SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review i
Abbreviated Analysis Sin Pt
HEARING DATE: MARCH 14, 2019 CA 94103-2479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Date: March 4, 2019
Case No.: 2017-014420DRP Fax:
Project Address: 2552 Baker Street #18:550:5404
Permit Application: 2017.1026.2312 Planning
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family] Informatice:
. i 415.558.6377
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0955/021
Project Sponsor: Helen Seldin/ Sutro Architects
1055 Post Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
Staff Contact: David Winslow — (415) 575-9159

David.Winslow@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of a 3-story rear horizontal addition and a roof dormer, and roof deck to 3-story single-
family house.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The site is a 25" x 100" lateral sloping lot with an existing 3-story, 2,935 s.f. one- family house built in 1910.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The block face of Baker Street has a very consistent pattern of 3- to 4-story houses with that step with the
slope.

The mid-block open space has a fairly consistent pattern of rear building walls that align. The exceptions
of this alignment are the subject property and the DR requestor’s building.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION
veE | (COUIRED | NOTIFICATION DRFILEDATE | DRHEARING DATE
R ST FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 November 5,
, 30 days | 2018 — December |  12.4.2018 3.14.2019 90 days
Notice

5,2018

www.sfplanning.org
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2017-014420DRP

March 14, 2019 2552 Baker Street
HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 20 days February 23, 2019 February 23, 2019 20 days
Mailed Notice 20 days February 23, 2019 February 23, 2019 20 days
Online Notice 20 days February 23, 2019 February 23, 2019 20 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 8 1 0
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 0 0 0
the street
Neighborhood groups 0 0 0
DR REQUESTOR

Alison Rowe of 2785 Green Street #1, adjacent neighbor to the North of the proposed project.

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

1. The proposed addition and removal of trees in the backyard will impact privacy and light.
2. The proposed addition intrudes into the mid-block open space, contrary to the Cow Hollow
Neighborhood Design Guidelines.

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated December 4, 2018.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

The sponsor has complied with the Residential Design Team (RDAT) recommendations, in relation to
building massing at the rear to address issues related to scale, mid-block open space, and privacy.
Furthermore, the project sponsor has written a letter intending to preserve the existing trees in the rear
yard, and in the event of damage re-planting a replacement tree in approximately the same location to
preserve mutual privacy.

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated February 21, 2019.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) Additions
to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square
feet).
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2017-014420DRP
March 14, 2019 2552 Baker Street

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The project is subject to the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines. In light of the DR request, the Residential
Design Advisory Team re-reviewed this project and confirmed that the proposal does not present any
exceptional or extraordinary conditions with respect to the Residential Design Guidelines, the Cow Hollow
Neighborhood Design Guidelines, and the surrounding development patterns. Specifically:

1. The proposed addition complies with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines with
respect to the rear yard, based on the location of the adjacent buildings. The proposed 2-story
rear addition maintains the building scale at the rear and mid-block open space pattern, by
extending the subject property to the align with the adjacent buildings to the south. The corner
building to the north covers almost its entire lot and has property line windows facing the
subject property’s rear yard.

2. Although property line windows are not typically protected by Planning Department policy,
the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines promote good neighbor gestures such as
accommodating side lot line windows. The project sponsor has opted to accommodate two of
the neighboring property line windows with a light well and a setback.

3. Although trees perform a number of important functions, unless they are determined to be
heritage trees, they are not regulated by the Planning Department. However, the maintenance
stated intention of the project sponsor to retain the existing trees should be taken in good faith.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project
Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Context Photographs

Section 311 Notice

CEQA Determination

DR Application

Letter of opposition

Response to DR Application dated February 1, 2019

Letters of support

Correspondence between project sponsor and DR requestor
Reduced Plans
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Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2017-014420DRP
2552 Baker Street
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Parcel Map

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Zoning Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
@ Case Number 2017-014420DRP
2552 Baker Street
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Aerial Photo
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Aerial Photo
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Site Photo
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312)

On October 26, 2017, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2017.10.26.2312 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

PROJECT INFORMATION

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Project Address: 2552 Baker Street Applicant: Sutro Architects

Cross Street(s): Green and Vallejo Sts Address: 1055 Post St

Block/Lot No.: 0955/021 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94109
Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415) 766-4072

Record No.: 2017-014420PRJ Email: hseldin@sutroarchitects.com

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

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

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition
O Change of Use
M Rear Addition

[0 New Construction
O Facade Alteration(s)
[0 Side Addition

M Alteration
O Front Addition
M Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED
Building Use Single Family Residence No Change
Front Setback None No Change
Side Setbacks None No Change
Building Depth 56 feet 70 feet 6 inches
Rear Yard 43 feet 9 inches 30 feet

Building Height

33 feet 5 inches

34 feet 8 inches

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Number of Stories 3 4 with rear roofdeck
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change
Number of Parking Spaces 1 No Change

The proposed project is to construct a 14’-3" rear addition at the first and second floors with rear terraces at the second and third
stories. The proposal includes the addition of a dormer on the north side elevation to provide space for stair access to the attic
level and a new roof deck with approximately 6’ side setbacks from all sides. No work is proposed at the front fagcade.

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: Alexandra Kirby
Telephone: (415) 575-9133
E-mail; Alexandra.kirby@sfgov.org

Notice Date: 11/5/2018
Expiration Date: 12/5/2018

X EIREEE: 415.575.9010 | Para Informacion en Espaiiol Llamar al: 415.575.9010 | Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 415.575.9121




San Francisco 1650 MISSION STREET, #400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

WWW.SFPLANNING.ORG

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC (DRP)

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 (d) and 312 (e), the Planning Commission may exercise its power of
Discretionary Review over a building permit application.

For questions, call 415.558.6377, email pic@sfgov.org, or visit the Planning Information Center (PIC) at 1660
Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco, where planners are available to assist you.

Please read the Discretionary Review Informational Packet carefully before the application form is completed.

WHAT TO SUBMIT: HOW TO SUBMIT:
O Two (2) complete applications signed. To file your Discretionary Review Public application,
please submit in person at the Planning Information
O A Letter of Authorization for Agent from the owner Center:

giving you permission to communicate with the

Planning Department on their behalf. . o
Location: 1660 Mission Street, Ground Floor

O Photographs or plans that illustrate your concerns. San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
O Related ts or deed restricti if any).
clated covenants or deed restrictions (if any) Espaiiol: Si desea ayuda sobre como llenar esta solicitud
O A digital copy (CD or USB drive) of the above en espafol, por favor llame al 415.575.9010. Tenga en
materials (optional). cuenta que el Departamento de Planificacién requerira al

O Payment via check, money order or debit/credit for menos un dia habil para responder

the total fee amount for this application. (See Fee o )

Schedule). X MREFLESERAPERENHFERNE
Bh, EEEFE415575.9010, FHEE, HREMMEAFTEE
DS—EITERREE,

Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto

ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang
415.575.9010. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang
Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw
na pantrabaho para makasagot.
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San Francisco

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC (DRP)

Discretionary Review Requestor’s Information

Name:  Alison Rowe

Address: Email Address: allierowe@gmail.com
2785 Green Street, #1, San Francisco 94123
Telephone:  (415) 756-7406

Information on the Owner of the Property Being Developed

Name: Josh Prime

Company/Organization: Owner

Address: Email Address:  JEPrime @gmail.com

2552 Baker Street, San Francisco 94123

Telephone: Sutro Architects (415) 766-4072

Property Information and Related Applications
Project Address: 2952 Baker Street, San Francisco, CA 94123

Block/Lot(s): 0955/021
Building Permit Application No(s): 2017.10.26.2312

ACTIONS PRIORTO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

PRIOR ACTION YES NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? X
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? X
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? (including Community Boards) X

We did not have the opportunity to Mediate this November. I called the Community Boards to learn
how they work, the cost and the timing.

I asked the owner throughout the planning phases for a specific commitment to maintain my privacy,
which I have enjoyed for 25 years. The plans also violate the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines. The plans submitted to the City are deceptive, showing only one backyard tree, when
there are many large, mature trees both in the yard and along the property line. These trees provide
privacy to my apartment.

Based on the unwillingness of the homeowner to address my concerns, I have little reason to believe
that a mediation would have been fruitful.

PAGE 2 | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC V.09.19.2018 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT


Alison Rowe
   X

Alison Rowe
   X

Alison Rowe
X


DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

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

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the standards of the Planning Code and the
Residential Design Guidelines. 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.

The back yard's EXISTING PLAN is inaccurate. It is missing all but one large tree. This EXISTING
PLAN shows PLANTERS that do not exist. The PROPOSED PLAN is identical to the EXISTING,
as if there will be no changes to the yard. The many trees have been firmly rooted in the ground for
decades, not in planters. This matters because removing the trees will completely remove my
privacy. In addition, my neighboring tenants will lose their view of trees and face a wall instead.

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 unreasonably affected, please state who would be affected, and how.

The project does not meet the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines. Please consider that
losing privacy in a small home is a major impact. The attached photos show my window and privacy
trees that were omitted in the EXISTING PLAN. I would not like anyone in the back yard to look
directly into my home. Also, the trampoline will move east with the house to block my mid-block
greenery view uphill. Three other apartments in my building will lose their light, air and see a wall
instead of trees. Apartment #4's emails with the homeowner and photos from her unit are attached.

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to the
exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

Please:

1. Keep my privacy the same as it has been for 25 years

2. Keep the family from being able to look directly inside my home.

3. Preserve all trees on the property line, including the camellia tree in the north-east corner.

4. Keep my apartment's greenery views (Apartment #1). Keep Apartment #4's southern daylight, air
and greenery view.

PAGE 3 | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC V.09.19.2018 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

b) Other information or applications may be required.

Alison Rowe

Signature Name (Printed)
adjacent neighbor (415) 756-7406 allierowe@gmail.com
Relationship to Project Phone Email

(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:

PAGE 4 | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC V.09.19.2018 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT



EXHIBITS TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW FOR 2552 BAKER STREET
1. EXISTING / DEMO SITE PLAN and PROPOSED SITE PLAN
2. Google Earth View of 2552 Baker Street, Yard’s Many Trees
3. Trees that border Apartment #1’s deck. Camellia & Big Trees.

4. Apartment #1’s Window - 35” by 56” with trees that provide
privacy.

5. West view along property line, several big trees. No PLANTERS.

6. Recent email history with owner. No answer to direct questions
regarding trees.

7. Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines that discuss
a. Enjoyment of mid-block open space
b. Rear Yard Guidelines
c. Rear Yard Limitations - “New construction and additions
outside of the exiting building envelope in both RH-1 and
RH-2 zones must follow an overriding 45 percent rear yard
open space policy” (building footprint may be 55% lot

coverage.

8. Apartment #4’s Email Correspondence with Homeowner and
Homeowner Reply.

9. Apartment #4’s Current South-Facing Views
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Alison Rowe


Alison Rowe
EXHIBIT 1
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Alison Rowe
One Tree Shown in “Before”�
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Alison Rowe
One Tree Shown in “After”�
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Alison Rowe
Existing Yard Trees
2552 Baker 
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Alison Rowe
EXHIBIT 2
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Alison Rowe
Apartment #1’s Deck�
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Footprint 
2785 Green
Garages (ground floor) 
Apartments 1, 3, 5 

Alison Rowe


Alison Rowe
Footprint 2785 Green
Garages (ground floor)
Apartments 2, 4, 6 
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Alison Rowe
Existing Footprint
2552 Baker 
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Alison Rowe
Proposed Yard
Post Expansion 
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EXHIBIT 4
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Alison Rowe
EXHIBIT 5
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Alison Rowe
EXHIBIT 6
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Alison Rowe
EXHIBIT 7


CA

The Planning and Buildng Codes establish basic imastions on the size of a building. A
SUlling Buslt 0t 10 the legal limits establshed for hoight and setbacks and rear yards may,
however, result in a building which is not compatible with the character of its reighborhood

To address this problem, Secton 311 of the Planning Code establshes procedures for
raview of building permit applications in Residental Districts in order 10 determine compat.
Dility of the proposal with the nesghbormood

The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines establish mirimum criteria for
WWMW“MMWWWW-M
e critena will not slone assure a successiul project. A succassiul project will requre sensi-
e desgn, careful execution, and use of quaiity matenals. A thoughtful apgiication of the
gudelines will, however, assist n oreating 3 proect that s compatbie with neighborhood
characier, and will reduce the potensial for conflict and the delay and expense of proedct rev-
sions.

