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Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve demolition and new construction as

proposed.
DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION
Demolition Case 2014.0179D New Building Case 2014.1080D
Number Number
Recommendation Do Not Take DR Recommendation Do Not Take DR
D lition Applicati New Buildi
CIOTHON APPUCANON 1 501407111073 ew buLicing 201407111074
Number Application Number
£ Fxisti

Nu@ber Of Existing 1 Number Of New Units 1
Units
Existing Parking 1 New Parking 2
Number Of Existing 4 Number Of New 5
Bedrooms Bedrooms
Existing Building Area +1,435 SF; +1,650 GSF New Building Area* +4,488 SF; +5,134 GSF;
Public DR Also Filed? Yes Public DR Also Filed? Yes

Date Ti ial
311 Expiration Date 5/20/15 ate 1Tne & Materials N/A

Fees Paid

*Note: The new building area represents the most recent square footage of the proposed structure, including
modifications made subsequent to public initiated discretionary reviews were filed. The new building area as noticed
was 4,754 of habitable square feet and 5,400 gross square feet.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project is to demolish an existing two-story single-family dwelling, containing 4 bedrooms, one
bathroom and a one-car garage, and construct a new three-story, single-family dwelling containing 4
bedrooms, 4.5 bathrooms and a two-car garage.

www.sfplanning.org


mailto:tina.chang@sfgov.org

Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NO. 2014.1079D, DRP, -02, -03/ 2014.1080D
September 10, 2015 1783 Noe Street

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The property at 1783 Street is located on the east side of Noe Street at Laidley Street. The property has
approximately 40" of lot frontage along Noe Street with a lot depth of 100’-0”. The lot is relatively flat
from east to west, but slopes up heading south toward Laidley Street, and contains a one-story-over-
garage, single-family detached dwelling of approximately 1,650 gross square-feet. The structure was
constricted in 1896 in a Victorian-era architectural style. The dwelling is setback approximately 15-10.5”
from the front property line to the west, and 16’-10” from the side property line to the south. While not at
the corner, the property sits at the end of the block; accordingly, adjacent neighbors include properties
that front Noe Street, Laidely Street to the south, and Harper Street to the east. The property is within a
RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District with a 40-X Height and Bulk designation. City
records indicate that the structure was originally constructed circa 1904.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD

The surrounding neighborhood consists of a mixture of one-, two-, and three-story buildings, containing
mostly one- or two- family residential dwelling structures. While the subject property is zoned RH-1
(Residential House, One-Family), the neighborhood transitions to an RH-2 (Residential House, Two-
Family) zoning district mid-block, to the east and north of the subject property. The residential
neighborhood contains dwellings of varying heights and depths on an up-sloping street, heading south,
and down-sloping street heading north. The adjacent building to the south is a three-story, multi-family
structure whereas the adjacent structure to the north is a one-story-over garage single-family structure.
The property faces a corner two-story, single family structure with frontages along Laidley and Noe
Streets.

30t Street, the cross to the north, marks the southern border of Noe Valley. The property is technically in
Glen Park, but falls near the Noe Valley border, which is similarly characterized by one- and two- family
residential dwelling structures.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED
TYPE P(E?RIOD NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME
311/312 April 30, 2015- September 10, 105 d
30d May 28, 2015 ays
Notice W1 May 30,2015 ay 2015
HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED
TYPE SR REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days September 1, 2015 August 28, 2015 13 days
Mailed Notice 10 days September 1, 2015 August 28, 2015 13 days
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PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 2 4

Other neighbors on the

block or directly across 0 1 35

the street

Neighborhood groups 0 0 8

The Project has completed the Section 311 and Mandatory DR notification. Aside from the three
Discretionary Requests filed from neighbors, the Department did not receive any other public comment.

DR REQUESTOR 1

Sean Harrington, who resides at 105 Laidley Street, is an adjacent neighbor to the south.

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Issue #1: The demolition of the home represents the loss of affordable housing while the proposed
structure introduces an unaffordable home inconsistent with property values in the neighborhood.
e The DR Requestor questions the accuracy of the appraisal attained by the Project Sponsor, citing
Zillow with valuations at $1.2 million, compared to the $1.7 million appraisal submitted by the
Project sponsor.

Issue #2: The proposed home is massively out of character with the neighborhood.
e The DR Requestor finds that the proposed home violates the General Plan and Residential Design
Guidelines because of is “out-of-place scale on the narrow street of predominantly small homes”.

Issue #3: The proposed home fails to respect the unusual pattern on the block that incorporates open
space in the midblock, side yards and front yards to retain a garden-like natural setting both in the
midblock and on the street.
e The DR Requestor finds that the character of open space on the block is not protected,
particularly the inclusion of side setbacks for properties with wider lots.

Issue #4: The DR Requestor’s property and that of neighbors’ properties immediately adjacent to the
proposed structure will be adversely affected by the height, depth and location on the lot of the proposed
structure.

e The DR Requestor indicates that he represents the interests of many families in the
neighborhood, some of whom could not afford the DR filing fee. A petition including 17
signatures from residents in 14 properties is included as an attachment to the DR application.
Specific impacts of the home include privacy impacts to units on Laidley Street, Harper Street
and 1775 Noe Street because of the side-facing windows, the exterior view stairway and extensive
decks at the rear, south and north of the property, and shadow impacts.

Issue #5: The DR Requestor finds that the home is so out of scale with the neighborhood, that a complete
redesign focused on a reduction in height, depth and width is required before a productive discussion
can begin on details regarding setbacks and materials.
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Please reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information. The Discretionary Review
Application is an attached document.

DR REQUESTOR 2

Erdal (Ed) Tansev, who resides at 102 Laidley Street, is not an adjacent neighbor, but lives across the
street from Sean Harrington at 105 Laidley Street.

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Issue #1: The DR requestor believes that the property does not exceed the $1.506 million threshold that
exempts demolitions from a mandatory DR hearing and demolition criteria in Section 317 of the Planning
Code.
e The DR Requestor questions the accuracy of the appraisal attained by the Project Sponsor, citing
Zillow with valuations at $1.2 million, compared to the $1.7 million appraisal submitted by the
Project sponsor.

Issue #2: The proposed demolition conflicts with General Plan policies that call for the retention of sound
existing housing.
¢ The DR Requestor finds that the existing structure, no matter its value, is sound existing housing.
When sound existing units are demolished for replacement by large units, an important
component of affordability is lost forever.

Issue #3: Demolishing a small cottage and replacing it with a 5,500 square mansion violates policies in the
General Plan that support diversity in housing type.
¢ Allowing the demolition of a small cottage and approving a much larger replacement suggests
that the City is prioritizing the wealthiest segment of the population over the preservation of
entry level housing for families of more modest means.

Issue #4: The DR Requestor finds that there are two exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that
justify Discretionary Review:

e Due to high land values and construction costs, no affordable single-family homes are being
constructed in the City’s low density western neighborhoods. Without understanding the
cumulative impacts regarding affordability within low density neighborhoods, entry-level homes
are being removed with every demolition. Developers are focusing their efforts on Noe Valley,
Glen Park, the Castor and other similar neighborhoods rather than the Exelsior, Visitation Valley
and the Bayview where demolitions are unquestionably ineligible for the “unaffordability”
exemption from a mandatory DR hearing. Consequently, affordable components that still exist
within neighborhoods are being removed and the economic divide between the subject (and
similar) neighborhoods continues to widen.

e The City, most notably in low density western neighborhoods, is undergoing a rapid and
unprecedented development boom unanticipated by zoning controls that have not been
thoroughly revised in 40 years. While many Eastern neighborhoods have undergone extensive
planning efforts in the last decade, the basic zoning controls in the western neighborhoods date
back to 1978. The ultimate answer is a through rezoning study for low density western
neighborhoods. For now, Discretionary Review is the only short-term solution.

Issue #5: The DR Requestor seeks a proposal that improves and adds thoughtfully to the existing
building.
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Please reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information. The Discretionary Review
Application is an attached document.

DR REQUESTOR 3

David Rizzoli, who resides at 74/ 74A Harper Street, is an adjacent neighbor to the south east.

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Issue #1: The DR requestor finds that the proposed structure will imposed unreasonable impacts on the
existing cottage at 74A Harper, which was constructed in 1908 after the 1906 Great Earthquake and Fire
several inches from the north property line. The replacement structure, to be several inches from the
southern property line, will cover nearly half of the living room window, the entirety of windows for the
stair leading to the basement and a small window in the basement level. The DR Requestor also states
that the foundation of the proposed wall will impact the foundation stability of the north wall of the
cottage at 74A Harper Street.

Issue #2: The proposed structure will block light and air to the existing rear cottage. The DR Requestor
finds that the proximity of the proposed south wall foundation of 1783 Noe Street violates the “area of
influence” of the gravity loading on soils that support the foundation of the existing cottage at 74A
Harper Street. The present condition of the existing foundation is somewhat tenuous; the disruption of
soils necessary to construct the foundation for 1783 Noe Street will most likely result in foundation failure
of the existing structure. The DR Requestor finds this to be an unreasonable impact.

Issue #3: The DR Requestor suggests that the proposed 3’-0” x 12’-0” light well at the 2~ level and 3
levels be extended to the 1st level, and east at all three levels to provide a 3’ side setback for the south
eastern portion of the building. The DR Requestor also suggested that the width of the setback be
increased to 6’-0” at the southeast corner of the master bedroom terrace, continuing down to the
proposed office at the ground floor.

Please reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information. The Discretionary Review
Application is an attached document.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE

Issue #1: Code Compliance. The Project Sponsor finds that the existing structure is undersized and is in
disrepair. The replacement structure has been sensitively sculpted to more appropriately fit the
Property’s 40-foot wide lot. The majority of the north side is set back 5-0” from the north property line,
while the majority of the south side is set back 3’-0” from the property line. The Project provides a fully
code-compliant rear yard and includes additional rear setbacks at the second and third floors. The third
floor is set back 22-25 feet from the front property line and back 36-39 feet from the rear property line.

Issue #2: Neighborhood Outreach and Design Development. The Project Sponsor believes that
significant time and effort to gather and respond to concerns from the DR requestors has been spent, both
before and after the Project’s building permits were filed. Design changes in response to neighbor
concerns and in dialogue with the Planning Department include the following compared with the Project
as originally proposed:
e A 3-0” side setback on all floors for the majority of the proposed structure along the southern
property line;
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e Anincreased front setback on the 3 story of 5'-0”;

e A front setback of 5-0” on the northern (down-slope) segment of the 2 story, providing a more
articulated and scaled fagade;

e Significant mass reduction at the southeast corner of the rear facade at the second floor, with an
increased rear setback of 8'-0”;

e An internalized stair case to the rooftop terrace from the third floor; as originally proposed, the
staircase fell alongside the southern property line.

The net effect of the changes is to ensure access to light and air for adjacent neighbors, preserve access to
view corridors for neighbors located above the property — including those across Laidley Street more than
100 feet from the site, maintain the prevailing pattern of mid-block open space, and design an articulated
and properly-scaled building as viewed from the pedestrian realm.

The project architect visited the properties of two of the three DR Requestors, Sean Harrington and Dave
Rizzoli. The project architect took additional measurements from Mr. Harrington’s property, to allow the
production of accurate renderings of the view of the proposed Project from Mr. Harrington’s property.
The project architect offered to pay for the replacement of Mr. Rizzoli’s side foundation and the relocation
of an affected window, so his DR came as a surprise to the Project Sponsor.

Other than his attendance at the original pre-application meeting, Ed Tansev has not engaged in dialogue
with the project architect or sponsor, even after the voluntary sharing of project plans and renderings via
email. Accordingly, Mr. Tansev’s DR also came as a surprise to the Project Sponsor.

Issue #3: Residential Design Guidelines Compliance. The proposed structure complies with Residential
Design Guidelines in the following ways:

e Rear Yard Cottages. The building is articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent
structures, including the 3’-0” side setback at the rear of all three levels, the mass reduction of the
second story from the southern property line shared by both Mr. Rizzoli and Mr. Harrington.
Additionally, once external stairs have been internalized without a stair penthouse, minimizing
the impacts to both adjacent neighbors.

e Front Setback. The Project is set back 15’-0” from the front property line, transitioning along Noe
Street from the neighboring building to the south that provides no setback to the adjacent
building at 1775 Noe Street, which provides an approximately 38-0” front setback. The third
story is set back 7-10 feet while the second story is set back 5-0” on the northern portion of the
building.

e Landscaping. The Project incorporates a number of landscaping features, including a U-shaped
planting area that frames a decomposed granite patio, a permeable paver driveway with
planting strips, and a planting are separating the permeable driveway from the walkway leading
to the front door.

e Light. The aforementioned features, including a 3’-0” wide side setback at the rear from the
southern property line at all three levels and the 36’-0” rear setback on the southern portion of
the 2nd level, ensures adequate light and air to Mr. Rizzoli’s back cottage, located immediately
south of the property.

e Building Scale at Mid-Block Open Space. Despite the lack of a consistent mid-block open space
pattern, as evidenced by properties such as Mr. Rizzoli’s which are developed with structures in
the mid-block, the Project has been sculpted to minimize the building’s scale at the rear,
including the internalized staircase leading to the roof terrace, the 3’-0” side setback at all levels,
and additional setback at the 274 level, providing further relief to adjacent properties as well as
preservation of the mid-block open space.
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Please see the Project Sponsor’s DR Response entitled, “Brief in Opposition to Discretionary Review Request”.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

The replacement structure would provide a three-story, single family dwelling, with a height of
approximately 35’-0”. The structure is setback 15’-0” from the front property line and includes a 5’-0”
wide staircase leading up to the entrance on the building’s north-side, providing a setback from the
adjacent bungalow.

The block is characterized by an inconsistent pattern of midblock open space. There are a number of
buildings that are constructed within the mid-block open space. However, the proposed structure
provides a code-compliant rear yard of 28’-0” (25’-0” is required) to preserve the mid-block open space at
the southern end of the subject block. The adjacent property to the southeast contains a non-conforming
cottage at the rear; accordingly, the southeastern portion of the proposed structure does run alongside the
northwestern portion of the existing cottage. A 3’ side setback at the southeast corner provides relief for
the rear cottage. A roof deck with planters and solar panels is proposed, with a terrace at the third floor
along the front facade and a terrace at the rear of the second floor. The proposal also includes a two-car
garage with an office and guest suite on the ground floor, 4 bedrooms on the second floor, and the main
living space on the third floor.

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed replacement structure are compatible with the
block-face and complementary with the residential neighborhood character. The entrance has been
designed to provide relief to the adjacent structure to the north. The building’s massing, with a recess on
the north side of the building, helps with the transition from the larger structure to the south and single-
family building to the north. The placement and scale of the architectural details are compatible with the
mixed residential character of this neighborhood. The windows” proportions are consistent with those in
the neighborhood. The stucco wall mixed with wood siding and bronze-anodized aluminum windows
are compatible with the mix of styles exhibited by existing buildings in the neighborhood.

The subject property was appraised at $1.7 million. Despite lower valuations on sites such as Zillow, the
appraisal was performed by a certified appraiser, and deemed to be credible by the Planning Department.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE

The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.1:
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially
affordable housing.
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The proposal has no impact on affordable housing, and replaces a market-rate unit with another market-rate
unit.

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S
NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1:
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

The Project has been reviewed by the Residential Design Team, and found to be appropriate for the
neighborhood. The neighborhood is characterized with a mix of larger and smaller structures. The Project is
situated on a wider lot than most and was found to provide a smooth transition between the three-story, multi-
family structure to the south and two-story cottage to the north. The Project is more modern in style, but is set
within a neighborhood of a mixed design pattern, and does not compromise the historic or design integrity of
surrounding structures.

SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits for

consistency, on balance, with these policies. The Project complies with these policies as follows:

1. Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.
The proposal does not remove any neighborhood-serving uses as the Project is replacing the existing residential
use with a residential use.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve
the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.
The Project’s proposed scale, massing and materials are consistent with the surrounding residential
neighborhood, and therefore the Project would not disrupt the existing neighborhood character.

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
An appraisal was performed, valuing the property at $1,705,000, above $1.506 million, which marks the City’s
threshold for financially accessible dwelling units.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood
parking.
The current single-family structure contains a one-car garage. The proposed single-family structure will have a
two-car garage, thus the unit will not impact off-street parking in the neighborhood nor over-burden the City’s
transit system.
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5. A diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The proposal has no impact on and will not displace industrial or service uses and is not a commercial office
development.

6. The City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake.

The proposed building will meet all current seismic standards for new buildings, vastly improving safety for
residents of this property.

7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The property is not recognized as historically or architecturally significant. The recent Historic Resource
Evaluation concludes that the property is not eligible for individual listing in the California of National
Register and it is not a contributor to a potential historic district.

8. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

The proposal will have no impact on parks and open space.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Project was issued a Categorical Exemption, Classes 1 and 3 [State CEQA Guidelines Section
15301(1)(1) and 15303(b)] on September 21, 2007.

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Project was reviewed by the Residential Design Team (RDT) multiple times prior to Section 311
notification on September 4, 2014, October 24, 2014 and January 7 2015 and required that structure be
sculpted for greater consistency of the prevailing context. Specifically, RDT requested that the garage
door be minimized, the structure recessed at the front to reduce apparent mass, and provide vertical
articulation to balance the horizontality of the building facade. RDT also requested that the proposed
penthouse be entirely removed. Subsequent to the filing of discretionary reviews, RDT reviewed the
Project again on August 19, 2015, and requested that a 3’-0” side setback be provided at all levels of the
building beginning at the elevator. RDT also requested that the depth of the southern portion of the
second floor be reduced to align with the rear wall of the third floor. All RDT concerns have been
addressed in plan revisions.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the
Commission, as this project involves new construction. However, the DR concerns were determined
not to be exceptional or extraordinary.
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the demolition of the existing single-family dwelling and the
construction of a single-family dwelling be approved. The Project is consistent with the Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan and complies with the Residential Design Guidelines and Planning Code. The
Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that:

= The Project will not result in the reduction of a dwelling-unit deemed affordable or financially
accessible.

* No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project.

= Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the
local street system or MUNL

= Although the structure is more than 50-years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation
resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or landmark.

RECOMMENDATION:

Case No. 2014.0179D - Do not take DR and approve the demolition.

Case No. 2014.0180D - Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed.
Case No. 2014.0179DRP - Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed.
Case No. 2014.0179DRP-02 — Do not take DR and approve the demolition.

Case No. 2014.0179DRP-03 - Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed.

DEMOLITION CRITERIA - ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

Existing Value and Soundness
1.  Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and structure of
a single-family dwelling is not affordable or financially accessible housing (above the 80%
average price of single-family homes in San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal
within six months);

Project Does Not Meets Criteria
The Project meets criteria. The property was appraised by a certified residential appraiser, and valued at
$1,705,000. The 80t percentile of San Francisco single-family home values is currently set at $1,506,000.

2. Whether the housing has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one- and
two-family dwellings);

Project Does Not Meets Criteria

The Project Sponsor does not claim that the property has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold.
As such, the property is considered relatively sound for the purposes of this report and Planning Code
Section 317.

DEMOLITION CRITERIA

Existing Building
1.  Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;
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Project Meets Criteria
A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department did not
show any enforcement cases or notices of violation.

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

Project Meets Criteria

The housing is free of Housing Code violations and appears to have been maintained in a decent, safe, and
sanitary condition.

Whether the property is a "historical resource" under CEQA;

Project Meets Criteria

Although the structure is more than 50-years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation resulted in

a determination that it is not an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.

If the property is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial
adverse impact under CEQA;

Criteria Not Applicable to Project
The property is not a historical resource.

Rental Protection

5.

Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

Criteria Not Applicable to Project

The property was owner occupied since 1956 until the then owners passed away. The currently vacant
property was sold to the current owner in 2014, who is awaiting the completion of proposed structure’s
construction before occupancy.

Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance;

Project Meets Criteria
The building is not subject to rent control because it is a single-family dwelling that is currently vacant.

Priority Policies

7. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood
diversity;
Project Does Not Meet Criteria
The Project does not meet this criterion because the existing dwelling will be demolished. Nonetheless, the
Project will not result in the loss in any units and thus preserves the quantity of housing. The new
structure will likely contribute to the existing cultural and economic diversity within the neighborhood.

8.  Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and
economic diversity;
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10.

Project Meets Criteria

The Project will conserve the neighborhood character by constructing a replacement building that is
compatible with respect to materials, massing, and general design with the dwellings in the surrounding
neighborhood. By creating a compatible new building without reducing the City’s affordable housing stock,
the neighborhood’s cultural and economic diversity will be preserved.

Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;

Project Meets Criteria

The existing dwelling proposed for demolition is above 80% of the average price of a single-family home
and thus is not considered “relatively affordable and financially accessible” housing. Accordingly, the
proposal does not affect the City’s affordable housing stock.

Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by Section
415;

Project Does Not Meet Criteria
The Project does not include any permanently affordable units; the new construction does not trigger
Section 415 review, which governs the City’s .

Replacement Structure

11.

12.

13.

14.

Whether the Project located in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods;
Project Meets Criteria

The Project replaces one single-family dwelling with another single-family dwelling-unit in a neighborhood
characterized by one- and two-family dwellings.

Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;

Project Meets Criteria
The Project will create one, quality family-sized unit with five-bedrooms.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;

Project Does Not Meet Criteria
The Project is not specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as defined
in the Housing Element.

Whether the Project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing
neighborhood character;

Project Meets Criteria
The Project is in scale with the surrounding neighborhood and will be constructed with high-quality
materials.
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15. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;

Project Meets Criteria
The Project does not change the number of dwelling units on the site.

16. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.

Project Meets Criteria
The Project increases the number of bedrooms on the site from four to five.
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Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

QUESTION

The visual character is: (check one)
Defined

Mixed X

Comments: The surrounding neighborhood consists of a mixture of one-, two-, and three-story
buildings, containing mostly one or two residential units. The cross street of Ocean Avenue contains
ground-floor commercial spaces and residential units on upper floors. The residential neighborhood
contains dwellings of varying heights and depths. The adjacent property to the north is a flag lot, with a
noncomplying dwelling located at the rear of the lot.

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Topography (page 11)

Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings?

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

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

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X

Side Spacing (page 15)

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

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

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

Views (page 18)

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

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? X

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
spaces?

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

Comments: The new building respects the existing block pattern by balancing the mix of setbacks at
both adjacent properties. The adjacent property to the north includes a front and side setback, whereas
the building to the south is developed to the Noe Street property line with a non-conforming rear yard.
The proposed building provides a 15-0” front setback, providing a smooth transition from the souther
property that builds to the property line, and the property to the north, which is setback 37°-9” from the

SAN FRANGISCO 14
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NO. 2014.1079D, DRP, -02, -03/ 2014.1080D
September 10, 2015 1783 Noe Street

front property line. The proposed building also provides variations in massing at the front and rear
building wall, providing relief to adjacent properties, by further recessing the front building wall along
the north side and providing a 3’-0” side setback at the rear. The proposed structure also recesses the rear
building wall along the south, reducing the impact of the mid-block open space as experienced by the
adjacent property to the south at 105 Laidley. The overall scale of the proposed replacement structure is
consistent with the block face and is complementary to the neighborhood character

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Scale (pages 23 - 27)
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the street?
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30)
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X
Comments: The replacement building is compatible with the established building scale at the street,

as maintains the existing setback pattern, which transitions from the multi-family structure constructed to
the property line to the south, and the one-story-over-garage structure to the north. The height and depth
of the building are compatible with the existing mid-block open space. The building’s form, facade width,
proportions, and roofline are compatible with the mixed neighborhood context.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of X
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of X
building entrances?
Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding X
buildings?
Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on X
the sidewalk?
Bay Windows (page 34)
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on X
surrounding buildings?
Garages (pages 34 - 37)
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X
SAN FRANGISCO 15

PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NO. 2014.1079D, DRP, -02, -03/ 2014.1080D

September 10, 2015 1783 Noe Street
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with X
the building and the surrounding area?
Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? X
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other X
building elements?
Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding X
buildings?
Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and X
on light to adjacent buildings?

Comments: The entrance has been designed to provide relief to the adjacent structure to the north. By

designing the building with stairs leading to the side entrance on the property’s north side, the main
building wall is setback from the adjacent property. The building’s massing, with a recess on the north
side of the building, provides a transition from the larger structure to the south and single-family
building to the north.

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building X
and the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X
Comments: The placement and scale of the architectural details are compatible with the mixed

residential character of this neighborhood. The windows’ proportions are consistent with those in the
neighborhood. The stucco wall mixed with wood siding and bronze-anodized aluminum windows are
compatible with the mix of styles exhibited by existing buildings in the neighborhood.

SAN FRANGISCO 16
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Discretionary Review Analysis
September 10, 2015

CASE NO. 2014.1079D, DRP, -02, -03/ 2014.1080D

1783 Noe Street

SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR

ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 - 54)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of X
Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?

Are the character-defining features of the historic building maintained? X
Are the character-defining building form and materials of the historic building X
maintained?

Are the character-defining building components of the historic building X
maintained?

Are the character-defining windows of the historic building maintained? X
Are the character-defining garages of the historic building maintained? X
Comments: The Project is not an alteration, and the dwelling that will be demolished has been
determined not to be an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.

* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines

Attachments:

Design Review Checklist for Replacement Building

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Residential Demolition Application

Prop M findings

Appraisal

Environmental Evaluation / Historic Resources Information

Zoning Action Memo — Administrative Review of Dwelling Unit Removal

Section 311 Notice

Discretionary Review Notice

Discretionary Review Application — Sean Harrington

Discretionary Review Application — Erdal (Ed) Tansev

Discretionary Review Application — Dave Rizzoli

Letter from Project Sponsor

Revised plans, Subsequent to Filing of DRs

Color Renderings
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1783 Noe Street
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Aerial Photo - Facing North

Subject Property
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APPLICATION FOR

Dwelling Unit Removal
Merger, Conversion, or Demolition

1. Owner/Applicant Information

PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME:
1783 Noe LLC, Michael Morell
. PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS: " TELEPHONE:
) (650 ) 888.1891
1415 Diamond Street .
EMAIL:

San Francisco, CA, 94131 . .
michael@rivierapartners.com

APPLICANT'S NAME:

Geoffrey Gibson, Winder Gibson Architects Same as Above [

APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
: (415 ) 577-5310
351 Ninth Street, #301
i EMAIL:

San Francisco, CA, 94103 .
gibson@archsf.com

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:

same as applicant Same as Above [

ADDRESS: | TELEPHONE:
EMAIL:

COMMUNITY LIAISON FOR PROJECT (PLEASE REPORT CHANGES TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR):

same as applicant Same as Above ||

ADDRESS: i TELEPHONE:
EMAIL:

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 2IP CODE:
1783 Noe Street 94131
CROSS STREETS:

Laidley Street

. ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: | LOT DIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (SQFT): = ZONING DISTRICT: | HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
6652 / 016A  40x100 4000 RH-1 . 40-X

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.01.31 2014



3. Project Type and History

14.1079 D

( Please check ail that apply )
X New Construction
[ Alterations

R Demolition

D Other Picase clarify:

4. Project Summary Table

ADDITIONS TO BUILDING:
X Rear

4 Front

X Height

Side Yard

BUILDING PERMIT NUMBER(S): DATE FILED:
! DATE OF PROPERTY PURCHASE: (MM/DD/YYYY)
05/19/2014
ELLIS ACT YES | NO
Was the building subject to the Ellis Act within the
last decade? o X

EXISTING USES

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

EXISTING USES ! NET NEW CONSTRUCTION |
AND/OR ADDITION :

TO BE RETAINED

PROJECT TOTALS:

PROJECT FEATURES
Dwelling Units 1 0 1 1
Hotel Rooms 0 | 0 | 0 0
Parking Spaces 1 | 0 2 2
Loading Spaces 0 0 0 0
Number of Buildings 0 1 1
Height of Building(s) 22'-3" - 34-101/2" 34'-10 1/2"
Number of Stories 2 H O 3 N 3
Bicycle Spaces 0 0 1 1
GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF)
Residential 1435 0 4998 4998
Retail 0 0 0 0
Office 0 0 0 0
e USIEPDR 0 0 0 0
Parking 215 0 572 572
Other (Specify Use) 0 0 0 0
TOTAL GSF 1650 0 5570 5570

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V01212014




5. Additional Project Details

EXISTING:

14.1079

PROPOSED: NET CHANGE:

Owner-occupied Units: 1 1 0
Rental Units: 0 0 0

Total Units: 1 1 0

Units subject to Rent Control: 0 0 0
Vacant Units: 0 0 0

BEDROOMS 3 EXISTING: PROPOSED: NET CHANGE:
Owner-occupied Bedrooms: 2 6 +4
Rental Bedrooms: 0 0 0
Total Bedrooms: 2 6 +4
Bedrooms subject to Rent Control: | 0 0 0
6. Unit Specific Information
NO. OF ADDITIONAL CRITERIA
UNIT NO. BEDROOMS GSF OCCUPANCY (check all that apply)
0 ELUS ACT O VACANT
EXISTING
SED 2 1650 X OWNER OCCUPIED 0 RENTAL [ RENT CONTROL
PROPOSED | SED 6 5570 ™ OWNER OCCUPIED 0 RENTAL
] ELUS ACT ] VACANT
EXISTING
[0 OWNER OCCUPIED 0 RENTAL O RENT CONTROL
PROPOSED 0 OWNER OCCUPIED [J RENTAL
O EeLusAcCT O VACANT
EXISTING
[0 OWNER OCCUPIED 0 RENTAL 0] RENT CONTROL
PROPOSED 0 OWNER OCCUPIED [J RENTAL

7. Other Information

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

Proposed project will be Greenpoint rated with minimum 150 points.

Please describe any additional project features that were not included in the above tables:

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.01.31.2014
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Priority General Plan Policies — Planning Code Section 101.1
(APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS)

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed
alterations and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code.
These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the Project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy. Each
statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have a
response. If a given policy does not apply to your project, explain why it is not applicable.

Please respond to each policy; if it’s not applicable explain why:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

No retail uses are affected by this project.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The existing building is in very poor repair and is a blight on the neighborhood. The proposed building is in

keeping with the diverse neighborhood character.

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
The existing building's appraised value is above the threshold of affordable housing set by the City. This

project therefore has no impact on the City's supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;
. This project generates no additional commuter traffic, has no impact on Muni and increases the off-street

parking by 1 space.

10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.01.31.2014
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Please respond to each policy; if it’s not applicable explain why:

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment
and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

No industrial or service sector uses are affected by this project.

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake;

The existing building has no earthquake preparedness, including a brick foundation, no foundation boltingand

no shear walls. The proposed building will be designed and built to current seismic codes.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

No fandmark or historic buildings are affected by this project.

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

No parks or public open spaces are affected by this project.

"

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.01.31.2014
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Dwelling Unit Demolition
(SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION})

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(d), Residential Demolition not otherwise subject to a Conditional Use
Authorization shall be either subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing or will qualify for administrative
approval.

Administrative approval only applies to:
(1) single-family dwellings in RH-1 and RH-1(D) Districts proposed for Demolition that are not affordable
or financially accessible housing (valued by a credible appraisal within the past six months to be greater
than 80% of combined land and structure value of single-family homes in San Francisco); OR
(2) residential buildings of two units or fewer that are found to be unsound housing.

