHBOR AT 146-148 27TH AVENUE
10/30/2014 COORDINATION WITH NEIGHBOR ARCHITECT FROM 158 27TH AVENUE
11/13/2014 MEETING WITH NEIGHBORS AT 160 27TH AVENUE
11/14/2014 MEASURE NEIGHBORS HOMES FOR MORE ACCURATE 3D RENDERINGS
11/14/2014 SUBMIT PROPOSED CHANGES TO NEIGHBOR AT 160 27TH AVENUE
11/15/2014 RECHECK MEETING WITH NEIGHBORS AT 160 27TH AVENUE
11/20/2014 FOLLOW UP MEETINGING WITH NEIGHBORS AT 160 27TH AVENUE
11/22/2014 COORDINATION WITH NEIGHBOR ARCHITECT FROM 158 27TH AVENUE
12/7/2014 PREPARE ACCOMMODATION SET FOR NEIGHBORS BASED ON MEETING
12/8/2014 REDUCE ENVELOP TO ACCOMMODATE VIEWS FROM ROOF DECK
12/11/2014 SUBMIT ACCOMMODATION SET TO NEIGHBORS
3/15/2015 PROPOSE COMPROMISE TO NEIGHBORS AT 158 27TH AVENUE
8/24/2015 MET WITH NORTH NEIGHBORS TO INCORPORATE TWO MORE ACCOMMODATIONS
11/6/15 MET WITH DR REQUESTOR TO GO OVER A NEW LIST OF REQUESTS

The extensive neighborhood outreach has generated nine letters of support for the project. They are included in this packet.

We believe we have made every effort to meet and accommodate the DR requestor. The additional requests for design
changes seem to have had no other purpose than further delaying the project.

We respectful request that the project be allowed to move forward as reviewed and approved by the Planning Department.

Sincerely,

Virginie Manichon
EAG Studio
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EXHIBITS
SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT AS DESIGNED

We have received nine letters of support for the project. They are included in this package for your review. Neighbors in
favor of the projects have expressed their supports and noted the followings considerations:

“We appreciate the outreach that the sponsors conducted. Our questions were answered”
“The envelop that was established seems in keeping with the block pattern”

“I appreciate that the owners opted to not totally transform the facade and that they are retaining some of its original
character”

“I sincerely appreciate the efforts that were made to preserve the views of the Golden Gate Views that the neighbors to the
South enjoy from their roof.”

“...In addition to the privacy glass and the ample amount of relief provided to both adjacent neighbors, ... it would appear
the project sponsors were mindful of minimizing the impact on others.”

“Given that one neighbor is one story higher and that the other has three full stories all the way to the front sidewalk, it would
seem that what is proposed at 156 27t avenue is well in keeping with the area’s pattern”.

“The proposed envelop seems especially well proportioned as it leaves a 35’ deep rear-yard, leaving plenty of opened space
for everyone’s benefit”

“For what is worth, it seems like a good idea to me to maximize the daylight coming from the rear of the building and allow
ample natural light in the living quarters. This is how people want to live nowadays”
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EMAIL FOLLOWING UP ON MEETING WITH DR REQUESTOR

--------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Vin Leger <vin@eagstudio.com>

Date: Thu, Dec 11, 2014 at 2:02 PM

Subject: 156 27th Avenue - follow up on meeting at your clients' home

To: Marshall Schneider <mschneider@schneiderdesigninc.com>

Cc: Virginie Manichon <virginie@eagstudio.com>

Hi Marshall -

It was nice meeting Christy and you the other day. We appreciated your taking the time to share your thoughts and
initiating the discussion.

Since then, we have been busy developing a potential scheme that stands to considerably diminish the impact of our
proposed buildout on our South neighbor.

As touched on during the meeting, in return for not obstructing the project, our clients are willing to offer the following to
Christy and Ravi:

1) reduce our ceiling heights / overall building height so that the top floor remains 8" below the perimeter railing of your
roof deck in order to preserve your views

2) reduce the massing in the rear by letting go of the pitched roof and replacing it with a deck with clear railing

3) hold back the roof deck 3 additional feet from our side setback to preserve your privacy

Please find attached for your consideration this potential scheme illustrated in the exterior planset attached.

Some of those accommodations significantly impact the quality of the interior volume on our end, but we want to be
mindful of minimizing the impact we have on your clients' beautiful home.

We are opened to meeting with you again if you think it would be helpful to review in person.
Kind regards,

Vin Leger
EAG StupIo

ARCHITECTURE + INTERIOR DESIGN + INTERIORS
415.246.8808 nmomi -
415.300.0585 orice

www.eagstudio.com

F =, S

@5 156 27th Avenue ... y
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ANSWERS TO ISSUES RAISED BY LETTERS SENT TO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

IN ANSWER TO LETTER SENT TO PLANNING - LETTER RECEIVED ON JULY 14, 2015 - FROM: LISA KLINCK-SHEA

Lisa Klinck-Shea, located at 142 27t Avenue is located one house north of the subject property.

Being located 25’-0” away from the subject, and given that the expansion on the subject property does not expand further
than the building directly to the North of it, this neighbor will not lose any sunlight on her property. No part of the massing of
the subject property is capable of casting a shadow past the current North neighboring building onto her property.

The bank of window across the rear of the subject property is designed to capture natural daylight.

Side windows have been minimized and satin etched glazing is provided to prevent loss of neighbors’ privacy.

Being located 25’ from the subject property, the addition of a roof terrace is not a threat to her privacy. The roof terrace is
also lower than the roofline of the adjacent northern neighbor. The roof terrace is not visible from her home and is far less
an impact to her privacy than the DR requestor’s roof deck.

The decision to excavate was to minimize the height and bulk of the remodel and to retain the original character of the front
facade. The quantity of excavation has been reduced after the project sponsor heard that it was an issue to many of the

neighbors.

IN ANSWER TO LETTER SENT TO PLANNING - LETTER RECEIVED ON JuLY 14, 2015 - FROM: JORDIE WELLES

Jordie Wells Works, located at 135 27t Avenue is located across the street and two houses north of the subject. Since the
design of the front facade is practically unchanged, she will not be affected in anyway by this remodel.

IN ANSWER TO LETTER SENT TO PLANNING - LETTER RECEIVED ON JULY 14, 2015 - FROM: JULIE RAY

The owner of the property is not a developer.
IN ANSWER TO LETTER SENT TO PLANNING - LETTER RECEIVED ON JULY 12, 2015 - FROM: NANCY AND JUDY MAC LEAN
Nancy and Judy Mac Lean, located at 146-148 27t Avenue are neighbors directly to the North of the property.

The project sponsors have removed a large portion of the original excavation plan after being notified of the neighbor’s
concern. The area next to the Nancy and Judy MacLean’s property has no excavation next to it at this point.

The subject property was especially designed to minimize the impact on the neighborhood, to reduce the mass and bulk
and to maintain the charm of the front facade.

We understand the neighbors’ concern for their foundation. To that issue, we would like to point out that this type of structural
work is not uncommon. Engineer drawings will be reviewed by the building department and foundation work will be

monitored by the general contractor.

All floors at the rear of the subject have been stepped back: First floor expansion aligns with the neighbor’s rear wall. Second
Floor expansion is recessed 7°6”, Third Floor is recessed 3’-9” and Fourth Floor is recessed 22’-2”.

Page | 12
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The overall expansion does not expand pass the neighbor’s rear wall. In addition, the neighbor has a side setback of 6’-6”
minimizing the loss of light and air.

The rear exterior stair has been moved to eliminate the need for a firewall, and the amount of excavation has been reduced.
We met with Nancy and Judy McLean in August 2015.

IN ANSWER TO LETTER SENT TO PLANNING - LETTER RECEIVED ON JULY 13, 2015 - FROM: NANCY AND JUDY MAC LEAN

The building is retaining its front cottage facade. The project is very respectful of the neighborhood character.

The project was designed to minimize the loss of light and air. Floors have been recessed, decks have additional side
setbacks.

Project is respectful of the light and open space as it is held back short of the maximum extent of Nancy and Judy MacLean’s
building.

IN ANSWER TO LETTER SENT TO PLANNING - LETTER RECEIVED ON JuULY 12 2015 - FROM: FL. & FRANCOIS ORSINI
Florence and Francois Orsini are located at 160 27! Avenue one house South of the subject.

The front of the house remains unchanged and therefore it is not affecting the character of the neighborhood.
The back expansion is providing a 45’-0” rear yard and is respectful of the mid-block open space.

This property being 25’-0” away from the subject will not be affected by the loss of privacy.

The decision to excavate was to minimize the height and bulk of the remodel and to have minimal impact on the
neighborhood. The excavation has also been greatly reduced since this letter was written.

We met with Florence and Francois Orsini in person four times.
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NEIGHBORHOOD QUTREACH

REGARDING THE PROPOSED PROJECT FOR THE PROPERTY ADDRESS LOCATED AT

156 27™ AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

To whom it may concern -

We are neighbors in the direct vicinity of the subject property.
We appreciate the outreach that the sponsors conducted. Our questions were answered.

We understand that the project is designed with green building techniques in mind. We are glad our neighbors volunteer to
exceed common environmental standards and have incorporated plenty of landscaping and plantings in their design.

The envelop that was established seems in keeping with the block pattern. The indoor/outdoor feel will no doubt makes this
a pleasant home to occupy. The exterior design of the home appears to facilitate a good mix of the private and public realms.

We are pleased that our neighbors are making the most of their property, and we feel the project will improve our block.

We were given the opportunity to understand the proposed project and would like to express our support in favor of its
prompt approval.

Sincerely,

é\l(@ and M n:’fkbade

NAME

00 2FM hve. <o Tennci<a i C)[é
/ G’ $12) ADDRESS

/Zf@ .«‘Xﬁu‘( Aj/}{f L {Hﬂ/‘

\élGNATURE

9//\/ [S

DATE



To: San Francisco Planning Department

Re: Proposed project at 156 27™ Avenue, San Francisco

| live at 78 — 26™ Avenue, near the proposed project at 156 27" Avenue. | have had a chance to review
the proposed plans, which were sent to me by the current owners. From what | can see from the

architectural plans, the proposed envelop is adequate for the block, and also seems to contribute ample
space in the rear.

In addition, as a neighbor, | appreciate that the owners opted to not totally transform the fagade and that

they are retaining some of its original character. It also preserves some open space in the front by the
street.

| am glad that the owners of 156 27" Avenue are improving their property and | would like to offer my
support for its approval. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

May 12, 2015



Date: June 20, 2015
To: San Francisco Planning Department
From: Caitlin Sims, 109 28% Avenue, San Francisco

Re: Proposed project at 156 27t Avenue, San Francisco

1 live at 109 28th Avenue, one block west of the proposed project at 156 27t Avenue. | have taken the
time to review the proposed plans for this project.

From what | understand, it seems the proposed envelope is adequate for the block. It seems to contribute
ample space in the rear.

1 sincerely appreciate the efforts that were made to preserve the views of the Golden Gate views that the
neighbors to the south enjoy from their roof.

The house this project would replace is serious need of repair, the proposed project will greatly improve
the house, and this no doubt will be a great improvement to the area.

| appreciate that the owners of 156 27t Avenue are improving their property and | would like to offer my
support for its approval. Thank you for your consideration.

\Paftan (

Caitlin Sims



Sheila Schroeder
114 28" Avenuee San Francisco, CA 94121

February 11, 2015

EAG Studio
2443 Fillmore Street #215
San Francisco, CA 94115

Dear owners of 156 27th Avenue / SF Planning Department -
| am an interested neighbor living at 114 28" Avenue.

| have reviewed the plans of the upcoming remodel and addition and became
acquainted with the proposed project.