The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Gudelines do not prescribe specific architeciural
atyles o images, nor do they encowrage drect imitation of the past of radical depariures
from the mxisting design context. There are many sppropriate design responses 1o a given
Progct’s context, and conscously responds Lo pattems and MyTwns on Me exiendr and inencr
block-£ace with a design that is compatdie and Tat will contribate 10 the quality of the negh-
borhood

: ; v sity of archiecture in Cow Hollow. there s great oppe i desgn
- g mmmwumnmm Thokoylunatonho
Hollow neighborhood are preservation and enhancement of the nelghborhood char-

W-NMMNW'W
includes enjoyment of the mid-biock open space. These play an important role in the
tion of a backdrop for lower neighboring districts and for the Presidio, a Na-
< Emmmuwmummwmm QL TS0
. + e TSy respond 1o the
mmwmmm wwmmmm
detaling. buiding openings. et will hel to uniy the neighborhood in a postive way
The Cow Hellow Neghborhood Design Gudelines are intended 10 be used by project spon-
$OrS and their designers In the project design process, by neighbors and communty groups
n their roview of projects, and by the Departmant of City Planning staff and the City Plan-
ning Commission in their review and agproval or disapproval of projects
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EXHIBIT 7a


Acknowledge Significant Neighboring Bulldings

In some cases. a proposed pro@ct is adiacent 10 8 historically or acchilecturally signfficant

bulidng These structures are often set back from e street or are on widkr lots with gar-

dens in front. For these lots, open 3pace can somelimes De even more imporiant hhan the

buiding itself. The seiback ireatrment should be sympathetc 10 the importance of the duld-
nQ. 4s satback and the open space

Provide a Setback to Accommaodate Projections of Architectural or Decorative Features

Except for minor encroachmants, architactural of Cacoralive featuras are not permitted 10
overhang the sidewalk for he first 10 feat above the sidewall a haight intandad 10 provics
he pedestrian adequate headroom. Therefore, In order to allow for appropriste architeciural
or decorative faatures at the base of the bulding. the bulidng may need 1o be set back from
the property line

D. Rear Yards

Rear yards are the 3paces Detween the Dack of the Dulding and Ihe rear property line. In
addition 1o serving the residences 10 which they are attached, they are in @ sense public

that they contribute 10 e intericr block open space which is shaved visualy by all residents

of the biock.

» Is theve a pattern of rear yard depths creating a common open space?
«  Will changing this patiern have a negative effect?
* Ace light and air to adjscent properties significantly diminished?
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EXHIBIT 7b


(i mitre Noghtotaet Desgn Gudwiies

hmmvnmm,mmmawamcmmqmuwo
mlmfﬂbwnmwmmmmma\odm
Duddngs. _

e e abha T

i\;(.v.’“a :n:%;,

"

'IMMM'MNWM“NMN

The rear of the bulldng, and the visitle sides. whie not as pubiic as the frent of the buliding,
mwnmdmmm.mmm\gmhwﬂm
far beyond mmmmuwummwmasw
m.wmuowmmummm..dum
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Cove "olow Neagrdarsunt Doty Gudar e

E. Side Spacing (Side Yards)

SpacNgs are the SEparations, exsing of Derceved. betwaen bulldngs. Side or "noich-
Dacks' tetweaen buldngs help 10 underscore the separsle nalure of each unit and st LD a
characihriase riythm (O the sirest scape composition.

» Istherea pattern of side spacing between the bulldings?
o Willchanging this patiern have a negative eMect?
« Cananegative impact be minimized by changing the design?

Respeoct Spacing Pattern

As with frort sebacks, nMymmeNmmmwm
the neighboring buldings as well as be visually daruptive.
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Cow Molow Nagrdnmont Desgn Custeines @

D. Cow Hollow Association Policies
D.1  Rear Yard Setbacks and Open Space

As Gescnbed above in he sectien Cow Mollow Neighdarhood Charactar e Cow Hollow
Neighbarhood is zaned precomnately -1 ang RM.2 The San Francaco Planning Code
Wmaa%mmMymwmmmuhMIm.mmn
BUGNg May cover 75 percent of the Jot. The Planning Code requirement for the RH-2 zone s
8 45 parcent Open $pace requirement, o, the bulding may cover 55 percent of he lot. Be-
cause tha RH-1 and RH-2 zones are intermingled, as shown in 2oning dagram figure in Sec
ton 1, the Cow Mollow Nesghbormoad ues ddnenads S o ~ansish IRar yard Opan space

/
J

z Cow Hollow Nelghtorhood Policy
t m:«»mmmm«mwmmmmmh
both RM

A1 mm-zmmmnmummmmqm
policy. (See Next Page for Diagram)

m.”‘y e . Y. b b - o RH-1 rone peorSeng o

percent rear yard open space requirement is allowed is when both adjacent
mmmmw.mmmumm-w
ization" to the more complying of the two adjacent properties.

See Next Page for Diagram)
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EXHIBIT 7c


Cow tealow Nagrbomood Despr Getederes

Cow Hollow Nelghbormood Policy

RH-1 and RH-2 Rear Yard Setack

Banc Aa yod gy
8 &% o1 ot) Sept of ot

Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy
Rear Yard Equalization for RH-1 and RH-2

q,quumO'

of 45 % Rear Yond Bucback Line: 65

@4 25 % Rear Yans Setback Line: 75

| Rear Lot Line 100
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Cow Holow NeQroahood Desgn Guateteres

Equalization should be based on legally instalied and permited axtensons ¥ a nesghbor has
mmmyanywwMumwmmdn llegal
structure should not be allowed Equalkzabion 8 38Nt from averaging which alows for

CreepIng into the roar yard space indefintely
D2 Rear Yard Exensions

Rummmwnmmmmmmsww
yords, mumwmmnmumnwc«wwm-
Nodna&rbmhlﬁwmwdwmnmw Genenlily,
these estensions dminsh mudblock open space Ing the continuity of views and green
Space shared by

Cow Hollow Neighborhood Policy: No 12-foot rear yard extension. The 12-
mmmmwunnmcoahmlaum
mmmmhmnmvmmmm

Firish of the Visible Sides of he Building

mmunmwmmm.wnnuamuntauduhﬂm.
wnnnmdwmmwmmomw.dmw
beyond mmmmummumumw The
OXPOSeT SIang of 3 rear edenscn should be architecturally finishod becauss of its visusd
IMPact on adacent propartes.

emm.ww.omhmwwwmn
mwdwmmnwmmmmum
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From: Katie Woodruff katie.woodruff@gmail.com &
Subject: Fwd: 2552 Baker Street Permit W\N
Date: December 3, 2018 at 11:27 AM
To: allierowe@gmail.com

This is what | sent tot he architect.

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

From: Katie Woodruff <katie.woodruff@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Nov 29, 2018 at 3:20 PM

Subject: 2552 Baker Street Permit

To: <HSeldin@sutroarchiteccts.com>

Hello,

| am writing in regards to the permit application for the rear addition add on for 2552 Baker Street as | feel I'd be greatly impacted by
my kitchen window that would evidently be walled off? It looks like only 3 feet of space that would allow for very little sunlight. |
currently get a fair amount of light from that window and have a view of trees.

The second is that per the plans it looks like "all existing trees remain" Is that true? Per the drawing, and the trees | currently see
outside my kitchen window, it looks like the trees are actually denoted as planters? Can you please clarify this for me?

I have lived there for nearly 9 years; the idea of a wall outside of my kitchen window and the only trees | see regularly from my living
space is not something | would like to see happen, not to mention the environmental impact.

Lastly, our neighborhood has been a non-stop construction zone for years. I'd also like to understand the intended timing of such a
project, inclusive of hours of construction. While no fault of your client, the construction has all been extremely disturbing. Perhaps
this is something to address with the city planner but if you could please clarify my questions regarding the actual plans, | would
appreciate it.

Below I've circled the specific areas or concern. | look forward to hearing from you.

Thank you,

Katie Woodruff
2785 Green Street Apt 4
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From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Katie Woodruff katie.woodruff@gmail.com
Fwd: Project @ 2552 Baker

December 3, 2018 at 11:28 AM

allierowe @gmail.com

This is what he responded.

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

From: Josh Prime <jeprime @gmail.com>

Date: Fri, Nov 30, 2018 at 10:16 AM

Subject: Project @ 2552 Baker

To: <katie.woodruff @gmail.com>

Cc: Charlotte Haas Prime <chaasprime @gmail.com>, Helen Seldin <hseldin @sutroarchitects.com>, Georgianna Kleman
<gkleman@sutroarchitects.com>

Good morning Katie,

My name is Josh Prime and | am your neighbor to the south at 2552 Baker Street. Sutro Architects passed along your email and |
wanted to respond directly.

We love our neighborhood and our home and our goal is to modify our house to adapt it to the needs of our growing family. In doing
s0, we need to update and expand our kitchen and add a bedroom. That expansion to the east will go beyond your window, but we
have included a 3-foot light well to allow as much space as possible to give you continued light and air.

As for the landscaping, we have not decided on final plans. We are environmentally conscious people and hope to have as much
green in the backyard as possible.

Finally, we agree about the the amount of construction in the neighborhood. We will plan to work customary hours but nothing has
been decided on the timeline, yet.

Please let us know if you have more questions.

Best,
Josh


mailto:Woodruffkatie.woodruff@gmail.com
mailto:Woodruffkatie.woodruff@gmail.com
mailto:allierowe@gmail.com
mailto:jeprime@gmail.com
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Alison Rowe
2785 Green, Apartment #4’s South View.  Apartment on 3rd Floor 
East/Back Side of Prime Residence on Right
Deck Partially Visible Through Tree Foliage


2785 Green Apartment #4’s Southern View



Alison Rowe
2785 Green Apartment #4’s Southern View (3rd Floor of 2785 Green Street)
Trees & Light.  Not Planters and a Wall


From: Mike Davies <mike@madavies.com>

Sent: Monday, March 04, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Winslow, David (CPC)

Cc: Mike Davies; Rosie

Subject: Fwd: 2017-014420PRJ

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

David,

Thank you for taking the time to talk with us and explain the current status of the proposed 2552 Baker
project. Attached here and in the following emails are some of communications with Alexandra Kirby
outlining our concerns about the project. There were also several phone calls discussing our objections.

Please insert this email and the following comments in the record. | have decided to attend the DR
meeting on the 14th and speak as well.

This project is directly next door and impacts our property and our tenants at 2785 and 2795 Green St.

The proposed addition will permanently block light and air flow to the kitchens of 3 units. The blocked
windows are south facing and provide both warmth and light to the units. The small size of the light
well will make maintenance of the structure and windows difficult or impossible. Should the project be
approved despite our objections, we have requested that a maintenance agreement for the blocked
areas be included in the approval.

The project will cause disturbance and loss of privacy to 12 households directly adjacent to the

work. Should the project be approved despite our objections, we are requesting that the owners,
architects and contractors accept responsibility in writing for any tenant claims related to the
project. We also request contact information to be distributed to all tenants so they can address any
problems directly with the owners and their representatives.

The property and proposed addition are supported below by a very high unreinforced masonry retaining
wall. We would like the owners, designers, and their contractors to provide an engineering report
attesting to the safety of the work and that there will be no potential impacts on the wall or our
property below.

Thank you
Michael Davies
---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Mike Davies <mike @madavies.com>
Date: Wed, Mar 28, 2018 at 10:44 AM




Subject: 2017-014420PR)J
To: <alexandra.kirby@sfgov.org>
Cc: <amwaldman@sbcglobal.net>, Rosie <turbo508@mac.com>

Hi Alexandra

We are the owners of 2795 Green St, directly next door to the proposed project at 2552 Baker. We have
many concerns about this project, particularly that it covers the windows in of our tenants apartments.
The tenants are also expressing concern and | believe rightly so. We request that we be informed of the
status of this project and any milestones or changes as you progress in your review. | am always
available by email, text or phone at 415-497-5950.

Thank you

Michael Davies

Mike Davies

PO Box 1819

La Jolla, CA 92038
415-497-5950



San Francisco
DISCRETIONARY

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

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

Project Information

Property Address: 2552 Baker Street Zip Code: 94123
Building Permit Application(s): 201710262312

Record Number: Assigned Planner: David Winslow
Project Sponsor
Name: Sutro Architects Phone: (415) 766-4072

Email: hseldin@sutroarchitects.com

Required Questions

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

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

Please see Attachment 1.

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

Please see Attachment 1.

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

Please see Attachment 1.

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



Project Features

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

| EXISTING PROPOSED

DweIIing Units (only one kitchen per unit - additional kitchens count as additional units) 1 1
Occupied Stories (all levels with habitable rooms) 3 4
Basement Levels (may include garage or windowless storage rooms) 0 0
Parking Spaces (oft-Street) 1 1
Bedrooms 4 5
Height 33'5" 34' 8"
Building Depth 56' 70' 6"
Rental Value (monthly)
Property Value
| attest that the above information is true to the best of my knowledge.
Signature: Date:

[l Property Owner
Printed Name: Deborah H Ol Iey Authorized Agent

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

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



Discretionary Review Response for 2552 Baker Street February 21, 2019

ATTACHMENT 1
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
FOR 2552 BAKER STREET

Question 1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do
you feel your proposed project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of
concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition to reviewing the
attached DR application.)