Please see the Department’s website under Publications for “Loss of Dwelling Units Numerical Values”.

The Planning Commission will consider the following criteria in the review of Residential Demolitions. Please fill out
answers to the criteria below:

EXISTING VALUE AND SOUNDNESS YES NO
Is the value of the existing land and structure of the single-family dwelling affordable ] >
or financially accessible housing (below the 80% average price of single-family homes in
1 San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal within six months)?
If no, submittal of a credible appraisal is required with the application.
5 Has the housing been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to 0 X
one- and two-family dwellings)?
3 Is the property free of a history of serious, continuing code violations? X [l
4 Has the housing been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition? X |
Is the property a historical resource under CEQA? O =X
5 If yes, will the removal of the resource have a substantial adverse impact under
CEQA? Ll YES 0 NO
RENTAL PROTECTION YES NO
6 Does the Project convert rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy? O X
7 Does the Project remove rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 0 =
Ordinance or affordable housing?
PRIORITY POLICIES YES NO
8 Does the Project conserve existing housing to preserve cultural and economic X 0
neighborhood diversity?
9 Does the Project conserve neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural X 0
and economic diversity?
10 Does the Project protect the relative affordability of existing housing? O
11 Does the Project increase the number of permanently affordable units as governed N X
by Section 4157?

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.01 31.2014
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Dwelling Unit Demolition
(SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION CONTINUED)

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE YES NO
12 . Does the Project locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods? X |
13 @ Does the Projecvt increase the number of family-sized units on-site? X |
14 . Does the Projéct create new supportive housing? ] X
1‘5' Is t_he Eroject of superb architfecltural apd urban design, meeting all relevant design ™ 0]

guidelines, to enhance the existing neighborhood character?

16 | Does the Project increase the number of on-site dwelling units? | X
17 Does the Project increase the number of on-site bedrooms? O

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.

¢ Other information or applications may be required.

Signature: ] Date: 07.08.14

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

Geoff Gibson (agent)

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

18
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Demolition Application Submittal Checklist

(FOR PLANNING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY)

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required

materials.
APPLICATION MATERIALS CHECKLIST

Original Application, signed with all blanks completed M
Prop. M Findings {General Plan Policy Findings) | g
Supplémental Information Pages for Demolition g

Notification Materials Package: (See Page 4) *
Notification map [1*
Address labels =
Address list (printed list of all mailing data or copy of labels) =
Affidavit of Notification Materials Preparation O]*

Set of plans: One set full size AND two reduced size 11"x17”

Site Plan (existing and proposed)

Floor Plans (existing and proposed)

Elevations (including adjacent structures)

Historic photographs (if possible)

NOTES:

[3 Required Material. Write “N/A" if you believe
the item is not applicable, (e.g. letter of
authorization is not required if application is
signed by property owner.)

Check payable to Planning Dept. (see current fee schedule)

Letter of authorization for agent (if applicable)

Pre-Application Materials (if applicable)
Other:

Section Plan, Detail drawings (ie. windows, door entries, trim), Specifications (for cleaning, : [O* Required upon request upon hearing
repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new elements (ie. windows, doors) scheduling.

B Typically would not apply. Nevertheless, in a
specific case, staff may require the item.

O
2
3
g
g
B R NMERRER X

Some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material
needed for Planning review of a building permit. The “Application Packet” for Building Permit Applications lists
those materials.

No application will be accepted by the Department unless the appropriate column on this form is completed. Receipt
of this checklist, the accompanying application, and required materials by the Department serves to open a Planning
file for the proposed project. After the file is established it will be assigned to a planner. At that time, the planner
assigned will review the application to determine whether it is complete or whether additional information is
required in order for the Department to make a decision on the proposal.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:
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|, Michael Morell, owner of 1783 Noe Street, authorize Geoffrey Gibson of Winder
Gibson Architects to act as my agent with the Planning and Building Departments
for the permits for 1783 Noe Street.

Mihad Maoell

Signed

D1.0-14

Dated
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

1783 Noe St. 6652/016A

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.1079E 201407111074, 201407111073 7/10/2014
[ ] Addition/ L IDemolition [V New [ JProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Demolition of existing single-family dwelling and construction of new single-family dwelling.

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
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

[]

Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

L]

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

[]

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
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
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
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher 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 fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

[

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

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

Slope = or > 20%: : 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, 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 to 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

[]

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) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

[

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)

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional); 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: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

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

Che

ck all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O (OO0t oOod

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.

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

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

COOIX

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. Facade/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.

OooAQodao

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

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

E? 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specifyy): P(/v PTQ—/EWM CﬂﬂM 4 /7’2/20“/

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.

/g\/ Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Guhte. « f%@ 9/22foctf

Pré%ervatlon Planner Slgnature

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

[

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

D Step 2 - CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

gﬁ%ﬁk‘ //f (' l (,/M Signature: -

Project Approval Action: . &

Select One W ‘
*If Discretionary Reviepv before the Planning 7/2%2 o ‘ 1'

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO
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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 California 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;

D 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)?

[s 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 required CATEX 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 modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental 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 §
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: | Date of Form Completion | 9/19/2014 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
‘Planner: . S0 | Address: ; 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard 1783 Noe Street Fax:
: IR ATt RE : ‘ 415.558.6409
‘Block/Lot: ' Cross Streets: .
6652/016A Laidley Street Planning
o T — ) . — - Information:
“CEQA Category;: - o i1l S CARI0/ M e "BPA/CaseNo.: ~ . ot 415.558.6377
B n/a 2014.1079E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: - o SR TN .| PROJECT DESCRIPTION: - EORE
(¢ CEQA C Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (" Alteration (¢ Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: | 7/10/2014

_PROJECTISSUES: -

<] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] [f so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated August
18,2014).

Proposed project: Demolition and new construction.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Rg;OU'rACe‘:PVréseht‘ B S R L AT 1 CYes @®No * C N/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is lndIVIdually ellglble forinclusionina Property isin an e||g|b|e California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes (& No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¢ No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (& No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (& No
Period of Significance: ' Period of Significance:
(" Contributor (C Non-Contributor




C Yes " No @& N/A

" Yes (¢ No

C Yes (¢ No

" Yes (¢ No

 Yes (s:No

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

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated
August 18,2014) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject
property at 1783 Noe Street contains one-story- over-basement wood-frame single-family
residence constructed in 1896 in a Victorian-era architectural style. The original architect or
builder is unknown. Known alterations to the property include: dry rot repair at the front
stairs (1991 and 2008), re-roofing (1998), and covering the facades with wood shingles
(unknown date).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). The subject buildingis a
common Victorian cottage constructed at the turn of the 20th century. None of the owners
or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The building is not
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 3 (Design).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
districts. The subject property is located within the Glen Park neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a variety of architectural styles and construction dates from 1896 to 1960. The
area surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings and the area does not appear to qualify as a
historic district under Criterion 3 (Design).

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

é?%a% G-2-R0 I
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

RE-NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

(Corrected Floor Plan)
On July 11, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application Nos. 201407111074 (New Construction)
and 201407111073 (Demolition) with the City and County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 1783 NOE ST Applicant: Geoff Gibson
Cross Street(s): Laidley Street Address: 351 9" Street
Block/Lot No.: 6652 / 016A City, State Zip: San Francisco, CA 94103
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X Telephone: 415.318.8634 ext. 4003

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

x Demolition x New Construction O Alteration

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

O Rear Addition O Side Addition O Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES ‘ EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Residential No Change

Front Setback 15’-10.5” 15-0”

Side Setbacks 0’-0”, 16’-0” 5-0", 0’-0”

Building Depth 34’-6” 60’-0”

Rear Yard 49'-7.5" 25-0”

Building Height 19-1” 34’-10.5”

Number of Stories 1+ Garage 3

Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change

Number of Parking Spaces 1 2

The proposal is the demolition of an existing one-story-over-garage, single family dwelling unit, and new construction of a
three-story single family dwelling unit. The demolition of the existing structure was administratively approved by the Zoning
Administrator per Planning Code Section 317 as the home was determined to be financially infeasible.

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

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Tina Chang
Telephone: 415.575.9197 Notice Date: 4/30/15
E-mail: tina.chang@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 5/30/15

<z 7 79 3 7B: (415) 575-9010

Para informacién en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

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

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

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you.

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communityboards.org for a
facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has,
on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems without
success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist, you
have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers
are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally conflict with the City's General
Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This
procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning
Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice.
Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or
online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between
8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the

fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the
project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review
must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.

Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

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

BOARD OF APPEALS

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

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

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


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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 « San Francisco, CA 94103 « Fax (415) 558-6409

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Hearing Date: Thursday, September 10, 2015

Time: Not before 12:00 PM (noon)

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400

Case Type: Discretionary Review

Hearing Body: Planning Commission

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION

Project Address: 1783 Noe Street Case No.: 2014.0179DRP, -02, -03
Cross Street(s): Laidley Street Building Permit: 20140111073, 20140111074
Block /Lot No.: 6652/016A Applicant: Geoff Gibson
Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415)558-9550 x 12
Area Plan: N/A E-Mail: james @johnlumarchitecture.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Request is for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Applications 2014.0711.1073 and
2014.0711.1074 proposing the demolition of an existing two-story, single family dwelling unit and the
new construction of a three-story, single-family dwelling unit. The proposed project also includes a
roof deck and terrace at the third floor.

A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are interested in viewing the plans for the proposed project please
contact the planner listed below. The plans of the proposed project will also be available one week
prior to the hearing through the Planning Commission agenda at: http://www.sf-planning.org

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.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Tina Chang Telephone: (415) 575-9197 E-Mail: tina.chang@sfgov.org

1 2 3 [ 5 ¥ (415) 575-9010

Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

HEARING INFORMATION

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project or
are an interested party on record with the Planning Department. You are not required to take any action. For more
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or
Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible. Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors
and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project.

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the
Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by
5:00 pm the day before the hearing. These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought to
the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing.

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the
location listed on the front of this notice. Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in the
project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.

APPEAL INFORMATION

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application by the Planning Commission may be made to the
Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of 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.

1 Sz 3 [ 5 ¥ (415) 575-9010

Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010
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Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use anly
.

- kel VY =1
e

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review ,‘

1. Owner/Applicant Information TNVING D PA : ' |

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

SEAN HARRINGToN

105 LAADLEY ST, shn FRANGISCO, cA 413|252 213

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

178% NoE LLC

ADDRESS;\I G.: S 3{] q_“\ $+ #* ’50‘ 2P COPE: TELEF’HONE:P g
c/os(:,‘fs 125«»»&9;"10 . CA 9408  WfH577 5310

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above D’/

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: | TELEPHONE:
E-MAIL ADDRESS:

shtlro @ aol. com

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:

197 NOE STREEL  SANFRAVGISCO , CA qUNT

CROSS STREETS:
. — &
LAIDLEY &TReeT , HARTER STREE)
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: | LOTDIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (SQFT): ~ ZONING DISTRICT: { HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

6LSA  10bA 4o X oo ', 000 Ry ~1 40- X

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use []  Change of Hours []  New Constructionﬁ Alterations []  Demolition [] ~ Other []

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

Present or Previous Use: < : n5 Q—L (51@ \Mf\ 7
*

Proposed Use: Q\‘ na L& Y

Building Permit Application No. j O lL" 07 l ’ ‘ Fo) 7 L‘__ Date Filed: 3\\) L 7 I\ / 7| L‘-’

T ) ORIGINAL



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES / NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? E{ =
- e —
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? [E/ O y
. . . -
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? [l E

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.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08,07,2012

N /A



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
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

ATTACHED

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:

A-TTA CHED

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?

ATTA CHED



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

—

Signature:| : {f{’ﬁ‘ ’ éZL(/r/ \%7\5,7 A Date: 5 / ¥ ',/ 7215

"

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorizedsigent:

__STAN  HATIING

nef / Authorized Agent (circle one)

10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEFARTMENT V QB 07 2012



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLICATIO)

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable
Photocopy of this completed application
Photographs that illustrate your concerns
Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

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

TN TN T

NOTES:

[ Required Material,

B Optional Material.

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

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:




Discretionary Review Application for 1783 Noe Street, permit application 201407111074 (New
Construction)

1. We are requesting Discretionary Review because the proposed building is too large for the
neighborhood, violates the pattern of open space in the neighborhood, will block natural light
and air and disturb privacy to immediately adjacent properties, and replaces an existing
affordable starter home with a 5500 sf home unaffordable to even very wealthy families in the
City.

There are 3 exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify this Discretionary Review:

i) The demolition of the home represents the loss of affordable housing while the proposed
new home represents the introduction of a property value inconsistent with the
neighborhood and unaffordable to every single working-class family.

The existing home was exempt from Mandatory Discretionary Review because an appraisal
was submitted showing its value is $1.7 million. However, Zillow shows the value at $1.2
million and all comparables on that website (for similar square footage and much better
conditioned homes) are in the $1.2 million range. For a more complete description of this
issue please see the Discretionary Review Application for the associated demolition permit.

Despite the property's likely and demonstrable value under the demolition exemption
threshold, the City's continued approval of small home demolition (the existing home is
shown as 875 sf in tax assessment records) is resulting in the value of these increasingly rare
cottages being bid up, rendering the "unaffordable" exemption in Section 317 meaningless.

The proposed demolition most certainly does not meet the requirements for a mandatory DR
The proposed demolition and replacement with a 5,500 sf McMansion violates one of the
most important provisions of the General Plan:

General Plan Housing Element: Objective 2: Retain Existing Housing Units, and Promote
Safety and Maintenance Standards, without Jeopardizing Affordability.

ii) The proposed home is not just out of character with the street; it is massively out of
character with the entire neighborhood.

Although the city does not regulate square footage in single family homes (as many cities
do), the proposed square footage (over 5,500 sf in total; 5,015 sf excluding the two-car
garage) speaks volumes about how the proposal clashes with the character of all neighboring
homes. The average square footage of surrounding homes (see Exhibit A, attached) is
approximately 2,000 sf, with one immediately adjacent rear cottage (at 74 Harper, which
shares a side property line with the subject property) at 600 sf and with the largest home in
the vicinity under 2,500 sf. Even the 3-unit apartment building on the corner of Noe and
Laidley totals only 2060 sf (without garage). The subject lot is between a very modest home
to the north, a nonconforming 3-unit corner apartment building to the south and a 600 sf
cottage to the southeast. Design Guidelines call for a transition in height, depth and width
between the existing and proposed buildings as well as an overall blended relationship to the
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rest of the block, which is composed mostly of 1- and 2-story single family homes under
2,000 sf (see Exhibits 8 and C, front and rear facades relative to immediately adjacent
buildings and street character). The proposed home violates the following provisions of the
General Plan and Residential Design Guidelines because of its out-of-place scale on this
narrow street of predominantly small homes:

General Plan Housing Element: Objective 11: Support and Respect the Diverse and
Distinct Character of San Francisco's Neighborhood,;

Planning Code Priority Policy #2: That existing housing and neighborhood character be
conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our
neighborhoods;

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design buildings to be responsive to the overall
neighborhood context, in order to preserve the existing visual character (p.7, RDG);

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design the building's scale and form to be compatible
with that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve neighborhood character (p. 23,
RDG);

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINE: Design the scale of the building to be compatible
with the height and depth of surrounding buildings (p 23, RDG);

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the building to be
compatible with the existing building scale at the mid-block open space (p.25, RDG).

iii) The proposed home fails to respect the unusual pattern on the block that incorporates
open space not just in the midblock but in side yards and front yards in order to retain a
garden-like natural setting both in the midblock and on the street and in order to cushion
building placements in the mid-lot and rear-lot areas with surrounding open space.

If you compare a typical City block to our block (see Exhibit D), you see that on our block
there are some wide lots, such as the subject lot, that incorporate open side yards next to
buildings. These side yards create vistas from the street into the mid-block, create a rustic
and natural feel even at the street frontage and allow homes placed in the mid-lot and rear-
lot areas to exist without being boxed in by adjacent homes. The proposed home removes
the existing side yard from its lot and builds right up against the adjacent rear cottage at 74
Harper, right up against the property line at 1775 Noe and extremely close to the rear walls
of the home at 105 Laidley. In essence, the proposed home is attempting to change our
unique block which is characterized by open space interspersed with homes to the typical
block in which all open space is within a confined midblock. This flies in the face of General
Plan objectives and Residential Design Guidelines which seek to treasure and preserve the
unigue character of our neighborhoods:

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design buildings to be responsive to the overall
neighborhood context, in order to preserve the existing visual character (p.7, RDG).

Page 2 of 4



RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINE: In areas with a mixed visual character, design
buildings to help define, unify and contribute positively to the existing visual content
(p.10, RDG);

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Place the building on its site so it responds to the
topography of the site, its position on the block, and to the placement of surrounding
buildings (p.11, RDG);

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINE: Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light
and privacy to adjacent properties (p.16);

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINE: Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light
to adjacent cottages (p.21);

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design the building's scale and form to be compatible
with that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve neighborhood character (p. 23).

This block of Noe Street shares much in common with the block of Ord Court and States Street
that neighbors fought to preserve through the new Interim Corona Heights Legislation. Ours is not
a common or typical urban block; it is a unique block that blends open space with the street
frontage and serves as a transitional area leading to the unobstructed open space of Billy Goat
Hill, much like Ord, States and Museum Way serve as a transition to the open space of Corona
Heights Park.

The zoning for our neighborhood is now almost 40 years old. While the Eastern Neighborhoods
have benefitted from careful study and rezoning (sometimes two and three times in the last
decade alone) to carefully identify the characteristics worthy of preservation, the City's Western
Neighborhoods have suffered from neglect and are under siege from development of massive
projects by non-residents who care only to profit from their demise. It is time for unique blocks in
the Western neighborhoods to be properly identified and preserved. We do not ask for museum-
like preservation but simply for sensitive treatment that respects the unique quality of our
neighborhood.

2. Our property and all of our neighbors' properties that are immediately adjacent to the
proposed home will be adversely affected from the height, depth and location on the lot of the
proposed home.

Although we are the DR filers, we represent the interests of the many families in our
neighborhood, some members of which could not afford the DR filing fee or otherwise match the
deep pockets of a wealthy owner and/or speculator who can afford high-priced representation in
a quest to develop what will become a $4 million or $5 million property. See Exhibit E,
neighborhood petition in support of both DRs (on the new construction and demolition).

Specific impacts of the proposed home include: privacy impacts to units on Laidley Street, Harper
Street and 1775 Noe Street because of the side-facing windows, the exterior view stairway and
extensive south, north and rear decks; removal of required light and air from the 600- sf rear
cottage at 74 Harper (owned by an elderly long-time resident of the neighborhood) by building up
against three of its long-existing and legal property line windows; and shadow impacts on all
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surrounding homes resulting from the massive height of the proposed home. On the north side,
the proposal exploits the open side yard belonging to 1775 Noe by orienting its entrance hall onto
that neighbor's open space while filling in its open side yard on the south to gain more interior
square footage. This feature is representative of the project overall: it seeks to exploit square
footage and profit at the expense of both neighbors and neighborhood character. See Proposed
west and side elevations with adjacent property overlays on the 2 pages marked Exhibit F.

As important as these specific impacts are to the most nearby homes, it is the massive nature of
this project that harms everyone in the neighborhood by introducing massing and lot coverage
that directly contradict the character defining elements of this block and the larger neighborhood.

3. The proposed home is so incredibly out of scale with the neighborhood we believe a
complete redesign focused on a reduction in height, depth and width is required before a
productive discussion can be begun on details of setbacks and materials. In the context of a
narrow street with homes ranging from 600 sf to approaching but under 2500 sf, talking about
setbacks on a 5,500 sf is like trying to fit the Queen Mary into a birth intended for a rowboat. This
is not a matter of asking for setbacks. The proposal needs to start from scratch on a design that
respects the character of the neighborhood in scale, in location on the lot, and in context with the
location, size, privacy and shadow impacts on adjacent buildings. It needs to respect and
transition to the small scale of surrounding homes shown on Exhibits A -C and maintain some of
the open side yard to buffer its impact on smaller adjacent homes and retain connection between
mid-block and street (one of the character-defining elements of this block) as shown on Exhibit D,
and remove unnecessary and egregious privacy impacts as shown in Exhibit F.
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1783 Noe Street: Front Elevation

Existing single family Proposed single family Non-conforming apartment
home (1380 sf} home exceeding 5000 sf building (2060 sf}
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1783 Noe: rear elevation
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EXHIBIT D

Our block (subject property highlighted). Note side vards and set-backs {in green)
complement and connect the the mid-block open space to the street.

Typical city block. Almost all open space is hidden in the mid-block.
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1783 Noe Stgeet: Front Elevation

Exivting sinple farmity Proposed single family

o 138031 e EXHIBIT E - PAGE 2
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The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twice as large as the multi-unit apartment building at the corner of Laidley). It is taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhood-sized
home that sould be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Discretionary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors and ask
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the
current horne in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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1783 Noe Street: Front Elevation EXH l B lT E - P AG E 3
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The proposid single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twice as large as the multi-unit apartment building at the corner of Laidley). Itis taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhood-sized
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Discretionary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors and ask
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the
current hore in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
ForStaffUseanly’ | /"% sem,

T e C A

|4 kS s 1y

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review OITY &

1. Owner/Applicant Information

i DR APPLICANT'S NAME:
—
crvaL (Cep ) TANSEV
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS; ‘ ZIP CODE: | ' TELEPHONE:

102 LAMDLEY ST. sprpwoc{sco( cA QU3 (o B9 0394

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

1793 Not LLC

ADDRESS: i-ZIP CODE: { TELEPH 2

“-/o WINDER @&Bsord 35 Mipth 5‘\"‘1?0( qq_\ﬂg (Lm%N;.77 $310

CONTACT FOR DR APPLIGATION:
Same as Above |
ADDRESS: i LT b coDE: | TELEPHONE:

( )

 E-MAIL ADDRESS:

TANSEV @ WY ASTDUNMD . NET.

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: : .ZIP CODE;
N%% NoE ST SAN FANLISRO, CA A0-13|
/. CROSS STREETS:
LAIDLEY <. A D HARTPER <1~
ASSESSORSBLOCKILOT. . | LOTDIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA(SQFT): . ZONING DISTRICT: {:BEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT.

bb? 3 /1A o \0 4 ooo i -\ 4o-Y

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Changeof Use "] TImiry T M5 1yt — | New Construction 1 Alterations 7} Demolitio% Other " ]

CICLOr ool L. Rear 1 Front | i (IO (CI0CTED Side Yard [ ]

Present or PreviousUse: $F &

Proposed Use: S-FK
Building Permit Application No.}o ‘ L‘_o‘_’ \\ \ O 7 3 Date Filed: '7 - 1\ — }? IL’/



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES o NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? x 0

7 Did you;i;cwus;the project writh the i;iér;ning Depan;(;r; permlt Vr(review planner? [ k ]
-  Didyou particpate n outsde mediation on thiscase? | 4

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

itnmineenisiN R EIE R RN e insE s IR s N N E RS sl aR A
FEN O3 CERIT P F AN by R OO T v DT COCTE T i L O [l [

N /A

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012




Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER: 1
For-Staff Usé& only. 1
- -

Discretionary Review Request
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2. The Residential Dwgn Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected aspart of construction.
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10

Applicant’s Affidavit

& T I LB T T AN COO T T T cT )

e undersgned isthe owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

b: Theinformation presented istrue and correct to the best of my knowledge.
¢ Theother information or applications may be required.

—
Sgnature: Date: 777’) -

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

. ED TadseV

Owner)/ Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012

b1y



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

OV RO o P T L L [T ) [T I T Ty T Tl T T e i
materials. The checklist is to be completed and [0 O T T I P T T 0 10T
REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check comrect column) E DR APPLICATION
Application, with all blanks completed V/
Address labels (original), if applicable M/
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 7/
Photocopy of this completed application 71/
Photographs that illustrate your concerns 7/
Convenant or Deed Restrictions !
Check payable to Planning Dept. /
Letter of authorization for agent 0
Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new ]
elements (i.e. windows, doors)
NOTES:
| " Required Material.
Optional Matenial.
~. Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.
For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By:

Date:




Discretionary Review Application for 1783 Noe Street, permit application 201407111073
(Demolition)

1. We are requesting Discretionary Review on the demolition permit because the proposed
demolition is not consistent with General Plan Policies regarding (i) affordability, (ii) retention
of existing housing and (iii) provision of diverse housing types.

(i) We believe the value of the property is below the $1.506 million threshold that exempts
demolitions from a mandatory DR hearing and consideration of the demolition criteria in
Section 317.

Section 317 of the Planning Code requires a Mandatory Discretionary Review of the
demolition unless the property is "unaffordable,”" currently defined as over $1.506 million.
The sponsor submitted an appraisal concluding the property is valued over $1.7 million. We
believe the property value is under $1.506 million and therefore requires a Mandatory DR.
Such a hearing would require the Commission to apply the criteria listed in Planning Code
Section 317(d)(3)(C). The proposed demolition fails to meet even a simple majority of the 16
criteria, does not meet a single one of the criteria having to do with affordability,
neighborhood character and unit count -- arguably the most important criteria relative to
General Plan Policies.

The property was listed for sale at only $1.195 million. Zillow showed the property value at
the time of listing as $1.2 million and today (5/8/2015) as $1.317 million. Trulia lists the value
today as $1.321 million. Zillow lists comparable property sales between $1.1 million and $1.5
million. Zillow does not list a single comparable over $1.5 million. See Exhibit A for Zillow and
Trulia data. The Zillow and Trulia figures are consistent with what | and my neighbors have
seen in appraisals of our own properties.

Even parts of the sponsor's own appraisal support the Zillow and Trulia values. For example,
the sponsor's appraisal (see page 2 of Exhibit B, which includes key pages from the sponsor's
appraisal) shows there weren't any comparables for sale at the time the appraisal was done
that were listed for over $1.25 million. It also shows (page 2 and page 4 of Exhibit B) that
while the range sales prices of comparables was between $1 million and $1.79 million, the
median was between $1.38 mil. and $1.45 million. Yet the only comparables chosen to arrive
at a value for the subject property were between $1.53 million and $1.79 million, far above
the neighborhood median and conveniently above the required threshold of $1.506 million
that would exempt the demolition from mandatory DR -- a DR likely to be recommended for
disapproval because a majority of the criteria for consideration would not be met.

(ii) Even if the property value continues to be considered above the threshold (despite
credible evidence to the contrary), the proposed demolition conflicts with General Plan
policies that call for the retention of sound existing housing.

General Plan Housing Element: Objective 2: Retain Existing Housing Units, and Promote
Safety and Maintenance Standards, without Jeopardizing Affordability; and

General Plan Housing Element: Objective 3: Protect the Affordability of the Existing Housing
Stock, Especially Rental Units.
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The existing building, no matter what its value, is sound existing housing. Housing prices in
San Francisco are relative. The existing home, at any value, is vastly more affordable than its
proposed replacement by a factor of perhaps 300-400% or more. If approved, the project will
result in a property value out of the reach of almost every San Francisco family. When sound
existing housing units are demolished for replacement by excessively large units, an
important component of affordability is lost forever. No one is building new 875 sf cottages
in our neighborhood (or for that matter anywhere in the City). When we allow sound existing
smaller homes to be demolished we promote a loss of relative affordability we are not ever
going to get back.

(iii) By demolishing a 875 sf cottage and replacing it with a 5500 sf mansion General Plan
policies that support diversity in Housing Type would be violated.

General Plan Housing Element Objective 4: Foster a Housing Stock That Meets the Needs of
All Residents Across Lifecycles.

Every time a small cottage is demolished and its replacement home is many times its size we
as a City are saying that providing for the wealthiest segment of the population is of greater
priority than preserving entry level housing for families of more modest means. There are
5,500 sf mansions that exist in Pacific Heights for the former population segment to
purchase. No one is building new 875 sf cottages anywhere in the City. These small cottages
are the only form of both entry level housing for young families and downsized housing for
retirees who want a yard in an established neighborhood. If the young families cannot even
find starter homes in the City we cannot expect them to stay here until they can afford more.
And to justify the proposed 5,500 sf home as "family-housing" is to fundamentally
misunderstand or purposefully misinterpret the City's housing needs.

There are 2 exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review:

(i) The existing home is affordable both in relation to Section 317 and relative to the
proposed replacement project and neither the City nor our neighborhood can afford to
lose anymore small, entry-level homes.

Because of high land values and high construction costs, no affordable single-family homes
are being built in the City's low density western neighborhoods. Without understanding the
cumulative impacts regarding affordability within low density neighborhoods we are slowly
but surely removing every entry-level home from our neighborhood with every demolition. .
Because developers are focusing their efforts on Noe Valley, Glen Park, the Castro and similar
neighborhoods we are unwittingly furthering the economic divide between these
neighborhoods and those like the Excelsior, Visitation Valley and the Bayview where
demolitions are unquestionably ineligible for the "unaffordability" exemption from
mandatory DR. Consequently we are removing what component of affordability still exists
within neighborhoods such as ours and ensuring an even wider economic divide between our
neighborhood and neighborhoods traditionally home to maore diverse ethnicities and income
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classes. The wide spectrum of affordability within neighborhoods has been overlooked
entirely.

(ii) The City, most notably in low density western neighborhoods such as ours, is
undergoing a rapid and unprecedented development boom unanticipated by zoning
controls that have not been thoroughly revised in 40 years.

While many Eastern Neighborhoods have undergone extensive rezoning efforts -- sometimes
2 and 3 times -- in the last decade, the basic zoning controls in the western neighborhoods
date from 1978. Even the recent revisions to Section 317 were piecemeal and did not include
a thorough analysis of the cumulative and interrelated loss of diversity in building type and
size, affordability and neighborhood character related to demolitions. Discretionary Review
on demolitions of small, affordable and charming cottages is the only means by which to
counteract the fact that the zoning controls in this part of the City are outdated. The ultimate
answer is a thorough rezoning study for the low density western neighborhoods. For now, DR
is the only short-term solution.

2. Our property and all of our neighbors' properties will be adversely affected by the demolition
because it will move the neighborhood one step closer to loss of character, affordability and
housing type. Although we are the DR filers, we represent the interests of the entire
neighborhood, some members of which could not afford the DR filing fee or otherwise match the
deep pockets of a wealthy owner and/or speculator who can afford high-priced representation in
a quest to develop what will become a $4 million or $5 million property. See Exhibit C,
neighborhood petition in support of both DRs (on the new construction and demolition).

3. We ask for a proposal that improves and adds thoughtfully to the existing building. General

Plan policies promote the retention of the existing building. Planning Code and Residential Design
Guidelines allow for a thoughtful and generous remodel and expansion which we would welcome.