After careful consideration, | believe the proposed remodel will be a fine addition
to the neighborhood and | would like to encourage our city representatives to
facilitate its approval.

]

| trust the improved property will be a positive change on the block.

Sincerely,




Date: April 12, 2015
To: SF Planning Department / our fellow SF residents

Re: Proposed addition and remodel at 156 27+ Avenue,
San Francisco

From: Cristina and Scott Gutterman

| live at 120 27" Avenue, in the direct vicinity of the subject
property at 156 27~ Avenue. The owners of the subject
property took the time to approach me and | was given the
opportunity to become familiar with the project. | appreciate
the fact that | was given the chance to voice my concerns.
It is my understanding that the project sponsor made
significant concessions to preserve the Golden Gate views
of their direct neighbors. In my opinion, the design of the
project is a good fit for the neighborhood. Overall, | believe
the proposed project will be a great improvement to the
area. And | am pleased that the owners of 156 27~ Avenue
are making the most of their property.

Sincerely,

Cristina and Scott Gutterman



Te: SF Planning Department / dear fellow San Francisco residents

Re: Proposed addition and remodel at 156 27" Avenue, San Francisco

My name is Andrew Broughion from 157 28th Avenue, in the direct vicinity of the subject property at 156
27" Avenue.

The project sponsors took the time to approach us and conducted extensive and fruitful neighborhood
outreach. | was given the opportunity to become familiar with the plans and have the following thoughts.

The planned remodel seems well-thought out and appears to be a great fit for the neighborhood. The
property that currently stands there is in desperate need of repair. | am glad that the owners have chosen
to retain the front envelop essentially unchanged such that it preserves the diversity of the block.

Given that one neighbor is one story higher and that the other has three full stories all the way to the front
sidewalk, it would seem that what is proposed at 156 27 Avenue is well in keeping with the area’s pattern.

| understand that the owners at 156 27% Avenue and their project’s sponsors offered meaningful
concessions to minimize the impact on the direct neighbors, including significant side setbacks, vertical
sculpting in the front and rear so as to lessen the loss of light, obscured glazing to preserve privacy, and a
vertical expansion that fails short of allowable height in order to voluntarily preserve their neighbors Golden
Gate Bridge views from their roof deck.

For what it's worth, it seems like a good idea to me to maximize the daylight coming from the rear of the
building and aifow ample natural light in the living quarters. This is how people want to live nowadays.

The proposed envelop seems especially well proportioned as it leaves a 35' deep rear-yard, leaving plenty
of opened space for everyone’s benefit.

| am glad that the owners of 156 27% Avenue are improving their property and | would like fo offer my
support for its approval. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

M@[f/%‘//?”

Date




Julie Garcia

June 18, 2015

City of San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St. #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Proposed Addition and Remodel to 156 27" Avenue, San Francisco

Dear Sir or Madam,

My family and I live at 160 29" Avenue, near 156 27" Avenue. I have reviewed the attached
drawings and I see no reasons to object. I appreciate that the current house will be improved, and in
turn it will improve the block and the neighborhood.

I am pleased that the owners opted to not totally transform the facade and that they are retaining
some of its original character. The design also preserves some open space in the front by the street,
which seems like a good 1dea.

It 1s creative to sink the house in the ground a bit so as to preserve the neighbor’s view from the
roof deck. With this, in addition to the privacy glass and the ample amount of relief provided to
both adjacent neighbors, among other accommodations, it would appear the project sponsors were
mindful of minimizing their impact on others.

I understand the project sponsors propose to incorporate green building techniques and are
planning a home that will look equally good on the outside as it will on the inside. The design will
provide a nice improvement for the neighborhood, and I support its prompt approval.

Respectfully,

A AN

Julie Garcia

160 29" Avenue, San Francisco, California 94121



Date: :f/}%//sf

To: SF Planning Department / our fellow SF residents

Re: Proposed addition and remodel at 156 27" Avenue, San Francisco
Jennicy iCicd
From: ENNite . ICiedu

[A¢ 26 Ave

| live at
Avenue.

, near the subject property at 156 27"

The owners of the subject property are already from the neighborhood and along with their architecture
firm they seem to have designed a beautiful home for their family. They took the time to approach me
and | was given the opportunity to become familiar with the project.

| understand that the owners’ representatives also conducted extensive outreach with neighbors near
and far and over several months a dozen of meetings were held such that the various vantages could be
understood. The neighbors who met with them were able to see their concerns taken into account. In
fact, several measures appear to have been taken to minimize the impact on adjacent properties, such as
keeping the proposed design just under allowable heights so as to preserve the views of the Golden Gate
Bridge the South neighbors enjoy from their roof deck. Stepped setbacks are also proposed in the rear to
provide relief to both neighbors. The use of privacy glazing and great articulation in the rear also help in
preserving privacy for everyone.

The proposed design clearly lends itself well to a family house, with well a nice mix of bedrooms and
common areas. The house offers a nice interaction between the indoor space and the outdoor space, with
a nice lawn in the rear for kids to play. In my opinion, the design of the project is a good fit for the
neighborhood.

And | am pleased that the owners of 156 27" Avenue are making the most of their property.

Sincerely,




To: SF Planning Department / Dear fellow San Francisco residents

Re: Proposed addition and remodel at 156 27'" Avenue, San Francisco

| live at /2.. L\ Q 1811\ A\/i NV y , near the proposed project at

156 27 Avenue.

| have reviewed the drawings attached and | see no reasons to object.

The current house is in a real dilapidated state and the proposed design will certainly enhance our block.

| am pleased that the owners opted to not totally transform the fagade and that they are retaining some of
its original character. It also preserves some open space in the front by the street, which seems like a good

idea.

The project as designed seems to be mindful of its surrounding and immediate neighbors such that it
minimizes the impact on others, including keeping the house below the height restriction so as to preserve

the South neighbors views from their roof deck.

| am glad the project sponsors propose to incorporate green building techniques and are planning a solid

house that looks equally good on the outside that it will on the inside.

In my opinion, the proposed project as designed provides a nice improvement for the neighborhood. | would

like to petition for its prompt approval.

M Fri -
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PHOTOGRAPHS

SCOPE OF WORK
GREEN BUILDING PROJECT. TOTAL POINTS TARGETED: 193
VERTICAL EXPANSION OF A NEW FLOOR, HORIZONTAL
EXPANSION TOWARDS REAR PROPERTY LINE, NEW

ELECTRICAL, NEW PLUMBING, NEW SPRINKLER SYSTEM,
NEW LANDSCAPING

NFPA 13R AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER PER CBC
903.3.1.1 SHALL BE INSTALLED THROUGHOUT THE
ENTIRE BUILDING

CAMINO DEL MAR

| L]

oo

27TH AVENUE

26TH AVENUE

SUBJECT
PROPERTY

LAKE STREET

BLOCK PLAN
1" = 100-0"

OWNER

COLPITTS FAMILY

EAG

156 27TH AVE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

27TH AVE REMODEL

BLOCK: 1332
BUILT: 1907

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:52:48 PM

TEAM
ARCHITECT STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
EAG STUDIO TBD
2443 FILLMORE #215, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115
PHONE: (415) 300-0585
EMAIL@EAGSTUDIO.COM
HISTORIC CONSULTANT LEED RATER
RICHARD BRANDI ROB LEHMAN
125 DORCHESTER WAY, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94127 19184 MALLORY CANYON ROAD, PRUNEDALE, CA 93907
PHONE: (415) 753-5130 PHONE: (408) 425-2640
RBRANDI@EARTHLINK.NET ROB@GREENSCORESOLUTIONS.COM
SOIL ENGINEER GENERAL CONTRACTOR
TBD TBD
PROJECT DATA
ADDRESS 156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
BLOCK 1332
LOT 33
ZONING RH-1
YEAR BUILT 1907
OCCUPANCY SINGLE FAMILY
HEIGHT LIMIT 35-0"
LEGISLATIVE SETBACKS NONE
STORIES 3
RESTRICTIONS NONE
TYPE VB
PROJECT FEATURES
EXISTING NET NEW PROJECT TOTALS
DWELLING UNITS 1 0 1
PARKING SPACES 2 0 2
NUMBER OF BUILDINGS 1 0 1
HEIGHT OF BUILDING(S) 31-6" 28" 342"
NUMBER OF STORIES 3 1 4
HABITABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE
EXISTING NET NEW PROJECT TOTALS
LEVEL 1 0 899 899
LEVEL 2 611 644 1255
LEVEL 3 493 830 1323
LEVEL 4 0 606 606
TOTAL HABITABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE 1104 2879 4083
GARAGE 674 -22 652

GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE PER PLANNING SECTION 102.9

EXISTING NET NEW

PROJECT TOTALS

GARAGE + LEVEL 1 726

1000 1726

LEVEL 2 662

784 1446

LEVEL 3 620

940 1560

LEVEL 4 0

746 746

TOTAL GROSS SQUAREFOOTAGE 2008

5478

SUMMARY

NEW HABITABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE 2979

NEW GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE 3470

LOT SIZE 3000

PROJECT INFORMATION
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Bulletimes AR (DB and AB-005 (DB Procedures For Spprosal of Local Equivalioeics)

For your project, the requinement of receiving priorily processing & that the projedt achioves ai leass 150 poims under B
{ireenPaini Raled sysiem sdovinistered by Baild [z Green. Your iment is ssbsfanizmied with your GreenPain Rated
Checklist s Building Energy Analysis Report {prepared by Boben Lehman CEPE, dated 71671 8}, attached o chis letier.
which curresily shows the progeci is seefing 193 (eeen Points. exceeding the 130 podnt requiresvenl. Hased on osar
meeting and our review of the documents you provided, we are confident in your sbdlivy b achieve o least 130 Green
Pings, wiich under this agreement i a condition of approval for green huilding priceity processing services

By scoepling this aprecesnl, soa commist {0 shiain Gngl CrvenPaint Baled stafus Fom Baild B Creen and provide 2 copy
o pedicy of such b B Oireis Team within baelve momthe of issuanee of the first cerdificate of accupasiey B e progeci
{or nther completion document if such certificato is not issasd ).