SUMMARY OF THE KEY ISSUE AT THE HEART OF THE DISCRETIONARY
REVIEW REQUEST

The Discretionary Review (DR) request submitted by Alison Rowe has no merit and was filed to
try to remedy one issue which has already been addressed by the project sponsor (the Prime
family): the DR requestor is concerned that trees located in the project sponsor’s backyard
which provide privacy for her property-line kitchen window and deck be preserved. Figure 1,
below, shows the location of the Prime’s existing rear yard and existing trees in relation to the
DR requestor’s property-line kitchen window and deck. Figure 2, below, shows the locations of
the DR requestor’s property-line kitchen window and deck as those locations relate to the
proposed project. Figure 3, below, is a photo of the approximately six-foot-high fence between
the Prime’s rear yard and the DR requestor’s deck. Figure 4, below, shows the location of the
DR requestor’s kitchen property-line window from the Prime’s yard.

The Commission should deny the request and approve the project as proposed for the following
reasons:

1. The proposed plans do not include removal of any trees that provide privacy to both the
Primes and the DR requestor.

2. The Primes have stated explicitly in a letter sent to Ms. Rowe dated January 18, 2019 (See
Exhibit A, attached), that they, like the DR requestor place a high value on the privacy
provided by their trees, that it is not their intent to remove the trees, that they will be asking
their contractors to “...take all reasonable steps to preserve the existing trees” and that “If,
for some reason, the trees are fatally damaged by the construction (which we do not
anticipate), we will be planting at least one large replacement tree in approximately the same
location...”

3. The DR requestor has not identified any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that
justify taking discretionary review and the project is compatible with the neighborhood,



Discretionary Review Response for 2552 Baker Street February 21, 2019

complies with the Planning Code, and is consistent with the San Francisco Residential
Design Guidelines and the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines.

4. The Primes and their project have the support of many of their neighbors including adjoining
property owners.

\

2552 rear \
yard

FIGURE 1. LOCATIONS OF DR REQUESTOR’ DCK AND PROPERTY-LINE
KITCHEN WINDOW IN RELATION TO PROJECT SPONSOR’S EXISTING REAR
YARD
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FIGURE 2. DECK AND PROPERTY-LINE KITCHEN
WINDOW LOCATION IN RELATION TO PROJECT

-fem':e between
deck.and yard

'

FIGURE 3. PHOTO FROM THE PRIME’S YARD SHOWING FENCE
BETWEEN THE YARD AND THE DR REQUESTORS DECK

Lfge | i

'
»




Discretionary Review Response for 2552 Baker Street February 21, 2019

N7 o
//‘

\

FIGURE 4. PHOTO FROM THE PRIME’S YARD SHOWING
DR REQUESTORS PROPERTY-LINE KITCHEN WINDOW
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DETAILED RESPONSE TO EACH OF THE CLAIMS IN THE DR APPLICATION

The DR requester identifies three reasons for requesting DR in her application. Each of these
claims is followed by our response.

1. “The plans are inaccurate.” On page 5 of DR Application Ms. Rowe states that “The
back yard’s existing/demo site plan is inaccurate. It is missing all but one large tree. The
existing plan also shows planters that do not exist. The proposed site plan is identical to
the existing site plan, as if there will be no changes to the yard.” Please note that Ms.
Rowe is only referring to the notes on the plans for the yard, not to the plans for the
house.

Project Sponsor’s response to the claim that the plans are inaccurate: This claim is
simply false. The plans for the project accurately reflect existing and proposed
conditions for the modification to the home that would require Planning Approval or a
Building Permit. The ‘planter’ is an existing planted area that is two small steps and
approximately eight inches below the rest of the yard, and is shown in Figure 5, below.
Detailed landscape plans are not required for this type of permit. Exhibit B, attached,
does not describe any modifications to the rear yard that would require a permit.

FIGURE 5. PHOTOGRAPH SHOWING EXSITING
PLANTER/PLANTED AREA IN PRIME YARD
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2. DR Requestor mistakenly thinks that trees will be removed. On page 5 of DR
Application, the DR requestor states that “The many trees [in the 2552 Baker Street
backyard] have been firmly rooted in the ground for decades. This matters because
removing the trees will completely remove my privacy.”

Project Sponsor’s response to the claim that the trees will be removed. Ms. Rowe’s
primary reason for requesting Discretionary Review is that she is worried that the trees in
our backyard provide privacy and that if they are damaged during construction, she will
lose her privacy. First of all, there are no plans to remove trees — the trees are not part
of this project. And second, with some exceptions, the Planning Department has no
jurisdiction over tree removal on private property. While not required to do so, to be
good neighbors, we have already agreed to address Ms. Rowe’s concern and assured her
so in a letter sent on January 18, 2019 and attached as Exhibit A, which states that:

“We intend to continue...nurturing greenspace during and after the construction
process. To that end, we will be asking our contractors to take all steps to
preserve the existing trees. If, for some reason, trees are fatally damaged by the
construction (which we do not anticipate), we will be planting at least one, large
replacement tree in approximately the same location to provide us with greenery,
and consequently, both of our homes with privacy.”

Ms. Rowe responded to the January 18 letter by demanding a contract regarding the trees
in the Prime’s backyard. This is unreasonable and we can’t agree to this demand for a
legally-binding contract regarding our trees.

3. DR Requestor makes a broad claim that the design does not meet the Cow Hollow
Neighborhood Design Guidelines without providing adequate narrative to support this
assertion. On page 5 of the DR Application the DR requestor states that “The design
does not meet Cow Hollow’s Design Guidelines.”

Project Sponsor’s response to the claim that the design does not meet the Cow Hollow
Guidelines. The DR requestor makes this claim without narrative to support it. Instead,
she includes a copy of pages from the Guidelines with approximately 11 guidelines or
drawings circled and highlighted and/or underlined.

For example, DR requestor’s Exhibit 7a is page 2 of the CHNDGs, with the following
statements circled, highlighted, and underlined: “The key issues for the Cow Hollow
neighborhood are preservation and enhancement of the neighborhood character as
perceived from the block face as well as the rear facades of buildings which includes
enjoyment of the mid-block open space.”
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Contrary to what the DR requestor implies, our proposed project is entirely consistent
with this principle. As shown in Figures 6 and 7, the project preserves and enhances the
neighborhood character from the front facade as no changes are proposed to the front
facade except the addition of a door to the right of the garage door. No portion of the
historical fagade is changing so that the existing historic character of the building and
neighborhood character will be protected.
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FIGURE 7. EXITING AND PROPOSED BAKER STREET (WEST)
ELEVATIONS

The project also preserves and enhances the neighborhood character and the mid-block
open space at the rear of the property by providing a rear fagcade design that is in keeping
with the neighborhood character (see Figures 8 and 9) and by limiting the rear yard
extension to 14’°-3”, which is less than that permitted by the Planning Code, at just the
first and second floors. Moreover, as shown below in Figures 10 and 11, the project
maintains the mid-block open space pattern, maintains a rear yard that is similar to the
rear yards to the south at 2550, and 2544-46 Baker Street. It is also important to note that
there is no rear yard provided at all for the DR requestor’s building. As shown in Figure
10, the building in which the DR requestor resides at 2785-2795 Green, adjacent and to
the north, covers the entire lot providing no rear yard.
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FIGURE 8. PHOTOGRAPH OF EXISTING REAR FACADE
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EXISTING AERIAL VIEW
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SUTRO ARCHITECTS

FIGURE 10. EXISTING REAR YARD
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PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW W/ ADDITION

1 STORY.ADDTON
2 STORY. ADQTON

3 STORY ADDTION

\

i
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3STORY
ResiDeNCH | RESIDENGE

FIGURE 11. PROPOSED REAR YARD

Another Cow Hollow guideline underlined in DR requestor’s Exhibit 7b, which is page
28 of the CHNDGS, “Are light and air to adjacent properties significantly diminished?*
The DR requestor does not demonstrate that the project would cause significant
reductions in light and air to adjacent properties. In fact, although not required, the
project was revised well prior to the issuance of the 311 Notice to provide three-foot
setbacks, at the second, third and attic levels from these property-line kitchen windows at
the request of Mike Davies, the owner of the apartment building in which the DR
requestor resides (2785-2795 Green Street). The location of the added lightwells are
shown in Figure 12.
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While not listed under the reasons for the DR request on page 5 of the Application, the
DR Requestor states under the Project Description heading on page 1 of the Application
that “The expansion will remove privacy, air and/or light to apartment and three others at
2785 Green Street, which shares a border with the [sic] 2552 Baker. It also will remove
mid-block open space views. Three of my apartment neighbors would see walls of a
lightwell instead of greenery.” Please see the responses under item 2 above regarding
greenery and landscaping — these features will be preserved or replaced. Regarding light
and air impacts to property line windows in the apartments she refers to, as noted in the
preceding paragraph, although not required, the project was revised well prior to the
issuance of the 311 Notice to provide three-foot setbacks from these property-line
windows that are not code-compliant. Moreover, there are other windows close to the
kitchen (and perhaps even within the kitchen or adjacent porch/pantry) so natural light
and air will be maintained to those spaces. Also, as shown in Figure 12, the adjacent
2785-95 Green Street building has two large lightwells with windows adjacent to the
kitchens.
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Question 2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make
in order to address the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties? If you
have already changed the project to meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those
changes and indicate whether they were made before or after filing your application with
the City.

As stated in our letter (Exhibit C) we will maintain as many trees as possible and provide
replacement landscaping to provide screening between the DR requestor’s kitchen window and
our back yard.

The project was modified from the original design to address concerns that Mike Davies, the
owner of 2785-95 Green had regarding his property line windows. (This is the same building in
which the DR requestor is a tenant.) He was concerned that the project would reduce light and
air to some of the property-line kitchen windows in his building. Although not required, as a
neighborly gesture, we revised the project to provide a three-foot setback from these property-
line windows on the second floor, third floor, and attic level. In direct communications with
Sutro Architects, the owner of the building, Mr. Davies, expressed satisfaction with the addition
of the lightwell and removed his ‘block’ on the project.

A majority of neighbors either support the project, as demonstrated by the list of nine neighbors
in support and the six letters submitted to date which are provided in Exhibit C, or are not
opposed to the project. Figure 13 shows the location of neighbors who support the project,
including the neighbors immediately adjacent to the south at 2550 Baker, the neighbors
immediately adjacent to the north at 2795 Green #2, and the neighbors immediately adjacent to
the east at 2775 Green.

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

As stated above, the Prime’s have already agreed to address the DR requestor’s concern in their
January 18, 2019 letter; they intend to preserve the trees and would replace those which may be
unintentionally damaged. The DR requestor has been unreasonable in asking that the Prime’s
enter into a legally binding contract with her regarding the Prime’s trees.

14
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February 21, 2019

President Myra Melgar

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 2552 Baker Street Discretionary Review -- March 14, 2019 Planning Commission
Hearing

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners:

This Discretionary Review (DR) request filed about our home renovation project has no merit. It
was filed by Alison Rowe, a tenant in an adjacent building, ostensibly to address one issue which
we have already addressed: the DR requestor is concerned we preserve trees in our backyard
that are not part of this project and that provide privacy for her deck and property-line kitchen
window. We have told her that we intend to preserve those trees. Our Response to the
Discretionary Review Application filed by Ms. Rowe is attached.

In sum, these are the reasons why this DR request is without merit and why you should deny the
request:

1. The proposed plans do not include removal of any trees that provide privacy to the DR
requestor.

2. We have explicitly stated in a letter sent to the DR requester (dated January 18, 2019), that
we, like the DR requestor place a high value on the privacy provided by their trees, that it is
not our intent to remove the trees, that we will be asking our contractors to ...take all
reasonable steps to preserve the existing trees” and that “If, for some reason, the trees are
fatally damaged by the construction (which we do not anticipate), we will be planting at least
one large replacement tree in approximately the same location...”

3. The proposed horizontal expansion does not reach the portion of our rear yard bordering the
DR requestor’s property-line kitchen window or deck.

4. The deck for which she has privacy concerns is screened off from our yard by a six-foot
wooden fence.

5. The DR requestor has not identified any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that
justify taking Discretionary Review: the project is compatible with the neighborhood,
complies with the San Francisco Planning Code, and is consistent with the San Francisco
Residential Design Guidelines and the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines.

6. Our neighbors overwhelmingly support our project.



Please deny this DR request and allow us to proceed with our modest expansion so that we can
stay in our home of eight years in the neighborhood we love and provide additional needed space
for our family of two parents and three children.

