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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 30, 2020 
CONTINUED FROM JUNE 23, 2020 

 

 
Date: July 23, 2020 
Case No.: 2019-007159DRP 
Project Address: 145 Missouri Street 
Permit Application: 2019.0503.9703 
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House- Two Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3985 / 022 
Project Sponsor: Tom Tunney 
 Reuben Junius & Rose 
 1 Bush Street, Suite 600 
 San Francisco, CA 94104 
Staff Contact: David Winslow – (415) 575-9159 
 David.Winslow@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Take DR and Approve with Modifications 
 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposes to legalize work done to reconstruct a deck and extend the garage at the rear without 
the benefit of a permit. Since this work is in the required rear yard it also requires a Variance.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The site is a 25’ x 50’ lot with an existing 2-story, single-family house built in 1907. The building is a category 
‘B’ – Age eligible Historic Resource. 
 
CONTEXT 
The DR requestor’s property is located to the rear of the subject property and accessed via an easement 
through a “tradesmen’s” entrance. The subject property is built to its rear yard line. Both are substandard 
size lots, leaving a small open space –the 4’- 7” deep deck and the DR requestor’s yard- between the houses.  
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 30 days 
March 16, 2020 – 

April 15, 2020 
4.15.2020 

7.23. 2020 to 
7.230.2020 

106 days 

 

mailto:David.Winslow@sfgov.org
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CASE NO. 2019-007159DRP 
145 Missouri Street  

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 20 days July 10, 2020 July 10, 2020 20 days 
Mailed Notice 20 days July 10, 2020 July 10, 2020 20 days 
Mailed Notice 20 days July 10, 2020 July 10, 2020 20 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

0 7 0 

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0 
 
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).  
 
DR REQUESTOR 
Kepa Askenasy of 147 &153 Missouri adjacent neighbor to the east. 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Is concerned that the work which was constructed without a permit encroaches over the shared property 
line into the DR requestor’s yard, and the deck impacts to privacy.  

 
Proposed alternatives:  

1. Restore deck to existing condition of enclosed porch; 
2. Remove horizontal garage extension from encroaching into rear yard; 
3. Remove portion of work that encroaches over property line into DR requestor’s rear yard; 
4. Replace operable property line window with fixed fire-rated assembly and obscured glazing. 

 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated April 15, 2020 

 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
The project legalizes and existing condition and does not result in any expansion or new massing. No new 
shading or blocking of windows will occur as a result.  

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated June 1, 2020.   
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CASE NO. 2019-007159DRP 
145 Missouri Street  

PLANNING STAFF REVIEW 
The proposed work to legalize the addition does not expand the existing or the historical building footprint 
or massing, however the deck as reconstructed extends over the rear property line into the DR requestor’s 
yard. The Notice of Violation did not recognize this fact.  Buildings are not permitted to extend over a 
neighboring property line and therefore it is the responsibility of the project sponsor to correct this 
condition. Therefore, it must be included in a revision. It is anticipated that any Building Code deficiencies, 
specifically related to fire protection on a lot line condition, would also be corrected with the permit to 
correct. 

Further, as a good neighbor gesture the project sponsor has proposed a 6’ high screen on the deck to ensure 
adequate privacy between the two properties. 

Therefore, staff finds there are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and recommends taking DR 
and approving with modifications of the 6’ high privacy screen and reconstruction of the structure to be 
within the rear property line as determined by the survey. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and Approve with Modifications 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination 
DR Application 
Response to DR Application dated June 1, 2020 
Reduced Plans 
 
 



Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2019-007159DRP
145 Missouri Street



Parcel Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2019-007159DRP
145 Missouri Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY



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

Sanborn Map*

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2019-007159DRP
145 Missouri Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY



Zoning Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2019-007159DRP
145 Missouri Street



Aerial Photo
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SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY



Aerial Photo
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Aerial Photo
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Aerial Photo

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2019-007159DRP
145 Missouri Street

DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY



Site Photo

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2019-007159DRP
145 Missouri Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY



  

 

1650 Miss ion Street Suite 400   San Franc isco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On May 3, 2019, Building Permit Application No. 201905039703 was filed for work at the Project Address below. 
 