Page 3 of 3



EXHIBIT A (p.10of2)

Zillow value as of 5/8/2015:
$1.317 million

T L

e
o -
.
an®

1

LS

It/ wwww.ziliow com fhomes/1783-Moe-Street.-San-Franciseo,-CA--34131_rb/

Trulia value as of 5/8/2015: $1.321 million

hittp:/ fwvew trulia.com/hromes/fCalifornia fSan_Franciscofsold f7136001-1783-Noe-5t-5an-Francisco-CA-941 31



EXHIBIT A {p.2 of 2)

1.315

51.473.00C

Zillow Comps for 1783 Noe, run on 5/8/2015

:::::

i
2
i

. Note none over $1.5 M



EXHBIT B (o \ofU)

mzre Gakioma Slreet Appraisas {t4zin Fie o, GSA15-G515] Pag: £2)
APPRAVGAL_ Uniform Residential Appraisal Report ey 2500088

The purposa of ¥is swmmary apgralsal repot Is fo provide the kndericient with an accurate, and adsquately sioporied, oplton of the merket vabie of the sublect properny.
[ Propsity Address 1783 Noa St City Sen Franciseo i Staly g &pCods 4131

fi Boirowes 1783 Noo Sreat, LLC Oargr of Pulsic Reodrd 1783 Noe Slreet, LLC Counly Sen Francisco

8 Legal Dextrioton _ LOT 0164, BLOCK 6652

i3 Asstssor's Parcd # 6652-016A TaYear 2013 RE Tax:s § 661

0 Hghbothood Hany  Glen Park Htap Relerencs 667/G5 Census Tract 0218.00

] Oscupard [) Oumr (] Tenant [X) Vacant Special A i35 o [P H0AS o [ peryear [) parmonih
P Propecly Regés Aopelssd 0 Feo Simple [ ] Leaseion L] O%er (déseane)

b Asstonment Typs ] Puichsss Trarsaction 040 Refineres Transaction [ Other (deseibe)

B9 Lenvier/ Ol FIRST REPUBLIC BANK Addiess 111 Pina Strest, San Francisco, CA 24111

31 tha subic! proparty curently olfsred for $3' o has it i offered bor szie In ths twetvs months pried to the effectiva date of ihis apprelsal? D Yes [JHo

B Report dalz sourcs(s) used, offerin pricels), end dita(s). | DOM 24;The dala souices used inchude ReaiQuest, San Francisco MLS, Offedng Price $1,195,000, Listing
ate 04/16/14, Pending Date 05/10/14, SF MLS 419274,

U] ‘g‘:j {3 &4 nat enzlyze th cortract Tor 3% for e subfest purchase Yanssction. Expiain tha resuls of ths enziysts of e cordract bor &2k o vy he znalysis was not

P ferfor

) Conyact Prica $ Dat2 of Conlract s the propaty sedir the owier of publc tecord? [ FVes [)fo Daba Sourcefs)
5 Is ther any foanitad assistancs foan charges, 213 concesslons, gt of dowrpayment asslstanca, €c.) lo b2 pald b j any party o9 behad of tha bovroyec? OIYess e
Q IIY& segodd e tolal does amount ard desceiba the fems lo be pald,

_ Note: Race and the rzclal composhion of the neighborhood aranot appraisal facloss,

lielghborhood Characterslles One-Unit Housing Trends One-UnitHousing | Presentland Use %
B8 Location B kban ] Subweban [ 1 Rueal Property Vatss ) bereaskg [ Stabk Datknng PRGE AGE  [Doe-Und 50 %
2 Buit-Up Ouer 78% [125-75% [ Under 25% [DecandfSupply £ Shorzgz [ ] Balance [ ) Over Suopy | §(060) yis) | 2-4 Unt 35 %
P Geawth [ Repid Staby [ Slow Wizing Tme B Uodr3mis [ 36mis [ Orbmits| 615 low 1 [Wub-Famy 10%
f4 tighborhood Bourdarks  30ih Stand Nob Valey {north), Dolores St Sa0 Joso Ave, {east), San Jose Ave, Stings | 3100 High 150 |Commarcial 5%
B3 Ave, and Bosviorih St {(south), O"Shaughnessy Bivd, Glen Canyon Patk, and Dlamond Helghts (west). 1327 Pred. 90 |0 4

Fe] dghtortood Descriplion  See attached agdenda.

NEIG!

) Harkel Conditons (nchasng support 1of 12 abve tontlslons)  See altached addeada.

B Oirreasions 40° x 100 Alea_4000 sf $h3p9 Rectanguiar Visw 8,CtySky;
Spestfic Zorim) Chissificalon RH1 Zordng Discriplion Residential - House, One-Famny
Zor'ng CompFance P4 Legal [ ] Lexal Hononforing (Grandfathzred Use) [ ] fio Zoning ([ ] Lvgal (describe)

j is 1 st and best use of subjact property & Inproved (of as proposed par pians s0d spegilleations) 3 prestes 1se? Yes  [JHo i No, descnve

Utiites Publs  Othes (deseribe) Pub%e Olhet {describe) Ofl-s3e Improvements - Type Publs  Papvete
wE O Vil B 0 Strezt Asphatt [ ]
7] Gas [ Senbry Sewer X (] My None ] [

FEMA Spachi Fiod Havard Ares [ Yas D% FEMA Paod Zone N FEMAMaD # 060288000IN FEMA Map Bate 07/05/1984

Are tha LEites and otf-site improvements fypicd for the maelersa? DA Yes [ ho Ul g, describe

Ase lixre ey 2dverse ste confions of elamd fclors {easements, emrozchmenls, ervioamantal condions, bnd uses, ele)? (] Yes fio i Yes, deseriba
No adversss easesnents, sacronchments, o other adverse condiions vere noted. Notitle report yas prodded of renievved by tha appralser. The highest and best use
ot tha site In the aparsisec’s opinjon is the current use at the present Lime.

Genetal Description "__Foundaiion Extorior Descriplion  malerfals/condilion |inferior malerials/cordition
Urits D4 O [ ] On2 with Aceessory Ut I Concsete Skb X Crawd Space Fourdelon Wels  ConedBrex/Ava Foors HdwdiLinoAvg
B # ol Storis 1 [ Ful Basement 0] Parfizl Basement {Etarior Wials VdShngle'Avg Wals PistesAVdPaneAvy
B Typ2 £ Det [ At [T 5-Det/End Unct [Basement Area 831_$q/L[Roo! Surfacs CompShlngle/Avy TimArish _ WdStanediAvy
< Bistg [ Proposed [] Undsr Gopst] Bastment Firish T 48 %!Cuters & Dawnspouts Metaliing Balh fioey  tino/Avg
Design {(StE)  Victodan () Outside Enty/Dit [ ] Sumo Pump  |Vvindow Type AumSidisiAvg Bath VWalnseol Drywra¥iPist/Avg
j Year Buit 1904 Bldze ol | | Infeslion Storm Sashinsvated pua Car Storags 1] e
B Eiletive Az (Vs) 30-35 ] Dampress [ Seitkament Stresns N/A Ditveezy  # of Cars 1
Attic e Heating | | FWA T TH"/88 ’Ramam]#\nwﬁss " IWoodstove(s} # o [Driveway Sudace  Concrels
B (3 Diop Stalr Stalrs D] Other WaiH  [Fudl Gas | ] Rrepbei(s) # 0 Feres Wood | |0C Garags  #olfas 4
B (] Foor L D Seutte Coo?rg (] Cenlra] Ak Conditon'ryg ] PatigDeck Mono ] Potch None [ JCupot  #ollats o
[4(_] Rrished j Hesled nfividoal [54 0 pove Podl None B None AL (D DY Bt
é ppfances B Refdgerator DG Rangedven [] Dishwasher B Blsposal [ Wierowava <) WasherDoyer [ ] Oher (describe)
ﬂmhaj €ea abore ;}fade conlzins: 4 Roonw 2 Badrooms 1.0 Bah(s) 892 Squars Fest of Gross Lhing Ave Abovs Grede
o Addifoned {eatores {spectal ersrgy efficdent tems, €%6.).  None noted.
a.
il Descrbe 1 condion of e propaty finghaing naded repies, Geleioralon, (ndg30ns, 160006109, 6). G upelates in the poor 15 years;See allarhied sddsnda.
W Are Vicre ary physleal defictencles ar adverse condifons that aifect the Ivabilty, soundness, o stroctura) Inlegrity of tha property? ] Yes DG Ho K Yes; deseribe

7&_&; the peoperdy genztaly conform to the nelotbommood functioral wtilty, sh’s, condition, us, consluction, ete)?. X Yes [ ] Mo If Mo, destabe
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Exwnerr B (.2
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- llzntEe o, CSATE A5 15] Pags 23!
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agproism . . .
Uniform Reslidential Appraisal Report Fae # CEAI5-0515
Thaeare 3 comparehls proparies cumenlly offered for 52 1n the sublst nsighborhood 1anyng In pice from § 1,100,000 198 1,245,000
Threze 66 tompaizhis sais b e snyiert nelohboond ¥idtn s past besiee o tang'ng In sa pics from § 1,000,000 3 1,700,068
FEATURE T SURjECH GOMVPARABLE SALE £ 1 CONPARAMESME #2 COMPARISIESALE £3
i Addess 1783 Nos St 128 Laltioy St 278 Randa'| St 1753 Noo 5t
San Francisen, CA 24131 Sean Frenclsco, CA 84131 San Francisco, CA 34131 San Francisco, CA 94131
Provieity to Subkecd 0,06 rrfles SE 0.08 0.04 mas N
So'2 Pric 5 & 7ee000 B 1590.000 1S 1650000
S22 Prica/Gross Liv, Arex $ sqiLl3  41ed.13 sqit] $ 146701 st $  yzsees st
D2l Soweafs) MLS #416001,00M 0 1ALS #419237;,00M 15 MLS #415847,000 17
Yesiticalice Sourca(s) Oce #LO35-101 SP conflirmed ywiagent Dog #L.0G0-31
VALUE ADJUSTHAENTS DESCRIPTICH CESCRIPTNL | +{) S Apishmert | DESCRETION 0y S Asuthrent | DESCRIPTION. | +(9) § Mpsstmsnd
Saks or Hrendng oA ArmLih ArmLth
B Contessions Neoa0 Notrepnstd.0 Nona,0
g4 [1ate of Sei/Tunz ST U SO8 14004114 s01/14;001/44
§ Location BiRes; B:Rey B:Res; BiRes;
Lessetotifes Slrpl Fue Simple Fee Simple Feo Simgls Feo Simpla
§it2 4000 st 4477 sf +44,000] 2879 +28,000]3900 £f 0
Vigwt B.CtySky: 8,ClySky; -25000] B:ClySiy; B.GtyShyy
Design {She) DT Victoddan DI Edwardan 0]0T2;Edwardian 0| DI Edwardan 0
Ou:Ty of Cossiicton Q3 Q1 Q3 Q3
Actinf Agd 110 17 0]104 0167 Q
Condi¥on c4 o4 -25,005] 04 -25,020|C3 50,000
Abiie Grads Tos lP,ms,] Bars | T Jedrms] dats 1o [p4ms] 8285 Tolz '&irms,[ss.‘.'n.}
floom Cent sl 2110, 51 2 20 5000l 5 ]2 110 ol 61 3 |30 -30,000
Gross Lidng Area 282 slt. 1,499 $ad1 -46,000] 1,152 sait. 20,000 1,300 sofl. 31,000
Bassmenl & Hnished 6313035t [253sf255sfvo +20,0001 031 +30,000{0sT +30,000
4 Roors Bzow Grade OOy Oba20 | D00, 0bato ) ) 0
¥ fu Avorane AVrsdd Averzgs Avesags
WaiHus/Nona _ [EleciBsbrdMone iCenwaiong Ol Centraitona 0
Mere DU PndWndns OiNora Lyiftetol Sshivets o
1gbi1dw 2gbildy -10,000] 26k 1dw 10,000 igtéidw +15,600
Mo Deck,Patia 6,000 Dgk -S.Dog}oed‘.HolTh 8,000
Hone Noae ifP -5,000) None
NA LP $1,750,000 CILP 59,405,000 QELP $1,650,000 [}
Rt Adpstmant (Folaf) O+ K- 630000 L1+ B 1§ soool [+ B4- 18 42,000
4 Ad: Sa¥ Price lict Adj. 35% Tied Ad). 03% het Ad) 44%1°
ompre Gross Adj. 107 %(3 1727000165 A}, 7.2%]3 1,685,000;6:088 Agj. 8818 1,578,000
D] did [ ] & it iasearch o sa's of lianstir Nslory of s subiscl property and comparabie sses, If rol, expn
8 1y research 09) 6id (] 0 1ot reveal eny peovor sales of transfers of the sublact propedy for Uhs Uuse years prioe 1o th eifestive dals of s eppratsal,
Dii3 Sourcels) _Rea'Quest, San Frandsco MLS
: PAdd ] Tor s2'es or Iransfers of U comeanabia se'es for he vear prior 1o the dsts of sl of ths comparable 5303,
ll D211 Sources)  Rea'Quest Sen Francisco MLS i
B Raport th fesuts of e riseaien and anaysls of 1h2 peior sab o liensfer hisory of 1ha subbet peoparly 2ad comparabia 525 (tpert 2ddiond) prioy S263 G fiage 3).
HTEM SURJECT GOMPARMELE SALE #] COMPARABLE SALE #2 COMPARADLE SMLE A3
N D2t of Priov Saks/Trapster 051972014 04052013
B Prles of Prior SatyTransler 51,705,000 $1.550,080
a1z Sowce(s) FSF4-031 1400235 Doc #K869-84 Rea'Quasi ReaQuast
R Lifsetvg Dals of Dala Sourcess) 0512202014 052242014 0512242014 051222014
Amysls of pior sa'e o Yransher Wstony of the subfet progerly and comparabl salss No prior sa'e for coynparsbles in predous 12 months, Lendergwovided Final

| Recen{ sule appears to ba a flip,

Staternent FSE-0031-FSFI4-0311400735 showing U519/ 14 ciose of escrow for recent sala. The seliers received 9 olfers. Comp # previous sale en 04/05/13.

B tnocated Vana by Sals Coinparison Appoach $ 1,705,000

f Indssaled Vahe by: Sales Comparison Apploxh $ 1,705,000

Cost Appreach (if developed) S 1,745,870

income Approach {if developed) §

da.

R Sec allached

] TS eppraisal s mace B ves s, [ sublect o

{oloing rearied Ingney

compXiicn per plars an) specifications on the basts of 3 hypoeletial cood

compited, [T subjaed to e fofowing recalis of ataators on i hasls of a typathetical corditan thay tha repalrs of alterations beyo besa compihed, o7 [ substio the
1 hased on W exdeanrdinany assumation thal the corditon or dificlency doss nol reguie 20alon of T

Hon 1l th Improvemants have beeq

Epail; This is considered @ summary report of

fa] PEUTES MERCCDO Nafed On 103 A

4 tomptsto apprabsal as dafined by SE 2-2(b) USPAP,

Based on a complete visuel Ins:

¢t

$ 4.705000 o jasof 0512272014

lon of the Inferior and exterior ateas of the subject property, Gefined scope of work, stalement of assumptions and limiting
conditions, and appraisers certification, my (our) opinlon of the market valug, a3 defined, of the real properly that is the sutyeet of this repont

, vilifeh is fhe date of Inspection and the elfective date of his appsalsal,
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Exsie ® (359D

é “w;b {20 Fle Fo. GSATS0514] Page #4]
W“’*""\ __Uniform Resldentlal Appraisal Report e comsoss

- ADDITIONAL COMMENTS . & ' il 2 ilin s e S0 o2 o i

—
GOST APPROACH TG YALUE {not requlred by Fannle blac)
Proride 2dequate knformation for the kender/clent 1o reptcate tha belw cos! fgures and calevations.
N Sunpart e thy pinion of sile vakus {surmeriery of comparabis bind s13s of other meltvds foj esfmaling site valg) _ Land vale was obtalned by the exraction method
taking Into consideration recent transactions that were considored tear dovms In the area. NOTE: Tho subject property Is tocated jn San Franclsco, envrhan
8 aroa thal Is predom{nanily buidt-up and with a lack of vacant lard, Land values over 29%, of the value of ihe subject are typlcal for San Franglsco, as
i wolt as the sublect’s area In Glen Park, and does not atfect markelabllily,
PYESTRAATED [ ] REPRODUGTIONOR X} REPLACEMENT GOST NEW CPUAONOF STIEVALUE =5 1,500,000
é Sourca of ¢ost 6121 og Con¥On-tine Res DRELLYG 502 IR @S 40000 .. =8 362800
k| Qualty reting from cost servies Good  Effectve dala ol cost data 0510472014 |Basemeat 631 SgAl@$ 50.00 =5 31,560
B Comments 0n Cost Approzch (gross Tving area celutfzBons, depredlation, tte) =
,3- Cost fiquras wera based on the Macshal) and Swift cost handbool, focal Garage/Garport 258 50t @§ 100.00 ... 25,608
i1 contractors, and the appralser’s knovledge. Lend yolue was based on the Totef Estimate of CostHeww 409,950
f obstcection method due Lo the lack of land sa'es In tho area. High land to vatue _JLess steal Funcfonal  |Blemal
B 1atios ace bypical for the area. The remalning economicife of the subied! is Deprectaton 163,980 : =8$( 163,880}
R cstimated to bo 45 yexrs. i Deprechaled Cost of lmprovemens = 245,970 |
; - “Asfs* Valus of Site Irprovements e =S
_ Estimated Remaining Econonis Lie (HUDand VAonly) 45 Years MMOATEO YALUE BY COSTAPPROACH ____ = 1,745,970
w : THCOME APPROACH TG VALUE {not required by Fanale ae) )
=4 Estimated Ltorahty Market Reat § X Gross Reed Wubiples =5 Indicaled Velue by Incoms Apeozch
(41 Summery of nsoma Aposoach (Incudng support for mariet rent and GRA
; PROVECT HFORHATION FOR PUDs (Il appliczble)
B 15 ths devzopsobi et In con'rol of the Hormsownars' Assoclation (HOA)? [ Yes [T HNo Ut typeis) (1 etacheg (] Attached
H pro.dda the lotring Infarmation for PUDS ORLY e devdopenbistdze Is in conrot of tha HOA and the subject proparty Is an ataehsd diveting un't
B L e02) Narra of Projedt
Tolal numbsr of phases Tolal ramixy of urdls Total umber of vi¥ts sold
[ Tolal ikt of tnvis teted Total mambss of unvls fof a5 Dala source(s)
2 VWas the roiz:t erealed by B comreersion of mistng bulding(s) inte a PUD? [ JYes [ 1Ho if Yes, datsof
o] Dot Ve projact conlain any mut-Gieling unts? {1Yes [ [ho DataSource
4 Are the Unts, common exments, ard recrealion feoties compita? [ § Yes { ] Mo W Mo, describe e stalus of completion.
[]
& )
BN 452 the common elemsids feased ta of by e Bomeoun(s’ Assockton? S,
Describo comenon ekments and rereabional faciities.
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ExdieT B (b

Market Conditions Addendum to the Appraisal Report

4 of

[{zn Retlo. CSATS-0515] Page #11

)

22-5237C4-5
FilzNo. CSA150515

46t

¢ Bais on ot aler Apai 1, 2009,

Tt pApase of WS zagerdain Is 10 provide te kader/elent wih a cioar ord 2touals Uerstand g of the markd verds and condtans prevaizntin s subjict

1 = gbborbood, This s a requeed adesndum fof &1 apprelsal reports yith an el

I

8 Propaity Address 1783 Noa St

CHY Szn Franciseo

Stale ca

JP Coda 24131

P Borronic 1783 Noo Street, LLC

1o preida dzla for i shaded ereas below ¥ itIs &v.

BT Lnstrustions: The appriser st uss 1 Tnlomaten tequied on INs form 5 Uiz basls for Bisber concuslons, end mosst ovids
housing rends and overal market conditions a5 epontzd in ths Kelphdothood Saction of e appralsal segor tom. The 2ppratser st in €1 U Infomation fo th edsnt
tls sralibis and revable end must e anxlysts as Indinated b, ¥ ory requived 2 s unavalizis of s considzred uresiably, tha aporatser st provide 2n

epznaton It Is reconnized thit nol a1 data sources Wil be ab
Kl 1y the anzysts, ! dala souites provids the requred Information o3 an aveceds
B8 average, Sales o BsBings must ba poperties thad comp
¥ subjest proparty. The apprlses must eplin any apomatas In the dats, syt 8s sea oz merkels, el corstueton, foracsiies,

20

suppor for sy cepcdstons, Tegarding

Fabia, powent, U2 eppralsar must include the datd
trstaad of the medizn, th 2ppralser shouid repodt e avatabla figure and Wdenlty it as 2n

21 vwith the subzect propsty, detamrenzd by appying the criteria thet woud b3 vsed by a prospactia buyer of i

B aventory Amatysis Paor 7-12 Korils Prior 4-6 Mondss Curent - 3 Mondhs ez Tread
i To'al # of Comparabia Seles (Setaf) H 11 21 X bieashng Siabk Decinimg
B ihsorpton Rata (Tetal Saesorths) 5.67 367 7.00 Feseasing | ] Stab: 1] Decfring

Total # of Companablz AcBye Listings 4 2 a Decinicg {]) Sladk ieieasing
1¥oniFs of Hous'ng Supply (Tolal Listrgs/Ab Rate) 0.7 i 0.5 0.4 Deciricg (L] Stavh_ |[ ] beeasing
Uedian Sa1s & List Prica, GOM, Sale/List % Prior 112 oréts Pior 4-6 Kaxihs Cuerent - 3 Monls Gvarad Trerdd .

B 1tcdtan Comparably Sa'e Pree 1,327 500 1,425,000 1,450,000 wereasig | | Stabe I ] Detlemg
:'A Zegian Camparable Szles Days on kel 72 32 22 [ ] Deciring Stabl ncreaslg
z, Wadizn Comparabl: List Prica 1,150,000 1,300,000 1,193,000 [ breasing |64 Stabls (] Becirdny
bord 1idizn Comparabi Lhstings Days on Larket 78 115 13 X} Decinng it ) Sibk creasin

23 1aidlan Salz Prics 25 % of Usl Price 119.84% 100.36% 120.69% () keressing (04 Stabhs I ] Dectning
Bl Seter-(dzcoper, ey, elcJpald firaneld assistancs predeieat? 1Y DXihe T Dactpg |0<) Stabls | Wcesasing

E4 Hpla'a In detat e seter consessions drepds (or (s past 12 moitiss (4., SEt COULTRATOnS Irereassd Trom 3% 10 5%, niresslng use of buyduans, cosing £osts, oo

B 16e3, 0ptons, ela). _ Selter concessions, closing eost conessions, as well a3 seiler canry back lof Joan financifg haye remsned sleble over ihe past & monits,
Aporaiser has Inteniewed reators and brokers in the markel area, NRCC's cange from 1% to 5%

5

a
¢
i
2

e Tororus\re 5es (B0 s2%5) 3 olr nba mare? [ JYes (<) lo B yes, evpialn {inchiding B3 erds n Bstins ar s3%s of forechoses proparties),

Y Foreclosura sa'es {REQ sxes) are nol a driving factor for competitive comparable sales I the subkl’s tmmedals market aea.

€ Cilo Cala SoUrces Jof above InfoRnalion.  Data was pulfed from the San Frandisco JLS and ReaQuegl, Asditional information regardag lrends for sslies

I concassions 2s well as dosing cnst concessions was a'so oblained from San Francisen reator fnput.

B Sumvrariaa D bave iformaton &s support Tor your comustors In 2 Rz ghoorhiood section of the appralsal report form. H you used arry 30dions! informabion, such 35
an analysts of pending seis andiof epired end witharawn Fstings, 10 formifale your conehistons, [oiide both 2 expanation 2nd suppHE 67 YUt conshstons,
f Analysis for subjcls market area was for competllive comparable sales located within immedale madket ares, with a GLA rangs of 600 - 1,850 531t The

| subject's Is loca'ed on Nos Stand borders Nee Valley, The search paramatecs were expanded 1o includs el of Glen Park and pard of Noe Va'sy, up to Clipper St

[ The total number of comparable sa'as and the sbsorplion fa'e are Increasing, The total number of comparable sctive Fstings and the months of housing supply
i are dectining, which refiects a shodage of Invenlory, The median compeara o sale prica Increased 9.23% from the prior 7-12 month period compared lg tha
B Corront-3 moath perod. The median compacable sa'cs DOM Is less than 35 days for reasorably priced fistings. There is a shorlane of inventory for this market

e subjecis a vt b 8 condoiminbim of coaperalive projet, comple! 1he {00 Frojati Namet
R Subjerd Projest Dala Pricr 7-12 Honths Pree 4-6 Noolhs Cument - 3 Manlhs Qverad Trend
] Yo'z # of Comp ble Sakss (Seltvid) imsyeasing I 1 Stabe Daciring
B Abscmfion Rate (Tels Salsyoaths) [T ieasioq [[_] Sk |[) Dl
B To'z) & of Aciva Compaieb'a LIsStis [0 Dactang [ JStabs [ | keeeashg
B |fontis of Unkt Sunply (Toial Listngs/Ab.Rate) Decinng I 1 Subs (] kereasiog

PN £ Torechsure sates (RED s3ss) a factor o e project? [TV [Jho  \fyes, inGicais Ui number of REQ Estings and expialn tha trends in fstings ard s3bs of
Toracksed propeties. _

Sumimarize 2 above vends and eddress theimpact on 1h3 subjcl Wt end proect.

n&ﬂ o 73

i Slanature
[ Appeaista lamz _ Andrea Tameron Supervisary Anpratser Hams
Compry Narmm __ Gaifomla Strest Appralsals Company Ham?
) Comnar Address 3821 Caffounia Strest, San Franeisco, CA 4118 Company Address

State UcenseCedification # AR026681 Sl cA Stals HoenseCectiticaton # Siale

Emall Addess  andrea.tsmeron @sboglabal.nat Ermed Address

Fredde MacForm 71 March 2009 Page 1 of 1 Fannie Mas Form JCOAMC - March 2008

Fom 10044402 — VSNTOTAL" eppraisel sofivars by & l made, b, — 1-B0D-ALAMODE




petitiondocx | Download v

1 ofl

EXHIBIT C - PAGE 1/8

Existing single family
home {1380 sf)

Proposed single family
home exceedin: $000 sf

bullding (2060 sf)
o

Noa-cocforming apartmest
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L

il

width of adjacest
homs at setback

S B

expected transitional
width at setback

expected transitional
helght

building at st-eet

width of adjacent apartment

The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a1
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborho
(even twice as large as the muiti-unit apartment building at the corner of Laidley). Itis’
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhooc
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Discretionary Re
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors ant
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of ti
current home in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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Existinge single farmily

home {1380 sf)

width of adjacent

home at setback

1783 Noe Sn;eet Front Elevation

expected transitional

height

Proposed single family
home exceeding 5000 of

expected transitional
width at setback

wiath of adjacent apartment
buildirg at street

The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twice as large as the multi-unit apartment building at the corner of Laidley). It is taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable nelghborhood -sized
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Dlscretlonary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors and ask
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the

current home in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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1783 Noe Street: Front Elevation

g inge o snge iy EXH!S!T C - PAGE3/8

home (1380 sf) home exceeding 5000

4 ! v

| i L

width of adjacent expacted transitional width of adjacent apartinent
home at setback width at setback building at street

expected transitional
height

The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twice as large as the multi-unit apartment building at the corner of Laidley). It is taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhood-sized
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Discretionary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors and ask
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the
current home in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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Existiog stugle famify

home (1330 sf}

1783 Noe Street: Front Elevation

Proposed single family
homa exceeding 5000 sf
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The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twice as large as the multi-unit apartment building at the comer of Laidley). It is taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhood-sized
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Discretionary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors and ask
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the
current home in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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1783 Noe Street: Frant Elevation

Existing single famlly
home (1350 )

r___'_-. T

width of adjacent expected transhional width of adjatent apartment
home at sethadk wigth at setback building at suest

expected transitional

height

The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twic: as large as the multi-unit apartment building at the corner of Laidley). It is taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhood-sized
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Discretionary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors and ask
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the
current home in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twice: as large as the muiti-unit apartment puilding at the comer of Laidiey). It is taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhood—sized
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Dis! jonary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors-and ask
the Planning Commission to defnty the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the
current home in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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1783 Noe Street: Front Eievation

Existing single family Proposed single family L .
home {1380 sf) home exceeding 5000 sf EXH‘
! ot
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width of adjacent expected transitional width of adjacent apartment
home at setback width at setback building at stveet
expected transitional

height

The proposed single family home at 1783 Noe Street will be over 5000 sf excluding a two-car
garage, about 300 percent larger than the average home in the immediate neighborhood
(even twice as large as the multi-unit apartment building at the corner of Laidley). It is taller,
wider and larger than every other building and is replacing an affordable neighborhood-sized
home that could be remodeled for a modest addition. We support the Discretionary Review
Applications filed on the demolition and new construction permits by our neighbors and ask
the Planning Commission to deny the demolition and allow a modest enlargement of the
current home in a way that fits in with the scale of our neighborhood.
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Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
Foy Sal Lise iy

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

viD C. Rizzoud

74/74A HARPER STREET G4 D 4IDE26 523

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

gﬁgo FF 61 E%N - ZIP CODE: * TELEPHONE:
2351 97 Stre€eT, Swfeeawasco  T410% 4D 2i8 8L

. CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: Ex r a 05
Same as Above (
~ ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:
( )
£-MAIL ADDRESS:
drizzol (»ao |. com
2. Location and Classification
- STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ' 2IP CODE:
1763 NOE € G4
1163 Noe STREET | 121
LAIDLEY STREET
ASSESSORS BLOCKLOT: " LOTDIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (SQFT): | ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
0652 1016A40X100 4000 RH-|/40-%
3. Project Description
Please check all that apply
Change of Use []  Change of Hours ] New Construction Alterations []  Demolition ]  Other []
Additions to Building: Rear[]  Front[]  Height[]  Side Yard []
Present or Previous Use: RE& D EACE.
Proposed Use: RE.§I pEU cE
Building Permit Application No. ZQ\ 407_[[[67_4:_ Date Filed: M AY Zg),, Z 1y




4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Reqguest

Prior Action

YES

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? .

o

ﬁﬁ O 3‘

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.

APPLLCANT  WAS NoT WILLING (o MAKE. PESIGN

CHANGES To THE FReJECT

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012

S)/Z\cA'r(OM



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
Fow Dot sy sty

Discretionary Review Request

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

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

OEE. _ATTACHMENT

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:

SEC_ATTACHMENT

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?

SEE AT TACHMENT




Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

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

DAviD C. KizzoLl OUVINER

QOwner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.20 12



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUWBER:

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please ch?ek correct column) : DR APPLICATION
Application, with all blanks completed
Address labels (original), if applicable
Address labels kcopy of the above), if applicable

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns
Convenant or Deed Restrictions
Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

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

X 0¥ = XXX SN

NOTES:

[ Required Material.

2 Optional Material.

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

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: o ] Date:




DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST FOR BUILDING PERMIT
APPLICATION 201407111074 (NEW CONSTRUCTION) FOR A NEW
RESIDENCE AT 1783 NOE STREET BLOCK/LOT NO. 6652/016A

Introduction

The proposed design for the new residence at 1783 Noe Street is extremely large and
out of scale with existing residences on Noe Street between Laidley & 30th Streets. It
extends the high wall of the existing apartment building at the corner of Noe & Laidley
another 40 or so feet to the North and carries its 3 story bulk eastward toward the
residence at 72 Harper Street and along side the 74A Harper Street residence dwarfing
this Cottage.