Sincerely,
&’fmj’ Charlotte Haas-Prime
2552 Baker Street

Cc: Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

David Winslow, San Francisco Planning Department
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EXHIBIT A
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lash Prime

2552 Baker Street

San Francisco, CA 94123
jeprim il

(415) 310-5674

January 18, 2018

Alison Rowe

2785 Green Street, #1
San Francisco, CA 94123
allierowe @gmail.com
[415) 756-7406

Dear Alison:

February 21, 2019

| understand that your opposition to our project is based on you wanting to keep some of the
privacy afforded to you by the trees in our back yard. Let me take this opportunity to assure you
that Charlotte and | want a very green backyard for our family and we, like you, place a high value
on the privacy provided by our trees. Inthe nearly 8 years we have lived in our home, we have
never once removed a tree or shrub from our backyard. All landscaping projects have been

confined in scope to trimming overgrowth or planting new vegetation.

We intend to continue that trend of nurturing greenspace during and after the construction
process. To that end, we will be asking our contractors to take all reasonable steps to preserve the
existing trees. If, for some reason, the trees are fatally damaged by the construction (which we do
not anticipate), we will be planting at least one, large replacement tree in approximately the same
location to provide us with greenery and, consequently, both of our homes with privacy. 'We hope
this alleviates your cencerns and that you will withdraw your application for discretionary review.,

Sincerely,

\p =
O

Josh Prime
Delivered by email and USPS

Copied by email:

David Winslow (david.winslow@sfgov.org)
Deborah Holley {deborah@holleyveonsulting.com )
Charlotte Haas Prime |chaasprime@gmail.com)
Geoff Wood (ggwood@aal.com)
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EXHIBIT C NEIGHBOR SUPPORT
LIST OF SUPPORTERS (Numbers keyed to Figure 13 locations)

1.Greg & Helena Lalicker
2550 Baker Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

2. Kathy Nyrop & Stephen Koch
2545 Baker Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

3.Mike & Beatie Seidenberg
2625 Baker Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

4.7Zoe & Brian Kitch
2795 Green Street #2
San Francisco, CA 94123

5.Ned & Maya Segal
2775 Green Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

6.Jack & Irene Kraus
2801 Green Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

7.Tony & Shipley Salewski
2829 Green Street

18
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San Francisco, CA 94123
8.Phil Black & Brigitte Sandquist
2854 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94123

9.Roy & Betsy Eisenhardt

2872 Green Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

19
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LETTERS OF SUPPORT

Dear Mr. Winslow,

My wife, Zoe, and | have had the good fortune to live next door to the Primes for roughly eight years.
Over that time, we’ve passed cookies and pies to Charlotte and Josh through our kitchen window on
holidays, and received the same from them. Our 20-month-old daughter, Mabel, loves playing with the
junior Primes (as well as the family dog). They’re a great family and we’d like to keep them here in the
neighborhood.

The Primes are conscientious and thoughtful and we trust that they have approached this construction
project with that same mindset. We hereby agree to support the proposed project for 2552 Baker
Street, San Francisco, CA 94123

Our address is 2795 Green St, Apt 2, San Francisco, CA 94123.

Sincerely,

Bryan Kitch on 2/12/2018

20



Discretionary Review Response for 2552 Baker Street February 21, 2019

February 10, 2019 Stephen R. Koch

o 2545 Baker Street
Mr. David Winslow San Francisco, CA 94123
Principal Architect

Design Review/Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 2552 Baker Street, San Francisco, CA
Dear Mr. Winslow:

It has come to my attention that the plan to remodel 2552 Baker Street proposed by Josh
and Charlotte Prime as been diverted into a Discretionary Review process. I am a
neighbor of the Prime’s, and I write this letter in support of the Prime’s plan.

The Prime’s plan for remodel and expansion is modest by the standards of what has
been permitted in this neighborhood by the Planning Department. Further, the Primes
have been transparent with the neighbors as to their plan and have diligently sought to
inform and obtain neighborhood support, both from those directly affected by the plan
and those more removed. I applaud the Primes’ efforts. In fact, they have obtained the
support of Mike Davies, the owner of the building most affected.

The Primes have lived in their home for many years and have three children. Their
contribution to the neighborhood and cheery presence brings life to our street. In this
economy and this achingly tight housing market, it is important to allow such a family
to make a modest expansion to their home of long-standing so they can continue to live
in the house in which their children have so far been raised. It would be a huge shame
if the relatively minor concerns of a neighbor would get in the way of this modest (but
important to the Primes) expansion.

We urge the Commission and the department to support the Prime proposal to remodel
2552 Baker Street.

Sincerely,

Stephen Koch and Kathy Nyrop
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February 8, 2019

David

Winslow

Principal

Architect

Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103

david.winslow@sfqgov.org

Dear Mr. Winslow,

Thank you for taking the time to consider my letter. My wife, Helena, and | are neighbors of Josh
Prime and Charlotte Haas Prime at 2552 Baker Street, San Francisco, CA 94123. Ever since we
purchased our home at 2550 Baker Street, they have been very good neighbors and we have
enjoyed living next to them. They are a very nice couple and have three terrific kids. | know that
having had their third child in recent years, they need to upgrade their home to meet the changing
needs of their family. They have been very open and collaborative with us regarding their plans for
remodeling their existing home and | want to express my full support for these plans. We would
hate to lose them as neighbors if they were forced to move to obtain a house more suitable to their
needs. If | can provide any additional information regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to
contact me. My email address is

alalick er@hilcorp.com .

Thank you again for your consideration,

G/rgé Lalicker
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February 6, 2019

David Winslow

Principal Architect
Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103

Dear Mr. Winslow,

We, Roy qnd Betsy Eisenhardt, enthusiastically support the new
construction project proposed by Josh Prime and Charlotte Haas Prime at

2552 Baker Street, San Francisco, CA 94123.
We need to keep this family in our neighborhood.

They are great neighbors, participate in all neighborhood celebrations

~and get-togethers, and fully participate in our crime and neighborhood

“h. We know they would like to stay in the neighborhood aond have
ing with their neighbors for many years to ensure that their

would be acceptable to all. [Full disclosure, Charlotte is the

f my brother. However, that is not the premise for our writing.]
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From: Brigitte Sandquist <b_sandquist@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, Feb 5, 2019 at 5:36 PM

Subject: Prime Project on Baker Street

To: david.winslow@sfgov.org <david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Dear Mr. Winslow,

My husband, Phil Black, and | would like to offer our support to the new construction project proposed
by Josh Prime and Charlotte Haas Prime at 2552 Baker Street in San Francisco.

We have know the Primes and their family for many years and love having them in our neighborhood.
They have three kids, Olivia, James and Ben, and I’'m sure they could use the extra space in their single-
family home as their children grow. They are a positive, active presence on our block. We also know
they will do a nice and tasteful job on their remodel. Its update will be a noticeable improvement to
their block on Baker as well as to this corner of Cow Hollow as a whole. It's wonderful to keep families
with children in San Francisco!

Please accept our approval of their project.
Sincerely,

Brigitte Sandquist and Phil Black

2854 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94123

My cell phone # is 415-336-9379
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From: Seidenberg, Michael (AllianzGI

To: Winslow, David (CPC)

Cc: Seidenberg Beatie (beatie110@gmail.com)
Subject: Josh and Charlotte Prime, 2552 Baker Street
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 2:19:47 PM
Attachments: image001.png

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear David,

| am writing today as a neighbor of Charlotte and Josh Prime (Michael and Beatrix Seidenberg 2625
Baker Street) and in support of their project. The Primes are a wonderful family who are pillars of the
Green Street community. They are active in the various block activities, very present/inclusive and
have 3 wonderful children. Ben, their youngest, is the official mayor of our neighbor and all three of
them put a smile on my face when | see them. They are the type of family who make an effort to get
to know everyone and we recently had dinner with a tenant (Zoe) from next door, the Primes, and
our family. Our neighborhood prides itself on getting to know one another and it is one of reasons
we chose to expand our own house as our family grew. The Primes want to stay at 2552 Baker
Street and as their family has grown, they need to update, expand, and adopt their dwelling like
others do in San Francisco (we did). The path of least resistance for them would be to move and not
incur the numerous delays they have dealt with but they are committed to raising their family in the
wonderful neck of the woods we call our neighborhood. These delays cut at the fabric of
neighborhoods and families who live there and result in developers buying existing homes, causing a
lot of noise, redoing a house, and flipping it. The latter is much less palatable as owners will be
cognizant of their neighbors needs during construction and planning. As a side note, | am shocked a
renter with no ownership interest has the right to delay their already delayed project by Mike
Davies, the apartment building owner whose building was red tagged and is in constant disrepair but
less | digress. In conclusion, we want the Charlotte and Josh to stay, their plan is beyond reasonable,
and it is a shame they have been delayed. We support them 100%.

Best,

Mike and Beatie Seidenberg

2625 Baker St.

SF, CA 94123

Michael Seidenberg

Allianz @)

Clobal Investors

ALLIANZ GLOBAL INVESTORS
555 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94105
415.954.5458 Telephone

415.722.8533 Mobile
Michael.Seidenberg@allianzgi.com

www.us.allianzgi.com
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February 6, 2019

David Winslow

Principal Architect

Design Review | Citywide and Current Planning

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103

Dear Mr. Winslow,

We, Roy and Betsy Eisenhardt, enthusiastically support the new
construction project proposed by Josh Prime and Charlotte Haas Prime at
2552 Baker Street, San Francisco, CA 94123.

We need to keep this family in our neighborhood.

They are great neighbors, participate in all neighborhood celebrations
and get-togethers, and fully participate in our crime and neighborhood
watch. We know they would like to stay in the neighborhood and have
been working with their neighbors for many years to ensure that their
remodel would be acceptable to all. [Full disclosure, Charlotte is the
daughter of my brother. However, that is not the premise for our writing.]

With three growing children, they need more space and their remodel
requests for a family of 5 are quite modest and appropriate. In addition,
like many of the homes in our neighborhood, theirs needs updating.

In addition, Charlotte and Josh contribute fully to the San Francisco
community with their service on many local committees and boards. [t
would be a loss 1o have them leave our community.

Our address is 2872 Green Street, right around the corner, on ’rhe flat block
where scooters and bicycles are welcome.

Signed @]&M 54//) th | Feb -&, 20/ 9

wég 2249



Feb 19, 2019

David Winslow

Principal Architect

Design Review; Citywide and Current Planning

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

david . winslow@sfgov.org
Dear Mr. Winslow,

We are writing to support the new construction project proposed by Josh Prime and Charlotte Haas Prime at
2552 Baker Street, San Francisco, CA 94123. We met Josh and Charlotte the day we moved into our home
right around the corner on 2829 Green Street, and they immediately made us feel at home in the
neighborhood. We have two children similar ages to theirs (they have three) and got to know each other better
during sunny afternoon bike rides up and down the flat part of our block, lemonade stands, and sidewalk chalk
drawing sessions. Charlotte’s Aunt, Becky Eiserhardt, lives on the other side of our block, and together they
help our whole spot hold together. Charlotte and Josh know every family up and down the street and can often
be seen walking their children to the bus-stop, delivering home-baked treats to neighbors, and getting their dog
Turley some exercise. In other words, they are exactly the kind of family any neighborhood would love to have,
and we want them to stay here forever!

Their house, in which we’ve now enjoyed many dinners, does need updating, and a bit more space for their
growing brood would certainly come in handy. We believe that the small inconvenience of their proposed
construction project is absolutely worth it -- for them and for all of us who adore them and want them to stay in
our neighborhood.

Many thanks,
[

Shipley Salewski

2829 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94123

shipley.srs@gmail.com
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MR. AND MRS. JACK STANLEY KAUS
2801 GREEN STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94123

February 19, 2019

Mr. David Winslow

Principal Architect

Design Review, Citywide and Current Planning
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, suite 400

San Francisco CA 94103

Dear Mr. Winslow:

We are writing in support of the remodeling project of Charlotte and Josh Prime at 2552 Baker
Street. We are their neighbors immediately across the street at the corner of Green and Baker Sts.

Charlotte and Josh have been our neighbors for several years and we know them and their family
very well. Their children are wonderful and visit us frequently. Charlotte and Josh have created
a wonderful home and have been welcomed warmly into the neighborhood. They are very active
in community affairs, are very helpful when asked and are very kind to all of us.

When they moved here they had onlyone child and now they have three. The house,
unfortunately, has not grown with them. They do need to do some enlarging and updating as the
home is not keeping up with their needs. We heartily support them in their design and plans. We
would like them to stay in the neighborhood rather than looking elsewhere for larger quarters.

Charlotte is a native San Franciscan as are we. We are losing too many of our natives because of
unnecessary, frivolous objections to residents’ desires to change their homes. This request for a
discretionary review is one of them.

Please grant their request to remodel their home so they can stay in our neighborhood and San
Francisco. We need more families like them, not fewer.