Tiszredine, 1018 QUT FesoesamenaTon (O ansep your applzanion B green bullding praonty services lid 156 27 Awenue

Tk, i,

Richarl Chien
LF Faasnsiimegri

LK S Taum Hhui, Actang Darectonr, Diepaciniend of Boibdng lnspeation
Mahsin Shaikh Mechamnen] Main Beview Saclien, TE
Elizakssth Wany, 5F Planning D sl
Bairy Hooper, SF Enviromersni
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GreenPoint Rated Checklist: Single Famil S ;
g y s 156 27th Ave, San Francisco
The GreanFoint R ated chackiist tracks grasn featuras incomparated into the hama: GraerPoint Ratad is provided EI'EEIIFI:III'H HHTEB
a5 a public servica by Build  Green, a professiana ran-profit whosa missian is te promete healthy, enemy and ROT-RAM CFD b NEREN
resource sfficiant buildings in Calikbmia Rnb LEh man e
The minimum requirem ents of GraenPont Rated are: vanfication of 50 ar more paints, Eam the fllowing Targeled: 1893 ¥
minimum points per catagone: Enargy (300, ndoor A QoalilyHealth (31, Resources (5], and Waker (9, and Tttt R atE r #1 3‘9 2 E g E t ‘E
maet tha prarequisites & 21a, Hida:, J2 | M1, and Q. 25 E E g E & £
i = = & ]
This checkist accomm odatas the venfication of mandatory CALGreen measures but deas not sionife complianes P Fann] ng SCDTEEh EEt i E b & = ¥ r_1 a
urlass aecaptad by unsdictional authonty, Al CALGreen measures within the checklist must be saleclad as 3, Offset Energy Consum ption with Gnsite Renewable Generation
*Was' or *ndd” for compliance with GreenPont Ratad. Build € Grean s nola code enfarcamanl agenoy. {Solar PV, Solar Thermal, Wind} 1] g A B
Er % fofal aremy ponsymphon affssd 1 gt por 4% ofcef
The critenia for tha grean building practicas listad below arg described in the G reanPaint Ratad Single B = Tatal Awallable Pairks in R ehewable Energy =37 2
Family Rating Marua  Farmors intormabon plasse visit wew, buil ditgreen.erg/greenpointrated o, ﬁu_nmn pﬁﬁﬁu ! Poirts Svailable Par Mamsrs
1. Building Envelope Diagnostic Evaluatisns
& hame ig only GreenPoint Raled if all features are verified by a Certified GreenPoint Rater through g g TBD a Warify Gudity of hsulation Inslallaion & Thermal Bypass Checklist before Dngwall o R
Buiid It Green. - il [TThis cradit 58 paquirem ent associated with & EFSA 1AP] |
Single Famity Mew Home 42 | 2008 Title 24 TED b Hclu%? F‘ass_@-a Blowrer Door Tast : 5
. [*Th= cradit is a raquirem ent essociated with M. EPA 1BFP]
1 56 Z?th AVE, San Franc EE C{} TED &, Bicwwer Door Resulls are Max 2 5 ACHs for Unbalanced Swstams [Supplyar Exhaust) 0 -
arMax 1 0 ACH., Tr Balencad Syater s (2 Total Points far Jb. and He)
Rﬂ'b LEh man TBD d. Halse Passes Combustion Satety Backdral Tast 1 R
oy W 2. Reguired! Building Performance Exceeds Title 24 (M inimuem 16%)
Rater #139 2 £ E B % (Enter e Parcant Belar Thar Tie 24 Podts far Svery 156 S 76 230 R
5% E Bl | 3| = = T Tite 24)
i = o B 3. Demign and Build Mear Zera Energy Hom es
Plann lng ScﬂrEEhEEt ;E E & & = o = TBD .fEJr.*:wrumbm of poits RURiTGT 3? and Fiaamum of § pains) g i B
SITE Pessible Palnts R =recom mandad Top % @btain EPA Indeor airflus Certifl cation o a
A=dtemals {Tomand2 padale ol sclaring Tt 24 perfarmancs, e conmert -
1. Protect Topsoil and Minimize Disruplion of Existing Plante 2 Trees Yeu 5. Tithe 24 Prepared and Signed by a CABEC Certified Energy Plans | " R n
TED & Probect Topsol and R euge after Construchan n A A R | Examiner {CEPE]
TED b, Limit end Dellrate Constructian Faotpnnt for Madm um Profection a A, A R 6. Farticipation in Utility Program with Third Party Plan Review
2 DivertiRecyels Job Site Constroction Waste TRO a Ensu_-g',l EfficiencyPragram o i n
{Including Green VWaste and Existing Struciures) [*Thiz cradil iz a raquiramant assecieled wilh J4: EFA 18R]
A Raquired . Divert 0% (byweight) of &ll Construction and Cemalition YWeste = b Ranawable Enargy Program with Min 20% Bettér Than Title 24 (High Parfarming
Yeos [Recwzling or Reuse) [CALGreen codal s = bl Hie) ¢ A s
= o j R L e |
Yog bs. Divert 100 af Asphalt end Concrete and BS% (byweight) of Remaining Metenals 1 ' R . Tota Avalable Pontsin Bulding Performence =45+ | 77
Yes . Divert 100% ot Asphalt and Concrete-and S0% (by waight] of R emaning Materiss 2 R K. FINISHES Poirts dvailable Plar Mazsirs
3 Use Recycled Content A ggregate (Minimum 25%) I 'I'E.I:I- |1. esign Entryways te Reduce Tracheddn Contaminants D | F 1] | R
TED a. Wallwayand Drivewaly Base a 1 R 2. Uee Low-VOU or Zere-VOC Faint (Maximum 3 Points)
TED b, R oadmay Base il [ | 4, Law-vOC itaried WallKZsling Palnts (CALGresn cad4 (T applicails )
TED 4. Cool Site; Reduce Heat Isiand Efect On Site a 1 R R Yes (=30 Grams Par Liter (gpld] O Cs Regerdless of Shean] 1 1 24
& Censtruction Enviranmaental Quality Manasgement Plan, Duct Sealing, e [*Thi= creditis & requirement associsted Wilh J4:ERA 1I8F] ! :
and Pre-Oceupancy Flush-Dut ["This creditis & requiremet associatad with T8k b Zero-VOC, Inteniar WallCailing Paints (<5 gpl W0 Cs Repardlass of Shean) 1 R
M ERA AP = 3. Lige Low-¥OC Coatings that Mest SCAGMD Rule 1913 (CALGreen code If applisabile) ; ; i
Yes A Du:ln_ppm:gs i_nl:l ather relabad -EII.F "II'E-1!'II:IUI:||'.|n componant openings shall be coversd duing 1 i B R R s [“This credit is & requirem et associated with J4: EPA 1AP] &
comstruclion [CALGreen code ifapplicablsy | ||
TED b. Full environmental guality management plan and pre-occupancy flush out is i . B " Yas 4, Use Low-YOC Caulks, Construction Adnesives and Sealants that 3 A B
conducted { Prerequisite is A5a) = Meel SCAQMD Rule 1168 (CALGresn code if applicable)
Tola Poinis fvalable mEie = 121 B TED |5 Use Recycled-Content Paint 1 [
B. FOUNDATION Fairs AvalablePer Measure | 6. Use Environmentally Preferabie M aterials for interior Finish
SorEs | |- aplNce Fortiani Camnri In-Concrsby Wi FEhcyclsd Fiy Astianiior i Y R ANFSC-Cartiiad Word, B) Raclaimed, C Repidly Rerewable, 0 Racwdad-Cantart ar
Slag (Minimum 20%] EJFirgardinted F ) Lacal
TED s g:;::::t-l‘mhchd Shaflow Fowndatian in Cold Areas (CEC Climate 0 a ] T & Cisbinets (209 Minimum) X T 5 F
TED 3. Use Radoen Res|stant Construction ] A a _::Eg bg::l.?;;?:;;:irn?:;ﬂml '; : :
["This creditis & requirement assodated wili 4 EF A WF] I v J : : k.
TED 4. |nztal & Foundation Dralnage System 2 4 5 a _}:; 2. ?-.wrs (50% M_lmr.num:: ] A A
[TThis creditis & requiremant assacabed with 1 EP A 14F] o & Courtariaps (50% Minimum | o L

£ Bulld & Green

GreenPoint Rated Single Famlily New Home Data Collection Form version 4.2

£ Badld k Green GreenPalnt Rated Sngle Family Mew Home Data Collection Form version 4.2
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156 27th Ave, San Francisco 156 27th Ave, San Francisco
= o &
Rob Lehman 2 e )= Rob Lehman 2 -
g Br -} ™ L
z = E ¥ ¢ B o z = z - )
Rater #139 il §| » 3 E : £ &5 = Rater #139 3| 3| & E 2 b - o)
u I & i = i 5 i W E B ] i T
i B £ G i = § = & L : £ g 2 =
Planning Scoresheet JIEEIERE - 0 " - Planning Scoresheet HERERE ]
5. M olsture Contrelisd Crawlspace -
TeD [TThia crisdit I=-@ requiramant isndatad with 4 EPA 1AF] ! i Reduce Formal dehyda in Interior Finish - Mast Current L
& Daslgn and Bulld Ebructural P‘;“ Controls Yo CARE Airbome Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Composite Waod W A A R >
TED & Intall Termits Shislds & Separate Al Exterior Weod-to-Cancrate Cannections 0 _ [ EE [&] A N e 1 ) <
TED b. All Plarts Hewe Trunk, Bage, ar Stem Lacatad Al Leest 35 nches Tam Faundation i ] R UThI sredlt s 3 rwaulismant masclabed with M2 EPA IAP] T
Totd Foints Avdlable inFoundation = 12 1 & Reduce Formaldehyde in Intedor Finish - Exceed Current CARB |—
C. LANDSCAPE Prfrits A alabie Fer Weasure ATCH for Camposite Woed Fermaldehyds Limits Prier to Mandatary N~
Parmaniaps of landsogae arsd, (Prpectzwiih fass thaen 15% of i kds! sie arss (Le ol ol sae) Comupliance Dates N
47 3% a5 landscape ames e caooet gt & poin ks B e falbwing measorss OF fhmegh OF and 08 TBD a [ioors (90% Minmum | i | | J | 0
vl S TED b Cebinels & Countartops {40% Mirimim | ] 1 | | | | | & | &
Yog 1. Group Plants by Water Meeds [Hydrazaning) 2 A R TBD t_intenar Trim and Shakving {30% Minimum) a B B
Yes 2 M ulch Al Planting Beds to the Greater of 3 Inches or Local Water a A TED After Installation of Finishes, Test of Indoor Alr Shows Formaldehyde 8 A
Crdinance Requirement ol b
3. Construct Resowrce Efficient Landscapes Tatal Availabla Prinks in Finishas = 27] 12 8318
Yos a Mo ivasive Bpeciss Listed by Cal-FC &na Plantad 1 i R L. FLOORING Paints Scalabls Per Measurs EE
Yos b. Mo Fant Species Will B equire Shaaring 1 R 1. Uige Environm entally Preferable Flooring { Minimum 18% Floor Area) =R
v ¢ 1% of Plants Are Draught Talerant, Califormia M etveas ar Maditarmanaan Spacias 3 R S50 Ay FEC-Carified Waod, B] Redaimad or Refinishad, C) Rapidly 3 i A A
i or Other fppropriate Spades - Rerewable, O] Recwled-Caontert; E) Exposed Cancrets; FlLocal
A, Winimize Turf In Landscape Installed by Bullder || lir k) g | P ECAQME Aok {168 Sr VOGS
¥ g Turf Shall bat Ba nstallad an Slopaes Excaading 10% and Mo Cvarmaad Sprinkilers 2 A A A TED 2 Therm &l Mass Floors (Minimum 50%) 1] A [
i nstallad in Arees Less than & Fast Wide a X Low Emitting Flooring {Sectien 01360, CRI Gresn Label Plus,
: : . I 2B0% Flaaresars ["This credit s a requirem ent essaciatad with 2 A A -
=25% b Turfis Smal Parcantege ot Landscapad Area (2 Points for £25% 4 Points far =10%) 2 M EF&LAF] g
Yas |5 Plant Shade Trees 3 ] R TEn |4 All carpet and 50% of Resilient Flooring is low emitting. (CALGreen code if applicable}| = ;‘;
E. Instal High-Efficiency Irigation Systems = w3
Vs . Syslam Lisas Only Low-Flaw Drip, Bubblers, ar Sprinklars 2 A | | A | R Total Available-Faints in Flocrng =8 %8
¥as b. Gystem Has Smert (Weather-Based] Cantrollsr [CALGraen eode if applicable | 3 A A | R M. APPLIANCES AND LIGHTING. : Paints Avalshle Per Measure Z0
Yas 7. Incorporate Two Inches of Compest inthe Top & to 17 Inches of Soil 3 R | ¥es |1 Instell ENERGY STAR Dishwasher [Must Mest Current Specitications ) ] 1 A | A Iz
B Rain Watler Hﬂﬁl’tﬂil‘lﬂ mum 2 Instadl ENERGY STAR Clothes Washer E E
TED a Cislerniz] is Lass Than 740 Gallars i R R Yo a. Wests ENERGY STAR and CEE Tier 2 Reguremants 4 gl oA gz
TED b Cistarnis] is 751 to 2,500 Gallons 0 R | R [Modified Enargy Factor 2.0, Weter Factor 8 0 orlass| 4 L -®
_T BD ¢ Cisternis) is Greater Than 2500 Gallons |'_| R T R Y“ b Meaelz EMERGY STAR and CEE Tiar 3 RquulraTu Ents 2 A a =
—TED 5 irmigation System Ussa Recycled Warlewater ] = = [Modified Eneray Factor 2.2, Water Factor 4 5 arlass) L
TBD |10 Submetering for Landecape It gation i A A 33 g EN,EREH ET_AR fuﬂ-igautnt : &
TBD 8 EMERGY 5TAR Qualified & < 25 Cubic Fest Capacly 1] A A Jre}
11: Demign Landecape to M est Water Budget : g = | : T - T T T N
; ¢ TED b. ENERGY ETAR GQualifiad & < 20 Cubic Fast Capacity n A A &
@ Install mgaban Syslam That 'Will Ba Gporated st <T0% Refrance ET — = ©
Yes (Preraquisitas for Craditars C1, and 2 | 1 R 4. |nstall Bulit-ln Recy ding Center or Composting Center é
¥ b Install Irmgetion System Thet Wil Be Oparatad at £50% Feferanca ET = A TED . Pttt Reoisliniy Gt I ! [ R | °
= [Freraquisitas for Cradit ara C1, G2, and Ca ar Chib.) TBO | b Builtin Campasting L1 4 R =
12, Use Environmentally Preferble Materials for T0% of Non-Plant _G.Instal High-Efficacy Lighting and Design Lighting System
Yok Landscape Elements and Fencing i g | m | TED | @ Install HighEfficacy Lighting A 1 | } ! ik | R IR
BrEEEEar e i T RS A L G T e FOR W TBD b, natal & Lighting Systen to ESHA Foctcandle Standands or Hire Lighting Cansuart a A AR
O] R ecyehed-Content E) Finger-Jaimad or F) Locsal :
13, Reduce Light Pollutisn by Shislding Fixtures and Directing Light . Tota Avalable Ponts in Appliencas end Lighting = 120 7
b Diownward ! ol N. OTHER Fainis Avalahls Fer MEatane
Tatal Poirks Available in Landscape = 35] 28 Yas 1. Reguirad; Incorporate GresnPoint Rated Chechlist in Biveprints v R R
D. STRUCTURAL FRAME E BUILDING ENVELOPE PairsAuwalabla Fer Measune [*This credit is & requirem et sssaciatad with (4 EPS 4P
1. Apply Dptimal Value Engineesdng TED Pre-Construction Kick-Off Mesting with Rater and Subs
TED & Place Joists, Rafters and Shuds at 24-lnch On Centar a R TED Hemebuilder's Managem ent Staff are Certified Green Bullding i R
Yes b Do anid Wirkow Headars ara Sized for Losd 1 R Professionals
TED ¢ Use Oniy Cripple Sluds Reguired for Losd ] R 4. Develop Homeowner Education
2. Construction Material Efficiencies e
& Wil end Floor Azsem bl [Excluding Salid Well Azsemblias) ars Dalivarsd k g Develop Hamaowner Manud af Graen Fedwras/Banehits.  (CALGraen code (f applcable| = o
TED Parelized fram Supplisr (WML of 30% Squars Faet| ] R R [This eradit is°4 reguiremant associaied with J4. ERA LAP]