There are two additional applications for Discretionary Review that address Community
concerns related to the bulk, height, foot print, and square footage of the design for the
proposed new residence at 1783 Noe Street. My family, adult sons Zachary & Max and
daughter Samantha reside at 74 & 74A Harper Street. My daughter & | have
participated in the discussions with the community and we support the efforts of the
Community explained in the two other applications for Discretionary Review. The
following Request for Discretionary Review relates to the physical impacts that the
proposed 1783 Noe Street Residence will have on our Cottage at 74A Harper Street
that in my opinion and best professional judgement are not reasonable.

1. Reason for Requesting Discretionary Review

There are aspects of the proposed design for the new residence at 1783 Noe Street that
have direct physical impact on the adjacent 74A Harper Street Cottage Residence and
impose a San Francisco Building Code violation. This Cottage was constructed in 1908
after the 1906 Great Earthquake & Fire. The North wall of the Cottage was built a few
inches from the North Property line, the South Property line of the lot at 1783 Noe Street
Block/Lot 6652/016A. The South wall of the proposed 1783 Noe residence, as
illustrated Winder Gibson Architects drawings, will be built a few inches off the South
Property Line and a few inches away from the North Wall of the 74A Harper Street
Cottage for approximately 16 feet of its total length. This wall will cover nearly half of
the Living Room window, the entirety of the windows for the stair leading to the
basement and a small window in the basement level, as is illustrated in the drawings
provided by Winder Gibson Architects. The foundations of this wall will impact the
foundation stability of the North wall of the Cottage. There will no longer be access to
the 16 feet of the North wall of the Cottage and maintenance of the wood siding,
windows, rain gutters and so forth will no longer be possible.

2. Unreasonable Impacts

A. The San Francisco Building Code Regulations requires natural ventilation and natural
light from the exterior for occupied rooms such as the living room, dining room,
bedrooms and so forth. The Cottage at 74A Harper Street contain a small living
room and dining room in the North side with double hung windows in the North wall,
2 small bedrooms on the South side, a small kitchen & bathroom on the West side
and a porch on the East side with a total area less than 600 square feet. The lower



level under the living room, dining room & east bedroom is a low headroom
basement storage area and there is crawl space under the west bedroom, bathroom
& kitchen. A stair to the basement is located on the north side of the kitchen along the
North property line with casement windows in the north wall. A laundry room is under
the porch on the east side.

1) The area of the living room is 113.4 sq. feet. The SFBC requires the open

area for natural ventilation to be 4% of the floor area and glass area for natural

light to be 8% of the floor area. This calculates to 4.53 sq. ft. for natural
ventilation and 9.07 sq. ft. for natural light. The available area of the window that
is blocked by the proposed new south wall of 1783 Noe Street is reduced to 8 sq.
ft. of clear unobstructed area for natural light thus imposing a building code
violation on the 74A Harper Street Cottage. This is an unreasonable impact and
imposes a building code violation.

2) Natural light and ventilation for the stair off the kitchen to the basement is from
the casement windows along the north wall. The proposed new south wall of
1783 Noe Street will block the existing natural light and ventilation for this stair
completely. A 100% reduction of natural light and ventilation is an
unreasonable impact.

3) Natural light for the basement is from 2 small windows in the north wall. The
proposed new south wall of 1783 Noe Street will block the natural light from
one of these two windows completely. A 50% reduction of natural light is an
unreasonable impact.

Note: All windows in the North wall of the Cottage are along the property line separating
the 74/74A Harper Street lot and the 1783 Noe Street lot. This is not in compliance with
the current SFPC or SFBC but because the Cottage was constructed in 1908, long
before either code existed, the windows are allowed to remain but not be altered.

B. The proximity of the 1783 Noe Street proposed south wall foundation excavation to
the 74A Harper cottage north wall foundations violates the “area of influence” of the
gravity loading on soils that support these foundations. The present condition of the
existing foundation is somewhat tenuous. The disruption of soils on the north side of
the existing foundation necessary to construct the foundations for the south wall of
1783 Noe Street will most likely lead to a foundation failure. This is an unreasonable
impact.

Note: The flooring of the 74A Harper Street Cottage is an Oak & Wainut wood floor

assemblage of paralielogram shapes that create light & dark hexagon & star patterns

bordered by an inticate pattern of small Walnut & Oak blocks. This floor was installed
and may have been designed by an out of work craftsman during the Great Depression.

My research over the last 30 years has not discovered a similar installation in any

mansions, castles, books on unique wood flooring or any other building types. This may

be a one of a kind installation. The excavation for the foundations of the proposed 1783

Noe Street South Wall may cause failure of the 74A Harper Cottage North Wall

foundations that could result in major damage to the wood floor, the North Wall, roof

area and so forth.



C. The 1783 Noe Street proposed south wall is located 2 inches north of the south
property line. This will leave a gap of approximately 4 inches between this south
wall and approximately 16 feet of the north exterior wall of the 74A Harper Street
Cottage. This will prevent maintenance of the wood siding and windows on this
portion of the Cottage’s north wall. This is an unreasonable impact.

D. Walls on side property lines are now required to be of fire rated construction.This
was not a requirement in 1908 and the existing North Wall of 74A is not fire rated.
The proposed construction of the South Wall of 1783 Noe Street will need to
recognize this. The SF Building Department may require additional fire rating for the
construction of the proposed South Wall of 1783 Noe Street

3. Changes Necessary to Reduce Unreasonable Impact

The Lot at 74/74A Harper Street is zoned R-1 which allows for 1 single family residence.

This zoning occurred long after the two residences were constructed on the lot in 1915.

The two residences were allowed to remain with the stipulation that improvements/

alterations to the 74A Cottage that require a building permit are not allowed however

maintenance/repairs to existing conditions are allowed.

A. The proposed design of the 1783 Noe south wall indicates a 12 foot long by 3 foot
deep light well extending from the roof level to the floor of the 2nd floor. This 3 foot
deep light well could be extended down to the first floor and to the east along the
south property line for all three floors & the roof level to the east wall of the second
floor master bedroom, 19’-6”. The depth could be increased to 6 feet at the 2nd floor
Master Bedroom Terrace extending to the east edge of this terrace and down to the
floor of Office at the first floor. These changes create a 3 foot setback to the north of
the south property line with a 6 foot setback at the 2nd floor terrace and first floor
office. See Attached Drawings. These are minimal changes to the proposed 1783
Noe Street design and will reduce but not eliminate the risk of potential foundation
failure at the 74A Harper Coftage, retain existing natural light for the Cottage Living
Room thus not impose a building code violation, retain existing natural light for the
stair to basement level and for the basement level, and allow adequate space for
maintenance of the north wall, windows, gutters and so forth, and may alleviate
potential Building Department requirements for increased fire rated construction of
the South Wall of proposed 1783 Noe Street Residence.
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. ..~

August 25, 2015

By Hand Delivery

President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 1783 Noe Street — Brief in Opposition to Discretionary Review Request
Our File: 8908.01

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

Our office represents 1783 Noe Street, LLC (“Project Sponsor”), owner of the
property located at 1783 Noe Street (the “Property””). The Property is currently improved
with a significantly under-sized single-family home. The Project Sponsor proposes to replace
the existing improvements with a family-sized, single-family home (the “Project”).

Project Sponsor has been sensitive to concerns about how the Project fits into the
neighborhood, as well as the Planning Department staff’s design guidance. The Project has
been modified multiple times, demonstrating the Project Sponsor’s willingness to work to
design a project that is compatible with the existing neighborhood. In fact, the Project before
this Commission contains the majority of the modifications requested by one of the three DR
requestors (the other DR requestors have so far refused to suggest any specific design
changes).

The Project will replace an undersized home that is in disrepair with a modern,
family-sized home that more appropriately fits the Property’s 40-foot wide lot. It has been
determined by staff to be consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines and is fully
consistent with the Planning Code. It will provide a home for a San Francisco family, doing
its part to ease our current housing crisis.

A. Project Description

Currently, the Property is improved with a small, approximately 1435-square-foot
habitable space structure that is in a state of disrepair. Plumbing, electrical and heating are all
outdated, not functioning and unsafe. The structure is substandard and has been poorly
altered many times over the years. The existing foundation is brick. The existing non-original
exterior shingles are failing. The existing non-original single-glazed aluminum windows
hardly open and are not efficient. In short, the current building is largely uninhabitable. The
property was owner-occupied for many years before it was purchased by the Project Sponsor,
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and is now awaiting owner-occupation pending permits. Therefore, the Project does not
eliminate rental housing.

The Project would demolish the existing improvements—including the concrete slab
servicing the current building’s basement-level garage—and construct a 4,488-square-foot,
three-story single-family home. The project provides a fully-code compliant front yard at 15
feet with additional setbacks at the north side and third floor. Side setbacks are provided even
though they are not required. The majority of the north side is set back 5 feet from the
property line. The majority of the south side is set back 3 feet from the property line. In
addition, the project provides a fully code-compliant rear yard and includes additional rear
setbacks at the second and third floors. The third floor provides a 36-38 foot setback where
only 25 feet is required.

The third floor is not a full floor: it is set back 22-25 feet from the front property line
(7-10 feet from the front of the new home), 5 feet from the north property line, 3 feet from
the majority of the south property line, and is pulled back 36-38 feet from the rear property
line. All of these reductions are voluntary and not in response to Planning Code
requirements. It should also be noted that this project features an upside-down floor plan with
the primary living space at the third floor. Therefore, additional reductions at this level would
result in significant usability issues with the home.

Combined, these voluntary increased setbacks maintain significant light and air
access to the Property’s neighbors. The front setback will contain a number of landscaping
features, consistent with existing neighborhood condition. A roof terrace is located on the
rear of the building, more than 40 feet from the front property line, and is accessible from an
interior stair to a slide-across skylight—meaning there is no rooftop penthouse.

As explained in more detail below, the Project has been sculpted to fit with the
existing context of the neighborhood and to respect the light and air concerns raised by the
one DR requestor to propose any alternatives to the Project’s design.

B. Neighborhood Outreach and Design Development

The Project Sponsor has spent a significant amount of time and effort to gather and
respond to concerns from the DR requestors, both before and after the Project’s building
permits were filed. In addition, the Project has been significantly reduced in size from its
initial conception. Design changes in response to neighbor concerns and in dialogue with the
Planning Department include the following compared with the original filing:

e A 3-foot setback on all floors on the majority of the southern side of the property;

e An increased front setback on the 3rd story of 5 feet;
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e A front setback of 5 feet on the northern (down-slope) segment of the 2nd story,
providing a more articulated and scaled facade;

e Significant mass reduction at the southeast corner of the rear facade at the second
floor, with an increase rear setback of 8 feet;

e Relocating the stair to the rooftop terrace as an interior stair coming up to a slide-
across skylight.

Diagrams of the mass reduction at the front and the rear have been provided to assist
in understanding the changes that have already occurred in the design since the original pre-
application meeting. See Exhibit A.

The net effect of these changes is to ensure access to light and air for adjacent
neighbors, preserve access to view corridors for neighbors located above the Property—
including those across Laidley Street more than 100 feet from the site, maintain the
prevailing pattern of mid-block open space, and design an articulated and properly-scaled
building as viewed from the pedestrian realm.

Of the three DR requestors, only one suggested alternatives to the Project as it was
originally designed: Mr. Rizolli, who lives in a rear cottage that is directly south of the
Project site. The current Project as designed has incorporated the majority of the changes Mr.
Rizolli suggested as well as additional mass reduction. Nevertheless, as of this writing Mr.
Rizolli has refused to withdraw his DR request.

The project architect has been highly proactive in neighborhood outreach and direct
communications with the neighbors, including the DR filers. Following the Pre-Application
meeting, the project architect circulated copies of all drawings and renderings and began
work with the Planning Department and RDT to address both the neighbors' concerns (as
documented in the Pre-application concern list) and the RDG implementation for the project.

Once the Planning Department was satisfied with the project, the project architect
voluntarily emailed a revised set of plans and renderings for the project to every single
person who had requested the drawings from the pre-application meeting. The email was an
offer to dialogue about the Project to see if the changes made in Planning satisfied the
concerns raised, as the Project team believed that they had. Not a single person responded to
the email or gave an indication that a dialogue was desired or a DR would be filed.

Following the original pre-application meeting, the project architect engaged in an
email dialogue with Sean Harrington, keeping him abreast of the changes to the project
during Planning Review. The project architect visited Harrington’s property to meet with
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Harrington and take additional measurements to facilitate the inclusion of Harrington's rear
facade overlaid on the Project's south facade, and to allow the production of accurate
renderings of the view of the Project from Harrington's property. Harrington produced a
lengthy list of demands for drawings and renderings, and the Project team worked with him
to provide what was needed to understand the Project. Prior to the Section 311 meeting, the
project architect met with Harrington in person and again requested dialogue, offering
concrete and productive changes that were repeatedly either ignored or rebuffed by
Harrington. Harrington indicated that he would file a DR and cut off the dialogue.

The project architect also met with David Rizzoli in person after the original pre-
application meeting and offered specific remedies to Rizzoli's concerns about the rear
cottage, including an offer to pay for the replacement of Rizzoli's side foundation and the
relocation of an affected window. The project architect was under the impression that this
offer was well received and heard nothing further from Rizzoli until the DR was filed.
Therefore, Rizzoli's DR came as a complete surprise. The project architect reached out to
Rizzoli several times after the DR was filed before finally getting him on the phone to offer
to institute the majority of Rizzoli's requests in the DR. Rizzoli refused to discuss the project
and stated that, even if all his requested changes were made, he would still go to hearing on
the DR.

Other than his attendance at the original Pre-Application meeting, Ed Tansev has
engaged in no dialogue with the project architect or sponsor, even after they voluntarily
shared the revised project plans and renderings with him by email. Accordingly, Tansev's DR
filing came as a complete surprise. After Tansev filed the DR, the project architect’s business
partner, John Winder, reached out to Tansev by email and phone and, after several attempts,
spoke with him by phone. Winder and Tansev have a past relationship from Winder's work
on the Yerba Buena Lofts project of which Tansev was the developer. Tansev did not offer
any concrete suggestions of reasonable changes that could be made to the project to satisfy
him and stated that he intended to go to the DR hearing.

The development of the Project design demonstrates Project Sponsor’s willingness to
be flexible and work with both Planning Department staff and neighbors who provide
substantive feedback or project alternatives. As discussed above, the Project’s current design
reflects the majority of the changes proposed by Mr. Rizolli. Despite the numerous
modifications made to the Project, it appears that the DR requestors are simply unwilling to
accept a new building at the Property to replace the run down and unsafe structure that is
there currently, despite the fact that the Planning Department has determined that the Project
design is fully code-compliant, and consistent with all relevant aspects of the Residential
Design Guidelines.
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C. The Project Complies with the Residential Design Guidelines

DR requestor Sean Harrington’s house is immediately south of and uphill from the
Property—meaning he stands to lose a north-facing view of downtown San Francisco. Mr.
Harrington’s primary argument is that the Project does not comply with the Residential
Design Guidelines. While Mr. Harrington lists a number of design principles and guidelines,
he fails to explain the criteria and steps set out for new development to comply with these
Guidelines. As explained in detail below, the Project as currently designed is actually
consistent with the Guidelines’ relevant design criteria:

1. Rear Yard Cottages. Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light to
adjacent cottages. Even though buildings in rear yards are non-complying
structures that can adversely impact a block’s pattern of interior open space, new
buildings should be designed to reduce light impacts to the cottage. Specific
design features include providing side setbacks at the rear of the building, and
minimizing rear projections such as decks and stairs." From the Guidelines:
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This illustration shows a new building permitted This ilustration shows a new building that
under the Planning Code. The building's design provides a side setback fo reduce the
has not been modified fo minimize light impacts impact an light fo the cottage.

to the adjacent cottage, and further restricts the
mid-block open space.

The Project’s design respects Mr. Rizolli’s rear cottage, as well as Mr. Harrington’s
rear yard to the west of Mr. Rizolli’s cottage. The majority of the Project is set back a total of
three feet from this property line on all stories fronting Mr. Rizolli’s and Mr. Harrington’s
properties. A significant portion of the second story is further set back 16 feet from this
property line. Earlier iterations of the Project proposed a stairway on the northern portion of
the Property, leading from a rear deck on the second story onto the roof. The stairs have been

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480

REUBEN.JUN'US & ROSELLP www.reubenlaw.com



President Fong and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
August 25, 2015

Page 6

relocated as an interior stair, coming up to a slide-across skylight, minimizing the impact on
Mr. Rizolli and Mr. Harrington.

2. Front Setback. In areas with varied front setbacks, building setbacks should be
designed to act as a transition between adjacent buildings, and to unify the
overall streetscape.” Facades should be articulated with well-defined building
entrances and projecting and recessed facade features, creating “steps” that
create a transition between adjacent buildings.

The Project’s front fagade is set back 15 feet from the front property line,
transitioning along Noe Street from the neighboring building to the south that provides no
setback to the adjacent building at 1775 Noe Street, which provides an approximately 38 foot
front setback. The Project incorporates a significant 7-10 foot setback at the third story, and a
5-foot setback on the northern portion of the second story. These features provide a sense of
scale and articulation on the front facade in “steps,” so that the Project transitions between
the adjacent buildings.

3. Landscaping. Landscaping must be an integral part of the Project’s design.
Landscape areas should be of a meaningful size for planting. Paved areas should
be minimized, with driveways covered in permeable surfaces.’

The Project incorporates a number of landscaping features, as shown on the
landscaping plan included with the site permit. Moving from south to north, these features
include a U-shaped planting area framing a decomposed granite patio, a permeable paver
driveway with planting strips, and a planting area separating the permeable driveway from
the walkway leading to the front door.

4. Light. In areas with a dense building pattern, some reduction of light to
neighboring buildings can be expected. A number of design features can be
incorporated to minimize impacts on light, including setbacks on upper floors,
shared light wells, open railings on decks and stairs, and using a fire-rated roof.*

The Project incorporates each of these features, ensuring adequate light and air to Mr.
Rizolli’s back cottage, which is located immediately to the south of the Property. A 3-foot
wide side setback from the shared property line is incorporated at all levels—the standard
depth of light wells. The second floor is set back from the rear yard a total of 36 feet on the
southern portion of that story, further ensuring adequate light and air to Mr. Rizolli’s rear
cottage. The roof deck is fire-rated and features open railings, increasing light to uphill
neighbors. Additionally, the Project’s rooftop is accessible by an interior stair with a slide-
across skylight, negating the need for any rooftop penthouse features.
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5. Building Scale at the Street. If a proposed building is taller than surrounding
buildings, modifying building depth through upper-story setbacks and using a
fire-rated roof to eliminate the need for a building parapet are appropriate
features to ensure that a larger building is in scale and compatible with smaller
buildings.’

The Project is actually not taller than the surrounding buildings, as there are many
three-story buildings on the block face. The adjacent neighbor to the north is 3 tall stories.
The neighbor to the south has a gabled roof third story which becomes a flat roof at the rear.
Therefore, no upper story setback is actually required in this case. Nonetheless, the Project’s
third story is set back between 7-10 feet from street level, with the deeper setback located on
the northern (i.e. down-sloped) portion of the building so as to maintain an appropriate visual
scale moving down the hill. The Project also incorporates a fire-rated roof.

6. Building Scale at Mid-Block Open Space. Height and depth of new buildings can
impact existing mid-block open space, particularly in blocks with an existing
strong mid-block open space pattern. Upper floor setbacks, notches at the rear,
side setbacks, and a reduction in building footprint are all design features that
can respond to concerns about mid-block open space.

The subject block does not have a well-defined pattern of mid-block open space.
Indeed, Mr. Rizolli’s own rear cottage is located in the middle of the block, and the three
buildings to the north of the Property along Noe Street are similarly built well into a standard
mid-block area. In many respects, a project at the Property built equal to the rear of these
structures would be more consistent with the prevailing mid-block character.

In any event, the Project does incorporate a number of design features to minimize
the building's scale in the rear. As noted above, there is a 3-foot setback at all floors fronting
both Mr. Harrington’s lot and Mr. Rizolli’s rear cottage. Moreover, a significant notch
feature has been added on the southeastern portion of the second story. The proposed outdoor
stair leading to the roof has been relocated to the interior. The third floor is set 8-10 feet back
from the further projection of the second floor. Therefore, the project has been sculpted to
step back and away from the open space and ensure light and air reach the open space, and
the midblock open space is consistent with the dominant urban pattern in San Francisco. Mr.
Harrington’s lot is one lot in from the corner, and lots in that position commonly face the side
walls of buildings facing the street around the corner. In fact, the rear yards at 76 Harper and
78 Harper both face the flank of Mr. Harrington's house.

The Project’s relevant design features comply with the Guidelines and ensure that its
building scale and orientation respect existing conditions. The Project is completely code-
compliant, provides all setbacks requested by Mr. Rizolli, and appropriately provides a sense
of scale and articulation so that the Project transitions between the adjacent buildings. In fact,
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it appears the DR requestors may simply misunderstand the impact the proposed project will
have on their views. As demonstrated in Exhibit B, the diagram one of the DR requestors
filed grossly overstates the Project’s impact on views from Laidley Street.

D. Project Scale

All three DR requestors raise the issue of the overall scale of the building, while
repeatedly misstating the scale as “over 5,000 sf” or 5,500 square feet. In truth, the habitable
square footage was only 4,754 square feet at the time of Section 311 mailing, and has now
been reduced to 4,488 square feet. To make their case about a prevailing scale of houses, the
DR requestors have submitted an area plan showing square footages based on tax records.
However, tax records are often low, not accounting for all developed space and not noting
potential developable space already within the building envelope, including basements,
ground floor spaces and attics. The DR requestors also neglect to provide the square footages
of any houses on the southwest side of Laidley Street. This is relevant because 1783 Noe
Street is the last house on Noe and essentially faces Laidley. There are numerous larger
homes on Laidley, including 76 Laidley (3,512 square feet), 84 Laidley (3,418 square feet),
90 Laidley (3,312 square feet), 112 Laidley (3,213 square feet) and 132 Laidley (3,322
square feet). Several of these homes and others are also under construction with vertical and
horizontal additions.

It must be emphasized that 1783 Noe Street is an unusual 40 foot wide lot. It has
4,000 square feet in lot area, and accordingly can support a larger home while maintaining
the density and lot coverage typical for the area. Imagine for a moment that this were a
typical 25 foot wide lot. If we were to slice off 15 feet of our project, our proposed building
would have an area of only 2,805 square feet, which is well within the norm for the area. The
project sponsor should not be restricted to building a smaller building when it is placed on a
larger lot and entirely appropriate for the lot size.

The Project has a lot coverage of 2,018 square feet — only a 50 percent lot coverage.
Furthermore, as already demonstrated, the building tapers in from all sides as it rises. The top
floor is only 1,296 square feet, representing only a 32 percent lot coverage. To compare,
Harrington’s property at 105 Laidley has approximately a 48 percent lot coverage including
his side garage. Rizzoli’s property at 74 and 74A Harper has approximately a 48 percent lot
coverage including his front and back buildings.

The Project not a ‘monster home’ as characterized by the DR requestors. It is well
scaled to its 4,000-square-foot lot and has been sensitively designed to taper and step in as it
rises in proper relation to all of the neighboring structures. The Project follows dominant
patterns of lot coverage and provides generous front and rear yards as well as side setbacks.
This project is a good neighbor and fits the context of the neighborhood.
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E. The Project Was Properly Appraised

DR requestor Ed Tansev, who requested Discretionary Review of the demolition
permit, argues that Planning Staff erroneously determined that the project’s appraised value
exceeds $1.506 million, the current 80" percentile value of single-family homes in San
Francisco. This argument is without merit. The Project Sponsor provided an appraisal
prepared by First Republic Bank demonstrating that the value of the Property in its current
condition was $1.705 million, as of May 22, 2014. (Exhibit C.) The Project’s demolition
permit was filed on July 11, 2014, well within the 6-month validity period for appraisals,
pursuant to Section 317.°

Mr. Tansev did not provide a new appraisal prepared by a bank or other qualified
appraiser. Instead, he relied on “estimates” of the Property’s value from the real estate
websites Zillow and Trulia, as they appeared in May 2015. That is simply insufficient to
refute a professionally-prepared appraisal. As an indication of how inaccurate and misleading
these websites can be, as of August 14, 2015, Zillow’s “Zestimate®” of the Property was
actually $1,559,787, exceeding the current 80" percentile threshold. (Exhibit D.)

F. Conclusion

The Project Sponsor proposes a new, badly-needed family-sized San Francisco home
that is sensitive to and respectful of the existing built environment in the neighborhood. It is
scaled, set back, and articulated in a fashion to minimize impacts on adjacent neighbors, a
difficult task on a large 40-foot wide lot located towards the top of a hill, with three
neighboring lots located uphill from the Property.

The Project Sponsor has agreed to the majority of the design modifications suggested
by the only DR requestor who provided design requests. However, that DR requestor, Mr.
Rizolli, now refuses to withdraw his request. It appears that the DR requestors have taken the
position that they simply will not accept any new construction project at the site. Therefore,
the Project Sponsor has no choice but to proceed to hearing. As demonstrated above, the
Project is reasonable in design and appropriate for the area, and, therefore, does not raise
“exceptional or extraordinary circumstances” necessary for the DR request to be approved.
Therefore we respectfully request your support for the Project.

Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP
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Jody Knight
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Enclosures

cc: Vice President Cindy Wu
Commissioner Michael Antonini
Commissioner Rich Hillis
Commissioner Christine Johnson
Commissioner Kathrin Moore
Commissioner Dennis Richards
Jonas lonin — Commission Secretary
Tina Chang — Current Planner

! San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (“Guidelines™), pg. 21.

2 Guidelines, pgs. 12-13.

® Guidelines, pg. 14.

* Guidelines, pg. 16.

> Guidelines, pgs. 24-25.

® See San Francisco Building Permit Application No. 2014-07-111073, filed July 11, 2014.
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FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
111 Pine Street, San Francisco, CA 94111
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Main File No. CSA15-0515] Page #1

California Street Appraisals
3821 California Street
San Francisco, CA 94118

05/27/2014

FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
111 Pine Street
San Francisco, CA 94111

Re: Property: 1783 Noe St
San Francisco, CA 94131
Borrower: 1783 Noe Street, LLC
File No.: CSA15-0515

In accordance with your request, we have appraised the above referenced property. The report of that appraisal is attached.

The purpose of this appraisal is to estimate the market value of the property described in this appraisal report, as improved, in
unencumbered fee simple title of ownership.

This report is based on a physical analysis of the site and improvements, a locational analysis of the neighborhood and city, and an
economic analysis of the market for properties such as the subject. The appraisal was developed and the report was prepared in

accordance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

The value conclusions reported are as of the effective date stated in the body of the report and contingent upon the certification and
limiting conditions attached.

It has been a pleasure to assist you. Please do not hesitate to contact me or any of my staff if we can be of additional service to you.

Sincerely,

Andrea Tameron

Certified Residential Appraiser # AR026681
California Street Appraisals
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The purpose of this summary appraisal report is to provide the lender/client with an accurate, and adequately supported, opinion of the market value of the subject property.

Property Address 1783 Noe St City san Francisco Statt cA  Zip Code 94131
Borrower 1783 Noe Street, LLC Owner of Public Record 1783 Noe Street, LLC County San Francisco
Legal Description LOT 016A, BLOCK 6652
Assessor’s Parcel # 6652-016A Tax Year 2013 R.E. Taxes § 661
5 Neighborhood Name  Glen Park Map Reference  667/G5 Census Tract 0218.00
M Occupant [] Owner [ ] Tenant [X] Vacant Special Assessments $ 0 [JPUD HOA$ o [ ] peryear [ ] per month

] Property Rights Appraised [ Fee Simple [ | Leasehold [ ] Other (describe)

&l Assignment Type [ ] Purchase Transaction  [X] Refinance Transaction [ ] Other (describe)

Lender/Client  FIRST REPUBLIC BANK Address 111 Pine Street, San Francisco, CA 94111

Is the subject property currently offered for sale or has it been offered for sale in the twelve months prior to the effective date of this appraisal? X Yes []No
Report data source(s) used, offering price(s), and date(s).  DOM 24;The data sources used include RealQuest, San Francisco MLS. Offering Price $1,195,000, Listing
Date 04/16/14, Pending Date 05/10/14, SF MLS #419274.

I []did [] did not analyze the contract for sale for the subject purchase transaction. Explain the results of the analysis of the contract for sale or why the analysis was not
performed.

O

B4 Contract Price § Date of Contract Is the property seller the owner of public record? [ ]Yes [ |No Data Source(s)

4 s there any financial assistance (loan charges, sale concessions, gift or downpayment assistance, etc.) to be paid by any party on behalf of the borrower? [JYes []No
18] If Yes, report the total dollar amount and describe the items to be paid.

0]

Note: Race and the racial composition of the neighborhood are not appraisal factors.

Neighborhood Characteristics One-Unit Housing Trends One-Unit Housing Present Land Use %
Location [X] Urban [ ] Suburban [ ] Rural Property Values [ Increasing [ ] Stable [ Declining PRICE AGE | One-Unit 50 %
PN Built-Up [ Over 75% [ 125-75% [ | Under 25% | Demand/Supply [ Shortage [ ] InBalance [ ] Over Supply | $ (000) (yrs) | 2-4 Unit 35 %
8 Growth [ ] Rapid X Stable ] Slow Marketing Time [X] Under 3mths [ ] 3-6mths [ ] Over6mths | 615 Low 1 | Multi-Family 10 %
Re Neighborhood Boundaries  30th St and Noe Valley (north), Dolores St, San Jose Ave, (east), San Jose Ave, Stillings | 3,100 High 130 | Commercial 5%
8 Ave, and Bosworth St (south), O'Shaughnessy Blvd, Glen Canyon Park, and Diamond Heights (west). 1,327 Pred. 90 | Other %

P Neighborhood Description  See attached addenda.

Market Conditions (including support for the above conclusions)  See attached addenda.

Dimensions 40' x 100" Area 4000 sf Shape Rectangular View B;CtySky;
Specific Zoning Classification RH1 Zoning Description Residential - House, One-Family

Zoning Compliance [ Legal [ ] Legal Nonconforming (Grandfathered Use) [ ] No Zoning [ | lllegal (describe)

Is the highest and best use of subject property as improved (or as proposed per plans and specifications) the present use?  [X] Yes [ ] No If No, describe

Utilities Public  Other (describe) Public  Other (describe) Off-site Inprovements - Type Public  Private
W Electricity <] [ Water X [ Street Asphalt X ]
7] Gas X O Sanitary Sewer [X] O Alley None [] []

FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area [ ] Yes [X] No FEMA Flood Zone N FEMA Map # 0602980001N FEMA Map Date 07/05/1984

Are the utilities and off-site improvements typical for the market area? <] Yes [ | No If No, describe

Are there any adverse site conditions or external factors (easements, encroachments, environmental conditions, land uses, etc.)? [ ]Yes [XI No IfVYes, describe

No adverse easements, encroachments, or other adverse conditions were noted. No title report was provided or reviewed by the appraiser. The highest and best use
of the site in the appraiser's opinion is the current use at the present time.