Sincerely, \é—w‘——/

Jack and Irene Kaus

2801 Green Street

San Francisco CA 94123
415-922-5225h
415-699-2525 m
jikaus@comcast.net
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Josh Prime

2552 Baker Street

San Francisco, CA 94123
jeprime@gmail.com
(415) 310-5674

January 18, 2018

Alison Rowe

2785 Green Street, #1
San Francisco, CA 94123
allierowe@gmail.com
(415) 756-7406

Dear Alison:

I understand that your opposition to our project is based on you wanting to keep some of the
privacy afforded to you by the trees in our back yard. Let me take this opportunity to assure you
that Charlotte and | want a very green backyard for our family and we, like you, place a high value
on the privacy provided by our trees. In the nearly 8 years we have lived in our home, we have
never once removed a tree or shrub from our backyard. All landscaping projects have been
confined in scope to trimming overgrowth or planting new vegetation.

We intend to continue that trend of nurturing greenspace during and after the construction
process. To that end, we will be asking our contractors to take all reasonable steps to preserve the
existing trees. If, for some reason, the trees are fatally damaged by the construction (which we do
not anticipate), we will be planting at least one, large replacement tree in approximately the same
location to provide us with greenery and, consequently, both of our homes with privacy. We hope
this alleviates your concerns and that you will withdraw your application for discretionary review.

Sincerely,

p W

O

Josh Prime
Delivered by email and USPS

Copied by email:

David Winslow (david.winslow@sfgov.org)
Deborah Holley (deborah@holleyconsulting.com)
Charlotte Haas Prime (chaasprime@gmail.com)
Geoff Wood (ggwood@aol.com)




Alison Rowe
2785 Green Street, Apt. 1
San Francisco, CA 94123
allierowe@gmail.com
Josh Prime
2552 Baker Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
Sent by email to jeprime@gmail.com and chaasprime@gmail.com

February 17, 2019

Dear Josh,

This letter is in response to your letter of 1/18/19. [ want to keep all of my privacy, not
“some” of it. I have been consistent with this objective ever since I learned about your
proposed project in April, 2014. I have lived continuously in my home for 25 years and
have enjoyed privacy from the property line trees, as have you. The greenbelt is an
essential component of my home.

The following may serve as an agenda for meaningful discussion.

1. Privacy & Loss of Mid-Block Greenbelt. Issue - Plans show no preservation of
existing trees that line the property line. Plans violate Cow Hollow Neighborhood
Design Guidelines (CHNDG) Pages 2 & 29, as presented in my DR. Solution - Protect
and preserve all trees on property line. Trees should be measured, marked and
protected with fencing during construction. Create accurate “existing” yard plans that
match reality. Create “after” plans that show what trees will remain contractually. If
you have concern for maintaining the trees as you say, then agree that you will take
responsibility to replace any tree accidentally killed with trees of equal maturity or size.

2. House Footprint & Rear Yard Setback. Issue - Your plans show a footprint that
exceeds both the SF Planning Department guidelines and the CHNDGs by 5 feet in
depth (CHNDG Pages 58 & 60). Solution - Consider pulling rear wall back 5’ to conform
to the lawful maximum footprint of the house.

3. Replacing Mid-Block Open Space with Light Wells in Apartment 2/4/6’s Kitchens.
Issue - 3’ wide light wells substituting for light, air and mid-block open space for my
neighbors is unacceptable, as Apartment #4 expressed. Solution - Modify home plans
so that the upper two apartment units maintain light, air and their greenbelt view. A 5’
light well would keep the existing 5’ tree buffer along property line. CHNDG instructs
“that rear additions be set back at their sides as much as necessary to preserve the
existing extent of light and air to adjacent structures” (Page 31).

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

(W

cc: David Winslow (david.winslow@sfgov.org)
Geoff Wood, Cow Hollow Association (ggwood@aol.com)
Deborah Holley (Deborah@holleyconsulting.com)



EXISTING / DEMO SITE PLAN GENERAL
NOTES:
w 1. DASHED ITEMS ARE USED TO
o) DENOTE ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, NOTE
ADJACENT PROPERTY § THAT OTHER LINES SUCH AS EAVES
2795 8 2785 GREEN S REPRESENTED BY DASHED LIE, F ANY
STREET BLOCK 0955 / S UNCERTAIN EXISTS REGARD ITEMS TO
\ LOT 022 [ BE REMOVED, VERIFY WITH
(E) RESIDENCE ) ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING.
(%]
4-STORY IQ ~ ‘QN/FAILELL[()E)T%MEN&orls TO BE VERIFIED
100-0" N 3. ALL (E) TREES TO REMAIN
“
NN N
_ N \%\% RE 4. LOCATE SFPUC, PG&E GAS AND
PARKING N A . N A ADJACENT PROPERTY ELECTRIC LOCATIONS PER FIELD
N s 5 T R e MEASUREMENTS
T g 2775 GREEN STREET
SFPUC 4 | | - =~ - - | R ' )
N Hd = 2 . .. ~B&$ - 6 = * PLANTER
CURs z| | ¢ NNy ... ..., .. | . s i . BLOCK 0955 /10T EXISTING / DEMO SITE KEY NOTES:
- ) e sSTORY Wil B 023
/Ay, e y RIDGE 1,177,/ /7747777747777 < g b B
- .. . . @ @ i
000070 A FLATROOF 7 A e O Y
©  poarGA A v/ dh ¢ i o Ot 1 GRS AN (E) RESIDENCE (E) REAR FACADE TO BE REMOVED
m PACIFIC | pRIVEWAY | I[L_—LINE BANG 2227,/ Y O E) STAIR TO BE REMOVED
%) e . - : 77 & Sy
= | 1 eagp)  Haeg . <
ﬁ _ ot | L 93 %%%Ew%%%%% (E) LIGHTWELL TO REMAIN
= E— V. s @@
oz = | LINE 7 BN 4 < S D4/ (E) LIGHTWELL TO BE FILLED
[ R 00 Y MECK el e e
XN -/ z / . .
Yy 7 = Y i ] (E) DECK CE
5 I < % s @ ] T T T
K ||.® A 7 e DNT4RLLLL LI LLL11d
Il e A | X%, ) BULDING i i
o agrupeR WATN e 4 ot - : ~ 7
S 7 L. __ 0 |- | RSD PLNTR
T TSTARY \ N ‘ \\\\ s8I cone RINR—"
DN il ) =6 6L w} 163" —— v 7 9.5‘;,
T 7 T -
>
Sy, N !
ADJACENT PROPERTY 4] o] !
2550 BAKER STREET |
4-STORY
N
! P
|
|
Scale: 1/16" = 1'-0"
\\\ \ \\\\\\\ \ PROPOSED SITE PLAN GENERAL NOTES:
ADJACENT PROPERTY & (N) 4 STORY REAR ADDITON
2795 & 2785 GREEN b N) STAR
STREET BLOCK 0955 / < [2]m
LOT 022 O ADJACENT PROPERTY
N (E) LIGHTWELL
(E) RESIDENCE % 2775 GREEN STREET
4-STORY 5 BLOCK 0955/ LOT (N) SKYLIGHT
e 023
(E) RESIDENCE (E) ROOF DECK
. N ?gg " [ ROORAL \Z\g\% 3-STORY
_ _ 3 455 NN [ i YRR !
PARKING . [l 21T [ Fencetyey
% 1 . = A \
LIGHTWELL T : : ==
SFPUC 4 S : : B 62006
CURB DORM3 & - FLANTER ,}:“ ’)/
n L
@ PG&E GA AL QLR L0000 0002282082200\ BV g C
> TERRACE [ i S ]
al e A e
m PACIFIC OVER S ISSSINEIINNS e
o VALLE BREAKFAST [ e ¢
n TELEPHONE e R RN o ‘xi'
4 LINE O AREA R R R R R R N AL n\o/q 120
= ROOF a S N g
i IR R A = S
R R R R R 22 AN
N TERRACE R ] R
XN \ R AR RO RRRR288220028 \\\\
= BELOW R ] - i
Ry A\
It Py = AT D AN ’ ‘ \
SKYLIGHT SKYLIGHT, 30" HIGH THR ! RATED AN PRILLLILIILL LLLILLLLILLLLLILLLLLLLL2L \ N\
b FLAT PR ~. / 2 = NS |
) ROOF ! X SKYLIGHT | PooERF e | o R0 FLkTE
] | - N, \ 3 (o | RSD PLNTR
b\i\ 3-11" &\ \ m =% CONC RINR
\ 16-3" h Lz
AT %3
‘ ’ B
ADJACENT PROPERTY
2550 BAKER STREET 1
BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 !
(E) RE;IYDENCE N

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

Scale: 1/16" =1"-0"

2

4-STO
SR

SUTRO ARCHITECTS

415.956.3445
sutroarchitects.com

1055 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

EXISTING/ PROPOSED SITE PLAN LEGEND

|

Wz

R38R

INNNEEE RN

PROPERTY LINE

AREA OF DEMOLITION

(E) NEIGHBOR'S PROPERTIES
ONE STORY HIGH

TWO STORY HIGH

GROUND LEVEL DECK & LANDING
TO REAR YARD

SUNKEN PATIO STAIRWELL TO BASEMENT
(E) UNEVEN CONCRETE TO BE REMOVED AS REQUIRED

GC TO INSPECT AND INFORM OWNER OF SCOPE PRIOR TO
DEMOLITION.

4—o—o—

(E) FENCE TO REMAIN

AREA OF (N) PERMEABLE PAVERS

BAKER ST RESIDENCE

2552 BAKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

BLOCK 0955 LOT 021

DATE: 10.12.2018

DEMO & PROPOSED
SITE PLANS

1/16'=10"