‘D Build & Green

GreenPoint Rated Single Family Mew Home Data Collection Form version 4.2

@ Build & Green GireenPoint Rated Single Family Mew Home Data Collection Form version 4.2
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ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

EAG

27TH AVE REMODEL

Rob Lehman Rob Lehman 5 .
£ e
& £ 4 ; ) Loy ] g i}
Rater #139 w| E £ £ Rater #139 | = - g
: e8| £| Bl Z| 3| 3 : =% £ B | 3 N :
Planning Scoresheet sE| 5| £ g & 2 : Planning Scoresheet HIEEIEIRIE] : : 8
b Maduler Componants Ara Dalivarad Assamblad to the Projact [Mirimum: 25%) I:I. . R R TBD b Condudt Educational Walldhrodghe (Frerequigite is Mda] [TThis cradit 158 requiresent o "
3. Use Enginesred Lumber Associated with .4 ERAAF]
Yas a. Engineersd Beam s and Haadsrs 1 | | R TaD &, Install a Homa System Moniter OR Participate In a Time-of-Use A "
Yoz b Wi [-J0ists orvWe Trusses for Flooes 1 i R Pricing Program
Yas & Enpinesred Lo ber for Rool Raters 1 1 | T | [ Total Availahle Foirts in Cher=6| 2
TED o Engineered o Finger-Jaintad Shids for Vartica Spplications i | i [ ©. COMMUNITY DESIGN & PLANNING
Yot & Orientad Strand Beard for Subflacr Tl ] [ (I R S 1, Devalop Infill Sites
Yes f. Ginanted Strand Board far 'Wall and R oot Shasthing 1 1 R TRD 4 Projectis an Urban infill Development 0 A | A & | R
_T ED 4. | mgul ated Hesders ] R TaD b Hamejs yoeweapmeant is Losated within 142 Mile of a Major Transit Stap 1] | A A A R
5. Use FSC-Certified Waod TBO |2 Build on Designated Brownfield Site 0 [
=000 a Dimensional Lumbear, Studs end Timbar iinimum $0%) [ [ A S 3, Cluster Homes & Keep Size in Check
TED b Panal Products |Mirmum 40%)] il 1 'y A | TRD A, Clustar Homes far Lend Pregsryation ] R R
6. Use Solid Wall Systems (Includes SIPS, ICFs, & Any Mon-Stick Frame Tabh b. Corserve Regauraes by horeasing Doensity (10 Units per Acre or Grester) o 2 R R
Agsemblyv) B & Haorne Size EMeancy & ] R
TED . Floors 1] 2 & A &, Design for Walking & Bicycling
TBD b, Walls a s A | & | 4 Site Hes Pedestrian Access Within 102 Mile of Com murty Senvices
TED ¢ Foofs 0 A | A TER 1: Entar Number ol Sevices Within 12 Mile
- 7. Energy Hedls on Roof Trusses 1) Day Care. pCommunity Canter 3 )Public Park 44 Drug Slore
TED (5% of At Insuiation Height at Outsids Edga of Exaror wall) 9 A A ) Restaurent G)Schon  7)Library  8)Farmer's Market 3] After Schaol
. In:tﬂl D.,;th.nga and Gutters ] : Fragrams 10 Corweniance Store Whers Maat-& Prodoce ara Sold
Ii & Winimum 16-Inch Dyerhangs and Guttars a A TIER JI bEé'!fLNﬂ'I“;-‘IEW' Slf;:'ﬂ'-:_ W';";T 1f?dh1"f'_l J—
; - 1 r nk 2] Place ol Wership aLndndCleanens adivEns
1L @ F::.:::;m;:;.3:L:mé;1:;:n&5:mm::ﬁm the Garage 2 & S TheatarEnlartainm ent B} Filnassizym TiFast Ofice
: By Sanior Care Facility SiadizalTental 10y Hair Care
ETe sl bt dispe Rk b Late RN y Cammeraal Oflics or Major Employer  12) Full Scale Supsrmarket
Yos a. Install Garega Exhaust Fan OF Build a Detached Garage 1 11' g E it I
i T T 1 T | 5 aervices Listed Ahave (Tier 2 Sarvices Count a3 102 Sarvice Value| ] A ) R
b Tightly Seal tha Air Barmar batwesn Garags and Living Araa (Performanca Test : - A B
TED Reaguiired a R 110 Servicas Listed Abave (Tler 2 Sarvices Court a3 142 Service Valus| 1] | A | & | R
Total Foinls Avelable in Structoral Frame and Balding Emvalops = %] 13 TED b Devaloprent is Connectad with & Dedicaled Fedéstrian Patfwayla Places af o ®
'Em FaInIE B Giabie Par Meailie Recreationd interast- Within 144 mile
Yes 1. Use Environm entally Preferable Decking 2 A a. Inskall Traffic Calming Sirateiss (Minmum af Twol
TED . Flashing Instaliation Technigues Specified and Third-Party Varfied i R - Dresignatad Bicwele Lanes are Prasant on Roadwais,
*This grediti sociatad with M- ERS 58] TBD - Ten-Faot Wahicle Traval Lanes; 0 & R R
TBED 3. Install & Rain Screen Wall System a i A A - Straat Cressings Closestto Site are Lacated Less Than 200 Fest Apart,
Yos 4. Uze Durable and Non-Combustible Siding Materials | | A A - Siraats Have Rumbla Sinps, Bulbouks, Reised Crosswelks or R elwgae slends
fes |5 Use Durable and Fire Resistant Reofing Materials nrﬁ.a:mﬂy_ 2 | A A B, Design for Safety & Secial Gathering
——— Total Points Available in Extarior =& & Yaos & All Home Frort Ertrances Have Views from the Inside ta Outside Calers i R
F.INSULATION elEeE e e M o b Al Hame Frant Enfrances Can be Ssan fam the Strest sndfar from Other Front '
1. Install Insul stion with T8% Recycled Content Yes Divars 1 A A
TED ot 5 | I i A TAD . (anent Parchas (min. 1005f]fo Sireets end Public Spaces o Al A A
TED b, Ceilings 0 | ! A | A TRD d Dawalopmart Mcludes a Socid Gatherrg Spaca ] | R R | A
TED LAalies a A A = 8. Design for Diverse Households {Ba. is a Prerequisite for 8b. and 6.}
Tokal Painds Avalable in insuletion=231 @ TED a Al Homes Hawe A Laast One Zaro-Step Entrancs ] R
G. PLUMBING Puints A dilabls P e Meature - b Al Wain Floor nberior Doors & Passageways Have a Minim um 32-inch Clear “ &
1. Distribute Domestic Hot Water Efficiently Passage Space
[Miax. 5 pointe, G1a js a Prereguisite for Glb-e) Yes . Locate Hall-Beth on tha Sround Floar o R
Yo HRALE L P EISE P P ) 3 i R No d. Fravide Full-Function ndependent Fartal Lni 0 | BRIl | A
b S bl L - : . : s Tatal Achigvable Paints in Community Design & Fannng=25] &
TEBD b Use Enginesrad Pardlal Plum bing ] | Al A P. INNGVATION TR
TED . Usa Engineersd Farallel Flumbing with Demand Cantrofled Circulation Loopls) ] | | | A | A A Site
TED Sl Trauionet, it e S G P OHIne i e a 1 A L] 1. Stormeater Control: Prescrptive Path iMaximum of 3 Foints, Mutually Exclusiva with
Circulation Loop(s) 1 ol PRz
Yes B, Lisaaninl Bora CIEng E L ! . TED a, Lise Permiaable Paving for 259 of Driveways, Patios and Walkweys ] ] & ]| A
L. Watsr Eff clont Fixtures TED b, Irstall Bie-F etention and Fillration Features o | K| A
& Build & Green GreenPoint Rated Single Family New Home Data Collection Form version 4.2 0 Build k Green GreenPoint Rated Single Famiy New Home Data Collection Form version 4.2
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- -
156 27th Ave, San Francisco : : 3 3 C
= ] Rob Le &
Rob Lehman s . = 2
o (=] e
. = & l = D b " - &
Rater #139 o T = H - i z f .| & g E
w £ E E k] ] = E £ E % E g g 3 =
i E e E E E # 7 2 = 13 L] ore =2 i g E C - a s
Planning Scoresheet =5 8| &l 2| % : F k| 3| 5| =| & £
Yas a High Effiaancy Showethiéads 22 0 Gallors Pe Mindte{gpm | et 30 pai. [Multiple 3 & " T By Messures gm manisioy m e CALGman cole and donokearm s o he
shawmarheads shall notescead maximum Ao ratagy (CALGRsen cade if applicabla) GrasnPount Rafed Chaciisl bl fave bsan moidad m e Sheckiaf for the comesnesncs of
Ve b High Effciéncy Bathroom Faucets < 1 5 gpmeat Bipsl [DALGreen code) 1 | | A | R JucEaiobane
Yas o High EMciency Kitchan and Utiity Faucets £1.8 gpr [CALGreen cods I spplicable) i | I | | I &R _ _
Weg | Imetali Ondy High Efficiency Toitets (Dual-Flush or 5128 Gallons Per 5 3 gl r The GreanPoiTt Raler = not 8 cods eurcamant officsl. The measwes i s sscfion may b
Flush (gof)] (CALGreen eode If spplicable) | werle By fhe GreanPainT Rater al fhair awd dischehen aodor arscrabicrof M butiding ol
Total Points Availebla in Plumbing = 13} 12 Yas 1. CALGreen 4 1062 Stomn wabar i aname ent during construshion. ¥ R | R
H. HEATING, VENTILATION & AIR CONDITIONING Froirts fvatlablesFar Mamurs ¥es |1 CALEresn 4 1062 Deaign far surface water drainage eway fram buldings. v ] R
1. Properdy Design HYAC System and Perform Disgnestlc Testing e 3 CALGraen & 3031 Az an dtematve to perscnptive complisnce, & Z0% reduction in baseling v A
Yas 3. Diesign and install HYAC Systsm to ACCA Manual J, 0, and & Racommendations 3 : a = teltie o el b Ll O (e LR
(AL iSrean code if applicable] [*This craditis a requiramant associated with J4 EF& [&F] v 4, CalGraen 4 4061 Joinks and openings. Annular spaces arsund pipes, slacn: cablas, y R
2 1 ! } | ! } canduts, of cthar openngs in plates al axianor walls shall be protacted |
TED Ll ;::‘I::_":'EI‘I-'[‘I:Z":::ILEmﬁl“;:midw ol D R o i R vie P CALGre=nd 503 1 Gas Iraplace shall be & direct-vent sedad-cambustion bpe, Woadstave or 7 2 | &
TRD o Third Party Testing of Machanoal Vanhlathon Fates for 140 {meat A5HRAE 62 2] i R | | T AT & j prefiet S AN it ERA RS 1 i it I
2. Install Sesied Combustion Units Yag 5. CALGraen 4 5052 Vapar ratarde’ and capillany braak is installed & =ab on grade fawndatians ¥ R
[*Thiz craditis.a raquiremant asseciabed with 4 ERS 187 as 7 CALGraen 4 505 3 19% moistura cortant of bulding framing malerials ¥ | R R
T80 a:Fumacas 0 1 -0 | | LR | | : 8 CalGraen 7021 HYAL systam installers are trained and certifiad in tha- proper metallation of
Yoo b Water Heaters z ! R 1iE HV AL systams i i
Yos 3. Install High Performing Zoned Hydronic Radiant Heating 2 ! ! A | A Talal Achieveble Paoirts in Califomia Green Cade = 0
Yen 4, Install High Efficiency Alr Conditioning with Environmentally 1 1 . R
Preferabie Refrgerants | |
5. Design and Install EMective Ductwoh T b
Yag a nztall HYAC Unitand Dustwark within Candilisned Space z | B | [ ] AL AT _ Klinim um Foinks Raguired
Yas b Liza Dt Masticon Al Cudt Joints end Seams 1 : " Total Paints Targeted 193 21 | 18 43 38
[*This cradit is a raqurament associabed with J4: EF& 16F] | | | | i
TED . Pressure Ralieve the Duchwor: System o : "
[*This cradif is a raquramant ass ccisted with J4 EFA 1GF] | Project has mel 8ll minimum requirements
ag |5 Imstall High Efficiency HWAC Filter (M ERY 6+ i ! R
[*This creditis-a requiremant assoeisted with J4 EFA 10F]
7. Me Fireplace OR Install Sealed Gas Fireplace{s) with Eficiency
Yes Rating =60% using C5A Standards 1 1 R R
[“Thiz craditis a raquramant associsted with J4° EPA P | | |
Yot a, lml:l:lE;'ERG"l‘ STAR Bathroom Fans en Timer or Humidistat [CAL Gresn code if i y "
|!EE"£ ] |
9, Install Mechanical Ventilation System for Cooling (Max, 4 Points)
Yas a. lnstdl EMER GY STAR Ceiling Fans & Light Kits in Living Aress & Al Bedrasims 1 & A
b Irestall Whala House Fan (Cradit Mot available i Ho: Chosen)  [GALGrasn coda if | | | | 1 I
TBD e ey 0 R
| - | applicable) s L] | | o Ui |
TED ¢ Automebically Contralled Integratad Swstem with Varable Speed Control 0 . | R R
10 Adyvanced Mechanical Ventilation for 1AQ
You 4. Reqedred: Compliencs with ASHRAE B2 2 Machanica Vantlation Stendards {gs = " A A B
adaplad in Title 24 Part 8] ["ThHs credit is 4 requirem sht aasocisted with 14 EPA 1AP]
TED b h-:lfrirloa-'l "J"f.il'tﬂﬁll:\ﬂ Emchg&s (Continuaus Qperetion, Sc!ne- Lim . Mirmum o K P A R
Efficiancy, Minimum Vartilation Rete, Hom sowner instructions )
TBD ¢, Cutdear Air Ductad to Bedroam end Living Areas ofHome 1] | BloA | A
4. Ingtedl Carbon Monoxide Alarm(s) (or Mo Com bustion Appliancas in
Yoz Living Space and Mo attachad Garega) 1 1 R
- [*This cradit is a raquirement essociated with M EFA 15P]
Tatal Fairts Available in Hasting, Venlilation and Ar Conditioning = 27§ 16
I. RENEWABLE ENERGY Proirts &vailableFar Magsira
Yas 1. Pre-Plumb for Solar Water Heating 1 1 A A
Yot 2. Install Wiring Canduit far Future Photovoltaic inetalfation & Provide i A
200 1t of SouthFacing Rool
& Build k Graen CrmesiPhull St ke Eamiy ikt et Salleson: Parmveniar £ Bulld R Graan GreanPalnt Rated Sogle Family New Home Data Callechion Farm vession 4.2