General Description Foundation Exterior Description  materials/condition | Interior materials/condition
Units [X] One [ ] One with Accessory Unit ] Concrete Slab X Crawl Space Foundation Walls Concr/Brek/Avg Floors Hdwd/Linol/Avg
# of Stories 1 [ Full Basement [ Partial Basement |Exterior Walls WdShngle/Avg Walls Plster/WdPanel/Avg
Type <] Det. [ ] Att. [ ] S-Det/End Unit |Basement Area 631 sq.ft.|Roof Surface Compshingle/Avg Trim/Finish  wd/Stained/Avg
[X] Existing [ ] Proposed [ ] Under Const.|Basement Finish 48 %|Gutters & Downspouts Metal/Avg Bath Floor  Linol/Avg
Design (Style) Victorian [ Outside Entry/Exit [ ] Sump Pump  |Window Type AlumSldrs/Avg Bath Wainscot Drywall/PlIstr/Avg
Year Built 1904 Evidence of [ ] Infestation Storm Sash/Insulated N/A Car Storage [ | None
Effective Age (Yrs) 30-35 [ | Dampness [ ] Settlement Screens N/A [X| Driveway  # of Cars 1
Attic || None Heating [ | FWA |[ ] HWBB |[ ] Radiant|Amenities || Woodstove(s) # o |Driveway Surface Concrete
[ ] Drop Stair [ ] Stairs IX] Other wallHtr  [Fuel Gas [ ] Fireplace(s) # o [X] Fence wood X Garage  # of Cars 1
["] Floor X Scuttle Cooling [ ] Central Air Conditioning [ ] Patio/Deck None [ ] Porch None [ ] Carport  # of Cars 0
) [ | Finished [ Heated ] Individual [IXI Other None  |[ ] Pool None ["] Other None [ ] Att. [ Det. X Built-in
] Appliances [ Refrigerator [X] Range/Oven [ | Dishwasher [X) Disposal [ | Microwave [X] Washer/Dryer [ ] Other (describe)
] Finished area above grade contains: 4 Rooms 2 Bedrooms 1.0 Bath(s) 882 Square Feet of Gross Living Area Above Grade

o] Additional features (special energy efficient items, etc.).  None noted.

Describe the condition of the property (including needed repairs, deterioration, renovations, remodeling, etc.). C4;No updates in the prior 15 years;See attached addenda.

Are there any physical deficiencies or adverse conditions that affect the livability, soundness, or structural integrity of the property? []Yes [X] No If Yes, describe

Does the property generally conform to the neighborhood (functional utility, style, condition, use, construction, etc.)? X Yes [ ] No If No, describe
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There are 3 comparable properties currently offered for sale in the subject neighborhood ranging in price from $§ 1,100,000 t0$ 1,249,000
Thereare 66  comparable sales in the subject neighborhood within the past twelve months ranging in sale price from $ 1,000,000 t0$ 1,790,000
FEATURE \ SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 1 COMPARABLE SALE # 2 COMPARABLE SALE # 3
Address 1783 Noe St 128 Laidley St 278 Randall St 1753 Noe St
San Francisco, CA 94131 San Francisco, CA 94131 San Francisco, CA 94131 San Francisco, CA 94131

Proximity to Subject 0.06 miles SE 0.08 miles E 0.04 miles N

Sale Price $ $ 1,790,000 $ 1,690,000 $ 1,650,000

Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area $ sq.ft.|$  1194.13 sq.ft. $  1467.01 sqft. §  1269.23 sqift.

Data Source(s) MLS #416001;,D0M 0 MLS #419237,DOM 15 MLS #415847,D0OM 17

Verification Source(s) Doc #L035-101 SP confirmed w/agent Doc #L060-31

VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION | +(-) $ Adjustment | DESCRIPTION | +(-) $ Adjustment | DESCRIPTION | +(-) $ Adjustment

Sales or Financing NonArm ArmLth ArmLth

Concessions None;0 Notreportd;0 None;0

Date of Sale/Time 512/13;c12/13 s05/14,c04/14 s01/14;c01/14

Location B;Res; B;Res; B;Res; B;Res;

Leasehold/Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple

Site 4000 sf 4477 sf +44,000/2879 sf +28,000/3900 sf 0

View B;CtySky; B:CtySky; -25,000| B:CtySky; B;CtySky;

Design (Style) DT1,Victorian DT2;Edwardian 0| DT2;Edwardian 0| DT3;Edwardian 0

Quality of Construction Q3 Q3 Q3 Q3

Actual Age 110 107 0/104 0107 0

Condition c4 c4 -25,000|C4 -25,000/C3 -50,000

Above Grade Total |Bdrms.| Baths | Total |Bdrms.| Baths Total |Bdrms.| Baths Total |Bdrms.| Baths

Room Count 4 2 10| 5] 2 |20 -15,0000 5 | 2 [1.0 o 6] 3 |30 -30,000

Gross Living Area 882 sq.ft. 1,499 sq.ft. -46,000 1,152 sq.ft. -20,000 1,300 sq.t. -31,000

Basement & Finished 631sf303sfwo 255sf255sfwo +20,000| Osf +30,000| Osf +30,000

Rooms Below Grade 0rrObr0.0ba20 | 0rrObr0.0balo 0 0 0
e Functional Utility Average Average Average Average
] Heating/Cooling WallHtrs/None | ElectBsbrd/None 0| Central/None 0| Central/None 0
g Energy Efficient ltems None DblPndWndws 0/None Lwflwtoil./shwrs 0
& Garage/Carport 1gbildw 2gbildw -10,000]| 2ghildw -10,000| 1gbildw +15,000
B Porch/Patio/Deck None Deck,Patio -6,000| Deck -3,000| Deck,HotTh -6,000
fo] Fireplace None None 1F/P -5,000| None
;EE List Price / Orig. List Price N/A LP $1,790,000 0| LP $1,495,000 0|LP $1,650,000 0
o
§ Net Adjustment (Total) [+ X- |8 63000 [+ - [$ 5000 [+ X- [$ -72,000
P Adjusted Sale Price Net Adj. 35% Net Adj. 0.3% Net Adj. 44%
é of Comparables Gross Adj.  10.7%|$ 1,727,000/ Gross Adj. ~ 7.2%|$ 1,685,000/ Gross Adj. ~ 9.8%|$ 1,578,000
%] | < did [ | did not research the sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales. If not, explain

My research [ did [ ] did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the subject property for the three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal.

Data Source(s)  RealQuest, San Francisco MLS

My research [X did [ ] did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the comparable sales for the year prior to the date of sale of the comparable sale.

Data Source(s)  RealQuest, San Francisco MLS

Report the results of the research and analysis of the prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales (report additional prior sales on page 3).

ITEM SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE #1 COMPARABLE SALE #2 COMPARABLE SALE #3
Date of Prior Sale/Transfer 05/19/2014 04/05/2013
Price of Prior Sale/Transfer $1,705,000 $1,550,000
Data Source(s) FSFM-0311400235 Doc #K869-84 RealQuest RealQuest
Effective Date of Data Source(s) 05/22/2014 05/22/2014 05/22/2014 05/22/2014
Analysis of prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales No prior sale for comparables in previous 12 months. Lender provided Final

Statement FSF-0031-FSFM-0311400235 showing 05/19/14 close of escrow for recent sale. The sellers received 9 offers. Comp #1 previous sale on 04/05/13.

Recent sale appears to be a flip.

Prior Sale 03/12/2014, Doc #L.102-637. Sale was a transfer between family.

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach  See attached addenda.

Indicated Value by Sales Comparison Approach $ 1,705,000
Indicated Value by: Sales Comparison Approach$ 1,705,000 Cost Approach (if developed) § 1,745,970 Income Approach (if developed) $

See attached addenda.

z
]
=
<
=

This appraisal is made [X] "asis", [ ] subject to completion per plans and specifications on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the improvements have been

%] completed, [] subject to the following repairs or alterations on the basis of a hypothetical condition that the repairs or alterations have been completed, or [ ] subject to the
8 following required inspection based on the extraordinary assumption that the condition or deficiency does not require alteration or repair: This is considered a summary report of
gé a complete appraisal as defined by SF 2-2(b),USPAP.

Based on a complete visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property, defined scope of work, statement of assumptions and limiting
conditions, and appraiser's certification, my (our) opinion of the market value, as defined, of the real property that is the subject of this report is

$ 1,705,000 ,asof 05/22/2014 , Which is the date of inspection and the effective date of this appraisal.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

COST APPROACH TO VALUE (not required by Fannie Mae)

Provide adequate information for the lender/client to replicate the below cost figures and calculations.

Support for the opinion of site value (summary of comparable land sales or other methods for estimating site value) Land value was obtained by the extraction method,

taking into consideration recent transactions that were considered tear downs in the area. NOTE: The subject property is located in San Francisco, an urban

area that is predominantly built-up and with a lack of vacant land. Land values over 30% of the value of the subject are typical for San Francisco, as
well as the subject's area in Glen Park, and does not affect marketability.

f8] ESTIMATED [ | REPRODUCTION OR _[X] REPLACEMENT COST NEW OPINION OF SITE VALUE = 1,500,000
é Source of cost data Loc Cont/On-line Res DWELLING 882 SoFt. @ $ 400.00 352,800
e Quality rating from cost service Good Effective date of cost data 05/01/2014 Basement 631 Sqft @$ 50.00 31,550
B4 Comments on Cost Approach (gross living area calculations, depreciation, etc.)
g Cost figures were based on the Marshall and Swift cost handbook, local Garage/Carport 256 So.ft. @ $ 100.00 .. 25,600
[8) contractors, and the appraiser's knowledge. Land value was based on the Total Estimate of Cost-New 409,950
abstraction method due to the lack of land sales in the area. High land to value Less Physical Functional External
ratios are typical for the area. The remaining economic life of the subject is Depreciation 163,980 =§( 163,980)
estimated to be 45 vears. Depreciated Cost of Improvements = 245,970
"As-is" Value of Site Improvements =
Estimated Remaining Economic Life (HUD and VA only) 45 Years |INDICATED VALUE BY COSTAPPROACH . __ =$ 1,745,970
INCOME APPROACH TO VALUE (not required by Fannie Mae)
Estimated Monthly Market Rent $ X _Gross Rent Multiplier =$ Indicated Value by Income Approach
Summary of Income Approach (including support for market rent and GRM)
PROJECT INFORMATION FOR PUDs (if applicable)
Is the developer/builder in control of the Homeowners’ Association (HOA)? [ ]Yes [ ] No  Unittype(s) [ ] Detached [ | Attached
Provide the following information for PUDs ONLY if the developer/builder is in control of the HOA and the subject property is an attached dwelling unit.
Legal Name of Project
g Total number of phases Total number of units Total number of units sold
4 Total number of units rented Total number of units for sale Data source(s)
5 Was the project created by the conversion of existing building(s) into a PUD? [ ] Yes [ ] No_If Yes, date of conversion.
8] Does the project contain any multi-dweling units? [ ]Yes [ ] No DataSource
4 Are the units, common elements, and recreation facilities complete? [ 1Yes [ ]No If No, describe the status of completion.
Are the common elements leased to or by the Homeowners’ Association? [ ] Yes [ No If Yes, describe the rental terms and options.
Describe common elements and recreational facilities.
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This report form is designed to report an appraisal of a one-unit property or a one-unit property with an accessory unit;
including a unit in a planned unit development (PUD). This report form is not designed to report an appraisal of a
manufactured home or a unit in a condominium or cooperative project.

This appraisal report is subject to the following scope of work, intended use, intended user, definition of market value,
statement of assumptions and limiting conditions, and certifications. Modifications, additions, or deletions to the intended
use, intended user, definition of market value, or assumptions and limiting conditions are not permitted. The appraiser may
expand the scope of work to include any additional research or analysis necessary based on the complexity of this appraisal
assignment. Modifications or deletions to the certifications are also not permitted. However, additional certifications that do
not constitute material alterations to this appraisal report, such as those required by law or those related to the appraiser’s
continuing education or membership in an appraisal organization, are permitted.

SCOPE OF WORK: The scope of work for this appraisal is defined by the complexity of this appraisal assignment and the
reporting requirements of this appraisal report form, including the following definition of market value, statement of
assumptions and limiting conditions, and certifications. The appraiser must, at a minimum: (1) perform a complete visual
inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property, (2) inspect the neighborhood, (3) inspect each of the
comparable sales from at least the street, (4) research, verify, and analyze data from reliable public and/or private sources,
and (5) report his or her analysis, opinions, and conclusions in this appraisal report.

INTENDED USE: The intended use of this appraisal report is for the lender/client to evaluate the property that is the
subject of this appraisal for a mortgage finance transaction.

INTENDED USER: The intended user of this appraisal report is the lender/client.

DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE: The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open
market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently, knowledgeably and assuming
the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and
the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: (1) buyer and seller are typically motivated; (2) both
parties are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what he or she considers his or her own best interest; (3) a
reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; (4) payment is made in terms of cash in U. S. dollars or in terms
of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and (5) the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold
unaffected by special or creative financing or sales concessions* granted by anyone associated with the sale.

*Adjustments to the comparables must be made for special or creative financing or sales concessions. No adjustments are
necessary for those costs which are normally paid by sellers as a result of tradition or law in a market area; these costs are
readily identifiable since the seller pays these costs in virtually all sales transactions. Special or creative financing
adjustments can be made to the comparable property by comparisons to financing terms offered by a third party institutional
lender that is not already involved in the property or transaction. Any adjustment should not be calculated on a mechanical
dollar for dollar cost of the financing or concession but the dollar amount of any adjustment should approximate the market’s
reaction to the financing or concessions based on the appraiser’s judgment.

STATEMENT OF ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS: The appraiser’s certification in this report is
subject to the following assumptions and limiting conditions:

1. The appraiser will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect either the property being appraised or the title
to it, except for information that he or she became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. The
appraiser assumes that the title is good and marketable and will not render any opinions about the title.

2. The appraiser has provided a sketch in this appraisal report to show the approximate dimensions of the improvements.
The sketch is included only to assist the reader in visualizing the property and understanding the appraiser’s determination
of its size.

3. The appraiser has examined the available flood maps that are provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(or other data sources) and has noted in this appraisal report whether any portion of the subject site is located in an
identified Special Flood Hazard Area. Because the appraiser is not a surveyor, he or she makes no guarantees, express or
implied, regarding this determination.

4. The appraiser will not give testimony or appear in court because he or she made an appraisal of the property in question,
unless specific arrangements to do so have been made beforehand, or as otherwise required by law.

5. The appraiser has noted in this appraisal report any adverse conditions (such as needed repairs, deterioration, the
presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) observed during the inspection of the subject property or that he or
she became aware of during the research involved in performing the appraisal. Unless otherwise stated in this appraisal
report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent physical deficiencies or adverse conditions of the
property (such as, but not limited to, needed repairs, deterioration, the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances,
adverse environmental conditions, etc.) that would make the property less valuable, and has assumed that there are no such
conditions and makes no guarantees or warranties, express or implied. The appraiser will not be responsible for any such
conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such conditions exist.
Because the appraiser is not an expert in the field of environmental hazards, this appraisal report must not be considered as
an environmental assessment of the property.

6. The appraiser has based his or her appraisal report and valuation conclusion for an appraisal that is subject to satisfactory
completion, repairs, or alterations on the assumption that the completion, repairs, or alterations of the subject property will
be performed in a professional manner.
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APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION: The Appraiser certifies and agrees that:

1. | have, at a minimum, developed and reported this appraisal in accordance with the scope of work requirements stated in
this appraisal report.

2. | performed a complete visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the subject property. | reported the condition
of the improvements in factual, specific terms. | identified and reported the physical deficiencies that could affect the
livability, soundness, or structural integrity of the property.

3. | performed this appraisal in accordance with the requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice that were adopted and promulgated by the Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation and that were in
place at the time this appraisal report was prepared.

4. | developed my opinion of the market value of the real property that is the subject of this report based on the sales
comparison approach to value. | have adequate comparable market data to develop a reliable sales comparison approach
for this appraisal assignment. | further certify that | considered the cost and income approaches to value but did not develop
them, unless otherwise indicated in this report.

5. | researched, verified, analyzed, and reported on any current agreement for sale for the subject property, any offering for
sale of the subject property in the twelve months prior to the effective date of this appraisal, and the prior sales of the subject
property for a minimum of three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal, unless otherwise indicated in this report.

6. | researched, verified, analyzed, and reported on the prior sales of the comparable sales for a minimum of one year prior
to the date of sale of the comparable sale, unless otherwise indicated in this report.

7. | selected and used comparable sales that are locationally, physically, and functionally the most similar to the subject property.

8. | have not used comparable sales that were the result of combining a land sale with the contract purchase price of a home that
has been built or will be built on the land.

9. | have reported adjustments to the comparable sales that reflect the market’s reaction to the differences between the subject
property and the comparable sales.

10. | verified, from a disinterested source, all information in this report that was provided by parties who have a financial interest in
the sale or financing of the subject property.

11. | have knowledge and experience in appraising this type of property in this market area.

12. | am aware of, and have access to, the necessary and appropriate public and private data sources, such as multiple listing
services, tax assessment records, public land records and other such data sources for the area in which the property is located.

13. | obtained the information, estimates, and opinions furnished by other parties and expressed in this appraisal report from
reliable sources that | believe to be true and correct.

14. | have taken into consideration the factors that have an impact on value with respect to the subject neighborhood, subject
property, and the proximity of the subject property to adverse influences in the development of my opinion of market value. |
have noted in this appraisal report any adverse conditions (such as, but not limited to, needed repairs, deterioration, the
presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, adverse environmental conditions, etc.) observed during the inspection of the
subject property or that | became aware of during the research involved in performing this appraisal. | have considered these
adverse conditions in my analysis of the property value, and have reported on the effect of the conditions on the value and
marketability of the subject property.

15. | have not knowingly withheld any significant information from this appraisal report and, to the best of my knowledge, all
statements and information in this appraisal report are true and correct.

16. | stated in this appraisal report my own personal, unbiased, and professional analysis, opinions, and conclusions, which
are subject only to the assumptions and limiting conditions in this appraisal report.

17. | have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report, and | have no present or

prospective personal interest or bias with respect to the participants in the transaction. | did not base, either partially or
completely, my analysis and/or opinion of market value in this appraisal report on the race, color, religion, sex, age, marital
status, handicap, familial status, or national origin of either the prospective owners or occupants of the subject property or of the
present owners or occupants of the properties in the vicinity of the subject property or on any other basis prohibited by law.

18. My employment and/or compensation for performing this appraisal or any future or anticipated appraisals was not
conditioned on any agreement or understanding, written or otherwise, that | would report (or present analysis supporting) a
predetermined specific value, a predetermined minimum value, a range or direction in value, a value that favors the cause of
any party, or the attainment of a specific result or occurrence of a specific subsequent event (such as approval of a pending
mortgage loan application).

19. | personally prepared all conclusions and opinions about the real estate that were set forth in this appraisal report. If |
relied on significant real property appraisal assistance from any individual or individuals in the performance of this appraisal
or the preparation of this appraisal report, | have named such individual(s) and disclosed the specific tasks performed in this
appraisal report. | certify that any individual so named is qualified to perform the tasks. | have not authorized anyone to make
a change to any item in this appraisal report; therefore, any change made to this appraisal is unauthorized and | will take no
responsibility for it.

20. | identified the lender/client in this appraisal report who is the individual, organization, or agent for the organization that
ordered and will receive this appraisal report.
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21. The lender/client may disclose or distribute this appraisal report to: the borrower; another lender at the request of the
borrower; the mortgagee or its successors and assigns; mortgage insurers; government sponsored enterprises; other
secondary market participants; data collection or reporting services; professional appraisal organizations; any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United States; and any state, the District of Columbia, or other jurisdictions; without having to
obtain the appraiser’s or supervisory appraiser’'s (if applicable) consent. Such consent must be obtained before this appraisal
report may be disclosed or distributed to any other party (including, but not limited to, the public through advertising, public
relations, news, sales, or other media).

22. | am aware that any disclosure or distribution of this appraisal report by me or the lender/client may be subject to certain
laws and regulations. Further, | am also subject to the provisions of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice
that pertain to disclosure or distribution by me.

23. The borrower, another lender at the request of the borrower, the mortgagee or its successors and assigns, mortgage
insurers, government sponsored enterprises, and other secondary market participants may rely on this appraisal report as part
of any mortgage finance transaction that involves any one or more of these parties.

24. If this appraisal report was transmitted as an “electronic record" containing my “electronic signature," as those terms are
defined in applicable federal and/or state laws (excluding audio and video recordings), or a facsimile transmission of this
appraisal report containing a copy or representation of my signature, the appraisal report shall be as effective, enforceable and
valid as if a paper version of this appraisal report were delivered containing my original hand written signature.

25. Any intentional or negligent misrepresentation(s) contained in this appraisal report may result in civil liability and/or
criminal penalties including, but not limited to, fine or imprisonment or both under the provisions of Title 18, United States
Code, Section 1001, et seq., or similar state laws.

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION: The Supervisory Appraiser certifies and agrees that:

1. | directly supervised the appraiser for this appraisal assignment, have read the appraisal report, and agree with the appraiser’s
analysis, opinions, statements, conclusions, and the appraiser’s certification.

2. | accept full responsibility for the contents of this appraisal report including, but not limited to, the appraiser’s analysis, opinions,
statements, conclusions, and the appraiser’s certification.

3. The appraiser identified in this appraisal report is either a sub-contractor or an employee of the supervisory appraiser (or the
appraisal firm), is qualified to perform this appraisal, and is acceptable to perform this appraisal under the applicable state law.

4. This appraisal report complies with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice that were adopted and
promulgated by the Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation and that were in place at the time this appraisal
report was prepared.

5. If this appraisal report was transmitted as an "electronic record" containing my "electronic signature," as those terms are
defined in applicable federal and/or state laws (excluding audio and video recordings), or a facsimile transmission of this
appraisal report containing a copy or representation of my signature, the appraisal report shall be as effective, enforceable and
valid as if a paper version of this appraisal report were delivered containing my original hand written signature.

APPRAISER ] ! SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (ONLY IF REQUIRED)

Signature Signature
Name Andrea Tameron Name
Company Name  California Street Appraisals Company Name
Company Address 3821 California Street Company Address
San Francisco, CA 94118
Telephone Number (415) 235-2352 Telephone Number
Email Address andrea.tameron@shcglobal.net Email Address
Date of Signature and Report  05/27/2014 Date of Signature
Effective Date of Appraisal  05/22/2014 State Certification #
State Certification # AR026681 or State License #
or State License # State
or Other (describe) State # Expiration Date of Certification or License
State cA
Expiration Date of Certification or License  04/08/2016 SUBJECT PROPERTY
ADDRESS OF PROPERTY APPRAISED L] Did not inspect subject property
1783 Noe St (] Did inspect exterior of subject property from street
San Francisco, CA 94131 D_ate_ of InSp_eCtiqn - -
APPRAISED VALUE OF SUBJECT PROPERTY $ 1,705,000 [ Did inspect Inte.rlor and exterior of subject property
LENDER/CLIENT Date of Inspection
Name NoAmC COMPARABLE SALES
Company Name FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
Company Address 111 Pine Street, San Francisco, CA 94111 [] Did not inspect exterior of comparable sales from street
[] Did inspect exterior of comparable sales from street
Email Address appraisals@firstrepublic.com Date of Inspection
Freddie Mac Form 70 March 2005 UAD Version 9/2011 Page 6 of 6 Fannie Mae Form 1004 March 2005
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Main File No. CSA15-0515] Page #8|

. . . . 22-523704-5
Uniform Residential Appraisal Report File # CSA15-0515
FEATURE \ SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 4 COMPARABLE SALE #5 COMPARABLE SALE #6
Address 1783 Noe St 4326 Cesar Chavez St 354 28th St
San Francisco, CA 94131 San Francisco, CA 94131 San Francisco, CA 94131
Proximity to Subject 0.54 miles NW 0.30 miles N
Sale Price $ $ 1,530,000 $ 1,525,000 $
Sale Price/Gross Liv. Area $ sq.ft.|$  1109.50 sq.ft. §  1297.87 sqift. $ sq.ft.
Data Source(s) MLS #417511,DOM 0 MLS #418772,D0M 19
Verification Source(s) Doc #L087-327 Doc #J873-116 / Protected tenants
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION | +(-) $ Adjustment | DESCRIPTION | +(-) $ Adjustment | DESCRIPTION | +(-) $ Adjustment
Sales or Financing NonArm ArmLth
Concessions None;0 Conv;0
Date of Sale/Time 502/14:c02/14 505/14;c04/14
z Location B;Res; B;Res; B;Res;
6: Leasehold/Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple
g Site 4000 sf 2850 sf +29,000| 3040 sf +24,000
% View B:CtySky; B;CtySky; B;CtySky;
P4 Design (Style) DT1,Victorian DT2;Edwardian 0|DT2;Marina 0
I Quality of Construction 03 03 03
P9 Actual Age 110 114 0/87 0
= Condition c4 c4 c4
18] Above Grade Total |Bdrms. | Baths | Total | Bdrms. | Baths Total |Bdrms. | Baths Total |Bdrms. | Baths
%] Room Count 4 2 10 5] 2 |10 o 5] 2 |10 0
e Gross Living Area 882 sq.ft. 1,379 sq.ft. -37,000 1,175 sq.ft. -22,000 sq.ft.
&g Basement & Finished 631sf303sfwo osf +30,000| Osf +30,000
Rooms Below Grade 0rrObr0.0ba20 0 0
Functional Utility Average Average Average
Heating/Cooling WallHtrs/None | Central/None 0| Central/None 0
Energy Efficient ltems None None None
Garage/Carport 1gbildw 1gbildw +15,000| 2gbildw -10,000
Porch/Patio/Deck None None Deck -3,000
Fireplace None None 1F/P -5,000
List Price / Orig. List Price N/A LP $1,530,000 O|LP $1,000,000 0
Net Adjustment (Total) X+ []-$ 37000 X+ []- [$ 14000 [+ []-[$
Adjusted Sale Price Net Adj. 24% Net Adj. 0.9% Net Adj. %
of Comparables Gross Adj.  7.3%$ 1,567,000/Gross Adj.  6.2%|$ 1,539,000/ Gross Adj. %|$
Report the results of the research and analysis of the prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales (report additional prior sales on page 3).
ITEM SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 4 COMPARABLE SALE # 5 COMPARABLE SALE # 6
Date of Prior Sale/Transfer 05/19/2014
N Price of Prior Sale/Transfer $1,705,000
o] Data Source(s) FSFM-0311400235 RealQuest RealQuest
Z Effective Date of Data Source(s) 05/22/2014 05/22/2014 05/22/2014
B Analysis of prior sale or transfer history of the subject property and comparable sales No comparable sales in previous 12 months.
Analysis/Comments  See attached addenda for adjustments and further comments.
[}
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Main File No. CSA15-0515] Page #9)

Supplemental Addendum File No. CSA15-0515
Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
Property Address 1783 Noe St
City San Francisco County San Francisco State ca Zip Code 94131
Owner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Additional Certification:
| have performed no other services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the subject of the work under review within
the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

Additional Definition:

EXPOSURE TIME: The estimated length of time that the property interest being appraised would have been offered on the market prior to the
hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value on the effective date of the appraisal. Exposure time is a retrospective opinion based on an
analysis of past events assuming a competitive and open market. Subject's estimated exposure time, in the current market when reasonably priced, is
less than 1 month.

Intended User

The intended user of this appraisal report is First Republic Bank. The intended use is to evaluate the property that is the subject of this appraisal for a
mortgage finance transaction, subject to the stated scope of work, purpose of the appraisal, reporting requirements of this appraisal report form, and
definition of market value. No additional intended users are identified by the appraiser.

Scope of Work
At the request of the client, this appraisal report has been prepared in compliance with the Uniform Appraisal Dataset (UAD) from Freddie Mac and

Freddie Mae. The UAD requires the appraiser to use standardized responses that include specific formats, definitions, abbreviations, and acronyms.

The appraiser attempted to obtain an adequate amount of information in the normal course of business regarding the subject and comparable
properties. Some of the standardized responses required by the UAD, especially those in which the appraiser has not had the opportunity to verify
personally or measure, could mistakenly imply greater precision and reliability in the data than is factually correct or typical in the normal course of
business. Examples include condition and quality ratings, as well as comparable sales and listing data. Not every element of the subject property was
viewable and comparable property data was generally obtained from third-party sources. Consequently, this information should be considered an
"estimate” unless otherwise noted by the appraiser.

* URAR : Neighborhood - Description

The subject is located in the Glen Park (5A) district. The subject's neighborhood is characterized by turn of the century Victorian and Edwardian style
properties, with the neighborhood one-unit housing trend showing a predominant age of 90+ years. The neighborhood also reflects homes that have
been torn down and have been built as a contemporary style in the mid to late 70's. In addition, the area has older homes that require structural
upgrades in order to meet seismic code requirements and remodeled interiors in order to improve dwelling utility and to increase marketability. Single
family homes that have structural issues and need extensive remodeling are considered "tear downs" in the subject's immediate market area.

The subject property is located on Noe St, near 30th St and borders the Noe Valley district. The property is in close proximity to the Billy Goat Park,
Walter Haas Playground, Glen Canyon Park, and Glen Park Recreation Center, and is within walking distance of the Church St and Dolores St
neighborhood restaurants and retail stores located along these commercial shopping strips.

* URAR : Neighborhood - Market Conditions

The housing market in the subject's neighborhood in the Glen Park (5A) district and the subject's general market area is considered strong. Property
values have been increasing over the previous 6-9 months due to a shortage of inventory, historically low interest rates, and increased consumer
confidence in the real estate market. Typical financing has involved cash to new first conventional loan. Concessions are not prevalent. Data supplied
by the San Francisco MLS.

Market analysis for 68 SFR properties sold in the previous 12 months located within the defined neighborhood boundaries. There are 6 listings for
SFR properties currently on the market, with 2 listings pending sales, 2 listings in contract, and only 2 active listings. There is a shortage of single
family homes in the subject's market area. Marketing time for single family homes is less than 45 days for reasonably priced listings.

* URAR : Improvements - Condition of the Property
The subject property is a 1 story Victorian 2 bedroom 1 bath single family home. The subject property has 1 car garage parking and 1 car off street
driveway parking. The subject property has city light views and partial bay views.

The subject property is located on a larger size lot for the neighborhood. The lot is relatively flat and has good lot utility. The lot has a 40' frontage,
which allows building @ home up to 5,000 sq.ft.

NOTE: The subject property has average finishes that have reached the end of their economic life. The property was listed in the MLS as
a"fixer". The subject has a partial brick foundation. See digital photos.

NOTE: The subject property does have a carbon monoxide detector installed as required per the CA SB 183 - Carbon Monoxide
Poisoning Act of 2010.

Features include hardwood flooring in main living areas; living room with wood paneling at walls; kitchen with linoleum flooring, laminate countertops,
4-burner gas stove, refrigerator; (2) bedrooms with hardwood flooring, wood paneling at walls; bathroom with linoleum flooring, wall-mounted sink,
shower.

Other amenities include a ground floor area with partially finished bonus rooms; laundry with washer dryer.

* URAR : Sales Comparison Analysis - Summary of Sales Comparison Approach

All comparable sales were taken from the subject's market area and have closed within the last 4-6 months. There is no active inventory for
comparable properties; therefore (5) closed sales have been provided to support value. The selected sales are the best available comparables as of
the effective date of the appraisal. Other sales had net and gross adjustments greater than industry standards and were therefore not considered
comparable sales. The appraiser previously inspected Comp #2 on 10/02/13.