| PROJECT NO. 2017.019

01




i ADJACENT PROPERTY [ ADJACENT PROPERTY [
| 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET | 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET |
1 BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 1 BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 1
(E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY bon (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY oon
. orl 1000 IS ROOF ABOVE ™ . 100-0 IS ROOF ABOVE RN
22T R 73 IEANN WY OVERKTAR 250 22T liz RN OVERETAR R
i 12 Whbow PROPERTY LINE | |\ ey | & PROPERTYLINE ] | ADJACENT
2 | PROPERTY S 5 | PROPERTY
HR 5 Q2775 GREEN ‘ o Q| 2775 GREEN
H o H —
- ™ | STREET | | 1 ™ | STREET
' : = 12 |BLOCK 0955 NN = 12| BLOCK 0955
! GARAGE ¥ M I'c |/L0T023 ~cft ! - I'c |/L0T023
v el . 4 [l Lvime = < . z
510G sy BN Ll WH = " f?EE)SIDENCE ! } }- e ) " f?EE)SIDENCE
LYy T al 2 | , 9
- ——— — D?g’ oy . o 3-STORY __&‘ | 1 o 3-STORY
i = i N bl o IS
L L Djﬁ \ Bk ! ! iy \ !
L | - \
o) LoErEeres 2L iy |
1. I O T 1 11 T ] e il !
1L 1N Jd T E | -
T { y I N ) J N JISER I ‘ N
\ | N PROPERTY LINE Iyt | N | N T NN A PROPERTY LINE
SR SRS TIENN 285 O X 79—t ol 3 R R N R S
Y 0
m | [\ ADJACENT PROPERTY & @ ! [ ADJACENT PROPERTY i
= ! 2550 BAKER STREET ] =2 ! 2550 BAKER STREET ]
= BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 3 ! = BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 N !
e (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY 2 I B (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY 2 I
N N
1 | EXISTING FIRST LEVEL FLOOR PLAN @ 3 | EXISTING SECOND LEVEL FLOOR PLAN @
Scale: 1/16" = 1'-0" Scale: 116" = 10"
3. DASHED ITEMS ARE USED TO DENOTE EXISTING FIRST LEVEL DEMO PLAN KEY EXISTING SECOND LEVEL DEMO PLAN
E‘QTSE'SNG / DEMO PLAN GENERAL ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, NOTE THAT OTHER NOTES: KEY NOTES:
NOTES: LINES SUCH AS SOFFITS ABOVE, EAVES AND
. (E) WALLS TO BE REMOVED WHERE (E) WALLS TO BE REMOVED WHERE (E) STAIR AND DECK TO BE REMOVED
1. CONTRACTOR IS ENCOURAGED TO HIDDEN ITEMS ARE ALSO REPRESENTED BY D1 D4
PERFORM ECO DEMOLITION AND DASHED TEMS 1O BE REMOVED, VERIFY (o] INDICATED AS DASHED LINES, TYP. (o] INDICATED AS DASHED LINES, TYP.
SALVAGE AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE. WITH ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING. (E) DOORS TO BE REMOVED WHERE (E) DOORS TO BE REMOVED WHERE (E) FIREPLACE TO REMAIN
2. REMOVED MATERIALS SUCH AS INDICATED AS DASHED LINES, TYP. INDICATED AS DASHED LINES, TYP.
ELXETI\lleE?SéiﬂigﬁgngARﬁ?CcY)gﬁNRG O (E) STAIR TO BE REMOVED (E) PLUMBING FIXTURES, CABINETRY,
BE SOLD OR DONATED FOR SUGH AND FINISHES TO BE REMOVED IN
PURPOSE. KITCHEN
| ADJACENT PROPERTY I I ADJACENT PROPERTY I
| 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET | | 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET |
I BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 1 I BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 1
(E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY
100-0" WINDOW. 100-0" WINDOW.
2o N E it} ROOF ABOVE SRR 2o N IS ROOF ABOVE SRR
I SAS 785 153 'L ]a.__?u OVER[STAIR 260 )N 53074 Z8 153 N R O tk} TARR 260
[ S IS N L HOLUEM | [ s I WA L HOLEM |
| [ l 1453 s 29-¢"PROPERTY LINE | 5\ ~pnt | _ 130 vy ou 14 IS 29-¢"“PROPERTY LINE | 51 SpnT
e 5 | | 3 |PROPERTY —a /11 e 3 |PrOPERTY
Fil BES Q| 2775 GREEN j = Q| 2775 GREEN
d ! [ . GUEST BEDROOM/ ) 5 | STREET L ! 0 i PANTRY kronen S0 in 5 | STREET
o SR TATRORY oFFicE |2 [BLOCK 0955 N | O] BREAKFAST > | < |BLOCK 0955
| | I | 1 Al |
C [/ LOT 023 | [ — - C |/ LOT 023
GARAGE — z I | =z
v MUDROOM S m|(E) l LIVING ! o m|(B)
BLDG LN ABV i RESIDENCE }\ I o RESIDENCE
o 3-STORY : : } | [}_ A 3-STORY
PLNﬂ : D MEDIA : \ PLNT1 : l f ‘ FAMILY S . : \
L__ | WINE e 117757 ) — T — JI‘! : DINING —_ "(\'3 /
~f D8R e ﬂ wocp STORAGE Foou [ y\%up 14R o R DNBRITH | |- ﬂ AEEESS DN 1 ‘ H ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ <_.7
i ,& D SHoP T 'Qr i ‘ 3 ﬁ run@ 11" [ ][] ! .
- | ] IS o | | | v )| oyl b N
2 gt 285" | 287" | % PROPERTY LINE 2] ety 285" - 26751 % PROPERTY LINE
FIRE=RATED.
m ! [ ADJACENT PROPERTY 2 @ ' [ ADJACENT PROPERTY WAL &
2 1IN 2550 BAKER STREET Z Z 1 |1 5550 BAKER STREET AN 5
= BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 N ! = BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 N !
fi (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY = ! 7 (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY = !
1 1
N N
2 | PROPOSED FIRST LEVEL FLOOR PLAN @ 4 | PROPOSED SECOND LEVEL FLOOR PLAN @
Scale: 116" = 1'-0" Scale: 116" = 10"
3. NEW GLASS LOCATED IN HAZARDOUS
;g?EgSED GENERAL FLOORPLAN | 5= ATIONS SHALL BE TEMPERED (T) OR PROPOSED FIRST LEVEL PLAN KEY NOTES: PROPOSED SECOND LEVEL PLAN KEY
—_— SAFETY GLASS PER C.B.C SECTION 2406.4 NOTES:
1. BATT INSULATION AT ALL OPEN EXTERIORINCLUDING GLAZING IN DOORS, GLAZING
WALLS PER TITLE 24 IN FIXED AND SLIDING PANELS OF SLIDING (E) STAIR TO REMAIN (B) STAIRTO REMAIN (E) FIREPLACETO REMAIN
DOOR ASSEMBLIES AND PANELS IN
2. ACCOUSTIC INSULATION ATALL (N)  SWINGING DOORS OTHER THAN (L“E'Q/Z[A'R FROMFIRSTTO SECOND (N) STAIRTO 2ND FLOOR TI}LF;T(II\L;iESD ?Y’T,B"NNES'C‘;EZ“ANCES'
INTERIOR WALLS AND FLOOR JOISTS WARDROBE DOORS, AND GLAZING IN ALL -
WHERE ALL EXPOSED WALL AREAS, TYP.  UNFRAMED SWINGING DOORS.
ADDITIONALLY WHERE THE BOTTOM (N) OOR (N} HANDRAL
EXPOSED EDGE OF THE GLAZING IS LESS
THAN 60" ABOVE THE WALKING SURFACE.
S U T R O FLOOR PLAN LEGEND: ROOF PLAN LEGE!
DATE: 10.12.2018
___________ PROPERTY LINE UPDATE (E) WALLTO 1-HR RATING Tt B A K E R ST R Es I D E N C E DEMO & PROPOSED
(E) WALLS TO REMAIN EGRESS PATH AND LENGTH OF PATH SEGMENT T FLOOR PLANS
eufroarehfineis AuasTosro® | [T [ROosmIosoon o 2552 BAKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 |
sutroarchitects.com (E) ELEMENTS TO BEREMOVED  [——————————] AREAOF (N) ADDITION
) WALLS gi“/‘/‘%/;ﬁz%g ﬁRADE IN BASEMENT, AND NEW FLOOR JOISTS _

1055 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

(N) 1-HR RATED WALL

(E) FENCE TO REMAIN

BLOCK 0955 LOT 021 | PROJECT NO. 2017.019

02



AutoCAD SHX Text
DN14R


| ADJACENT PROPERTY I l ADJACENT PROPERTY I
| 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET | I 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET |
| BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 | ) BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 1
(E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY = Wb (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY WINDOW ADJACENT
o 100-0"¢ OO SEVE NN o 100-0'f ROSF e = PROPERTY
3 > R B R R SN ADJACENT . N ) I N ERTAR R 2775 GREEN
i 563 e mor il 1 PROPERTY LINE PROPERTY —44-11 s 301 1 PROPERTY LINE STREET
= f . e 2775 GREEN H< s sl - =
, N ———— 3 ! - /o////%/////w//////%%w///@%/ 7 3| BLOCK 0955
sowe 1 ICT-broweT] W‘ ‘ ‘ 2 | sTReET \ e 3|/ loro2s
. =M o o] = ° 2 slock osss - T = 5 NN 2l
| o | il 7| /LOT 023 . i 0 z
| oo P AN . Z | RESIDENCE - NATC AL . 22 = z
| Ve i o | 3-STORY st 7 77777 "
| [ [ Q / ‘ \ =
| ‘ AN
‘ pepRooM ! e 8 : | \ :
7777777 | \H\\\H\\H\l_ﬂ' | | |
| fLiliddibility :
ROOF ‘ i ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ROOF
I
i S L ELCLA AL LA A 0 e —— e J‘\ T N — — — — —
. ‘ ! ‘ ‘ = - Ny
NN NN A ]
3| N fatnieget bt g MO o 8l PROPERTY LINE 2 N IR ! 163" q PROPERTY LINE
) A ) )
3 : ADJACENT PROPERTY i i : ADJACENT PROPERTY o
=< 2550 BAKER STREET 0 2 2550 BAKER STREET el
S BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 N ! = BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 N :
m (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY & I m (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY z I
N N
1 EXISTING THIRD LEVEL FLOOR PLAN @ 3 | EXISTING ATTIC LEVEL FLOOR PLAN @
Scale: 1/16" = 1'-0" Scale: 116" = 10"
3. DASHED ITEMS ARE USED TO DENOTE EXISTING THIRD LEVEL DEMO PLAN KEY 3. DASHED ITEMS ARE USED TO DENOTE EXISTING ATTIC LEVEL DEMO PLAN KEY
EgTSE'S'\_‘G/ DEMO PLAN GENERAL ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, NOTE THAT OTHER NOTES: Eé'TSg'S'\_‘G/ DEMO PLAN GENERAL ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, NOTE THAT OTHER NOTES:
TRTES: LINES SUCH AS SOFFITS ABOVE, EAVES AND RRTES: LINES SUCH AS SOFFITS ABOVE, EAVES AND
1. CONTRACTOR IS ENCOURAGED TO  HIDDEN ITEMS ARE ALSO REPRESENTED BY m I[IEJDYVC/TALTLSDT/?SBgingODVSSE\éV?‘EEE () STAIR AND DECK TO BE REMOVED 1. CONTRACTOR IS ENCOURAGED TO  HIDDEN ITEMS ARE ALSO REPRESENTED BY m ‘(E)D\"VC’;LTLSDTCQSBEEEHMEODVSSE\SNqEEE (E) LIGHTWELL TO BE INFILLED
PERFORM ECO-DEMOLITION AND DASHED ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, VERIFY S PERFORM ECO-DEMOLITION AND DASHED ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, VERIFY S
SALVAGE AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE. WITH ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING. (E) DOORS TO BE REMOVED WHERE NOT USED SALVAGE AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE. WITH ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING. (E) FIXTURE, APPLIANCES, CABINETRY,
2. REMOVED MATERIALS SUCH AS INDICATED AS DASHED LINES, TYP. 2. REMOVED MATERIALS SUCH AS AND FINISHES TO BE REMOVED
FIXTURES, APPLIANCES, AND OTHER FIXTURES, APPLIANCES, AND OTHER
ELEMENTS SUITABLE FOR RE-CYCLING TO NOT USED ELEMENTS SUITABLE FOR RE-CYCLING TO (E} STAIR AND DECK TO BE REMOVED
BE SOLD OR DONATED FOR SUCH BE SOLD OR DONATED FOR SUCH
PURPOSE. PURPOSE.
I ADJACENT PROPERTY I I ADJACENT PROPERTY I
| 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET | I 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET |
I BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 1 ) BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 1
(E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY = winbow (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY o WINDOW ADJACENT
N\ 100-0 ﬂo ROOF %EOIDE - ADJACENT N\ 100-0 |no Roogo?goms %51 N PROPERTY
ou Z AT 20 1o R S N N L EA 500 N 1 R EM S | 2775 GREEN
| R A SRR IE— 296" PROPERTY LINE } | PROPERTY N 33-10] "IL’} SR O 20 228" PROPERTY LINE STREET
|| Jﬂ )J l\ ” ' FIRE-RATED] 2 §;R7E5E$REEN } l/ LIGHTWELL ; : S L Dov[/ = [BLOCK 0955
WALL 42" o) iz o — Q|/LOT023
1 — ﬁ \ / ][ AFF. _ 3 |BLOCK 0955 H } // i 27100 - VAot Sl
I - OFFICE ! BEDROOM TERRAGE w 15]/LOT023 7 \ [ = 1] . I 5 | RESIDENCE
= ( YLGHT GLASS RAIL 48 TERRACE @ 3RD =
I — ¥ = 1~ |(E) BAY WINDOW N/ ABOVE ROOF DECK I — | 3-STORY
MASTER i = seow A Al \atmic/ BO! [ FLOOR BELOW ) =
T fioe \ — s Z | RESIDENCE N\ ATTIC \ Ll =
16R HALL — - 3-STORY L / Nﬁ 77777777 STONE OVER Q= m
< / N PEDESTALS ol 3
o i N I AN ROOF T
p,_Nﬂ s {] | [ Bm DECK TERRACE @ 2ND |
MiEStieuLE  MASTER ﬁ U2 BEDROOM TERRACE BELOW o I g | N "\ 30 FLOOR BELOW |
= BATHAQY ][ @ 2ND FLOOR T ‘ T :
== BATH S FLAT 20" PARAPET NQ
| ROOF MASTER CH VasTER H=—— b ’Z} L HENEN ROOF | WALLS @ STONE OVER H
| BELOW CLOSET é SHOWER|{T skvLiGH h ‘ L1 ‘. 1810w / ﬁKYL‘GHTS PEDESTALS %
i — S A | — — —— S —
) ! \ NGHTIWELLINAILL | Y - | | | N ol
= NN o | N -.,4 » PROPERTY LINE 2 \ A R N 16-3" { P5E0B 10‘»1"——4L P PROPERTY LINE
9°| NN FRERIN B S 163 1 RN T e N 3 5! NN ; RN LIGHTWELLJ/‘L R .
E | ADJACENT PROPERTY ")[' jay | ADJACENT PROPERTY (T(; REMAIN = g
=< 2550 BAKER STREET P =2 2550 BAKER STREET :. Ee
= BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 N ! = BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 o N !
m (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY = I i (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY 3 I
1 1
N N
2 | PROPOSED THIRD LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 4 | PROPOSED ATTIC LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

Scale: 1/16" = 1'-0"
PROPOSED GENERAL FLOOR PLAN
NOTES:

1. BATT INSULATION AT ALL OPEN EXTERIOR
WALLS PER TITLE 24

2. ACCOUSTIC INSULATION AT ALL (N)
INTERIOR WALLS AND FLOOR JOISTS
WHERE ALL EXPOSED WALL AREAS, TYP.

3. NEW GLASS LOCATED IN HAZARDOUS
LOCATIONS SHALL BE TEMPERED (T) OR
SAFETY GLASS PER C.B.C SECTION 2406.4
INCLUDING GLAZING IN DOORS, GLAZING
IN FIXED AND SLIDING PANELS OF SLIDING
DOOR ASSEMBLIES AND PANELS IN
SWINGING DOORS OTHER THAN
WARDROBE DOORS, AND GLAZING IN ALL
UNFRAMED SWINGING DOORS.
ADDITIONALLY WHERE THE BOTTOM
EXPOSED EDGE OF THE GLAZING IS LESS
THAN 60" ABOVE THE WALKING SURFACE.