Notice Date:    March 16th, 2020    Expiration Date:      April 15th, 2020     
 

0BP R O J E C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  1BA P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  

Project Address: 145 MISSOURI ST Applicant: Thomas Tunny, Reuben, Junius & 
Rose, LLP 

Cross Street(s): 17th St and Mariposa St Address: One Bush St., Suite 600 
Block/Lot No.: 3985 / 022 City, State: San Francisco, CA 
Zoning District(s): RH-2 /40-X Telephone: (415) 567-9000 
Record Number: 2019-007159PRJ Email: ttunny@reubenlaw.com 

You are receiving this notice as an owner or occupant of property 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 that the Planning Commission review 
this application at a public hearing for Discretionary Review. Requests for a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during 
the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown above, 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. 
 

2BP R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
P RO JE CT  FE AT U RE S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential No Change 
Front Setback 15 ft 4 in No Change 
Side Setbacks None (left), 1 foot (right) No Change 
Building Depth 34 ft 10 in No Change 
Rear Yard None No Change 
Building Height 25 feet 5.75 in No Change 
Number of Stories 2 No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces 2 No Change 

3BP R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

This project proposes to legalize a first story garage horizontal addition and second story rear porch that are 4 feet 7 inches 
by 17 feet 10 inches. The porch was built as a replacement of the previous porch. 

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

. 

To view plans or related documents, visit sf-planning.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above. Once the 
property is located, click on the dot(s) to view details of the record number above, its related documents and/or plans.  
For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Alex Westhoff, 415-575-9120, Alex.Westhoff@sfgov.org        

 

https://sf-planning.org/neighborhood-notification


CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

145 MISSOURI ST

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

Comply with nov#201808381. Drawings document work previously completed at the rear deck. Minor additional 

work to address nov correction

Case No.

2019-007159PRJ

3985022

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA).

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

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 

permitted or with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 

10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class ____



STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

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

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

Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 

Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 

EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 

Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater

than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion

greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or  more 

of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 

If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50  cubic 

yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental 

Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Alex Westhoff



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

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

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 

right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

existing historic character.

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

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

features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.



7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way

and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 

Planner/Preservation

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER or PTR dated

b. Other (specify):

(attach HRER or PTR)

Reclassify to Category C

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

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

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

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature:

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 

31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 

filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

Alex Westhoff

02/27/2020

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

There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 

effect.

Building Permit



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 

constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 

proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 

subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

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

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

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

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

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

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department 

website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance 

with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10 

days of posting of this determination.

Date:















































 

 
 
 

  

220 Montgomery St, Suite 2100, San Francisco, California 94104 
Phone: (415) 362-3599  |  Fax: (415) 362-2006  |  www.mosconelaw.com 

 
 

  Scott Emblidge 

Partner 
emblidge@mosconelaw.com 

Direct: (415) 362-3591 

July 23, 2020 
 
Via Email 
 
President Koppel  
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, #400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Re: 145 Missouri Street Discretionary Review – July 30, 2020 Hearing  
 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 
 
I am writing on the behalf of Kepa Askenasy, the DR requestor who lives adjacent to the 
project site at 147 and 153 Missouri Street. The aerial photo on the following page shows the 
project site at 145 Missouri and Ms. Askenasy’s parcels. 
 
This letter summarizes Ms. Askenasy’s concerns discussed in more detail in the DR 
Application. 
 
The primary reasons that this project is exceptional and extraordinary and why you should 
take Discretionary Review and that the Variance should not be approved are as follows: 
 
1. The project sponsor, Craig Johnson, demolished the former enclosed rear porch and 

modified the rear of the property without permits.  By doing so, he created 
significant adverse impacts on Ms. Askenasy’s privacy and exposed her to nuisances 
including excessive noise and litter. 
 