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

EAG

27TH AVE REMODEL

ZONING: RH-1
BUILT: 1907

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:15 PM

A7.5 GREEN POINT CHECKLIST




NOIS3A YOIHILNI
SHOILNI
FYNLOFLIHOYY

v

T13A0ON3Y IAV H1.¢Z

1061 °17IN8

1216 YO ‘OO0SIONVYS NVS

Wd £1:€G:¢l 9102/5L/L

L 13A3TT ONILSIX3

8V

REAR YARD

146-148 27TH AVENUE

REAR YARD

WALL AT PROPERTY

REQUESTOR'S FIRE
LINE

158 27TH AVENUE

DR REQUESTOR

- 726 SQFT

)
Z
T
2]
x
L
—
L
>
L
3

el INNIAV HLLZ 9S)
L HL1dIM LO1
g 40-.9C
ST oS T T T TN AL a0 BV _
[}
_ _
f [}
_ _
| [}
_ _
1 [}
_ _
[} X [}
_ g |
| T [}
_ 2 |
I RS
clE |
_ 3 |
| g
| £ |
1 S
_ _
1 w !
_ K _
] ) !
_ _
| [}
_ _
| .
O R |
x |
o [}
is | |
= [}
o8 _ _
ug | X
_ 5 _
K _
499 "dddv _ m._v M _
| ®© m |
_ [——
I
N —
O/ ! g )
_ _
| 1
@‘\_ _
| 1
_ _
1
[}
_ —+
[}
_
[}
r :
@ ola
Bk o 8 o
! g =|o 5 ]
3 . N 2
R wm o
| ®lo 2y RE
| @ |2
|8 N E
| 9 m
I e P
_ ['4
m a a
R in
_ !
_ m
|
1
|
1
|
1
[}
| o 5 =
_ ¥
_ :
! 5 7ﬁg
_ A il
| B
]
P i
| =
i
| . |& i
. j
| |5 |
R ¥
| H
_ T
_ i £
_ H S,
_ o o O
i - <
! . EBE
=] H g ©
i ¥ ?
| 5 i
2 ]
| & ¥
I l
[}
| k
e i
[
| :
[}
| i
| &H b
_n_:\ |
Ot
o
D \4,\ \4,\
& e —
« x u_z_m ALM3dOdd INOYH
@) o HLdIM ONIa1ng
wm we iz 0
£y i (o)

i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

1




SET BACK

(E)

1
O

41

¥

OPEN PATHWAY

146-148 27TH AVENUE

(E) NEIGHBOR'S
SETBACK

APPR. 6'-6"

85 -0 35'- 11"

EXTERIOR

STAIR

‘ BUILDING DEPTH RECESSED FROM NEIGHBOR

¢

FRONT PROPERTY LINE

BLDG WIDTH

[>

[ o

LIVING ROOM 80" - 11"
REAR YARD

KITCHEN CANTILEVERED DECK

HALL
27 - 6"

T

RECESSED FROM NEIGHBOR

T/
\T\ CLOSET

©

|

30'-0"

REAR PROPERTY LINE

REAR YARD

25% REQUIRED REAR SET BACK

_——dp e — - —— e — Y — - — - — - ——— -

|
|
|
|
! DECK
\ LEVEL
‘ 2 (E)DR
! REQUESTOR'S FIRE
} WALL AT PROPERTY
| LINE

/

158 27TH AVENUE 17

DR REQUESTOR

DECK OVERHANG AT LEVEL 3 ABOVE

LEVEL 2 EXISTING -662 SQFT

1/4" = 1'-0"

_—_—— e —— ——— - — - — - —Ne— - ——— -

25'
LOT WIDTH

25'

LOT WIDTH

EAC

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

]

27TH AVE REMODEL

BLOCK: 1332
LOT: 033

S
3
(=2}
<
o
Q
o
2
o
z
<
o
w
z
<
n

156 27TH AVENUE

1/15/2016 12:53:18 PM

EXISTING LEVEL 2

A9




NOIS3A YOIHILNI
SHOILNI
FYNLOFLIHOYY

2

v

3

|_m_ﬁ_o_>_m_N_ m_ >< _|_ ._. NN mmba 12176 VO ‘O0SIONVY NVS

268l Ho0e JINN3AV HL1Lc 951

Wd 61:€5:¢l 9102/5L/L

¢ 1AA3T1ONILSIX3| QLY

HLdIM 101

HLdIM 101

REAR YARD

W.0-.92

146-148 27TH AVENUE

(]

HLAdIM ONIaTINg
ub-ile

g

3NIT ALY3dOdd LNOYd

©

rT T ST T T T T T~ I - vﬂlmz_ﬂkm_mﬂumn_gm_m_lul ||||||||||||| I |
| |
_ | | £
| m |
| | |
_
| | |
_ | _
| X ! [}
g _
| 3 _ _
L | |
| .| % |
°lg _ !
_ 33 1 !
[} ['4 _ m
| 3
| & m |
| | |
|
_
| | |
_
| _ 2 _
_ _ < _
[} _ wm [}
| i ; i
- e B e —— e —— —] _
® | m |
3 _ _
5% | ! |
03 _ _ _
| ! |
f o ! _
- | |
\9-9 "dddV > _
_ 5| % _
| 4 ' !
_ | _
|
- m _ _
N . m 1
Ol | _
i _
| | |
_
| | |
_ ]
| | |
_ _ Xm O _
N | Q>wpz )
| | 0 |
| & ! |
g _
It | |
P _
0 |y _
| “g A |
| o _ ]
|8 - _
[} x _ ]
| i _
_ | _
| O« ! |
| o Y _ |
| cud 5 ! ]
_ exg | _
| Z3 ! ]
| 5 | |
| ! ]
| _
] (14 ]
_ o _
| - ]
w ) _
_ — —> 2 LW
| 5 8 5 3 |
| - : . £ g |
m N R
(- @ 8 _
| g R |
| o5 [a) _
| .:_u m 3 I .| |
| ©3 /| _
1 > m |
_ | _
| N o
| ]
>
ol - o
z = L g
| 5 2 |t &
[} m m ! m
| 5 a _ ©
|
| RENC)
;.:m 7 | m
_ It &
1 w | X
| |
| 6 ] :
| | g
_ 1
R =
- 1 <
_
| |




ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

]

EA

NEIGHBOR'S CONCERNS ABOUT REAR YARD
EXCAVATION

REAR YARD
146-148 27TH AVENUE A
< (8)

@ @ LEVEL 1 EXPANSION TO ALIGN WITH NEIGHBOR.