GLA ADJUSTMENTS: Adjustments were made at $75/sq.ft. for variance greater than 100 sq.ft. Bedroom adjustments at $10,000/bedroom.
Bathroom adjustments at $15,000/bath, $7,500/half bath. Adjustments rounded to nearest $1,000. Across the board adjustments were warranted and
unavoidable due to the subject's smaller square footage.

The subject property has a large 631 sq.ft. basement space and was adjusted at $30,000. Comp #1 has a basement area, with a net adjustment at
$20,000.

SITE /LOT ADJUSTMENTS: Site/lot adjustments at $25/sq.ft. for variance greater than 500 sq.ft. Comp #1 has steep upsloping terrain with limited
lot utility. Lot utility adjusted at 50%, with a net adjustment at $44,000. Comp #3 has the most similar lot size to the subject.

VIEW ADJUSTMENTS: Superior city views adjusted at $25,000.
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Supplemental Addendum File No. CSA15-0515
Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
Property Address 1783 Noe St
City San Francisco County San Francisco State ca Zip Code 94131
Owner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

GARAGE PARKING ADJUSTMENTS: Due to the difficulty of street parking in the subject's neighborhood and immediate market area, garage
parking adjusted at $50,000/garage space. $25,000/second garage space. Off street parking adjusted at $15,000. Net adjustment for 2 car parking is
$10,000 ($25,000 - $15,000).

SUMMARY OF ADJUSTMENTS:

Comp #1 is located on Laidley St, a few blocks from the subject. The property has larger square footage, superior views, inferior lot utility. The
property has average interiors, with slightly superior C4 condition. Adjustment at $25,000.

Comp #2 is located on Randall St, a few blocks from the subject. The property has larger square footage, inferior lot size. The property has average
interiors, with slightly superior C4 condition.

Comp #3 is located on Noe St, a few homes down from the subject. The property has large square footage, similar lot size, and has superior interior
finishes. C3 condition adjustment at $50,000.

Comp #4 has larger square footage, inferior lot size, and has similar C4 condition with average interiors.

Comp #5 has larger square footage, inferior lot size, and has similar C4 condition with average interiors. The property has elderly protected tenants
that have lived in the property since 1967.

All adjustments are considered necessary and are based on comparable information, appraiser experience and appraiser calculations. If there were
inconsistencies in database information, the information deemed most reliable by the appraiser was used. The adjustments were rounded and reflect
our opinion of the subject's fair market value. All of the comparables were considered when arriving at value.

* URAR : Reconciliation - Reconciliation and Final Value Conclusion

The subject property has appraised at $1,705,000, with most weight given to Comp #1, Comp #2, and Comp #3 as they the most reliable indicators of
value. Comp #1 is proximate to the subject, has slightly superior view, has a larger lot with inferior lot utility. Comp #2 is the most recent comparable
sale, has larger square footage, similar lot size, and superior interior finishes. Comp #3 has larger square footage, superior interior finishes..

The subject has appraised above the neighborhood predominant one-unit housing price due to the subject's large lot size with good lot utility. In
addition, the lot has 40’ street frontage that allows a single family home to be built up to 5,000 sq.ft. The subject is located at the top of Noe Street and
has good view amenities. The opinion of value reflects the development potential of the lot, the desirable location on Noe St, and the larger lot size with
good lot utility.
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Market Conditions Addendum to the Appraisal Report

Main File No. CSA15-0515[ Page #11]

File No.

22-523704-5
CSA15-0515

The purpose of this addendum is to provide the lender/client with a clear and accurate understanding of the market trends and conditions prevalent in the subject
neighborhood. This is a required addendum for all appraisal reports with an effective date on or after April 1, 2009.

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City san Francisco

State ca

ZIP Code 94131

Borrower 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Instructions: The appraiser must use the information required on this form as the basis for his/her conclusions, and must provide support for those conclusions, regarding
housing trends and overall market conditions as reported in the Neighborhood section of the appraisal report form. The appraiser must fill in all the information to the extent
it is available and reliable and must provide analysis as indicated below. If any required data is unavailable or is considered unreliable, the appraiser must provide an
explanation. It is recognized that not all data sources will be able to provide data for the shaded areas below; if it is available, however, the appraiser must include the data
in the analysis. If data sources provide the required information as an average instead of the median, the appraiser should report the available figure and identify it as an
average. Sales and listings must be properties that compete with the subject property, determined by applying the criteria that would be used by a prospective buyer of the

subject property. The appraiser must explain any anomalies in the data, such as seasonal markets, new construction, foreclosures, etc.

Inventory Analysis Prior 7-12 Months Prior 4-6 Months Current — 3 Months Overall Trend

Total # of Comparable Sales (Settled) 34 11 21 Increasing || | Stable || Declining
Absorption Rate (Total Sales/Months) 5.67 3.67 7.00 DX Increasing |[ ] Stable [ ] Declining
Total # of Comparable Active Listings 4 2 3 DX Declining |[ | Stable [ ] Increasing
Months of Housing Supply (Total Listings/Ab.Rate) 0.7 0.5 04 DX Declining |[ | Stable [ Increasing
Median Sale & List Price, DOM, Sale/List % Prior 7-12 Months Prior 46 Months Current — 3 Months Qverall Trend

Median Comparable Sale Price 1,327,500 1,425,000 1,450,000 X Increasing |[ | Stable [ ] Declining
Median Comparable Sales Days on Market 22 32 22 [ | Declining |[X] Stable [ | Increasing
Median Comparable List Price 1,150,000 1,300,000 1,199,000 [ | Increasing | <] Stable [ | Declining
Median Comparable Listings Days on Market 76 115 13 DX Declining |[ | Stable [ | Increasing
Median Sale Price as % of List Price 119.64% 100.36% 120.69% [ ] Increasing |[X] Stable  |[ | Declining
Seller-(developer, builder, etc.)paid financial assistance prevalent? [ | Yes  [X] No [ | Declining |D<] Stable [ ] Increasing

fees, options, etc.).

Appraiser has interviewed realtors and brokers in the market area. NRCC's range from 1% to 5%.

Explain in detail the seller concessions trends for the past 12 months (e.g., seller contributions increased from 3% to 5%, increasing use of buydowns, closing costs, condo
Seller concessions, closing cost concessions, as well as seller carry back for loan financing have remained stable over the past 6 months.

MARKET RESEARCH & ANALYSIS

Are foreclosure sales (REQ sales) a factor in the market?

[ JYes X No

If yes, explain (including the trends in listings and sales of foreclosed properties).

Foreclosure sales (REO sales) are not a driving factor for competitive comparable sales in the subject's immediate market area.

Cite data sources for above information.

Data was pulled from the San Francisco MLS and RealQuest. Additional information regarding trends for seller

concessions as well as closing cost concessions was also obtained from San Francisco realtor input.

Summarize the above information as support for your conclusions in the Neighborhood section of the appraisal report form. If you used any additional information, such as

an analysis of pending sales and/or expired and withdrawn listings, to formulate your conclusions, provide both an explanation and support for your conclusions.

Analysis for subject's market area was for competitive comparable sales located within immediate market area, with a GLA range of 600 - 1,950 sq.ft. The

subject's is located on Noe St and borders Noe Valley. The search parameters were expanded to include all of Glen Park and part of Noe Valley, up to Clipper St.

The total number of comparable sales and the absorption rate are increasing. The total number of comparable active listings and the months of housing supply

are declining, which reflects a shortage of inventory. The median comparable sale price increased 9.23% from the prior 7-12 month period compared to the

Current-3 month period. The median comparable sales DOM is less than 35 days for reasonably priced listings. There is a shortage of inventory for this market

segment.

If the subject is a unit in a condominium or cooperative project , complete the following: Project Name:

Subject Project Data Prior 7-12 Months Prior 4-6 Months Current — 3 Months Overall Trend

Total # of Comparable Sales (Settled) [ | Increasing |[ | Stable [ | Declining
Absorption Rate (Total Sales/Months) [ Increasing [[ ] Stable [ ] Declining
Total # of Active Comparable Listings [ | Declining [[ ] Stable [ ] Increasing
Months of Unit Supply (Total Listings/Ab.Rate) [ | Declining |[ | Stable [ ] Increasing

[ IYes [ |No Ifyes,indicate the number of REO listings and eﬂain the trends Hlistings and sales of

P Are foreclosure sales (REO sales) a factor in the project?
Y foreclosed properties.

Summarize the above trends and address the impact on the subject unit and project.

CONDO/CO-OP PROJE

Signature
o Appraiser Name  Andrea Tameron Supervisory Appraiser Name
g Company Name  california Street Appraisals Company Name
o4 Company Address 3821 California Street, San Francisco, CA 94118 Company Address

o

e State License/Certification # AR026681 State _cA State License/Certification # State
Email Address  andrea.tameron@sbcglobal.net Email Address
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Form 1004MC2 — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE




Main File No. CSA15-0515[ Page #12]

22-523704-5
FileNo. CsA15-0515

UNIFORM APPRAISAL DATASET (UAD) DEFINITIONS ADDENDUM
(Source: Fannie Mae UAD Appendix D: UAD Field-Specific Standardization Requirements)

Condition Ratings and Definitions

C1

The improvements have been recently constructed and have not been previously occupied. The entire structure and all components are new
and the dwelling features no physical depreciation.

Note: Newly constructed improvements that feature recycled or previously used materials and/or components can be considered new dwellings
provided that the dwelling is placed on a 100 percent new foundation and the recycled materials and the recycled components have been
rehabilitated/remanufactured into like-new condition. Improvements that have not been previously occupied are not considered “new” if they
have any significant physical depreciation (that is, newly constructed dwellings that have been vacant for an extended period of time without
adequate maintenance or upkeep).

c2

The improvements feature no deferred maintenance, little or no physical depreciation, and require no repairs. Virtually all building components
are new or have been recently repaired, refinished, or rehabilitated. All outdated components and finishes have been updated and/or replaced
with components that meet current standards. Dwellings in this category are either almost new or have been recently completely renovated and
are similar in condition to new construction.

Note: The improvements represent a relatively new property that is well maintained with no deferred maintenance and little or no physical
depreciation, or an older property that has been recently completely renovated.

C3
The improvements are well maintained and feature limited physical depreciation due to normal wear and tear. Some components, but not every
major building component, may be updated or recently rehabilitated. The structure has been well maintained.

Note: The improvement is in its first-cycle of replacing short-lived building components (appliances, floor coverings, HVAC, etc.) and is
being well maintained. Its estimated effective age is less than its actual age. It also may reflect a property in which the majority of
short-lived building components have been replaced but not to the level of a complete renovation.

Cc4

The improvements feature some minor deferred maintenance and physical deterioration due to normal wear and tear. The dwelling has been
adequately maintained and requires only minimal repairs to building components/mechanical systems and cosmetic repairs. All major building
components have been adequately maintained and are functionally adequate.

Note: The estimated effective age may be close to or equal to its actual age. It reflects a property in which some of the short-lived building
components have been replaced, and some short-lived building components are at or near the end of their physical life expectancy; however,
they still function adequately. Most minor repairs have been addressed on an ongoing basis resulting in an adequately maintained property.

Cc5

The improvements feature obvious deferred maintenance and are in need of some significant repairs. Some building components need repairs,
rehabilitation, or updating. The functional utility and overall livability is somewhat diminished due to condition, but the dwelling remains
useable and functional as a residence.

Note: Some significant repairs are needed to the improvements due to the lack of adequate maintenance. It reflects a property in which many
of its short-lived building components are at the end of or have exceeded their physical life expectancy but remain functional.

c6

The improvements have substantial damage or deferred maintenance with deficiencies or defects that are severe enough to affect the safety,
soundness, or structural integrity of the improvements. The improvements are in need of substantial repairs and rehabilitation, including many
or most major components.

Note: Substantial repairs are needed to the improvements due to the lack of adequate maintenance or property damage. It reflects a property
with conditions severe enough to affect the safety, soundness, or structural integrity of the improvements.

Quality Ratings and Definitions

a1

Dwellings with this quality rating are usually unique structures that are individually designed by an architect for a specified user. Such
residences typically are constructed from detailed architectural plans and specifications and feature an exceptionally high level of workmanship
and exceptionally high-grade materials throughout the interior and exterior of the structure. The design features exceptionally high-quality
exterior refinements and ornamentation, and exceptionally high-quality interior refinements. The workmanship, materials, and finishes
throughout the dwelling are of exceptionally high quality.

Q2

Dwellings with this quality rating are often custom designed for construction on an individual property owner’s site. However, dwellings in
this quality grade are also found in high-quality tract developments featuring residence constructed from individual plans or from highly
modified or upgraded plans. The design features detailed, high quality exterior ornamentation, high-quality interior refinements, and detail. The
workmanship, materials, and finishes throughout the dwelling are generally of high or very high quality.

UAD Version 9/2011 (Updated 1/2014)
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UNIFORM APPRAISAL DATASET (UAD) DEFINITIONS ADDENDUM
(Source: Fannie Mae UAD Appendix D: UAD Field-Specific Standardization Requirements)

Quality Ratings and Definitions (continued)

Q3

Dwellings with this quality rating are residences of higher quality built from individual or readily available designer plans in above-standard
residential tract developments or on an individual property owner’s site. The design includes significant exterior ornamentation and interiors
that are well finished. The workmanship exceeds acceptable standards and many materials and finishes throughout the dwelling have been
upgraded from “stock” standards.

Q4

Dwellings with this quality rating meet or exceed the requirements of applicable building codes. Standard or modified standard building plans
are utilized and the design includes adequate fenestration and some exterior ornamentation and interior refinements. Materials, workmanship,
finish, and equipment are of stock or builder grade and may feature some upgrades.

Q5

Dwellings with this quality rating feature economy of construction and basic functionality as main considerations. Such dwellings feature a
plain design using readily available or basic floor plans featuring minimal fenestration and basic finishes with minimal exterior ornamentation
and limited interior detail. These dwellings meet minimum building codes and are constructed with inexpensive, stock materials

with limited refinements and upgrades.

Q6

Dwellings with this quality rating are of basic quality and lower cost; some may not be suitable for year-round occupancy. Such dwellings

are often built with simple plans or without plans, often utilizing the lowest quality building materials. Such dwellings are often built or
expanded by persons who are professionally unskilled or possess only minimal construction skills. Electrical, plumbing, and other mechanical
systems and equipment may be minimal or non-existent. Older dwellings may feature one or more substandard or non-conforming additions
to the original structure

Definitions of Not Updated, Updated, and Remodeled

Not Updated
Little or no updating or modernization. This description includes, but is not limited to, new homes.
Residential properties of fifteen years of age or less often reflect an original condition with no updating, if no major
components have been replaced or updated. Those over fifteen years of age are also considered not updated if the
appliances, fixtures, and finishes are predominantly dated. An area that is ‘Not Updated’ may still be well maintained
and fully functional, and this rating does not necessarily imply deferred maintenance or physical/functional deterioration.

Updated
The area of the home has been modified to meet current market expectations. These modifications
are limited in terms of both scope and cost.
An updated area of the home should have an improved look and feel, or functional utility. Changes that constitute
updates include refurbishment and/or replacing components to meet existing market expectations. Updates do not
include significant alterations to the existing structure.

Remodeled
Significant finish and/or structural changes have been made that increase utility and appeal through
complete replacement and/or expansion.
A remodeled area reflects fundamental changes that include multiple alterations. These alterations may include
some or all of the following: replacement of a major component (cabinet(s), bathtub, or bathroom tile), relocation
of plumbing/gas fixtures/appliances, significant structural alterations (relocating walls, and/or the addition of)
square footage). This would include a complete gutting and rebuild.

Explanation of Bathroom Count

Three-quarter baths are counted as a full bath in all cases. Quarter baths (baths that feature only a toilet) are not
included in the bathroom count. The number of full and half baths is reported by separating the two values using a
period, where the full bath count is represented to the left of the period and the half bath count is represented to the
right of the period.

Example:
3.2 indicates three full baths and two half baths.

UAD Version 9/2011 (Updated 1/2014)
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UNIFORM APPRAISAL DATASET (UAD) DEFINITIONS ADDENDUM
(Source: Fannie Mae UAD Appendix D: UAD Field-Specific Standardization Requirements)

Abbreviations Used in Data Standardization Text

Abbreviation Full Name Fields Where This Abbreviation May Appear
A Adverse Location & View
ac Acres Area, Site
AdjPrk Adjacent to Park Location
AdjPwr Adjacent to Power Lines Location
ArmLth Arms Length Sale Sale or Financing Concessions
AT Attached Structure Design (Style)
B Beneficial Location & View
ba Bathroom(s) Basement & Finished Rooms Below Grade
br Bedroom Basement & Finished Rooms Below Grade
BsyRd Busy Road Location
c Contracted Date Date of Sale/Time
Cash Cash Sale or Financing Concessions
Comm Commercial Influence Location
Conv Conventional Sale or Financing Concessions
cp Carport Garage/Carport
CrtOrd Court Ordered Sale Sale or Financing Concessions
CtySky City View Skyline View View
CtyStr City Street View View
cv Covered Garage/Carport
DOM Days On Market Data Sources
DT Detached Structure Design (Style)
dw Driveway Garage/Carport
e Expiration Date Date of Sale/Time
Estate Estate Sale Sale or Financing Concessions
FHA Federal Housing Authority Sale or Financing Concessions
g Garage Garage/Carport
ga Attached Garage Garage/Carport
gbi Built-in Garage Garage/Carport
gd Detached Garage Garage/Carport
GlfCse Golf Course Location
Glfvw Golf Course View View
GR Garden Design (Style)
HR High Rise Design (Style)
in Interior Only Stairs Basement & Finished Rooms Below Grade
Ind Industrial Location & View
Listing Listing Sale or Financing Concessions
Lndfl Landfill Location
LtdSght Limited Sight View
MR Mid-rise Design (Style)
Mtn Mountain View View
N Neutral Location & View
NonArm Non-Arms Length Sale Sale or Financing Concessions
0 Other Basement & Finished Rooms Below Grade
0 Other Design (Style)
op Open Garage/Carport
Prk Park View View
Pstrl Pastoral View View
PwrLn Power Lines View
PubTrn Public Transportation Location
Relo Relocation Sale Sale or Financing Concessions
REQ REQ Sale Sale or Financing Concessions
Res Residential Location & View
RH USDA - Rural Housing Sale or Financing Concessions
1 Recreational (Rec) Room Basement & Finished Rooms Below Grade
RT Row or Townhouse Design (Style)
S Settlement Date Date of Sale/Time
SD Semi-detached Structure Design (Style)
Short Short Sale Sale or Financing Concessions
sf Square Feet Area, Site, Basement
sqm Square Meters Area, Site
Unk Unknown Date of Sale/Time
VA Veterans Administration Sale or Financing Concessions
w Withdrawn Date Date of Sale/Time
wo Walk Out Basement Basement & Finished Rooms Below Grade
Woods Woods View View
Wir Water View View
WirFr Water Frontage Location
wu Walk Up Basement Basement & Finished Rooms Below Grade

UAD Version 9/2011 (Updated 1/2014)
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SINGLE FAMILY COMPARABLE RENT SCHEDULE

[Main File No. CSA15-0515[ Page #15]

This form is intended to provide the appraiser with a familiar format to estimate the market rent of the subject property. Adjustments should be made only for items of significant

difference between the comparables and the subject property.
ITEM | SUBJECT COMPARABLE NO. 1 COMPARABLE NO. 2 COMPARABLE NO. 3
Address 1783 Noe St Valley @ (?hurch St 561 Clippgr St 1134 Cast.ro St
San Francisco, CA 94131 San Francisco, CA 94131 San Francisco, CA 94114 San Francisco, CA 94114
- \ 0.34 miles NE 0.66 miles NW 0.82 miles N
Proximity to Subject
Date Lease Begins Vacant Available now Available 06/01/2014 Available 07/01/2014
Date Lease Expires N/A Unknown 12 month 12 month
Monthy Rental If Currently
Rented: $ 35500 |[$ 4,000 $ 3,850 $ 3,880
Less: Utilities $ ol$ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Furniture 0 0 0 0
Adjusted
Monthly Rent $ 3,500 | § 4,000 $ 3,850 $ 3,880
Inspection/SFMLS | RealQuest / SF MLS RealQuest / SF MLS RealQuest / SF MLS
Data Source RealQuest Craigslist #4484557719 Craigslist #4480339658 Craigslist #4476069134
RENT ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION | +(-)$ Adjust. DESCRIPTION | +(=)$ Adjust. DESCRIPTION | +(=)$ Adjust.
Rent Conventional i Conventional i Conventional i
Concessions None | None | None |
L X . B;Res; B;Res; 1 B;Res; 1 B;Res; 1
ocation/View B;CtySky; B;Garden/greenbelt i +100 | B;Garden/greenbelt i +100 [ B;Garden/greenbelt i +100
Desi A | DT1,Victorian Traditional i Contemporary i Victorian 3
esign and Appea Good Good i Good i Good i
. 110 Unknown | 93 | 114 |
Age/Condition c4__ | ca__ | 3 ca__ | 3 c3 | : -400
Above Grade Total | Bdrms. Baths | Total :Bdrms! _Baths | Total | Bdrms! _Baths ! Total | Bdrms. _Baths
Room Count 4 1 2 10 | 5 1 21 2 50| 5 | 2 | 1 4 1 1 1 1 +200
Gross Living Area 882 Sq. Ft. 1,200 Sq. Ft. | -250 1,164 Sq. Ft. | 0 1,200 Sg. Ft. | +250
Other (e.g., basement, | 631s303sfwo Osf ! Osf i Osf i
etc.) 0rr0br0.0ba2o } 3 3
Other: 1 Car Garage 2 Car Garage i -200 [ 2 Car Garage i -200 | 1 Car Garage i
Net Adi. (total) [ 1+ X -8 500 [ 1+ X -$ 00| X+ [ [-1§ 150
Indicated Monthly
Market Rent $ 3,500 $ 3,750 $ 4,030

addresses or proximate locations.

Comments on market data, including the range of rents for single family properties, an estimate of vacancy for single family rental properties, the general trend of rents and
vacancy, and support for the above adjustments. (Rent concessions should be adjusted to the market, not to the subject property.) Monthly rents are based on market
knowledge of rents for the area as well as information from both the San Francisco MLS and Craigslist. Property managers and brokers that specialize in
property leasing and executive relocation provided additional information regarding market rents for the subject's neighborhood and immediate market area.
Market trends were also obtained from local realtor input.
The rental market is strong for the subject's market area. Monthly rental pricing has been increasing over the previous 6 to 9 months. There is a shortage of
rental properties available in the subject's neighborhood and immediate market area. Rental comparables pulled from Craigslist may have intersections as

Final Reconciliation of Market Rent:

Appraiser(s) SIGNATURE

| (WE) ESTIMATE THE MO aY MARKET RENT isz

Information regarding the subject property was pulled from RealQuest, Craigslist, and the San Francisco MLS.

THE SUBJECT AS OF _05/22/2014

After review of the information provided through Craigslist and broker input, the rental market for similar single family homes has been estimated as a range of
between $3,500 - $4,030/month. The subject property is currently vacant. The monthly market rent is estimated at $3,500 / month.

NAME Andrea Tameron

Review Appraiser SIGNATURE
(If applicable)

20 14

TOBE$ 3,500

NAME

Freddie Mac Form 1000 (8/88) [Y2K]

California Street Appraisals

Form RNT — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE

Fannie Mae Form 1007 (8/88)



Main File No. CSA15-0515[ Page #16]

Subject Photo Page

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Subject Front

1783 Noe St

Sales Price

Gross Living Area 882
Total Rooms 4

Total Bedrooms 2
Total Bathrooms 1.0

Location B;Res;
View B;CtySky;
Site 4000 sf
Quality Q3

Age 110

Subject Rear

Subject Street

Form PICPIX.SR — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE
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Additional Photos

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Off Street Parking Space

1783 Noe St

Sales Price

Gross Living Area 882
Total Rooms 4

Total Bedrooms 2
Total Bathrooms 1.0

Location B;Res;
View B;CtySky;
Site 4000 sf
Quality Q3

Age 110

Additional Front View

Backyard

Form PICPIX.SI — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE
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Subject Photos Interior

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

1783 Noe St

Sales Price

Gross Living Area 882
Total Rooms 4

Total Bedrooms 2
Total Bathrooms 1.0

Location B;Res;
View B;CtySky;
Site 4000 sf
Quality Q3

Age 110

Living Room

Kitchen

Form PICPIX.SI — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE
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Subject Photos Interior

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Kitchen
1783 Noe St

882

4

2

1.0
B;Res;
B;Ctysky;
4000 sf
Q3

110

Carbon Monoxide Detector

Form PICPIX.SI — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE



Subject Photos Interior

Main File No. CSA15-0515] Page #20

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

1783 Noe St
Sales Price
Gross Living Area
Total Rooms
Total Bedrooms
Total Bathrooms
Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

Form PICPIX.SI — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE

Bedroom

882

4

2

1.0
B;Res;
B;Ctysky;
4000 sf
Q3

110



Subject Photos Interior
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Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

1783 Noe St
Sales Price
Gross Living Area
Total Rooms
Total Bedrooms
Total Bathrooms
Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

Form PICPIX.SI — "WinTOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. — 1-800-ALAMODE

Bedroom

882

4

2

1.0
B;Res;
B;CtySky;
4000 sf
Q3

110

Garage
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Subject Photos Interior

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Laundry
1783 Noe St
Sales Price
Gross Living Area 882
Total Rooms 4

Total Bedrooms 2
Total Bathrooms 1.0

Location B;Res;
View B;CtySky;
Site 4000 sf
Quality Q3

Age 110

WATER HEATER DOUBLE
STRAPPED

NOTE: PARTIAL BRICK

NOTE: PARTIAL BRICK
FOUNDATION.
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Comparable Photos 1-3

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94131
Owner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Comparable 1
128 Laidley St
Prox. to Subject 0.06 miles SE

Sales Price 1,790,000
Client 1,499
QOwner 5

Total Bedrooms 2
Total Bathrooms 2.0

Location B;Res;
View B;CtySky;
Site 4477 sf
Quality Q3

Age 107

PHOTO PULLED FROM MLS.

Comparable 2

278 Randall St

Prox. to Subject 0.08 miles E
Sales Price 1,690,000
Gross Living Area 1,152

Total Rooms 5

Total Bedrooms 2
Total Bathrooms 1.0

Location B;Res;
View B;CtySky;
Site 2879 sf
Quality Q3

Age 104

Comparable 3

1753 Noe St

Prox. to Subject 0.04 miles N
Sales Price 1,650,000
Gross Living Area 1,300

Total Rooms 6

Total Bedrooms 3
Total Bathrooms 3.0

Location B;Res;
View B;CtySky;
Site 3900 sf
Quality Q3

Age 107
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Comparable Photos 4-6

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94131
Owner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Comparable 4

4326 Cesar Chavez St

Prox. to Subject 0.54 miles NW

Sales Price 1,530,000

Client 1,379

QOwner 5

Total Bedrooms 2

Total Bathrooms 1.0

Location B;Res;

View B;CtySky;

Site 2850 sf

Quality Q3

Age 114
Comparable 5

354 28th St

Prox. to Subject 0.30 miles N

Sales Price 1,525,000

Gross Living Area 1,175

Total Rooms 5

Total Bedrooms 2

Total Bathrooms 1.0

Location B;Res;

View B;CtySky;

Site 3040 sf

Quality Q3

Age 87

Comparable 6

Prox. to Subject
Sales Price
Gross Living Area
Total Rooms
Total Bedrooms
Total Bathrooms
Location

View

Site

Quality

Age
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Location Map

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK

Property Address 1783 Noe St

City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC
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Plat Map
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Building Sketch

Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
Property Address 1783 Noe St
City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
Owner 1783 Noe Street, LLC
25ft 25ft
Bath
e .
Kitchen Eg Laundry
n
) = Bonus
FlrstrFIou: _ Room Basement
[881.72 5q fi] . 13ft [631.4 Sq f]
5 Living / Dining & ﬁ
9 a aQ
3] - -
&
; 1 Car Garage Bonus
Bedroom Bedroom | [256.1 50 1 Room
i Il
10.21t -~ 11.5ft 13ft 12t
TOTAL Sketch by a la mode, inc Area Calculations Summary
Living Area Calculation Details
First Floor 881.725q ft 25 % 33.75 = B43.7%
1.75x 11.5 = 20.12
1.75x 10.2 = 17.85
Total Living Area (Rounded): 882 5q ft
Non-living Area
1 Car Garage 256.15q ft 13x197 = 256.1
Basement 631.45qft 158x 13 = 2054
12 x 355 = 426
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Property Profile

RealQuest.com ® - Report http://pro realquest.com/jsp/report.jsp?&client=&action=confirm&type=..

Property Detail Report

For Property Located At :
1783 NOE ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131-2736

‘ CarelLogic

RealQuest Professional

Owner Information

Lof1

Owner Name: BRATT WILLIAM C/BRATT-PERIEFF ROSANA

Mailing Address: 19051 QUERCUS CT, FIDDLETOWN CA 95629-9714 H001
Vesting Codes: ATE

Location Information

Legal Description: BLK24LOT 23

County: SAN FRANCISCO, CA APN: 6652-016A
Census Tract / Block: 218.00/1 Alternate APN:

Township-Range-Sect: Subdivision: FAIRMOUNT LAND ASSN
Legal Book/Page: Map Reference: 14-B2/ 667-G5
Legal Lot: 16A Tract #:

Legal Block: 6652 School District: SAN FRANCISCO
Market Area: School District Name:

Neighbor Code: 05A Munic/Township:

Owner Transfer Information

Recording/Sale Date: 03/12/2014 / 03/08/2014 Deed Type: AFFIDAVIT
Sale Price: 1st Mtg Document #:

Document #: L102-637

Last Market Sale Information

Recording/Sale Date: / 1st Mtg Amount/Type: !

Sale Price: 1st Mig Int. Rate/Type: !

Sale Type: 1st Mtg Document #:

Document #: 2nd Mtg Amount/Type: /

Deed Type: 2nd Mtg Int. Rate/Type: !

Transfer Document #: Price Per SqFt:

New Censtruction: Multi/Split Sale:

Title Company:

Lender:

Seller Name:

Prior Sale Information

Prior Rec/Sale Date: / Prior Lender:

Prior Sale Price: Prior 1st Mtg Amt/Type: !

Prior Doc Number: Prior 1st Mtg Rate/Type: !