2. The project encroaches over the property line into Ms. Askenasy’s front yard. 
 

3. The project conflicts with key elements of the Residential Design Guidelines. 
 

4. The project requires a rear yard Variance and at least three of the critical findings 
necessary for a Variance cannot be supported with the current project design. 
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Project Site History. The 145 Missouri Street property was purchased approximately 25 
years ago by the project sponsor, Craig Johnson.  The first photograph on the next page 
shows the condition of the rear of the property in 1995 with the enclosed rear porch which 
was supported by posts.   
 
As detailed in the DR Application, Mr. Johnson demolished the enclosed porch without 
permits in 1998 and, as shown in the second and third photographs on the next page, 
constructed an open deck above a garage extension into the required rear yard (indeed, into 
Ms. Askenasy’s yard) without required permits or a Variance.  A complaint was filed but no 
action was taken by DBI or Planning at the time.  In addition, Mr. Johnson tore out and 



Members of the Planning Commission 
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replaced the deck and rear portion of the garage in 2002 and 2017.  Complaints were filed 
after those actions without a response from the City until 2018 when the Planning 
Department issued an NOV (No.: 201805179450) requiring that permits be obtained and 
establishing that a rear yard Variance is required for the horizontal and vertical additions.  
 
 

 

 



Members of the Planning Commission 
July 23, 2020 
Page 4 

Loss of Privacy and Exposure to Noise and Other Nuisances.  The east facing deck 
results in a loss of privacy and quiet enjoyment of Ms. Askenasy’s home and is detrimental to 
her welfare.  As shown in the photographs below, the project residents can look straight into 
her bedroom and office windows, where she spends the majority of her time. 
 

 Bedroom View 1 
 

 Bedroom View 2 
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Bedroom View 3 
 
 

 Office View 
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While most of the discretionary review applications you consider may be concerned about 
the possible privacy impacts of a project once constructed, Ms. Askenasy has already 
experienced actual privacy impacts due to the closeness of this open deck to her home, as 
well as noise intrusion and trash being thrown into her front yard located adjacent to the 
deck.  These problems did not exist until the enclosed porch was demolished. 
 
The project encroaches over the property line into the DR Requestor’s property.  Mr. 
Johnson built the deck and extended the garage over his eastern property line into the front 
yard of Ms. Askenasy’s property.  A close-up of the survey provided as Exhibit 2 in the DR 
Application is provided below to show this encroachment. 

 
 
 
We understand from Planning that the Zoning Administrator has said that this condition is 
not permitted and that the structure needs to be modified so that it is no longer on Ms. 
Askenasy’s property.  Given that the project before you is built, in part, on Ms. Askenasy’s 
property, the Commission cannot approve it. 
 
The project is inconsistent with the Residential Design Guidelines.  As discussed 
above, the project privacy. The project has been constructed without permits and without 
any consideration of Ms. Askenasy’s privacy and it is inconsistent with the following RDG 
Guidelines:  
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"Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties." 
(RDGs, page 16) 
 

• “As with light, some loss of privacy to existing neighboring buildings can be 
expected with a building expansion. However, there may be special situations where a 
proposed project will have an unusual impact on privacy to neighboring interior living 
spaces. In these situations, the following design modifications can minimize impacts on 
privacy; other modifications may also be appropriate depending on the circumstances of a 
particular project. Some of these measures might conflict with the “light” measures above, 
so it will be necessary to prioritize relevant issues:  
 

• Incorporate landscaping and privacy screens into the proposal.  

• Use solid railings on decks.  

• Develop window configurations that break the line of sight between houses.  

• Use translucent glazing such as glass block or frosted glass on windows and 
doors facing openings on abutting structures.” (RDGs, page 17) 
 

The project needs to be revised to protect Ms. Askenasy’s privacy to provide compliance 
with these guidelines.  A 7’-high privacy screen and obscured glass on the rear-facing project 
bathroom window would help provide compliance. 
 