3.0" -~ /

|

@ % - ADDITIONAL ACCOMODATION:
1\ 3 REAR YARD IS LEVELED IN RESPONSE TO
4.0 70'- 11" .

(E) NEIGHBOR'S
SETBACK I

APPR. 6'-6"

(E) ERONT SETgACK BUILDING DEPTH

25 Q"
LOT WIDTH

27TH AVE REMODEL

@ &

AN BINS

\ BOILER

- HEAT PUMP
WATER HEATER

36"

BATH 5 E%[

—
BENCH

i : i———

30"

(N) STAIR RECESSED
3'-0" FROM NEIGHBOR

(N) FENCE k PLANTERS

BLOCK: 1332
LOT: 033
ZONING: RH-1
BUILT: 1907

27TH AVE

LOT WIDTH

r
|
|
|
|
| |
=
b
|
b
/ -
OFFICE : Lo
il |:| : ‘
T 5 N4
we ! I
£ ‘@ W MEDIA ROOM .
= | |
] |
g . » b : [ LEVEL YARD
9 GARAGE ;!
5 SELF-CLOSING FIRE- L
Q _ RATED DOOR | 30'- 0"
H  PATIO -
ol GARAGE: 698 SQFT | ’[ 25% REQUIRED REAR SET BACK
IR —_— up | | g
>\ A21 H I I
x : PLAY AREA : | £
wl - WINE LAUNDRY i o | ‘ &
%l 0 CELLAR i 12'- 10 | ‘ PLANTERS g
4 ‘ i ik i S
el =it LINEAR ! I 4
z| DRAIN L 1 z
ol NELTL T g ] l ‘ 4
fe - \ =l

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

Gl

T (E) DR REQUESTOR'S FIRE WALL AT PROPERTY LINE
APPR. 8-5"t on

|

— DR REQUESTOR HAS A FIRE WALL ALONG HIS PROPERTY LINE.
LEVEL 1 EXPANSION PROJECTS APPR. 8'-5" FROM DR REQUESTOR.
NO WINDOWS ON SUBJECT SIDE WALL TO PROTECT NEIGHBOR'S
PRIVACY

158 27TH AVENUE

DR REQUESTOR

REAR YARD

1/15/2016 12:53:22 PM

250"

— GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES
PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF FRAMING WORK.

LEVEL 1 PROPOSED - 1726 SQFT

1/4" = 1'-0"

|

A11 |PROPOSED LEVEL 1




l _I
I l
i I
l I
I l
l I
I l
| REAR YARD |
| 146-148 27TH AVENUE 1 A
. 5
| o
lN
|
| (e) |
| (@ |
] " @ 3 (E) NEIGHBOR'S !
K 3.0 L / SETBACK ‘
1 o : i
. x LEVEL 2 EXPANSION RECESSED 7'-3" %ROM NEIGHBOR.
] 19'-0 o pog T | NO WINDOWS ON SUBJECT SIDE WALL TO PROTECT NEIGHBOR'S PRIVACY
a2 )
|
i BUILDING DEPTH
E= = L N —
,,,,,,,,,,,,,, H L1 Rer ROOF < I
LANDSCAPEDROOF ||  |[= = LEVEL 1 : ! |
LEVEL 1 = | | |
| | \
KT T [}
KITCHEN L gl \L
PANTRY FAMILY AR > | STAR | ADDITIONAL ACCOMODATION: |
HANDRAIL | | STAIR IS RECESSED 3'-0" FROM PROPERTY LINE |
| | RESULTING IN THE REMOVAL OF THE PROPOSED |
? | | 1-HR FIRE RATED WALL ALON THE PROPERTY LINE
I | |
| o |
| 45 -0
LIVING DEGK | ) { 1';
| ‘ REAR YARD 5
LEVEL 3 REAR I
WALL ABOVE | o |
L 30'-0 L
- 1 25% REQUIRED REAR SET BACK
I
E SHELVES DINING REAR WALL LEVEL 1 | ]
S ] BELOW | 2
Q DN | / OPEN RAILING K] } | E,
Z SATIN ETCHED i
a o
= \ PRIVACY GLASS N BBQ DR REQUESTOR HAS A FIRE WALL ALONG HIS PROPERTY LINE. gl
2 L up LEVEL 2 EXPANSION PROJECTS APPR. 8-8" FROM DR REQUESTOR AND IS RECESSED 3-0" il
\L v’ R 2 vav FROM PROPERTY LINE. |
uP . + . WINDOWS ON SUBJECT SIDE WALL TO BE SATIN ETCHED TO PROTECT NEIGHBOR'S PRIVACY it
N ; ROOF APPR. 8-8"T 2" : ROOF !
— ® LEVEL A o LEVEL 1 i
1 K | 1 o e e e e e e e e e — N
GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES
bECK PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF FRAMING WORK.
(E) NEIGHBOR'S FIRE
| WALL AT PROPERTY
DECK LINE
OVERHANG
LEVEL 3 REAR WALL LEVEL 1 BELOW
158 27TH AVENUE ABOVE
REAR YARD
DR REQUESTOR ‘

LEVEL 2 PROPOSED - 1446 SQFT

1/4" = 10"

REAR WALL LEVEL 2

KEY

EXISTING WALL

NEW WALL

NEW 1 HR FIRE RATED WALL

L

LOT WIDTH

LOT WIDTH

EAG

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

27TH AVE REMODEL

BLOCK: 1332
BUILT: 1907

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:24 PM

A12 | PROPOSED LEVEL 2




LOT WIDTH

r-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-_-_-_-_-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-—-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-jgv
1
| 1
l I
I l
| I
I l
l I
| 1
' REAR YARD |
| 146-148 27TH AVENUE 1 a
. |2
| | Q
1
| 1
. (e) |
| £ 4) '
] NG, 3.0 |
(E) !
> " NEIGHBOR'S |
A21 R SETBACK X
©
67' - 2" T K I
©
19'- 0" BUILDING DEPTH 6-6" APPR. 3-9" !
2| gl
@} s ¢ S N
T & 0 e o T T
i Eallisn RoOF
LANDSCAPED ROOF ! HHHHHH LEVEL 1 w l
LEVEL 1 = "CLOSET | LEVEL 3 EXPANSION|RECESSED APPR. 3-9" FROM NEIGHBOR. |
MASTER BATH STEAM M NO WINDOWS ON SUBJECT SIDE WALL TO PROTECT NEIGHBOR'S
B B SHOWER PRIVACY ‘ '
| I
i \ [ |
c | | | |
i BEDROOM 2 ‘ DECK
BEDROOM 3 LEVEL 2 \ |
SLOPED OFFICE | BELOW | l
i E CEILING MASTER ‘ | .
T CEILING IS BEDROOM °
FETTT 15k AT ! '
= RIDGE H wa3os ‘ I N
9 o L 30'-0" v
N g | 1 25% REQUIRED REAR SET BACK ’I
z =) i 4
| m ‘ z!
: ‘ | g
Ja LAUNDRY =
$ 0 i | CENTERED B ! E'
Ig CLOSET | HALL ~_BETWEEN | ‘ & |
NS ‘ BIFOLD WALLS | 2,
N oC i . } POCKET \L | &I
z DOOR A <
el | DN 7\ uP 18- 5"k 2" \ 5 ROOF | g
& i ,,,,,,,,,, | \J = LEVEL 1 ‘
- e e e o —
P4
© |
-
| ) |
— 1
DECK LEVEL 3 EXPANSION EXPANDS APPR. 18-5" FROM DR REQUESTOR AND IS
DECK LEVEL 2 RECESSED 3-0" FROM PROPERTY LINE. |
BELOW NO WINDOWS ON SUBJECT SIDE WALL TO PROTECT NEIGHBOR'S 1
i PRIVACY |
) GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES !
| PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF FRAMING WORK. |
158 27TH AVENUE 1
1 REAR YARD L
| DR REQUESTOR ‘ e
1 | o
| .
1
| KEY !
1
| EXISTING WALL |
1
1
| NEW WALL |
1
1
| KL NEW 1 HR FIRE RATED WALL |
1
1

LEVEL 3 PROPOSED - 1560 SQFT

1/4" = 10"

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

EAG

27TH AVE REMODEL

BLOCK: 1332
BUILT: 1907

LOT WIDTH

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:26 PM

LOT WIDTH

A13 [PROPOSED LEVEL 3




REAR YARD

(©)
27TH AVE & )

‘ -
I f )Th A21 o
20 . 6" 30'- 3" o
4 o | | / APPR 222" | X (E) NEIGHBOR'S
! -0 g BUILDING DEPTH - SETBACK
\
@%’W&L&Eﬂ”if*f*fi*f* o T B B i
_ [ =)
TL ROOF ; ROOF
[ M LANDSCAPED ROOF O ] ROOF LEVEL 3 o LEVEL 1 !
LEVEL 1 LEVEL 4 EXPANSION IS RECESSED APPR. 22'-2" FROM NEIGHBOR. ‘
@ _ L. DECK IS RECESSED 3'-0" FROM PROPERTY LINE TO PROTECT ‘
| GUEST \ PRIVACY |
BATH
| \ GUEST SUITE GLASS GUARDRAIL |
PITCHED ROOF ——, \ |
U ‘
™ SKYLIGHT \
= NEW |
B Y DECK upP nERt DECK x
o
Q LEVEL 2 P
g M (N) DORMER BELOW | 2
= LOUNGE
a / L ‘
| 3-0" |
w w
a& / GLASS GUARDRAIL z i
> >
b i I
o E N N
& | T~ SKYLIGHT & ‘
S ROOF LEVEL 3 o)
e 5 g
zl DN . © g |
i v = ROOF LEVEL 4 REAR WALL ALIGNS WITH DR REQUESTOR. g
o ROOF LEVEL 1 - LEVEL 1 DECK IS RECESSED 60" FROM PROPERTY LINE TO PROTECT PRIVACY
T A(‘{QT
p4
‘ 9} -
-
| <
‘ DECKLEVEL3 = DECK LEVEL 2
| L BELOW BELOW
|
|
1 158 27TH AVENUE L
\ DR REQUESTOR ! &
! io
‘ N
|
|
|
|
|

LEVEL 4 PROPOSED

14" = 10"

- 746 SQFT

25 Q"
LOT WIDTH

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
REAR YARD L
7
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

LOT WIDTH

LOT WIDTH

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

]

EA

27TH AVE REMODEL

S
3
(=2}
<
o
Q
o
2
o
z
<
o
w
z
<
2]

156 27TH AVENUE

1/15/2016 12:53:28 PM

A14 | PROPOSED LEVEL 4




NOIS3A YOIHILNI
SHOILNI

T13A0ON3Y IAV H1.¢Z

1216 YO ‘OO0SIONVYS NVS

Wd 62:€5:¢l 9102/5L/L

NV1d 400d A3SOd0dd

13/

VL | r 3NNIAV HLLZ 96}

; L HLdIM 101 , HLdIM 1071 ,
g g .0-.52 g .0-.52 g

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ aNAALMIdONdNVEY ([ ]
| | |
7 7 7 zZ
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| f |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 7 7
| | |
7 | 7
| | |
7 =9 7 7
, Som | |
& | &