PROPOSED THIRD LEVEL PLAN KEY NOTES:

(N) FIXTURES, CABINETS, ALL FINISHED
IN BATHROOM

(N) HANDRAIL

(E) STAIR FROM THIRD TO FOUTH
LEVEL

Scale: 116" = 1"-0"

PROPOSED ATTIC LEVEL PLAN KEY NOTES:

(N) STARR
(N) ROOF DECK
(N) SKYLIGHT

(E) STAIR TO REMAIN

(N) LIGHTWELL INFILL

SUTRO

415.956.3445
sutroarchitects.com

1055 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

FLOOR PLAN LEGEND:

PROPERTY LINE Emmsmmsmsmmsmms=  UPDATE (E) WALLTO 1-HR RATING

(E) WALLS TO REMAIN _ XX > EGRESS PATH AND LENGTH OF PATH SEGM
(E) WALLS TO BE REMOVED XXX (B FLOORSLAB TO BE REMOVED

(E) ELEMENTS TO BE REMOVED AREA OF (N) ADDITION

(N) WALLS ON 1ST & 2ND FL.

(N) 1-HR RATED WALL (E) FENCE TO REMAIN

NEW SLAB ON GRADE IN BASEMENT, AND |

2552 BAKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

BLOCK 0955 LOT 021 | PROJECT NO. 2017.019

BAKER ST RESIDENCE

DATE: 10.12.2018

DEMO & PROPOSED
FLOOR PLANS

1/16'=10

03




ADJACENT PROPERTY
2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET
BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022

(E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY WINDOW
100-0" PROPERTY
ROQF OVER STAIR
e 1S E R
&S i 25<Q 2775 GREEN
— N | O X
| o e [ whioi 18 1 STREET
- it
T 2% 2% % T BLOCK 0955
) - PROPERTY LINE =
| G777 00 I A
- LOT
| 000 sy \ o
P amn ey .. .- @ B
A 227 G222 /242 22747 v
Y ] o
LN 00, FLAT ROOF m
s __ _ .~ == =< B 2 | RESIDENCE
Iy . . @@ 666G G .. \ = 15
.- ... - - . ] -
A7 47 24 54472 4% 727274427747 424 ~<
(] A | 3-STORY
BUILDING LINE .. _ ]z  _ _..6G9o9Bo= .~ ' 3
[RIPGELINE . . ... =@ I=
BELO { N .. _ _ . . .. ___ _ [ C
- -
] Z
. .
1 R A o e — — ] z
‘ ) ... .. .~ @ =} m
e N 0444 )
v T
[ - . 5
A 7 X 0, [¥e)
| . ..
) A7 0007 N
.
e M| 9
g
VALLEY]| 2 7 77 7777777 7777 =
I i,  DECKBELOW z |
e . 7 S - <
c . . . . . . EETTTIIIT T o
R, |
< T NI 4 A /4744744747444 A <~
Z N ) )0 NN NN
L 2 DNT4REF 19471443 ~
limsbnSnsbn Sl nlndkein s Z ///////////////////////%/////////////////////%/’/j Llidddiibiaal)
vy frosiiaosstiiiz &
FLAT | V%) g 1"
5~ UPSR Y 7 N 1"
S ), A
ROOF | 2 i I ===~ i
R ANGHTWELR ) v 2l
 — RAANARANS Do Viriinmnninnmniinrisns mEtiii i g - _ _ _ _
e ] i J 7 S
ROOFDECK
T NN ISP B —16'-3" ! R NNNW Lo 1SR PROPERTY LINE
A 1810, 2SN] MR 1011 71-9"— 0
[oF = FOURTH FLOGR 2
o : ADJACENT PROPERTY T
3 2550 BAKER STREET 2
=
=< < 1
- BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 >
= ) |
z (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY O

ADJACENT

1 | EXISTING ROOF PLAN

Scale: 116" =1'-0"

EXISTING / DEMO PLAN GENERAL
NOTES:

1. CONTRACTOR IS ENCOURAGED TO
PERFORM ECO-DEMOLITION AND
SALVAGE AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE.

2. REMOVED MATERIALS SUCH AS
FIXTURES, APPLIANCES, AND OTHER
ELEMENTS SUITABLE FOR RE-CYCLING TO
BE SOLD OR DONATED FOR SUCH

3. DASHED ITEMS ARE USED TO DENOTE

EXISTING ROOF DEMO PLAN KEY

ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, NOTE THAT OTHER
LINES SUCH AS SOFFITS ABOVE, EAVES AND
HIDDEN ITEMS ARE ALSO REPRESENTED BY
DASHED ITEMS TO BE REMOVED, VERIFY
WITH ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING.

NOTES:

(E) LIGHTWELL TO REMAIN

(E) LIGHTWELL TO BE INFILLED

(E) ROOF TO BE REMOVED

S

(E) DECK AND STAIR TO BE REMOVED

(E) STAIR TO REMAIN

PURPOSE.
I ADJACENT PROPERTY I
1 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET I
! BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 I
(E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY WiNDOW ADJACENT
o 100-0" 1o ROOF OVER STAIR SRR PROPERTY
3 4515 73 ; Ay TR v TR T L IS S S0 2775 GREEN
| | 30 Winbow SN STREET
= ST - | BLOCK 0955
RN LIGHTWELL 1 o T:‘ IERRACE PROPERTY LINE 2| /LOT 023
DORNE /é%%%f/;%% 27900 7 OVER (% (E)
\RocetEL L P BREAKRAST | 3 | RESIDENCE
LINE BELOW—;{ ) 1= 3-STORY
| \VA/L/ AN amn e ——— = STONE OVER : %
\ T PEDESTALS ;
RIDGE LINE ROOF DECK [sp} <
= N
TERRACE
i LINE o nnl BELOW |
z - I 0, | Lzt 30 o !
LI LTI 4 =
3 M 4 éV STONE OVER
h = skvuchr | E) PEDESTALS
S — — —_—— —
| 7\‘ i { B e ~~ T NS
S, " A [ROOFDECKY N\ N\
T R S 1“'4‘*6"9”’,’4", ! 16-3 1520 n\p\ﬁl - } roRpetl L 2\{"1 PROPERTY LINE
Qi NN \ FOURTHFLOER. 22 S 1) ‘ A AAMNANINARENN — Ee)
ek \ ADJACENT PROPERTY o
= } 2550 BAKER STREET 2
= } BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 N !
z ! (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY 3 :

2 | PROPOSED ROOF PLAN

Scale: 116" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED GENERAL FLOOR PLAN
NOTES:

1. BATT INSULATION AT ALL OPEN EXTERIOR
WALLS PER TITLE 24

2. ACCOUSTIC INSULATION AT ALL (N)
INTERIOR WALLS AND FLOOR JOISTS
WHERE ALL EXPOSED WALL AREAS, TYP.

3. NEW GLASS LOCATED IN HAZARDOUS
LOCATIONS SHALL BE TEMPERED (T) OR
SAFETY GLASS PER C.B.C SECTION 2406.4
INCLUDING GLAZING IN DOORS, GLAZING
IN FIXED AND SLIDING PANELS OF SLIDING
DOOR ASSEMBLIES AND PANELS IN
SWINGING DOORS OTHER THAN
WARDROBE DOORS, AND GLAZING IN ALL
UNFRAMED SWINGING DOORS.
ADDITIONALLY WHERE THE BOTTOM
EXPOSED EDGE OF THE GLAZING IS LESS
THAN 60" ABOVE THE WALKING SURFACE.

PROPOSED ROOF PLAN KEY NOTES:

(E) SKYLIGHT

(N) ROOF DECK

(E) STAIR TO REMAI

(N) ROOF OVER ADDITION

(N) LIGHTWELL INFILL

N

SUTRO ARC

415.956.3445
sutroarchitects.com

1055 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

FLOOR PLAN LEGEND:

PROPERTY LINE
(E) WALLS TO REMAIN

(E) WALLS TO BE REMOVED

(E) ELEMENTS TO BE REMOVED
(N) WALLS

(N) 1-HR RATED WALL

ROOF PLAN LEGEND:

UPDATE (E) WALLTO I-HRRATNG ~ ~—=—======-

EGRESS PATH AND LENGTH OF PATH SEGMENT )

(E) FLOOR SLAB TO BE REMOVED

AREA OF (N) ADDITION

NEW SLAB ON GRADE IN BASEMENT, AND NEW FLOOR JOISTS T

ON 15T & 2ND FL.

(E) FENCE TO REMAIN

PROPERTY LINE

(E) FLAT ROOF TO REMAIN. INSPECT FOR ANY LEAK OR DAMAGE
AND REPAIR AS REQUIRED.

(E) DECK TO BE REMOVED

(N) ROOF TO MATCH (€}

BAKER ST RESIDENCE

2552 BAKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

DATE: 10.12.2018

DEMO & PROPOSED
FLOOR PLANS

1/16'=10

BLOCK 0955 LOT 021 | PROJECT NO. 2017.019 04




b 2@ OUTLINE OF ADJACENT kY ) 25'-0" <
Q Sl PROPERTY IN |8 T.0. (E] GABLE 3 3
250 2 o (S]] BACKGROUND: ., N\ 2 $ 3 Qs
T OUTLINE OF ADJACENT gl5 2550 BAKER STREET, = ™7 5 3
2 PROPERTY IN FOREGROUND: | g T _|__MIDPOINT (E GﬁAﬁB% 2 3
27852795 GREEN STREET, | . _ : . T s =
777777777 SHOWNDASHEDRED _ _ V3| _ _ __ _ _ _ i & ¢_-Q-JEJ&B. E = =
F========= N, B & m
[ [ ) ATTIC LEVEL F.F.E
I r=a 07770 1 ! S 3RD FLOORiF;C;lAE$ e e 0
P | [ | Lhtey = ey
| I ! ! [ |ADJACENT PROPERTY ; ” /%// %
| L_J ‘ ‘ L 2795 82785 GREEN STREE )
| | | BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 ¢ ATTIC LEVEL %7
! } } eSTORY 3RD FLOOR F.F SRD FLOOR £ o
% F. 7
| | | I == % ADJACENT PROPERTY }lig/;/f/%” " ;%JsAs? g;gspggEPEVSTSYTREET
- A 2550 BAKER STREET W0
} ‘r T‘ | ! I } he FLOOR’F’%E BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 }I%ﬁgﬁ oo T}Ia BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022
Ll ‘ ! Lo | (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY L Hises (F) RESIDENCE
| | STARR @ REAR .
[ oy T \ , .
= 1 B0 Y =
.
‘ | | ! 2ND FLOOR FFE.g mNE 000
: ‘ ‘ } 1STFLOOR F.C.E iii’ / 17////
.C.E, 777
| ‘ ‘ i .
‘ ‘ 2ND FLO@RFFE! -
‘ L 4 ! GRADE PLANE @ 2ND] AR -
\ | EL@C.L. CURB IBfilole{xel4ANNIE =ﬁgf
! 1STFLOOR F.F.E ® SH 77 W
RE ~al 3
! 0 || 7 ﬁ;/n
| | GRADEPLANE Jr .
EL@ C.L. CURB 1
i 15T FLOOR F.F.E ,
1
|
1 ‘ EXISTING / DEMO NORTH ELEVATION 3 ‘ EXISTING/DEMO EAST ELEVATION
Scale: 116" = 10" oo 16" = 10"
EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION KEY NOTES: EXISTING EAST ELEVATION KEY NOTES:
(E) STAIR AND DECK TO BE REMOVED (E) WINDOW TO BE REMOVED, TYP. (E) GABLE ROOF TO BE REMOVED (E) GABLE BEYOND TO REMAIN
(E) ROOF TO BE REMOVED (E) DOORS TO BE REMOVED (E) STAIR TO BE REMOVED
(E) WALLS TO BE REMOVED (E) DECK TO BE REMOVED