Prior Deed Type:

Property Characteristics
Gross Area: 875 Parking Type: Construction: WOooD
Living Area: 875 Garage Area: Heat Type:
Tot Adj Area: Garage Capagcity: Exterior wall:
Above Grade: Parking Spaces: Porch Type:
Total Rooms: 4 Basement Area: Patio Type:

Bedrooms: Finish Bsmnt Area: Pool:

Bath(F/H): 1/ Basement Type: Air Cond:
Year Built / Eff: 1904 / Roof Type: Style:

Fireplace: Foundation: Quality:
# of Stories: 1.00 Roof Material: Condition:
Other Improvements:

Site Information
Zoning: RH-1 Acres: 0.09 County Use: 1 DWELLING UNIT (D)
Lot Area: 3,998 Lot Widih/Depth: x State Use:

Land Use: SFR Res/Comm Units: 1/ Water Type:

Site Influence: Sewer Type:
Tax Information
Total Value: $34,669 Assessed Year: 2013 Property Tax: $661.30
Land Value: $21,555 Improved %: 38% Tax Area: 1000
Improvement Value: ~ $13,114 Tax Year: 2013 Tax Exemption:
Total Taxable Value:  $27,669

5/27/2014 8:03 PM
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License
Client FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
Property Address 1783 Noe St
City San Francisco County San Francisco State cA Zip Code 94131
QOwner 1783 Noe Street, LLC

Business, Consumer Services & Housing Agency

BUREAU OF REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS
G g REAL ESTATE APPRAISERLICENSE

Andrea E, Tameron

has successfully met. ‘the requ{rements for a license as a restdemm! real estate appraiser in lhe Sla‘ue of
California and is, therefore, entitled to usethc it \

"(,emﬁea Residential Real Eslale Appralser

% l'hls llcense has been issued in accordance with the provisions o‘f the Real Es!ale Appralsers Licensing and
- Certification Law.

BREA APPRAISER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: AR 026681

Effective Date:  April 9, 2014
Date Expires: April 8, 2016

/émn Bureau Chief, BREA )
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EXHIBIT D



8/14/2015 1783 Noe St, San Francisco, CA 94131 is Recently Sold | Zillow

1783 Noe St, San Francisco, CA 94131 is Recently Sold

i Day St Upper Noe
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i = Center
i o
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1783 Noe St SOLD: $1,705,000

Sold on 05/19/14

. i ®.
San Francisco, CA 94131 SESHmAte s S1,SSR. 187
2 beds - 1 bath - 875 sqft Est. Mortgage
Edit home facts for a more accurate Zestimate. $6,309/mo

Fairmount Hts/Noe Valley remodeled 875 sq ft Victorian house on extra
large 40' x 100" lot zoned RH-1. Downtown, Bay and Hills views! On quiet
one-way block between 30th St and Laidley St. Full basement with garage
and laundry area. Remnants of developed living area in basement. Trust Sale
with limited disclosures. Roof is 16 years old, Wellington Pest Report from
4/3/2014 of $24,360. Current home is single-story, views shown are from a
potential horizontal addition. Large, level garden with

mature landscaping. Great location! Walk to Church St restaurants & shops.
Near J-Church, several bus lines and easy freeway access. Upper Noe Rec

Center & Playground, Billy Goat Hill are nearby. Walk score 82, transit 85,
bike 66. Great opportunity!

FACTS
= |ot: 3,920 sqft = Builtin 1904 = Last sold: May 2014 for
= Single Family = Views: 1,315 all time views $1,705,000
= Last sale price/sqft: $1,949
CONSTRUCTION
= Room count: 4 = Stories: 1 = Unit count: 1

OTHER
= Floor size: 875 sqft

Parcel #: 6652 016A

Zillow Home ID: 15183630

Zestimate Details

http://www .zillow.com/homedetails/1783-Noe- St-San-Francisco-CA-94131/15183630_zpid/?print=true
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GENERAL NOTES

1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE SITE AND BE FULLY COGNIZANT OF ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS
PRIOR TO SUBMITTING ANY PROPOSITIONS OR BIDS.

IF ANY ASBESTOS, KNOWN MATERIALS CONTAINING ASBESTOS OR ANY MATERIALS CLASSIFIED BY
THE EPA AS HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ARE DISCOVERED, THEN THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE
RESPONSIBLE TO COORDINATE WITH THE OWNER, AS REQUIRED, FOR THE REMOVAL OF THESE
CONDITIONS, PRIOR TO THE BEGINNING OF THIS PROJECT. IF THE CONTRACTOR PARTICIPATES IN ANY
PORTION OF THE REMOVAL PROCESS IN HIS COORDINATION WITH THE OWNER, THEN THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE THE OWNER WITH A WRITTEN STATEMENT RELEASING THE OWNER OF
ANY FUTURE LIABILITY FROM THE CONTRACTOR, HIS EMPLOYEES AND ANY SUBCONTRACTORS HIRED
BY THE CONTRACTOR RELATED TO THIS WORK.

THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS DO NOT REPRESENT AN ASSESSMENT OF THE PRESENCE OR
AN ASSESSMENT OF THE ABSENCE OF ANY TOXIC OR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ON THIS PROJECT SITE.
THE OWNERS ARE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR SUCH AN ASSESSMENT AND SHOULD BE CONSULTED FOR
ANY QUESTIONS THEREIN. |F THE CONTRACTOR DISCOVERS ANY TOXIC OR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS,
AS DEFINED BY THE APPROPRIATE GOVERNING AUTHORITIES, IN THE COURSE OF HIS WORK, HE MUST
NOTIFY THE OWNERS IN WRITING, AS PER THE GUIDELINES BY ALL GOVERNING AUTHORITIES. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL RESOLVE THE APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES WITH THE OWNER AT
THE TIME OF DISCOVERY.

2. ALLWORK IS TO BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES, LAWS,
ORDINANCES AND LOCAL MUNICIPAL REGULATIONS AND AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THIS PROJECT,
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO: STATE OF CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE TITLE 24; THE 2013
CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (CBC) INCLUDING THE HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE; THE LATEST EDITION
OF THE UNIFORM FEDERAL ACCESSIBILITY STANDARDS INCLUDING THE FEDERAL FAIR HOUSING ACT;
THE 2013 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE, THE 2013 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE, THE 2013 CALIFORNIA
ELECTRICAL CODE, THE 2013 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE, THE 2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE,
INCLUDING ALL AMENDMENTS AS ADOPTED IN ORDINANCE 1856-2013, THE 2013 NFPA 72 (FIRE
ALARMS) AND THE 2013 NFPA 13/13R (SPRINKLERS). THIS PROJECT WILL COMPLY WITH THE 2013
CALIFORNIA ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS.

NOTE: IF THE PLANNING COMMISSION HAS NOT APPROVED THE PROJECT PRIOR TO 5:00 PM ON
DECEMBER 31, 2013 THEN THIS PROJECT MUST COMPLY WITH THE 2013CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODES.

IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT AT ONCE UPON DISCOVERY
OF ANY CONFLICTS OR DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN THE AFOREMENTIONED AND THE WORK CONTRACTED
FOR THIS PROJECT OR A CHANGE OF AN APPLICABLE CODE OR STATUE BY LOCAL AUTHORITIES.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL WORK BY HIS
SUBCONTRACTORS AND THEIR COMPLIANCE WITH ALL THESE GENERAL NOTES. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL IDENTIFY ANY CONFLICTS BETWEEN THE WORKS OF THE SUBCONTRACTORS, AS DIRECTED BY
THESE DRAWINGS, DURING THE LAYOUT OF THE AFFECTED TRADES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW
THESE CONDITIONS WITH THE ARCHITECT FOR DESIGN CONFORMANCE BEFORE BEGINNING ANY
INSTALLATION.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING AND PROPOSED DIMENSIONS AND
CONDITIONS. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT AT ONCE
UPON THE DISCOVERY OF ANY CONFLICTS OR DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN THE AFOREMENTIONED AND
THE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF THIS PROJECT. THE CONTRACTOR SHOULD FOLLOW
DIMENSIONS AND SHOULD NOT SCALE THESE DRAWINGS. IF DIMENSIONS ARE REQUIRED BUT NOT
SHOWN, THEN THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REQUEST THE DIMENSIONS FROM THE ARCHITECT BEFORE
BUILDING ANY PART OF THE PROJECT, WHICH REQUIRES THE MISSING DIMENSIONS.

5. ANY CHANGES, ALTERNATIVES OR MODIFICATIONS TO THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS
MUST BE APPROVED IN WRITING BY THE ARCHITECT AND OWNER, AND ONLY WHEN SUCH WRITTEN
APPROVAL CLEARLY STATES THE AGREED COST OR CREDIT OF THE CHANGE, ALTERNATIVE OR
MODIFICATION TO THIS PROJECT. FOR INFORMATION, DRAWINGS OR OTHER DOCUMENTS, NOT
SHOWN OR INCLUDED IN THE PERMIT OR CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS OR SPECIFICATIONS, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL REQUEST THE MISSING INFORMATION, DRAWINGS OR DOCUMENTS FROM THE
ARCHITECT BEFORE STARTING OR PROCEEDING WITH THE CONSTRUCTION AFFECTED BY THE MISSING
INFORMATION, DRAWINGS OR DOCUMENTS.

6. THE INTENT OF THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS IS TO PROVIDE THE DESIGN GUIDANCE FOR
THE CONTRACTOR TO REASONABLY PLAN FOR ALL ITEMS NECESSARY FOR A COMPLETE JOB. IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ALL MATERIALS, LABOR AND EXPERTISE
NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE A COMPLETE JOB AS INTENDED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.
THE CONTRACTOR IS FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL CONSTRUCTION MEANS, METHODS, TECHNIQUES,
SEQUENCES, FINAL DIMENSIONS AND PROCEDURES FOR THE WORK SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS AND
SPECIFICATIONS. IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENACT THE AFOREMENTIONED IN
COMPLIANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED STANDARDS OF PRACTICE FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY FOR THE TYPE OF WORK SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

THE ARCHITECT RESERVES THE RIGHT OF REVIEW FOR ALL MATERIALS AND PRODUCTS FOR WHICH NO
SPECIFIC BRAND NAME OR MANUFACTURER IS IDENTIFIED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY WITH THE ARCHITECT THE NEED FOR SHOP DRAWINGS OR SAMPLES
OF MATERIALS OR PRODUCTS, WHICH WERE NOT IDENTIFIED IN THESE DRAWINGS OR SPECIFICATIONS,
AS WELL AS ANY MATERIAL, PRODUCT OR EQUIPMENT SUBSTITUTIONS PROPOSED IN PLACE OF THOSE
ITEMS IDENTIFIED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

7.1TIS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO VERIFY AND COORDINATE ALL UTILITY CONNECTIONS,
UTILITY COMPANIES" REQUIREMENTS AND INCLUDE ANY RELATED COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS
RESPONSIBILITY IN THE PROPOSAL OR BID. THE CONTRACTOR IS ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR WRITING
LETTERS OF CONFORMATION REGARDING OPERATIVE AGREEMENTS FOR THIS PROJECT BETWEEN THE
CONTRACTOR AND THE LOCAL FIRE DEPARTMENT; THE LOCAL WATER AGENCY; THE LOCAL NATURAL
OR PROPANE GAS PROVIDER; THE LOCAL ELECTRICITY PROVIDER; THE LOCAL TELEPHONE SERVICE
PROVIDERS; THE LOCAL CABLE TV PROVIDER; THE OWNER'S SECURITY SERVICE PROVIDER AND ANY
UNNAMED UTILITY TYPE SERVICE PROVIDER. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE COPIES OF ANY SUCH
AGREEMENTS TO THE ARCHITECT AND OWNER, IF REQUIRED OR REQUESTED.

8. THE CONTRACTOR IS FULLY RESPONSIBLE TO ENACT THE APPROPRIATE SAFETY PRECAUTIONS
REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN A SAFE WORKING ENVIRONMENT. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO INDEMNIFY
AND HOLD HARMLESS THE OWNER, THE ARCHITECT, THEIR CONSULTANTS AND EMPLOYEES FROM ANY
PROBLEMS, WHICH RESULT FROM THE CONTRACTOR'S PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK RELATED TO THE
SAFETY OF THE CONSTRUCTION SITE.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CARRY THE APPROPRIATE WORKMAN'S COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY
INSURANCE, AS REQUIRED BY THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY HAVING JURISDICTION FOR THIS
ISSUE, AS WELL AS COMPLY WITH THE GENERALLY ACCEPTED INDUSTRY STANDARDS OF PRACTICE
FOR A PROJECT OF THIS SCOPE. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY
WITH THE OWNER, IF HE WILL BE REQUIRED TO CARRY FIRE INSURANCE OR OTHER TYPES OF
INSURANCE, AS WELL AS, MAKING THE OWNER AND/OR THE ARCHITECT ADDITIONALLY INSURED OH
THEIR POLICIES FOR THE DURATION OF THE PROJECT. HE SHOULD ALSO ASSIST THE OWNER IN
IDENTIFYING THE AMOUNT OF COVERAGE REQUIRED FOR THEIR CO-INSURANCE NEEDS.

9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A CLEAN AND ORDERLY JOB SITE ON A DAILY BASIS. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT UNREASONABLY ENCUMBER THE SITE WITH MATERIALS OR EQUIPMENT.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT ENDANGER EXISTING STRUCTURES AND ANY NEWLY CONSTRUCTED

STRUCTURE BY OVERLOADING THE AFOREMENTIONED WITH MATERIALS OR EQUIPMENT. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL EXISTING CONSTRUCTION TO REMAIN AND NEW CONSTRUCTION
AFTER IT IS INSTALLED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO PROVIDE TEMPORARY
ENCLOSURES OR PROTECTION, AS NEEDED, TO PROTECT THE EXISTING STRUCTURE AND ANY NEWLY
CONSTRUCTED STRUCTURES FROM THE ILL EFFECTS OF WEATHER FOR THE DURATION OF THE ENTIRE
CONSTRUCTION PROCESS.

10. THE CONTRACTOR IS FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DAMAGE INCURRED BY HIM OR HIS
SUBCONTRACTORS TO ANY EXISTING STRUCTURE OR WORK, ANY STRUCTURE OR WORK IN
PROGRESS; UNUSED MATERIAL INTENDED FOR USE IN THE PROJECT; OR ANY EXISTING SITE
CONDITION WITHIN THE SCOPE OF WORK INTENDED BY THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS. THIS
RESPONSIBILITY WILL INCLUDE ANY MATERIALS AND LABOR REQUIRED TO CORRECT SUCH DAMAGE
TO THE OWNER'S SATISFACTION AT NO COST TO THE OWNER UNLESS AGREED TO BY THE OWNER IN
WRITING.

11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL WARRANTY ACCORDING TO STATE CONSTRUCTION LAW ALL WORK

DONE BY HIM, HIS EMPLOYEES AND HIS SUBCONTRACTORS AGAINST ALL VISIBLE DEFECTS OR ERRORS
THAT BECOME APPARENT WITHIN THE FIRST YEAR AFTER THE COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT, AS
ACCEPTED BY THE OWNER. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL, ADDITIONALLY, WARRANTY ALL DEFECTS AND
ERRORS NOT VISIBLE, BUT CONTAINED WITHIN CONSTRUCTED WORK, FOR A PERIOD OF TEN YEARS
FROM THE COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT, ALSO ACCORDING TO STATE CONSTRUCTION LAW. ANY
AND ALL DEFECTS AND ERRORS THAT DO BECOME APPARENT SHALL BE PROMPTLY REPAIRED BY THE
CONTRACTOR TO THE OWNER'S SATISFACTION AT NO COST TO THE OWNER FOR MATERIALS OR
LABOR. ALTERATIONS OR CHANGES TO THIS WARRANTY MUST BE MUTUALLY AGREED TO IN WRITING
BY BOTH THE CONTRACTOR AND THE OWNER.

12. T IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE
APPLICATION OF ALL THE PRODUCT SELECTIONS SHOWN OR INTENDED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND
SPECIFICATIONS. THE INTENDED MEANING OF "APPROPRIATENESS" IS THE PROPER SYSTEM, MODEL
AND SPECIFIC SELECTION REQUIRED FOR THE INTENDED USE AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS AND
SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO VERIFY THE MOST CURRENT MODEL NAME
OR NUMBER FROM THE SELECTED MANUFACTURER. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO VERIFY
THAT ANY INSTALLERS, WHICH HE SELECTS FOR THE VARIOUS PRODUCTS WILL FOLLOW ALL THAT
PRODUCT MANUFACTURER'S REQUIRED AND RECOMMENDED METHODS AND PROCEDURES TO
ACHIEVE THE DESIRED RESULTS CLAIMED BY SUCH MANUFACTURERS FOR THEIR PRODUCTS.

IN ADDITION, THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS IDENTIFY SOME REQUIRED SYSTEMS AND
PRODUCTS IN GENERIC TERMS. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAKE SPECIFIC SELECTIONS
FOR THESE SYSTEMS AND PRODUCTS THAT SATISFY THE SAME CONDITIONS OUTLINED ABOUT THE
IDENTIFIED MANUFACTURED ITEMS.

13.ITIS THE INTENT OF THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS TO IDENTIFY THE SCOPE OF WORK
FOR A DESIGN AND BUILD TYPE OF ELECTRICAL INSTALLATION. [T SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF
THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE: THE NECESSARY LABOR FAMILIAR WITH THIS TYPE OF INSTALLATION;
ALL NECESSARY MATERIALS, TOOLS, EQUIPMENT, TRANSPORTATION, TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION;
AND ANY SPECIAL OR OCCASIONAL SERVICES REQUIRED TO INSTALL A COMPLETE WORKING
ELECTRICAL SYSTEM AS DIAGRAMMATICALLY DESCRIBED AND SHOWN IN THESE DRAWINGS AND
SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE TO VERIFY ANY INFORMATION
THAT IS NOT INDICATED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS BUT IS REQUIRED FOR THE
PERFORMANCE OF THE INSTALLATION.

14. 1T IS THE INTENT OF THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS TO IDENTIFY THE SCOPE OF WORK
FOR A DESIGN AND BUILD TYPE OF MECHANICAL AND PLUMBING INSTALLATION. IT SHALL BE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE: THE NECESSARY LABOR FAMILIAR WITH THIS
TYPE OF INSTALLATION; ALL NECESSARY MATERIALS, TOOLS, EQUIPMENT, TRANSPORTATION,
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION; AND ANY SPECIAL OR OCCASIONAL SERVICES REQUIRED TO INSTALL
COMPLETE WORKING MECHANICAL AND PLUMBING SYSTEMS, AS DIAGRAMMATICALLY DESCRIBED
AND SHOWN IN THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO BE
RESPONSIBLE TO VERIFY ANY INFORMATION THAT IS NOT INDICATED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND
SPECIFICATIONS BUT IS REQUIRED FOR THE PERFORMANCE OF THE INSTALLATION.

16. 1T IS THE INTENT OF THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS TO IDENTIFY THE SCOPE OF WORK
FOR A DESIGN AND BUILD TYPE OF FIRE SPRINKLER INSTALLATION THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE
STRUCTURE. IT WILL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE: THE NECESSARY
LABOR FAMILIAR WITH THIS TYPE OF INSTALLATION; ALL NECESSARY MATERIALS, TOOLS,
EQUIPMENT, TRANSPORTATION, TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION; AND ANY SPECIAL OR OCCASIONAL
SERVICES, INCLUDING THE PROCUREMENT OF ALL PERMITS REQUIRED TO INSTALL A COMPLETE
WORKING SYSTEM. THE CONTRACTOR WILL ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE TO VERIFY ANY INFORMATION
THAT IS NOT INDICATED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS BUT IS REQUIRED FOR THE
PERFORMANCE OF THE INSTALLATION.

16. IF THE CONTRACTOR FINDS FAULT WITH, DISAGREES WITH, OBJECTS TG, OR WOULD LIKE TO
CHANGE THE SCOPE OF THESE GENERAL NOTES OR HIS STATED RESPONSIBILITIES, AS OUTLINED IN
THESE GENERAL NOTES, THEN THE CONTRACTOR MUST RESOLVE SUCH CHANGES WITH THE OWNER IN
WRITING BEFORE SIGNING A CONTRACT. FAILURE TO DO SO SHALL CONSTITUTE AN UNDERSTANDING
OF THESE GENERAL NOTES AND THEIR ACCEPTANCE BY THE CONTRACTOR.

17. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IDENTIFY IN HIS PROPOSAL OR BID, WHICH PERMITS HE EXPECTS TO
OBTAIN AND WHICH PERMITS AND APPLICATION FEES HE EXPECTS THE OWNER TO PROVIDE.

18. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO IDENTIFY ANY CONFLICTS BETWEEN HIS CONTRACT WITH
THE OWNER AND THESE DRAWINGS. THE ARCHITECT, THE CONTRACTOR AND THE OWNER SHALL
REVIEW THESE CONFLICTS IN ORDER TO AMEND ONE OF THESE DOCUMENTS BEFORE THE START OF
THE CONSTRUCTION. IF A CONFLICT IS DISCOVERED WITHOUT THIS PRIOR RESOLUTION, THEN THESE
DRAWINGS SHALL TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER ANY OTHER DOCUMENTS IN RESOLVING A CONFLICT.

19. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME THAT SITE MEETINGS WITH THE OWNER, THE ARCHITECT AND
THE CONTRACTOR PRESENT SHALL BE HELD ONCE EVERY WEEK, UNLESS THEY ARE MUTUALLY
CHANGED OR CANCELLED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP WRITTEN NOTES OF ALL RELEVANT
INFORMATION DISCUSSED AT THESE MEETINGS AND PROVIDE COPIES TO THE OWNER AND THE
ARCHITECT, UNLESS DIFFERING ARRANGEMENTS ARE RESOLVED WITH THE ARCHITECT AND THE
OWNER. THE ARCHITECT SHALL PROVIDE ANY REQUESTED SKETCHES OR ANY REQUESTED
INFORMATION THAT IS REQUIRED AND REQUESTED DURING THESE MEETINGS. THE OWNER AND THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO PROVIDE ANY REQUESTED INFORMATION THAT IS REQUIRED DURING THESE
MEETINGS.

20. THE ARCHITECT OR THE OWNER CAN WRITE AND ISSUE FIELD ORDERS FOR CHANGES TO THE
DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AS REQUESTED BY OWNER OR THE CONTRACTOR. IF ADDITIONAL
(OR DELETION OF) COST TO THE PROJECT IS REQUIRED, THEN THESE FIELD ORDERS SHALL BECOME THE
BASIS OF A CHANGE ORDER.

21. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL WRITE AND ISSUE ALL CHANGE ORDERS, WHICH SHALL INCLUDE A COST
BREAKDOWN FOR ALL THE WORK DESCRIBED IN SUCH A CHANGE ORDER. ANY CHANGE ORDER WILL
NOT BE BINDING TO THE OWNER UNTIL BOTH THE CONTRACTOR AND THE OWNER HAVE SIGNED IT.

22. UPON SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT, WHO SHALL
COORDINATE A WALK-THROUGH OF THE PROJECT WITH THE OWNER AND THE CONTRACTOR AND THEN
PROVIDE A PUNCH LIST OF ITEMS TO COMPLETE. ARRANGEMENTS FOR FINAL PAYMENT WILL BE MADE
AT THAT TIME.
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DEMOLITION NOTES

CONSTRUCTION NOTES

1. THE DEMOLITION WORK SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS MAY NOT BE THE COMPLETE DEMOLITION
REQUIRED TO ACCOMMODATE THE NEW WORK, WHICH IS SHOWN ELSEWHERE. THE INTENT OF THESE
DRAWINGS IS TO GENERALLY SHOW THE DEMOLITION SCOPE OF WORK EXPECTED OF THE
CONTRACTOR. THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE RESPONSIBLE TO COORDINATE ANY ADDITIONAL
DEMOLITION WORK AND VERIFY THE EXTENT OF DEMOLITION REQUIRED IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE
ANY NEW WORK.

2. ALL THE DIMENSIONS SHOWN, OR NOT SHOWN BUT REQUIRED, MUST BE VERIFIED IN THE FIELD BY
THE CONTRACTOR. THE INFORMATION SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS WAS DERIVED BY THE

ARCHITECT WITHOUT ANY SURVEYING OR ENGINEERING EQUIPMENT AND IS INTENDED TO BE HELPFUL,

BUT NOT NECESSARILY ACCURATE.

3. ALL BIDS OR PROPOSALS MUST CLEARLY IDENTIFY WHAT WORK WILL BE PERFORMED AND WHAT
WORK WILL NOT BE PERFORMED. THE CONTRACTOR WILL ALSO IDENTIFY ANY ALLOWANCES FOR
WORK TOO UNCERTAIN TO BID FROM THE INFORMATION SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS.

4. THE CONTRACTOR WILL COORDINATE THE CAPPING AND PATCHING OF ALL EXISTING PLUMBING
FIXTURES, SPRINKLER SYSTEMS AND RELATED EQUIPMENT SHOWN TO BE REMOVED WITH THE
EXISTING ROUGH-IN SYSTEM TO REMAIN. THE CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY THE WORK REQUIRED FOR
INSTALLING AND CONNECTING NEW PLUMBING FIXTURES AND RELATED EQUIPMENT, AS SHOWN ON
THE NEW WORK PLANS, TO THE REMAINING EXISTING SYSTEM. THE CONTRACTOR WILL REVIEW WITH
THE ARCHITECT IN THE FIELD ANY CONDITIONS THAT WILL CONFLICT WITH THIS INTENT.

5. THE CONTRACTOR WILL COORDINATE THE CAPPING AND PATCHING OF THE MECHANICAL SYSTEM
AND RELATED DEVICES SHOWN TO BE REMOVED WITH THE EXISTING SYSTEM TO REMAIN. THE
CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY THE WORK REQUIRED FOR INSTALLING ANY NEW MECHANICAL SYSTEM
AND RELATED EQUIPMENT, AS SHOWN ON THE NEW WORK PLANS, TO THE REMAINING EXISTING
SYSTEM OR EQUIPMENT. THE CONTRACTOR WILL REVIEW WITH THE ARCHITECT IN THE FIELD ANY
CONDITIONS THAT WILL CONFLICT WITH THIS INTENT.

6. THE CONTRACTOR WILL COORDINATE THE CAPPING AND PATCHING OF ALL EXISTING ELECTRICAL
FIXTURES AND RELATED EQUIPMENT SHOWN TO BE REMOVED WITH THE EXISTING SYSTEM TO
REMAIN. THE CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY THE WORK REQUIRED FOR INSTALLING AND CONNECTING
NEW ELECTRICAL FIXTURES AND RELATED EQUIPMENT, AS SHOWN ON THE NEW WORK PLANS, TO THE
REMAINING EXISTING SYSTEM. THE CONTRACTOR WILL REVIEW WITH THE ARCHITECT IN THE FIELD
ANY CONDITIONS THAT WILL CONFLICT WITH THIS INTENT.

7. THE CONTRACTOR WILL PROTECT EXISTING MATERIALS TO REMAIN, AS REQUIRED. DAMAGE TO
EXISTING MATERIALS TO REMAIN, BECAUSE OF INADEQUATE PROTECTION SHALL BE FIXED, REPAIRED
OR REPLACED, AS REQUIRED BY THE ARCHITECT, AT THE SOLE EXPENSE OF THE CONTRACTOR
INCLUDING BUT NOT NECESSARILY LIMITED TO LABOR AND MATERIALS.

8. THE CONTRACTOR IS SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ANY ADDITIONAL PERMITS,
ENGINEERING, SHORING AND ANY CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS BY OTHERS RELATED TO THIS WORK,
WHETHER OR NOT THEY ARE REQUIRED, FROM THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES.

9. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO PROPERLY STORE AND PROTECT ANY MATERIAL DESIGNATED
ON THE DRAWINGS TO BE SALVAGED AND RE-INSTALLED AS PART OF THE NEW WORK INTENT.

1. THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN THE SECURITY OF THE JOB SITE DURING THE
CONSTRUCTION PROCESS UNTIL FINAL ACCEPTANCE BY THE OWNER OR UNTIL AN ALTERNATE DATE,
AS MUTUALLY AGREED BETWEEN THE OWNER AND THE CONTRACTOR.

2. THE CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY THE ROUGH-IN DIMENSIONS AND REQUIREMENTS FROM THE
APPROPRIATE MANUFACTURER OR FABRICATOR FOR DOORS, WINDOWS, EQUIPMENT, CABINETRY,
PLUMBING FIXTURES, ELECTRICAL FIXTURES, APPLIANCES AND ANY OTHER DEVICES BEFORE
PROCEEDING TO LAY OUT AREAS WHERE SUCH ITEMS ARE LOCATED.

3. ALL CONNECTIONS AND FASTENERS ARE INTENDED TO BE CONCEALED, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
WHERE SUCH DEVICES CAN NOT BE CONCEALED AS INTENDED NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT FOR REVIEW OF
DESIGN CONFORMANCE.

4. FIREBLOCKING SHALL BE PROVIDED IN ALL LOCATIONS IDENTIFIED IN SECTION 717.2 OF THE
CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (CBC) AND IN ANY ADDITIONAL LOCATIONS IDENTIFIED BY THE LOCAL
AUTHORITIES OR LOCAL ORDINANCES.

5. THE CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY ALL ROOF AND FRAMING SPACES REQUIRED TO BE VENTILATED WITH
THE LOCAL FIELD INSPECTOR OR BY THE CBC AND PROVIDE THE APPROPRIATE NET FEE VENTILATION
AREA, BUT IN NO CASE SHALL IT BE LESS THAN 1/50TH OF THE AREA OF THE SPACE TO BE VENTILATED.
WHEN THE MEANS OF THE VENTILATION IS VISIBLE FROM A COMMONLY USED SPACE, PASSAGEWAY,
YARD OR PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW THIS SITUATION WITH THE
ARCHITECT FOR DESIGN CONFORMANCE BEFORE INSTALLING SUCH DEVICES, EQUIPMENT OR
MATERIALS.

6. THE CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY AND PROVIDE THE REQUIRED BLOCKING AND BACKING FOR ALL
CABINETRY, WALL-MOUNTED ACCESSORIES, BUILT-IN EQUIPMENT, LIGHT FIXTURES OR OTHER DEVICES
REQUIRING BLOCKING OR BACKING.

7. THE CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY AND PROVIDE ALL CODE REQUIRED FIREPROOFING AT ALL
PENETRATIONS INTO AND THROUGH A FIRE RATED FLOOR, WALL, CEILING OR ROOF ASSEMBLY.

8. ALL CHANGES OR OFFSETS IN FLOOR FINISH MATERIAL WILL OCCUR UNDER A THRESHOLD, WHEN
PROVIDED, OR AT THE CENTERLINE OF A DOOR TRANSITION UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED ON THE
DRAWINGS. OTHER LOCATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS SHALL BE VERIFIED WITH THE ARCHITECT IN THE
FIELD FOR DESIGN CONFORMANCE BEFORE INSTALLING ANY MATERIAL.

9. THE SEALANT, CAULKING AND FLASHING LOCATIONS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS ARE NOT
INTENDED TO COVER ALL CONDITIONS REQUIRING THESE PRODUCTS. [T IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF
THE CONTRACTOR TO IDENTIFY ALL CONDITIONS REQUIRING THESE PRODUCTS, SIMILAR PRODUCTS
AND REVIEW THESE CONDITIONS NOT IDENTIFIED IN THE DRAWINGS WITH THE ARCHITECT FOR DESIGN
CONFORMANCE.