-}
7 z | 7
| o |
7 s | 7
| = x| |
7 A 0-.£ | 7
, o - | |
| cE | <3d |
| o | Q= |
amy

| e |
| " ! | |
| . | |
| > o | |
| z g | <53 |
, o o | Qo |

o o oma
f < 9 | |
ﬂ ,_\ ﬂ NIV 14 ﬂ
| - i O v« ,
| 0 Q |
| L ) |
| HLAIM ONIaTING 2 7
ﬂ .0- .52 n_._w n_._w ﬂ
| mm |
7 7
| %) D |
7 - z 7
| ] |
| 5 |

%)
7 ——————— 7
| EERERERER |
| EEEEE RN |
| — e [
7 7
| & |
7 0-S 7
, W |
f . |4 f
| m m |
7 815 |
| 5 |
o

7 7
| |
7 7
| N |
7 7 7
| | < |
7 @ wmm 33015 7
ﬂ - aay ﬂ

w
| m L |
7 s m 7
| g 2 m , @]
7 a @ |
| M | %
7 3 & a
| 2 gl | m
7 3 oa,
| > — | L L
7 7 3d01S 3d0O1S 7 O v__
| P | mm
7 | e o
, o~ - — |
7 7 7
| |
e @ W X e | T e _|

7 3NIT ALY3dOdd INOXA
IAV HLLZ
(®)

&)



NOIS3A YOIHILNI

SHORSALNI m”__ﬂ.ﬂ I_MDO_\/_mm m>< _I_|_|NN

FYNLOFLIHOYY

D O ey | el LE€SZL 91025k SNVY1d NOILITON3d @_\<

@L =

ol -

STORAGE

BATH 1
- ___—_ - -
A DEMOLITION UNIT REMOVAL APPLICATION HAS
BEEN FILED IN LIEU OF PROVIDING DEMOLITION

_|
1
Il
Il
|1
|1
L
1T
l
H __.__u_h etenlontuivatliond o)
I A& _ e m
" - z I E
- H = P - AT =
I m == FIL_T u iig=3
i g R EEEER
I @ I I =4
| 3] (NI I _,\ J,E
I [ _,_\ —
I ' -
I ——
1 | == Q
I i 1 w
Il h & w T ()]
I H 6 7 | |
i ! Loy ! D%
_“ o .UHHL Euh
I => !
i TS
| -

P 1 P q

i
3

‘\:“‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘H‘Hﬂ
l I
:, I
| X
I SR : o o o
1] = a I
i 3 ! i
I
[ w
] 1] o I
| : !
_1_
@ R — Z I @
Y= © I
R !
AHV i I @
i T | - ol Y )1 -
=== Ilﬂ - - - - - - -~~~ " """ """~ ”"”"”C
r
I o \/\DH_
| I \\ & NH\\\,

KITCHEN

it
m
it

GARAGE

l.r\\
i
4 E
CLOSET
I
I
|

LIVING ROOM

|
] m °)
% 4 | g =
NN 7
AN A 2 o
, ,// % 7 u 5 -
| N[_m”” = w— - o | z
@‘ B n [ e i e R e IR | - w - =2
Pl > ! =
R e e e -1 s >
EERERERERREEE -~ =
N Ry Iy I s Iy I | -
G . | N -




STORY PENTHOUSE

NEIGHBOR'S
EXISTING 4TH

]

EXISTING WOOD
SHINGLES

EXISTING WOOD
WINDOWS

\ NEIGHBOR'S

SOLAR PANELS

146-148 27THAVE ‘

EXISTING FRONT ELEVATION - WEST

1/8" = 10"

NEIGHBOR'S
EXISTING 4TH
STORY PENTHOUSE

P

—
"E
|5 B _ _ B _ LEVEL 3
W 18 -10 112"
I
o
1z1R-
=] |[
=
3
a- - | = = = B LEVEL 2
****** ——— g-101/2"
— ——— = N N\ CURB.
< SN | oo
158 27TH AVE
\ DR REQUESTOR
NEW STANDING
SEAM MTL ROOF @
NEW MTL CLAD
DOORS AND
INDOWS, TYP. TOP OF PARAPET
W
AN B _/ TOP OF ROOF
S 342"
NEIGHBOR'S
SOLAR PANELS
_ B | _ THIRD FLOOR
i 25 -0"
if NEW HAND
i TROWELED
i STUCCO .
i |>— NEW WOOD CLAD ~
Siha _ WINDOWS. TYP._ & | SECOND FLOOR
‘ U.ON 150 P

1

NEW WOOD E
SIDING < f’g%

[ NEW WOOD SIDING

__ FIRST FLOOR
5.0 P

146-148 27TH AVE

STUCCO

I
NNV
NEW HAND TROWELED ‘

SUBJECT \

-\~ NEW wooD SIDING*‘
BLUESTONE CAP

PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION - WEST

1/8" = 10"

158 27TH AVE
DR REQUESTOR

——LN CURB

*

*

EXISTING PHOTOGRAPH - FROM NEIGHBOR'S YARD

3 EXISTING PERSPECTIVE FROM NEIGHBOR'S YARD.
PROVIDED BY NEIGHBOR

* GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO SURVEY ROOF HEIGHT, PARAPET
HEIGHT AND DR REQUESTOR'S GUARDRAIL HEIGHT PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL INFORM ARCHITECT OF ANY
DISCREPANCIES (+/- 2" TOLERANCE)

T [T
=

5 PROPOSED PERSPECTIVE FROM NEIGHBOR'S YARD

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

EAG

27TH AVE REMODEL

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:38 PM

A17 | ELEVATIONS




NEIGHBOR'S
SOLAR PANELS \

PENTHOUSE

XISTING WOOD NEIGHBOR'S EXISTING
WINDOWS 4TH STORY

EXISTING

SHINGLES

WOOD

Vit

_ LEVEL 3 !;
18'-10 1/2"

LEVEL 2

158 27TH AVE
DR REQUESTOR

8'-101/2"

146-148 27TH AVE

EXISTING REAR ELEVATION - EAST

1/8" = 10"

* GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO SURVEY ROOF HEIGHT, PARAPET
HEIGHT AND DR REQUESTOR'S GUARDRAIL HEIGHT PRIOR TO

CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL INFORM ARCHITECT OF ANY
DISCREPANCIES (+/- 2" TOLERANCE)

BUILDING UNDERNEATH

& MEAN HEIG

HT OF

NEIGHBORING BUILDINGS

* TOP OF PARAPET 8" BELOW DR
REQUESTOR TOP GUARDRAIL

NEIGHBOR'S GUARDRAIL AT
SOLAR PANEL AREA

NEIGHBOR'S SOLAR PANELS \
REAR GUARDRAIL *\\

-* TOP OF ROOF AT 34'-2" TO PROTECT DR
REQUESTOR'S VIEW. PRESENTS A FINANCIAL
HARDSHIP TO RE-DESIGN THE ROOF TO

BE 1-HR RATED

NEIGHBOR'S EXISTING
4TH STORY
PENTHOUSE

_ = = = jﬁk ~ | S | _ _ TOPOF 59_0; .
i T r \m! |E | / -’;-IE(V)VVVEALI\E%
" | | |‘ | STUCCO
| _ _ | _ - = _ THIRD %59903 o
" NEW MTL CLAD
| I " wiNDOw, TYP.
3-0" /
171 — — _ - SECOND FLOOR
= : 15 -0"
5 : (\)“ ‘ N NEW WOOD SIDING
1 | = R E——
' — JI 50"
1511 ,’—H—‘ ’,—H—‘ = CURB.
\ 0"- 0"
158 27TH AVE ‘ SUBJECT ‘ 146-148 27TH AVE
DR REQUESTOR NN N N N\ MED'AES—@?('YJ

—EXPANSION RECESSED 3'-0"
FROM PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED REAR ELEVATION - EAST

1/8" = 1-0"

TOP OF PARAPET g~ *
- P A

*

FAG

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

27TH AVE REMODEL

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:40 PM

A18 |ELEVATIONS




47'-8"

DR REQUESTOR'S ROOF DECK
RAILING BEYOND AT 158 27th AVE

|
NEIGHBOR'S BUILDING

ENVELOPE AT 146—1‘48 27th AVE x

9-0"

[
DR REQUESTOR'S BUILDING ‘
L

| i -

ENVELOPE BEYOND AT 158 27thAVE |
| it N 1 e A (R { I - |

NEIGHBOR'S WINDOWS AT 146-148 27TH AVE FACING ﬁ“\\ ‘ =

SUBJECT NORTH ELEVATION - SHOWN DASHED

—
9-0"

SUBJECT PROPERTY

_ _LEVEL3 !;
18'-10 1/2"

—r EXISTING WOOD WINDOWS

_LEVEL?2

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

]

EA

711"

8'-101/2"

EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION
* GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO SURVEY ROOF HEIGHT, PARAPET 1/8" = 10"
HEIGHT AND DR REQUESTOR'S GUARDRAIL HEIGHT PRIOR TO

CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL INFORM ARCHITECT OF ANY
DISCREPANCIES (+/- 2" TOLERANCE)

QROR QIO ©

@

CURB. @
":LG -0"

i EXISTING WOOD SHINGLES

30-0" L ‘ LOT SIZE ‘ | |
25% REQUIRED SETBACK ’ | | | 13-5 FRONT
45' - 0. 3 g /
| - |
PROPOSED EXPANSION IS RECESSED 30" FROM ——— .
NEIGHBOR AT 146-148 27TH AVENUE ‘ | DR REQUEST?RS SOLAR PANELS BEYOND
DR REQUESTOR 'S ROOF DECK RAILING BEYOND ————{___| *
’ \ TOP OF PARAPET
/ 3o P
SUBJECT NEW GLASS RAILINGS = = 'l _§ / ToPOFROOF 4~ *
| — K - - 34'- 2" { D
w J o C | _J - DRREQUESTOR'S BUILDING
Z| NEIGHBOR'S BUILDING ENVELOPE AT 146-148 27th AVE i T ra | ENVELOPE BEYOND
> ‘ | I . > ‘
-
Ny ___ THIRDFLOOR
: 5 - ERA
g
G| NEIGHBOR'S WINDOWS AT 146-148 27TH AVE FACING 5 g2
£ SUBJECT NORTH ELEVATION - SHOWN DASHED \ K =
> >
: | 5 ] M
DR REQUESTOR FIRE WALL BEYOND — . I | | | - SECOND FLOOR
AT 158 27TH AVE N i = 5
f | . | x
SUBJECT NEW GLASS RAILINGS [~ SUEIECT FROFERIN 5 ! s
| \ . : o i é
I | I =% |- FIRSTFLOOR .
| R 3 L =1 R
1 [ \ Fny __CURB
‘ & \ 0'-0"
o) I
NEW HAND
TROWELED STUCCO - SUBJECT PROPERTY WINDOWS WITH
SATIN ETCHED GLASS FOR PRIVACY
ONS

BUILDING DEPTH

PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION

1/8" = 10"