N o |m OUTLINE OF ADJACENT n T
3 cx PROPERTY IN P T.0. (E) GABLE ) 250" |
250 =T 143" Ea 563 N\ ] 'I% %'I
T OUTLINE OF ADJACENT z(z 2 || 2550 BAKER STREET, L C.L. (N) GABLE (o) o,
% PROPERTY IN FOREGROUND: | ©|® 0 — SHOWN SOLID GREY 2| [ MIDPONT [ Q@BLE$ glo.- {ERGABLE i~ °
< 2784-2795 GREEN STREET, 2 ‘g % < ’ ’ 1] S QL NV GABLE J Faiiza 3
F=———————_ |2 SHOWNDASHEDRED _ _ P e e — > T =L | ©oROOF DECK EEE g:M@p_om ELGAB i =
| | ‘ i 5 ATTIC LEVEL f.ig = RN \| ; z
Crabatsibutaiect] el <= v |
R Y N - i, it ROGF DECK-EFE. &
} . ‘F T‘ == \ ; [ ] L \ ! | T |5, | BDAOORECH % ATTIC LEVELEEE. | [3 aipmakre
P = [ADJACENT PROPERTY — 1 | | RS == WALL
| L_u } ) = 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREE* L R | 1 RS 3RD FLOSR F.C.E/ //—E]
BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022 — | > ADJACENT PROPERTY
I I | |(E) RESIDENCE I ; } | J# Q;éAﬁE&LZﬁSgEETRTV 2795 & 2785 GREEN STREET
| | | l4-sTORY I | f 3RD FLOOR F.F.f, BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 J BLOCK 0955 / LOT 022
} C— | L ; — } } ; [l ‘ ; @ ND FLOOR F.C (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY = E (‘E)STROE?Q\\I?ENCE
Lol L PAIN ED—*—J‘» = | | ] L } | Ir, S, RECHH 3RD FLOOR FFE. R O
ORIZONFTAL 1 o e 5l X = A .
bho b woopsope i = | | it ! e s 2ND FUOGR R |
| L4 = | | = \ \ [ 3 &< +—1¢]
| | — A | > Ay
m h \ \ ‘ ‘ L Sle E
| i | | ! ! 7i 2ND FLOOR F.E.E, &l ||k
\ | — \ \ ! } —3 S .
- b
} | : = } } a } ‘ 1| ISTFLOORF.C.Eq 2ND FEOORFEE. Y
(—
Pl | — | | L : } ‘ 15T FHOOR A/
I ! ! | GRADE PLANE ® > 7
L Jr GRADEATYRZ } } } | - EL@ C.L.CUR o D
| L == — T ———= - ISTFLOOR F.F. GRADEPLANE '~ b
| | e &I WAL PAINTED WOOD &
\ | } ‘ | 77 MEDIA ROOM F.F. EL @ C.L. CURB . 1 J = (B - GLASS DOORS, TP
| ! | | I 2 | 1ST FLOOR F.F.E, o GrRADE/TYP
| f | s~ MEDIA ROOM F.F.E. |
Ll ‘ Ll
Ll Ll Ll
| . ‘ | . .
2 | PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION 4 | PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION
Scale: 116" = 1'-0" Scale: 116" = 10"
PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION KEY NOTES: PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION KEY NOTES:
m (N) ROOF DECK (N) PTD STAIR TO 2ND FLOOR (N) DORMER m (N) WOOD WINDOWS, TYP. (N) PTD WOOD DOOR PAINTED METAL GUARDRAIL, TYP. PTD WOOD TRIM, TYP.

(N) COMP SHINGLE ROOFING TO (N) COMP SHINGLE ROOFING TO

MATCH (£) PAINTED WOOD TRIM, TYP (N) GABLE ROOF MATCH (E) (N) DORMER (N) GLASS GUARDRAIL

N) ADDITION AT 1ST, 2ND & 3RD (N) ADDITION AT 2ND & 3RD FLOOR,

FLOOR W/ INTEGRAL COLOR CEMENT E SOLID FIRE RATED PARAPET SIDING TO MATCH [E) E (N) PAINTED WOOD SHINGLES E SOLID FIRE RATED PARAPET

PLASTER

SUTRO ARC @ > WALL LEGEND DATE: 10.12.2018

EXISTING WALLS TO BE REMOVED B A K E R ST R Es I D E N C E DEMO & PROPOSED

ELEVATIONS
415.956.3445 [ EXISTING ELEMENTS TO BE REMOVED e

sutroarchitects.com 2552 BAKER STREET, SAN FRANC'SCO, CA 94]23

1055 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 BLOCK 0955 LOT 021 | PROJECT NO. 2017.019 05




i

N

Scale: 116" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION KEY NOTES:

(N) PTD WOOD WINDOWS, TYP.

(N) PTD METAL GUARDRAIL W/ SOLID
PARAPET BEYOND

(N) STAIR

MATCH (E)

(N) COMP SHINGLE ROOFING TO

(N) PAINTED WD TRIM, TYP.

[ 5] (N) ADDITION @ 15T, 2ND, 3RD
FLOORS, SIDING TO MATCH (E)

E (N) GLASS HANDRAIL

Scale: 116" = 1"-0"

PROPOSED WEST ELEVATION KEY NOTES:

m (N) WOOD DOOR

o w|m N | {
|8 - = c|x |$ ]_U 250" _U]
i {INE OF ADJACENT (=[] 12 Y P}
#Q,ja@BﬁLE - m I// ROPERTY: 563" %WEE/@EES 2= 189" I.r;Fl 250" $ 1O R GANE 2 St
= IR\ 2550 BAKER STREET, | - 516 - P4 - m m
MIDPOINT (E) GABLE = 7 PNQINOASEDRED | & P — @ MIDEOINT €] GABLEY 4 3 3
@ ' .. . == e s
ATTIC LEVEL F.F.E J+ﬁ /”g%g ) e )KEU{\NE OF | QATICLEVELEFE, Jﬁ
= 000 ADJACENT |
ROFOORECE. /] “ ] | oy 1 euengortce /| T
© ) === 2785-2795 GREEN ADJAGENT-PROPERTY = ADJAGENTPROPERTY
e - AR 2795 82785 GREEN STREET 5 / 2550 BAKER STREET
S 0 soLD GREY | | BLOCK|0955 / LOT 022 > BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020
> 7 | (E)-RESIDENCE, 4-STORY. (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY
| & 3RD FLOORF.F.E.
ADJACENT PROPERTY i ° E /TTo EEE
i 2550 BAKER STREET Y sz
| T = BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020 % 7
[ ! l (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY | ¥
i (=2}
|
& 2ND_FLOORIF F.E.
| i — i —
[ 1STFEOOR F.C.E/1+ =
| [ i e K = Wm% /
o T3 il
o 7,
| GRADEPLANE || | W j
EL@ C.L. CURB - = REMOVE
' |—GR D ' 1STFLOOR E.EE GRADE/TYP SECTION OF
| WALL FOR (N) 1
| ! | DOOR |
|
1 ‘ EXISTING / DEMO SOUTH ELEVATION 3 | EXISTING/DEMO WEST ELEVATION
Scale: 116" = 10" Scale: 1/16" = 1'-0"
EXISTING SOUTH ELEVATION KEY NOTES: EXISTING WEST ELEVATION KEY NOTES:
(E) WINDOW TO BE REMOVED, TYP. (E) DECK TO BE REMOVED (N) DOOR TO GARAGE
. (E) WALLS TO BE REMOVED . (E) ROOF TO BE REMOVED
(E) STAIR TO BE REMOVED (E) LIGHTWELL TO BE INFILLED
~OUTLINE OF ADJACENT
/' PROPERTY IN FOREGROUND:
2550 BAKER STREET, SHOWN oo Z|T S - 250" 1,]‘
| DASHED RED BUILDABLE AREA: " Cc|x 2 T.0. (E) GABLE P il
eT<O,- (E) GABLE | SHOWN DASHED PARAPET FOR 5 (_/|> |; $ﬁ - @) o
. (N) SKYLIGHTS 1= - e |0 o C.L. (N] GABLE o m
C.L (N) GABLE B 56'-3 Z 143 4-6"—1 25'0 L (1 | |m m
%MISPO\NT [E GABL[E i e 8 B MIDPOINT [E] GABLE [ g 2
o N [ ; ] / l / m 6 I; o fand i' l
o R} b3 RQQF DECK F.F.E.co . > >
ROOF DECK F.FEwofdt— M7/ L N o ee— e —_— o B M
ATTIC LEVEL F.FE. | [RHF— r 4 A | | ATHCEEVERETE i
== T - 1 OUTLINE OF ADJACENT 3RD FLDORIF
3RO FLOOR FCE/ [T Lorarr PROPERTY IN SRDFRLOORIPCE LisBiiE
o > [ = BACKGROUND: [ ADJAGENT PROPERTY ¥ ! ADJAQENTPROPERTY
.12 I L L L 27852755 GREEN STREET, 2795 82785 GREEN STREE] &-t ‘ 2550 BAKER STREET
oc | — SHOWN SOLID GREY | BLOCK|0955 / LOT 022 > BLOCK 0955 / LOT 020
> | | (E)-RESIDENCE, 4-STORY. (E) RESIDENCE, 4-STORY
3RD FLOOR FFE. ‘ ‘ SRD FLOORFFE. § 1.
¢* = 3 | - f B —
2ND FLOOR F.C.6. I Traran @ANDFLOORFCE | = ‘
$‘ - ER L ADJACENT PROPERTY | Il T I . - = (S { Tl
) 2550 BAKER STREET I " ‘ I 7 A ’ an
¥ < BLock09ss/totozo |l IT Ty | N i
. o ’
> (E) RESIDENCE, 4-sTORY |, L L ; 4
= L e | LR RN
IND FLOOR EEE. ‘ 2ND_FUOOR F.F.E. : t H
‘ 1STFLOOR F.C.Ef [ .
@ ISTFLOORF.C.E/! i S5 &y 5 A~ /
r 5Y%
o0
EL ©@ C.L. CURB — ISTFLOOR FF.E = r
1ST FLOOR F.F.E, o GRADE/TYP ; LFL F GRADE/TYP Lm
MEDIA ROOM F.I.E. i i i
1

SUTRO

415.956.3445
sutroarchitects.com

1055 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

WALL LEGEND

EXISTING WALLS TO BE REMOVED

[ EXISTING ELEMENTS TO BE REMOVED

2552 BAKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

DATE: 10.12.2018

BAKER ST RESIDENCE

ELEVATIONS

1/16'=10

DEMO & PROPOSED

BLOCK 0955 LOT 021 | PROJECT NO. 2017.019 06




	2552 Baker DR - Abbreviated Analysis.pdf
	Discretionary Review
	Abbreviated Analysis
	hearing date: MArch 14, 2019
	project description
	Site Description and Present Use
	Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood
	DR Requestor
	Dr requestors’ concerns and proposed alternatives
	Project Sponsor’s Response to Dr application
	ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
	Residential Design team Review

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

	2017-014420DRP r1.pdf
	2017-014420DRP.pdf
	Maps - 2552 Baker Street - 2017-014420DRP.pdf
	Poster -2552 Baker update (ID 1042049).pdf
	NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312)
	APPLICANT INFORMATION
	PROJECT INFORMATION
	PROJECT SCOPE
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION

	DR_Application_12_05_18_FINAL_Small_File.pdf
	2019 02 21 2552 Baker Street Prime DR Response.pdf
	3741_001.pdf
	2019 02 21  2552 Baker DR Response Form
	2019 02 21 2552 Baker  DR Response ATTACHMENT 1 

	Rowe_Prime 2552 Baker_Letter_1.18.19.pdf
	Prime Reply 02_17_19.pdf
	2552 Baker - 311 Half Size Set (2).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	2552 Baker - 311 Half Size Set-1_SITE PLANS
	2552 Baker - 311 Half Size Set-2_PLANS
	2552 Baker - 311 Half Size Set-3_PLANS
	2552 Baker - 311 Half Size Set-4_PLANS
	2552 Baker - 311 Half Size Set-5_ELEVATIONS
	2552 Baker - 311 Half Size Set-6_ELEVATIONS


	Josh and Charlotte Prime, 2552 Baker Street
	5 letters of support.pdf
	Fwd  2017-014420PRJ.pdf



	Property Address: 2552 Baker Street
	Zip Code: 94123
	Building Permit Application: 201710262312
	Record Number: 
	Assigned Planner: David Winslow
	Project Sponsor Name: Sutro Architects
	Project Sponsor Phone: 4157664072
	Project Sponsor Email:  hseldin@sutroarchitects.com
	Question 1: Please see Attachment 1.
	Question 2: Please see Attachment 1.
	Question 3: Please see Attachment 1.
	Dwelling Units Existing: 1
	Dwelling Units Proposed: 1
	Occupied Stories Existing: 3
	Occupied Stories Proposed: 4
	Basement Levels Existing: 0
	Basement Levels Proposed: 0
	Parking Spaces Existing: 1
	Parking Spaces Proposed: 1
	Bedrooms Existing: 4
	Bedrooms Proposed: 5
	Height Existing: 33' 5"
	Height Proposed: 34' 8"
	Building Depth Existing: 56'
	Building Depth Proposed: 70' 6"
	Rental Value Existing: 
	Rental Value Proposed: 
	Property Value Existing: 
	Property Value Proposed: 
	Signature Date: 
	Printed Name: Deborah Holley
	Property Owner Checkbox: Off
	Authorized Agent Checkbox: On