10. COMPLETE ALL WORK REQUIRED TO MEET THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ENERGY CONSERVATION
REQUIREMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THE TITLE 24 REPORT SUBMITTED FOR THIS PROJECT INCLUDING BUT
NOT LIMITED TO ALL MANDATORY AND SPECIAL FEATURES, AS WELL AS ANY LOCAL ORDINANCES
(CECO AND RECO) AND ANY NEW REQUIREMENTS IDENTIFIED BY THE LOCAL BUILDING FIELD
INSPECTOR. IF A TITLE 24 REPORT WAS NOT REQUIRED FOR THIS PROJECT, THEN THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL PROVIDE ALL MEASURES REQUIRED BY THE STATE APPROVED MANDATORY FEATURES
REGULATIONS IDENTIFIED IN TITLE 24.

11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IDENTIFY IN HIS PROPOSAL WHICH UTILITY TYPE (WATER, ELECTRICITY,
TELEPHONE, INTERNET, ETC.) CONNECTIONS, USE AND RELATED COSTS WILL BE INCLUDED IN HIS
OVERHEAD AND WHICH COSTS HE EXPECTS THE OWNER TO PROVIDE. ANY UTILITY TYPE COST WHICH
IS NOT IDENTIFIED, AS AN OWNER PROVIDED ITEM, WILL BE ASSUMED TO BE INCLUDED IN THE
CONTRACTOR'S OVERHEAD COST.

12. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IDENTIFY AND PROVIDE THE REQUIRED SIDEWALK AND PUBLIC PASSAGE
ENCLOSURE PROTECTION AT ANY AFFECTED RIGHT-OF-WAY AREAS OR PUBLIC ACCESS LOCATIONS.
THE CONTRACTOR WILL REVIEW ALL INTENDED SIGNAGE WITH THE ARCHITECT FOR DESIGN
CONFORMANCE.

13. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL MEANS AND METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION AND
ANY DIRECTION FROM THE OWNER OR THE ARCHITECT SHALL NOT BE CONSTRUED TO OVER RIDE THIS
RESPONSIBILITY UNLESS MUTUALLY AGREED TO IN A WRITTEN DOCUMENT IDENTIFYING A SPECIFIC
AREA OF WORK FOR WHICH THE CONTRACTOR WILL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE.
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170"

540

290"

WALL TYPES

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD

WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD

WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPEX GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPEX
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 W0OD STUD WALL W/

STAINED 16 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(=23 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL

W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

AREA BELOW STAIR LANDING

BOILER FOR
RADIANT
HEATING

MECHANICAL

DRIVEWAY

PROPERTY LINE

€.2.03

OVERHANG OF SECOND FLUUR\

FRONT YARD

180"

16'x 7' CAR

IN'18" x 8' PARKING SPACE

CLASS 1
BICYCLE
SPACE
2% 6"

C 4.U}>—\

16'x 7' CAR

IN'18" x 8' PARKING SPACE

| ELEVATOI

2210"

|— OVERHANG OF SECOND FLOOR

235"

1 25% REAR YARD SETBACK LINE

REAR YARD

133"

PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN

NOTE:
SEE L2.0 FOR LANDSCAPE PLAN

14" = 10"

0>

OO

SOOP

CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.D

CONCRETE SLAB, SSD

PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

PAINTED WOOD FENCE

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

®

OO © @

& ®

OOOO®

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

NOT USED

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 1%" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 1%" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS
TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE.

30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL

@ NORTH

OODDDDDDOVDPPDOOD OO ODOOP & OOOD

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM

WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR
EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING

SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

INTERIOR DOOR

20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &
DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

BUILT-IN CABINET

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

BUILT-IN BENCH

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

NEW TILE FLOORING

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

NOT USED

ELEVATOR

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

NEW DESIGN-BUILD
SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER
SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA

13R
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EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM W I N D E R

SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM G I B S O N

BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

WALL TYPES

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM architects

WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,

OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPEX GYP \nterigrs
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM planning
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING architecture

WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS www.archsf.com

GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 26 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 136 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPEX
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(=23 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPEX GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES,

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.D

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

t: 415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
INTERIOR DOOR san francisco, ca 94103
20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
CONCRETE SLAB, SSD FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

POOD POODP © OOOD

OO

», POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

S

BUILT-IN CABINET

S

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL
BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

<

PAINTED WOOD FENCE
BUILT-IN BENCH

>
D

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER
BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM
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" "
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SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

SOPOP

SO

WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
ES AND SPECIFICATIONS

NEW TILE FLOORING

J0
<m
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o

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

PLANTER

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

M. CLOSET M. CLOSET

N
N
N\

2 WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

NOT USED

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

€.20 €30 ENTRY

£ | § D ENCH
) (@ 4

€.20 COATS

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

NOT USED

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING

PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
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! REAR YARD
V*f 25% REAR YARD TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
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MASTER BEDROOM

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

SDOODOOO®

1783 NOE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
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PROPERTY LINE

O

SETBACK LINE MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

up

FRONT YARD
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129" CL %" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

N

23"

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

&

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS

TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE. PLANNING REVISION
30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL SET 08.24.15

€20 &50

) ELEVATO] @,

®
OSOOD®
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PROPOSED FLOOR PLANS
REVISION 02.10.15

-2 CLOSET

LIGHT WELL

160" 258" “2 2 250"

600"

NEW DESIGN-BUILD

F/’ROPUSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN o SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER  ebiemuit

104" = 10" A2.2 13R DRAWN

i




EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM W I N D E R

SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM G I B S O N

BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

WALL TYPES

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPEX
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM architects

WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,

OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPEX GYP mterigrs
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM planning
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING architecture

WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS www.archsf.com

GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 26 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 136 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPEX
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(=23 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

0> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.D

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING .
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD ;: ji: giggggg
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE ) : :

351 ninth street, suite 301
INTERIOR DOOR san francisco, ca 94103
20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
CONCRETE SLAB, SSD FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

POOD POODP © OOOD

OO

», POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

S

BUILT-IN CABINET

S

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL
BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

<

PAINTED WOOD FENCE
BUILT-IN BENCH

O

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER

3610} BUILDING DEPTH AT THIRD FLOOR W 9 0y

PROPERTY LINE | /7 W ’[

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL

50" SETBACK 50" SETBACK
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

EDGE OFRODF |
/0 povE~_|
\438/ i

FLAT ROOF ——

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

)
SOOD

SO

SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

NEW TILE FLOORING

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD

TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH
INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON

ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

®

50"

50"
=]
=5
2
2

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

358"
TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

EDGE OF ROOF NOT USED

ABOVE

DINING AREA LIVING AREA ‘(ﬁ 25% REAR YARD SETBACK LINE

& © @

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

2

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

NOT USED

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING

PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS
SIDES AND TOP.

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

ELEVATOR

OO © &

i
15Ty

SDOODOOO®

1783 NOE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
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REAR YARD

O

PROPERTY LINE

FRONT YARD \

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

N A < |
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OPERABLE ROOF
SLIDING
SKYLIGHT ABOVE

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

234"

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

163"

30 " HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS

TE?APERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE. PLANNING REVISION
30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL SET 08.24.15
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£30 | ELEVATO]

PROPOSED FLOOR PLANS
REVISION 02.10.15

ol .
70" SETBACK 18" By 81y

ol
220" FRONT SETBACK AT THIRD FLOOR 4110y BUILDING DEPTH AT THIRD FLOOR 352" REAR SETBACK AT THIRD FLOOR

NEW DESIGN-BUILD
@ SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER DATE 062415
NORTH

PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN

14" =10 A23 13R

i

SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA {2528 AW
DRAWN




PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

FRONT YARD

TERRACE AT
THIRD FLOOR \

.

I B

/ﬁUUTLINE OF WALL BELOW

ROOF TERRACE

/ PLANTER

\Ig
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f EDGE OF ROOF

|—OUTLINE OF WALL
BELOW

TERRACE AT
THIRD FLOOR :
Gl ) \ @, % UNOCCUPIED
& ROOF
>—[]UTLINE OF WALL BELOW
d <P
EDGE (OF ROOF
a TERRACE AT
THIRD FLOOR
202" 500
il OUTLINE OF WALL
| —
RO0F BELOW AND
RAILING AT ROOF
PLANTERS TERRACE
PV SOLAR ARRAY, UNOCCUPIED
APPROX 30 ROOF
PANELS

UNOCCUPIED
ROOF

406"

LIGHT WELL AT
ALL FLOORS

e |

PROPERTY LINE

24"

382"

REAR YARD

PROPOSED ROOF TERRACE PLAN

1/4" =
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WALL TYPES

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPEX
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPEX GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 16 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

=23 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

0> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.D

CONCRETE SLAB, SSD

PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

OO

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

PAINTED WOOD FENCE

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

SOOP

SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

®

NOT USED

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

OO © &

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

O

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

30 " HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS
TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE.

30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL

OSOOD®

@ NORTH

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

INTERIOR DOOR

20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &
DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

POOD POODP © OOOD

», POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

S

BUILT-IN CABINET

S

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

<

BUILT-IN BENCH

O

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

SO

NEW TILE FLOORING

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

NOT USED

ELEVATOR

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

SDOODOOO®

NEW DESIGN-BUILD
SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER
SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA
13R

WINDER
GIBSON

architects

interiors
planning
architecture

www.archsf.com

t: 415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
san francisco, ca 94103

1783 NOE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

PLANNING REVISION
SET 08.24.15

PROPOSED FLOOR PLANS
REVISION 02.10.15

DATE 08.24.15

SCALE ASNOTED
DRAWN




WINDER
GIBSON

architects

interiors
planning

architecture
AREA OF NON-PLANTED SURFACES = 466.6 sg. ft.
A sufracEs - a6 LANDSCAPE PLAN FRONT YARD CALCULATIONS IN SQUARE FEET

AREA TOTAL FRONTIARD = 6603 11 PERMEABLE NON-PERMEABLE TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL o achstcon
AREA OF NON-PLANTED SURFACES = 70.70 % OF FRONT YARD
AREA OF PLANTED SURFACES = 29.30 % OF FRONT YARD PLANTED 193.4 0 193.4 29.30 % PLANTED

t: 415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

NOT PLANTED 272.6 194 466.6 70.70%

AREA OF NON-PERMEABLE SURFACES = 194 sg. ft. & 351 ninth street, suite 301

AREA OF PERMEABLE SURFACES = 466 san francisco, ca 94103

AREA TOTAL FRONT YARD = 660 sq. f. TOTAL 466 194 660 100 %
AREA OF NON-PERMEABLE SURFACES = 29.39 % OF FRONT YARD PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 70.61 % PERMEABLE 99.39 % 100 %

AREA OF PERMEABLE SURFACES = 70.61 % OF FRONT YARD

* MINIMUM 20 % OF FRONT YARD TO BE PLANTED SURFACES
* MINIMUM 50 % OF FRONT YARD TO BE PERMEABLE SURFACES
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PLANTING AREA I I PLANTING AREA
1 1

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLAN
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DATE 08.24.15
SCALE ASNOTED
DRAWN DK, CW, GG




$ (N) ROOF DECK
+34-10112"

(N) THIRD FLOOR
+23-4172"

$ (N) SECOND FLOOR MASTER BEDROOM
+ 12211727

$ (N) SECOND FLOOR
+8-4112"

[E] GRADE/ MIDPOINT OF SIDEWALK
~0-0"

WALLTYPES |

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD

WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD

WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/

STAINED 1x6 \-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(E===3 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL

/'5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

NEW DESIGN-BUILD
SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER
SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA
13R

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.D

CONCRETE SLAB, SSD

PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
AABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

R et ot

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

PAINTED WOOD FENCE

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

SOO®

SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

© &

OO ®©

&

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

NOT USED

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %' TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

&

HOODO O OO ®

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 1%' PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS
TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE

30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

OODO O © OOOOD ®

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

INTERIOR DOOR

20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &
DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

BUILT-IN CABINET

SODODDODOOOOOD

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

BUILT-IN BENCH

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

NEW TILE FLOORING

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

NOT USED

ELEVATOR

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

WINDER
GIBSON

architects

interiors
planning
architecture

www.archsf.com

t: 415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
san francisco, ca 94103

THIRD FLOOR SET BACK FROM PRIMARY
SECOND FLOOR FACADE BY 100"

THIS AREA SET BACK FROM PRIMARY SECOND —

OUTLINE OF (E} NORTH NEIGHBOR

FRONT FACADE @ 1775 NOE ST

FLOOR FACADE BY 60"

$ (N) FIRST FLOOR /
0-10172"

PROPOSED FRONT (WEST) ELEVATION

50" SIDE SETBACK —|

OUTLINE OF (E) SOUTH NEIGHBOR
FRONT FACADE @ 101 LAIDLEY ST\

@’ THIRD FLOOR SET BACK FROM
PRIMARY SECOND FLOOR
FACADE BY 7'-0"

3

NEIGHBOR FENCE

C.1.0:
3-0" OFFSET IN WALL /
N STUCCO
V.
N STUCCO /
\ 5-0" OFFSET IN WAL
—
STAINEIT W SIOING—|
STAINED WOOD SIDING
/ STUCCO
/
I
STUCCO I
\
~—
GRADE / TYP. E
00! E
C.0.0 g

vamvws\ \

14" = 10"

1
A3.0

1783 NOE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

PLANNING REVISION
SET 08.24.15

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
REVISION 02.10.15

DATE 082415
ASNOTED
DK, CW, 66

SCALE:
DRAWN




WALL TYPES

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 1x6 \-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(E===3 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
/'5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.D

CONCRETE SLAB, SSD

PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
AABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

R et ot

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

PAINTED WOOD FENCE

SOO®

SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

© &

NOT USED

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

OO ®©

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING

&

&

HOODO O OO ®

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 1%' PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS
TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE

30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL
EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

OODO O © OOOOD ®

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

INTERIOR DOOR

20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &
DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

SODODDODOOOOOD

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

BUILT-IN BENCH

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

NEW TILE FLOORING

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

WINDER
GIBSON

architects

interiors
planning
architecture

www.archsf.com

t: 415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
san francisco, ca 94103

i AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING, WITH BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND NOT USED
NEW DESIGN-BUILD PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM FINISHES.
SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER SCUPPER BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND ELEVATOR
SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM FINISHES.
13R LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS MWINDOWUNI SET 7 BACKIN OPENING Wi BULTIN CABINET PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS
OUTLINE OF (E) SOUTH
NEIGHBOR APARTMENT
BUILDING @ 101 LAIDLEY ST THIS PORTION OF THIRD
FLOOR SETBACK 13'-2"
@ FROM REQUIRED REAR
YARD SETBACK LINE
THIS PORTION OF THIRD
FLOOR SETBACK 11'-2"
FROM REQUIRED REAR
YARD SETBACK LINE @* @"
NI ROOF DECK
| +30-1012"
THIS PORTION OF
SECOND FLOOR SETBACK

3'-0" FROM REQUIRED

THIS PORTION 4 REAR YARD SETBACK
— OF SECOND LINE
- FLOOR 1
1 SETBACK 11-2"
FROM THIS PORTION OF FIRST
REQUIRED REAR FLOOR SETBACK 40"

FROM REQUIRED REAR
YARD SETBG,&E YARD SETBACK LINE

(NI THIRD FLOOR ¢
+23-4072"

N UTLINE OF (E) NORTH NEIGHBOR

1783 NOE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

\\ STAINED W0OD SIDING

REAR FACADE @ 1775 NOE ST

OUTLINE OF (E) SOUTH
NEIGHBOR

REAR COTTAGE @ 74
HARPER ST

sTucco X
| I I

(NI SECOND FLOOR MASTER BEDROOM ¢
+12-172"

(NI SECOND FLOOR ¢
+8-412"

@' PLANNING REVISION
SET 08.24.15

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
REVISION 02.10.15

1E] GRADE/ MIDPOINT OF SIDEWALK
00" ¢
N] FIRST FLOOR
RN ¢

3'-2" SIDE SETBACK

PROPERTY LINE

THIS PORTION OF FIRST
FLOOR ONLY IS AT
REQUIRED REAR YARD
SETBACK LINE

PROPERTY LINE

DATE 08.24.15

SCALE - ASNOTED
DRAWN DK, CW, 66

PROPOSED REAR (EAST) ELEVATION

14" = 10"

i

>
@




WALL TYPES

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD

WALL W/ STAINED 1xB V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 W0OD STUD WALL W/

STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(EZ==23 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL

/6/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

R e et et

NEW DESIGN-BUILD
SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER

SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA

13R

OOO®

CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.0

CONCRETE SLAB, SSD

PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

PAINTED WOOD FENCE

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

& &

OO ©

&

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

NOT USED

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

&

SO D © OO D

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, 1%" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS
TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE

30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

SOOD D © POHOHO ©

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

INTERIOR DOOR

20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &
DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

BUILT-IN CABINET

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

BUILT-IN BENCH

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

NEW TILE FLOORING

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

NOT USED

ELEVATOR

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

ODOODODOOOOOD

WINDER
GIBSON

architects

interiors
planning
architecture

www.archsf.com

t:415. 318.8634
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351 ninth street, suite 301
san francisco, ca 94103

OUTLINE OF (E} SOUTH NEIGHBOR

APARTMENT BUILDING @ 101 LAIDLEY ST

€

(N) ROOF DECK ¢
+34-10172"

-
r
I
I
I
I
I
1
I
‘ 1
! i
| |_
| ‘ Ll _
! ! Ll o«
} \ o5
! STUCCO | — =
I
| \"7 | j‘\ ! @» ‘ (] =
| I | ! OUTLINE OF (E) REAR ELEVATION AT ' S
| [ I ! ‘ 105 LAIDLEY ST 32" SIDE SETBACK SECOND FLOGOR PORTION IS 16"-5" AWAY L (%]
! \ o
| I STUCCO FROM SOUTH PROPERTY LINE E
| === = | = =
| | | s
! N) THIRD FLOOR on
‘ i ‘ R =
! I — | 0O =
e === o : | ~
Z |
| | — I STuceo STAINED WOOD SIDING | OUTLINE OF (E) SOUTH NEIGHBOR REAR s~
| : STAINES WOBB SIBING—— - ! COTTAGE @ 74 HARPER ST
! } d
} : \
| ! 4
I L [
I f 1
| : | T
| ' T | | |
| | —
! i i i
! ; LI— 1 1 N) SECOND FLOOR MASTER BEDROOM
} I — ESVANTE ¢
; 3 ————
! : e
‘ 1 : L N) SECOND FLODR
} ; T <B4 ¢
| |
| |
| |
I I

SIDEWALK ! 3'-2" SIDE SETBACK

PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED SOUTH SIDE ELEVATION

STUCCO

GRADE / TYP.

(E] GRADE/ MIDPOINT OF SIDEWALK
*w 70"
~_(N) FIRST FLOOR ¢
0-10172"

14" - 1"

1
A3.2

PROPERTY LINE

PLANNING REVISION
SET 08.24.15

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
REVISION 02.10.15

DATE 08.24.15

SCALE: ASNOTED
DRAWN DK, CW, GG




WALLTYPES |

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 W0OD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.S.0

CONCRETE SLAB, SSD

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK

R e et et

ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"

SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

& &

OO ©

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"

RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL

WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING

ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING

&

1HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, 1%" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

CANTED EAVE

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS
TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE

30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL

SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD

INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

BUILT-IN BENCH

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

= INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED. PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS, TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR 351 ninth 301
/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES. SIDES AND TOP. APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES ninth street, suite
CONCRETE RETAINING WALL EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM san francisco, ca 94103
1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER & é’t‘é’;‘;‘;" CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
PAINTED WOOD FENCE ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

WINDER
GIBSON

architects

interiors

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 W0OD STUD ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE planning
WALL W/ STAINED 16 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING ILE Fi architecture
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPEX GYP PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY INTERIOR DOOR HEWTILEFLOORING
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER NOT USED
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 88" TYPEX INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND 20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

www.archsf.com

t:415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

QDD
SOOO D ©OO®

5 2 BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND NOT USED
SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER et s oy
POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND ELEVATOR
SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM FINISHES.
13R LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH BULT-N CABINET PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

GODO O © OO ©
OOPPOOOODOOOOD

STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

5'-0" SIDE SETBACK AT ENTIRE THIRD
FLOOR

PROPERTY LINE

MAXIMUM PLANNING ENVELOPE Y S N) ROOF DECK
[ ] S 102" ¢
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EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM WI N D E R

SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM G I B S O N

BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

WALL TYPES

[E===2) EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM architects

WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,

OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP inlerigrs
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM planning
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING architecture

WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS www.archsf.com

GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(=253 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

0> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.8.0

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

t:415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
INTERIOR DOOR san francisco, ca 94103
20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AAND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
CONCRETE SLAB, SSD FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN 75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

HODO®

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED. BUILT-IN CABINET
CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS
PAINTED WOOD FENCE

BUILT-IN BENCH

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER
BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

&
SOO®

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING
0
@ SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL NEWTILE FLOORING
(N) ROOF DECK TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS
$ ~ 301011 T . y
| INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75" NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD

TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

OO © © ®

HODDDDOD DOBDDDDDO OO DODDD & OOO®

50"

ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
BEDROOM 3 CLOSET ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER
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‘ PANTRY = NOT USED w =
LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER bad
! 0 ,_,7 CLOSET L 1%}
‘ ) O
42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS NOT USED Z f:
N GUARDRAIL o
[N,
N) THIRD FLOOR 42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL ELEVATOR o =
$ ~ 341" WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8" 0o =
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING w

STAINED WOOD SIDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS ™~

SIDES AND TOP. —

N ELEVATOR @' 1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED

MASTER BATH

&

&
©

300"

80"

$ (N} SECOND FLOOR MASTER BEDROOM
+ 12211727

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

$ (N) SECOND FLOOR
+8-4112"

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND

CANTED EAVE
uTiTy/ z 30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
GUEST SUITE LAUNDRY STORAGE o OFFICE/ YOGA|ROOM WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS

TET‘.IIPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE. PLANNING REVISION
30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL SET 08.24.15

\ PROPOSED SECTIONS
REVISION 02.10.15
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EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM WI N D E R

SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM G I B S O N

BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

WALL TYPES

[E===2) EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM architects

WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,

OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP inlerigrs
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM planning
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING architecture

WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS www.archsf.com

GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(=253 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

0> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.8.0

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

t:415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
INTERIOR DOOR san francisco, ca 94103
20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AAND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
CONCRETE SLAB, SSD FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN 75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

HODO®

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED. BUILT-IN CABINET
CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS
PAINTED WOOD FENCE

BUILT-IN BENCH

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER
BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

®
SOO®

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
/ ‘0 \ @ LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING
@' SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL NEW TILE FLOORING
MAXIMUM PLANNING ENVELOPE TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, e TN S C——————— N (N) ROOF DECK
31012 ] .
- L INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75' NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

5.0

HODDDDOD DOBDDDDDO OO DODDD & OOO®
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B WATER HEATER

=) TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON I %

r ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH |_
i DINING AREA ‘ ‘ KITCHEN TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR e S
& = : NOT USED =
LIVING AREA - :Il ! LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER by
| ‘ CLOSET L D
‘ ) O
42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS NOT USED Z f:
/ GUARDRAIL e
7 [N,
NI THIRD FLOOR ) 42" HIGH 1:HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL ELEVATOR N =
4¢', VTR WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8 oo =
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING w

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS ,\

—

©

10-0"

PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.
LOFT OVER BATHS AND _ 1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED

@b HALL, OPEN TO KIDS' 2 ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
BEDROOMS ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %' TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
' ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
4@ 0>

SCUPPER
1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
5 MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
BEDROOM 1 ROOFING, 1%' PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR

N) SECOND FLODR MASTER BEDROOM SCUPPER
ES VT ¢

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING
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STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

(N) SECOND FLOOR ¢
+B8-412"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS

TET‘.IIPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE. PLANNING REVISION
30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL SET 08.24.15

i (E) GRADE/ MIDPOINT OF SIDEWALK
<00 PROPOSED SECTIONS
(N) FIRST FLOOR REVISION 02.10.15
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EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM WI N D E I a

SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM G I B S O N

BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

WALL TYPES

[E===2) EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM architects

WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL P
interiors

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM planning
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING architecture
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS www.archsf.com

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(=253 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

0> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.8.0

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

t:415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
INTERIOR DOOR san francisco, ca 94103
20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
/AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
/AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
CONCRETE SLAB, SSD FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN 75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
125" NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH

HODO®

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED. BUILT-IN CABINET
CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS
PAINTED WOOD FENCE

BUILT-IN BENCH

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER
BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

SOO®

WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
ES AND SPECIFICATIONS

NEW TILE FLOORING

J0
<m
s m
@

MAXIMUM PLANNING ENVELOPE

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

JE N S R A 7773 R () S SR N NP N . E——— — (N] ROOF DECK ¢
+ 3410172

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

®

¢
~
&

,/

'WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

NOT USED

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

NOT USED

&
4
=

=
\\
y
\\
y
\
&

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

ELEVATOR

OO © © ®

(N} THIRD FLOOR ¢
‘ +23-41/2"

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

HODDDDOD DOBDDDDDO OO DODDD & OOO®

1783 NOE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, 1%' PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING

[&] [ |
///
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH

€2
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
N (N SECOND FLOOR MASTER BEDROOM SCUPPER
+121112"

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

©

MASTER CLOSET

100"

c MASTER CLOSET

©

Ry

1

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

(N} SECOND FLOOR ¢
+8-412"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

STUCCO

30 " HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS

TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE. PLANNING REVISION
30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL SET 08.24.15

&

OOOO®

| E) GRADE/ M\‘DE[VJIEI OF SIDEWALK ¢ PROPOSEDSECTIONS

REVISION 02.10.15

~_ (NI FIRST FLOOR ¢
-0-10112"

PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED NORTH-SOUTH SECTION 1 NEW DESIGN-BUILD

=10 A36 SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER | DATE _thzas B
SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA | 22ALE - JSNOTD L
13R _1413




WALL TYPES

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

WINDER
GIBSON

GYP. BO. INTERIOR i
EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM architects
WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH

STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL P
interiors

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM planning
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING architecture
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS www.archsf.com

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(EEZ=23 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

0> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.8.0

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR

EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING
SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

t:415. 318.8634
f: 415. 318.8638

351 ninth street, suite 301
INTERIOR DOOR san francisco, ca 94103
20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
CONCRETE SLAB, SSD FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN .75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
125", NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

HODO®

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND

ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH FINISHES.
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED. BULTAN CABINET
CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS
PAINTED WOOD FENCE

BUILT-IN BENCH

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER
BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL

SOOP

LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING
SEE WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL NEW TILE FLOORING
TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS
INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
$—(N]3R023a55K RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD NEW CONCRETE FLOORING
py

TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

<

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

OO © © ®

PODDDDOD DOBODDDDO OO DODDD © OOOP

1783 NOE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

NOT USED
LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
@. LIVING AREA CLoSET
42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS NOT USED
GUARDRAIL
42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL ELEVATOR
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
(NI THIRD FLOOR INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
W PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS
SIDES AND TOP.

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 1%' PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MASTER BATH MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B

MASTER BEDROOM _ ROOFING, 1%" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING

AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH

ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

&
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%' TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

$ (N) SECOND FLOOR MASTER BEDROOM
+ 1221727

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

$ (N) SECOND FLOOR
+B8-4112" !

30 " HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS

TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE. PLANNING REVISION
30" HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL SET 08.24.15
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WALL TYPES

[E===2) EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ 7/8" INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD
WALL W/ STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING,
OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER %" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

EXTERIOR NON-RATED 2x6 WOOD STUD WALL W/
STAINED 1x6 V-GROOVE WOOD SIDING, OVER
BUILDING PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER
FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE-X
GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(=253 INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD STUD WALL
W/ 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON BOTH SIDES.

CONSTRUCTION
SHEET NOTES

0> CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS S.8.0

CONCRETE SLAB, SSD

PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY

CONCRETE TERRACE OR WALK

CONCRETE STAIRS PER CBC 1009.4: MIN
10" RUN, MAX 7.75" RISE. NOSING NOT
LESS THAN 75" BUT NOT MORE THAN
1.25". NEW GUARDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 42"
ABOVE TREAD NOSING. 36" HIGH
HANDRAIL WHERE REQUIRED.

HODO®

CONCRETE RETAINING WALL

PAINTED WOOD FENCE

PRECAST CONCRETE PLANTER

SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS AND DETAILS

SOO®

WALL-TYPE LEGEND ABOVE FOR ALL WALL
ES AND SPECIFICATIONS

J0
<m
s m
@

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH WOOD STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX 7.75"
RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, HARDWOOD
TREADS AND RISERS. STEEL HANDRAIL ON
ONE SIDE, 36" HIGH

NOT USED

42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL

42" HIGH 1-HR FIRE-RATED GUARDWALL
WITH 2x6 WOOD FRAMING AND 7/8"
INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING BOTH
SIDES AND TOP.

OO © © ®

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-AOR B
ROOFING, 14" PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

1 HR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE ROOF
TERRACE WITH PORCELAIN TILE OVER
MORTAR OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, 1%' PLYWOOD, WOOD FRAMING
AND %" TYPE-X GYP. BD. AT CEILING. WITH
ROOF DRAIN AND OVERFLOW DRAIN OR
SCUPPER

& @

%" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT CEILING

STAINED WOOD SOFFIT TO MATCH SIDING

INTEGRAL COLOR STUCCO FASCIA AND
CANTED EAVE

30" HIGH SOLID GUARDWALL WITH STAINED
WOOD SIDING AND 12" HIGH FRAMELESS
TEMPERED GLASS RAIL ABOVE.

30 " HIGH SOLID PARAPET WALL

OOOO®

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
WINDOW UNIT W/ PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT W/PAINTED WOOD TRIM

EXTERIOR BRONZE ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM

WINDOW UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING WITH
STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
SLIDING DOOR UNIT SET 2" BACK IN OPENING
WITH STUCCO RETURN AND ALUMINUM SILL

EXTERIOR CLEAR ANODIZED ALUMINUM
BREAK PANEL BETWEEN WINDOW UNITS

EXTERIOR PAINTED FLUSH WOOD DOOR
EXTERIOR PAINTED UPWARD-ACTING

SECTIONAL AUTOMATIC FLUSH WOOD
GARAGE DOOR, 12' WIDE

INTERIOR DOOR

20 MIN FIRE-RATED SOLID-CORE
INTERIOR DOOR WITH SELF-CLOSER
AND SMOKE GASKET BETWEEN GARAGE
AAND LIVING SPACE

MOTORIZED OPERABLE SLIDING SKYLIGHT
FOR ACCESS TO ROOF TERRACE

KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

LAUNDRY ROOM WITH NEW WASHER &
DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT AS REQUIRED

BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

POWDER ROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINISHES.

BUILT-IN CABINET

BUILT-IN PANTRY CABINETS

BUILT-IN BENCH

BUILT-IN WINE STORAGE SYSTEM

NEW HARDWOOD FLOORING

NEW TILE FLOORING

NEW CONCRETE FLOORING

RADIANT HEATING SYSTEM WITH BOILER

WATER HEATER

TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

LAUNDRY CONNECTIONS AT MASTER
CLOSET

NOT USED

ELEVATOR

PHOTOVOLTAIC PANELS

HODDDDOD DOBDDDDDO OO DODDD & OOO®

NEW DESIGN-BUILD
SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER
SEPARATE PERMIT PER NFPA
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