27TH AVE REMODEL

BLOCK: 1332
BUILT: 1907

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:46 PM

A19 | ELEVATIONS




©
NEIGHBOR'S 4TH LEVEL PENTHOUSE BEYOND AT 146-148 27TH AVE

DR REQUESTéR'S TOP OF GLASS RAILING AT 158

\ I 27TH AVENUE
,/‘ ‘
[ [ r = 2 [ DR REQUESTOR'S BUILDING ENVELOPE AT 158 27TH AVE
\
| \ I__‘
~ - |
‘ Sl | ‘ ‘ ‘/ﬁ NEIGHBOR'S BUILDING ENVELOPE BEYOND AT 146-148 27TH AVE
5 ] |
o \ —— DR REQUESTOR'S WINDOWS AT 158 27TH AVE FACING
: SUBJECT SOUTH ELEVATION SHOWN DASHED LEVEL 3
Rt = ¥ = = — = B = — — - - — — — T B0
N ‘ 18- 10 172
2
o | [ \ [
: SUBJECT PROPERTY Ld
) | L——c |
N,
= _ N, _ _ = _ _ — O _ _ _ _ _ _ LEVEL 2
= B I N §-101/2"
\ \ ‘ LS
< [MMJJ ™
B ’ | |
= = - —— - — e — _ _ _ _ —_— CURB.
‘ ‘ — 5 -0
‘ EXISTING WOOD SHINGLES ‘ ‘

EXISTING SOUTH ELEVATION

1/8" = 10"

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

]

EA

27TH AVE REMODEL

* GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO SURVEY ROOF HEIGHT, PARAPET

HEIGHT AND DR REQUESTOR'S GUARDRAIL HEIGHT PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL INFORM ARCHITECT OF ANY
DISCREPANCIES (+/- 2" TOLERANCE)

. OO

©_¢

I I I
‘ ‘ 30'- 0"
MAXIMUM BUILDING ENVELOPE V_qn NEIGHBOR'S 4TH STORY s
4 -1 3 -
PERMITTED ¥ PENTHOUSE BEYOND AT | 25% REQUIRED REAR YARD
| 146-148 27th AVENUE | DR REQUESTOR TOP OF GLASS RAILING AT 158 27TH
NIEHGBOR'S BUILDING ENVELOPE | | | AVENUE | | TOP OF PARAPET A
BEYOND AT 146-148 27th AVENUE ‘ 34'-6"
|
! _l_ | *
e ——— = ——— —— c— o — B B - -
S cm— i eoleniuties L
2, 4 v SUBJECT NEW GLASS RAILINGS i
| r Al ‘ E — — -— ‘ <
| g | i ] :
- |- — i I | | _ - S | _ _ _ ][ _ _ _ _ u_THIRQFZLES)_Og
| DR REQUESTOR'S BUILDING | .
| . ‘ ‘ ENVELOPE AT 158 27TH AVE iz
o 2 ‘ > [ - DR REQUESTOR'S WINDOWS |5
o 5 ﬂ | ! FACING SUBJECT SOUTH &
| zl _ _ _ _ _ N O _ _ ELEVATION SHOWN DASHED _ _ SECOND FLOOR
- & —F i = ! o we®
'CI; % ‘ ‘ = ‘ | B 's\ I ‘
1 o | | ‘
| & SUBJECT PROPERTY ! . | | > / LINE OF NEW FENCE
E @ ‘ L__E _______ d ‘ ‘\N /1r SUBJECT NEW GLASS RAILINGS i
Q N FIRST FLOOR
— | — T &3t = I— — — - T 1 — + - - - . e
i / . | I — CURB
- S ] i - - - - - ~ 5o P
| | > ‘ | \ | |
1 d
| /L |
|| SUBJECT PROPERTY WNDOWS WITH
NEW HAND SATIN ETCHED GLASS FOR PRIVACY
TROWELED STUCCO

PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION

1/8" = 1-0"

BLOCK: 1332
BUILT: 1907

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:49 PM

A2(0 |ELEVATIONS




z
g 2
P,
£568
58
120'-0" T2t
[
00"
A y 22'-6 =1
25% REQUIRED REAR YARD ’ L
* TOP OF PARAPET TO BE & DR REQUESTOR'S TOP GUARDRAIL
* (m TOP OF PARAPET BELOW NEIGHBOR'S REAR TOP ‘ DR REQUESTOR'S SOLAR |
34'-6" GUARDRAIL PER - PANELS | NEW DECK
DR REQUESTOR'S REQUEST TO N !
* TOP OF ROOF | PROTECTTHERVIEW. _ _ | | ™~ = i ‘
S TOP OF ROOF AT 342" TO | S |
PROTECT DR REQUESTOR'S T LOUNGE |__ NEIGHBORING —
i VIEW PRESENTS A FINANCIAL B e e e e e e 4 /f BUILDING w
5 HARDSHIP TO RE-DESIGN THE T 1> — v )
= ROOF TO BE 1-HR RATED oy L T 111 I
THRDFLOOR _ __ g _ _ _ _ ‘ — — S | I = | 3 | 2
S £ T | = E f =
Z! ! . | |L— LAUNDRY, i x [T
5 | 7| MASTER o ROOMZ 5| || |BATH||cLOSET | & I
@ .| BEDROOM = HALL | ] e a _ LEVEL3
3 | | > & 8- 10 172 L
SECOND FLOOR | _ _ _ _ | _ - — = | & ﬂ z =
e | LINEOF (E) ‘ ‘ i : <
- _ w
‘ GRADE ‘ ‘ ING HOOM e 5 ENTRYE? ‘ | T
‘ ‘ ‘ uu ° 5] ol - e .y
RETAINING \ \ ‘ [%% o - N~
FIRSTFLOOR  _ “WALL—— — — ‘ — ‘ %X er% ‘ 2 s o H i
Ssio —m
PLANTER BN | i 57 GARAGE ol s
- < M; L =T = -3 IR N eL_ i CURB R
S S NS AT AN DY AR e S R A
. R ' S > . D) @
s} o =X s
MEDIAROOM N SN e
5 -0" N 833
30" %8
St EXISTING SECTION E
AREA OF EXCAVATION : 476 CUBIC 178" = 10"
PROPOSED SECTION A YARDS
1/8" = 1-0"
&
<
* GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO SURVEY ROOF HEIGHT, %
PARAPET HEIGHT AND DR REQUESTOR'S GUARDRAIL %g
HEIGHT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL INFORM zZ9
(c) (A) ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES (+/- 2" TOLERANCE) 20
Ao z2
A '
25-0 < Vit 311 21'-1" / (N) DORMER NI
250" + N
%(_TOP OF PARAPET TOP OF PARAPET EXISTING o3
&6 ‘ * 2o | T PITCHED , °
: ROOF
%M _TOP OF ROOF  _ | Sy % (m_TOP OF ROOF_\! N _ =
Sz Co ‘ Sz ’ - <
A AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA T T v &
R {1k 7
M @ B i — 5 Elo o
| o SEALED INSULATED Lo E GLASS ©
THIRD FLOOR _ _ — — THIRD FLOOR _ ol I N R g
25 . 0" ASTER _ # Jr 25'-0" AV ©
= . e
i [ BFRROOM - MQASTER [ BEDROOM3 CLOSET =
1 N 4 \ N
I | \ , o DOUBLE HUNG WOOD WINDOWS
SECOND FLOOR ’ > SECOND FLOOR y MFG: MARVIN ULTIMATE
S50 = —— ‘ 5o ‘ -
[A)
2 DINNG | FAMILY RQOM ﬂ 5 W LIVING RDOMA 5
: > > ,
FIRST FLOOR | EE=f |_ FIRST FLOOR | B | ! HEAD AND SILL
21 _ | e I gLl —] L i - — 1N
5.0 . eﬂ“ [\ /
~ TN
N E | RAGE J IE b
1N MEDIARQOM [=5 =" . g i
) N )
@ H i GARAGE LEVEL .
MEDIA ROOM [ e* o = JAVB
5.0 - j 4-0 -~ SEALED INSULATED Lo E GLASS "
Zz
PROPOSED SECTION D PROPOSED SECTION B WINDOW DETAIL ®)
1/8" = 10" 1/8"= 10" 112" = 10" [
O
Ll
w
-—




T e O U
.. E:_ ¥ '\.I -

CAMINO DEL MAR

1 STREET PHOTOS

r

LAKE STREET

2 STREET PHOTOS - OPPOSITE SIDE

3 SUBJECT FRONT 4 SUBJECT FRONT

DR REQUESTOR'S ROOF DECK WITH VIEWS OF
THE GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE (158 27TH AVENUE)

DR REQUESTOR'S DECK WITH VIEWS OF THE
GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE

SUBJECT REAR

6 SUBJECT REAR

NEIGHBOR AT 146-148 -

27TH AVENUE

DR REQUESTOR AT

SUBJECT 158 27TH AVENUE

NEIGHBOR AT 146-148 PROPERTY

27TH AVENUE

HOUSE DIRECTLY ACROSS
STREET

27TH AVENUE

SUBJECT FRONT

5 SUBJECT FRONT

DR REQUESTOR AT 158
27TH AVENUE

SUBJECT REAR

NEIGHBOR AT 146-148
27TH AVENUE

7 SUBJECT REAR

LAKE STREET

CAMINO DEL MAR

DR REQUESTOR AT 158

SUBJECT REAR NEIGHBOR AT 146-148

27TH AVENUE

8 SUBJECT REAR

ARCHITECTURE
INTERIORS
INTERIOR DESIGN

EAG

27TH AVE REMODEL

156 27TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

1/15/2016 12:53:54 PM

A22 PHOTOGRAPHS




	156 - 27th Ave - CPC DR analysis
	Discretionary Review
	Abbreviated Analysis
	hearing date: january 28, 2016
	project description
	site descripTion and present use
	surrounding properties & neighborhood
	DR Requestor
	Dr requestors’ concerns and proposed alternatives
	Project Sponsor’s Response to Dr application
	ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
	Residential Design team Review

	REQUIRED PERIOD
	DR HEARING DATE
	DR FILE DATE
	NOTIFICATION DATES
	TYPE
	FILING TO HEARING TIME
	201 days
	REQUIRED PERIOD
	ACTUAL PERIOD
	ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
	REQUIRED NOTICE DATE
	TYPE
	NO POSITION
	OPPOSED
	SUPPORT

	156 - 27th Ave - CPC Exhibits
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4

	156 - 27th Ave - CPC CatEx 2014.1463E
	156 - 27th Av (2014-000597DRM) ZA Action Memo - Demo
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
	ACTION:
	FINDINGS:

	156 - 27th Avenue - CPC 311 notice 
	NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312)
	GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

	APPLICANT INFORMATION
	PROPERTY INFORMATION
	PROJECT SCOPE
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION

	156 - 27th Ave - CPC DR App
	156 - 27th Ave - CPC DR RESPONSE FORM 010416
	156 - 27th Ave - CPC RESPONSE TO DR010416
	156 -27th Ave - CPC plans and photos
	Sheets
	A1 - PROJECT INFORMATION
	A2 - SITE PLANS
	A3 - FRONT PERSPECTIVE
	A4 - REAR PERSPECTIVE
	A5 - REAR PERSPECTIVE
	A6 - ROOF PERSPECTIVE
	A7.1 - GREEN POINT LETTERS
	A7.2 - GREEN POINT CHECKLIST
	A7.3 - GREEN POINT CHECKLIST
	A7.4 - GREEN POINT CHECKLIST
	A7.5 - GREEN POINT CHECKLIST
	A8 - EXISTING LEVEL 1
	A9 - EXISTING LEVEL 2
	A10 - EXISTING LEVEL 3
	A11 - PROPOSED LEVEL 1
	A12 - PROPOSED LEVEL 2
	A13 - PROPOSED LEVEL 3
	A14 - PROPOSED LEVEL 4
	A15 - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
	A16 - DEMOLITION PLANS
	A17 - ELEVATIONS
	A18 - ELEVATIONS
	A19 - ELEVATIONS
	A20 - ELEVATIONS
	A21 - SECTIONS
	A22 - PHOTOGRAPHS



	Property Address: 156 27th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 
	Zip Code: 94115
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