The project requires a rear yard Variance and at least three of the critical findings 
necessary for a Variance cannot be supported.  The project is inconsistent with required 
Variance Finding 1, “That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to 
the property involved or to the intended use of the property that do not apply generally to 
other property or uses in the same class of district.”  The project sponsor states that because 
of the lot’s shallow depth, the rear porch is the only feasible area for usable open space.  
This is not true; the subject lot contains 1,250 square feet with a 600 square foot building 
and 413 square feet of private usable open space.  The photograph on the next page shows 
the usable front porch with a table and chairs and the garden behind a six-foot-high solid 
wood fence.   
 
The project is inconsistent with Variance Finding 2, “That owing to such exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified provisions of this Code 
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or attributable to the 
applicant or the owner of the property;.”  Mr. Johnson created the need for the Variance himself 
when he illegally demolished the non-conforming enclosed porch and extended the garage, 
thereby requiring the need for the Variance.   
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The project is inconsistent with Variance Finding 4, “That the granting of such variance will 
not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the property or 
improvements in the vicinity” because the building, including the recent unpermitted work, 
was constructed without permits and does not meet current life safety codes including 
seismic and fire codes.  These dangerous conditions were created when Mr. Johnson built 
his unpermitted vertical and horizontal addition to the garage in a substandard manner that 
is not to code and subjects Ms. Askenasy to dangerous conditions that threaten her welfare. 
For example, he created a "soft story" at the rear of the house which has not been properly 
addressed in the plans, among other concerning omissions. See sheet A701/9 for 
substandard seismic and fire details.  He has also not provided underpinning to protect the 
safety of Ms. Askenasy’s home at 153 Missouri. 
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Requested Modifications 

We ask that you take DR and require that the project be modified as follows:  

1.  Provide a Privacy Screen.  Provide a structurally integrated 7'-high privacy screen 
where the deck railing currently exists with a design that meets the building code and record 
a Notice of Special Restrictions to insure that the screen remains in perpetuity and is not 
removed by future owners.   Three examples of such a screen are provided as Attachment 
A to this letter.   

2.  Remove Encroachment and Correct Plans.  Remove the portions of the project 
that encroach onto Ms. Askenasy’s property at 147 Missouri Street. The plans, including 
sheets A050/1, A100/1, A100/2, A101/1, A702/5, and A702/13 do not show that the 
building is over the property line.  These sheets need to be corrected because they show the 
existing new construction that was undertaken without permits as being approximately 6” 
from where the building is actually located. 

3.  To provide compliance with Variance Finding 4, require that the work meet 
all life safety codes. The building, including the recent unpermitted work needs to be 
upgraded to meet current life safety codes including seismic and fire codes.  These 
dangerous conditions were created when Mr. Johnson built his unpermitted vertical and 
horizontal addition to the garage. This needs to include underpinning to protect Ms. 
Askenasy’s property at 153 Missouri Street and review of skylights that were installed 
without permits.   

4. Install Fixed Fire-rated Bathroom Window at Rear.  To further address privacy 
concerns and correct substandard fire-safety conditions, require that the project sponsor 
replace operable clear sliding bathroom window, which was installed without permits in 2002 
at rear property line with fixed fire rated obscure glass, sand blasted.  A complaint was filed 
(#20022226058) but no action was taken to correct the condition. 

 

Please take Discretionary Review and require changes to the proposed design to protect 

Ms. Askenasy’s privacy and physical safety. 

 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
G. Scott Emblidge  
 
cc: Members of the Planning Commission  

Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator 
 David Winslow 

Jonas Ionin 
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ATTACHMENT A 
PRIVACY SCREEN EXAMPLES 
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Privacy Screen Alternative #1 

If no fire-rated wall is required at 5’ side setback 
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Privacy Screen Alternative #2 

If fire-rated wall is required at 5’ side setback 
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Privacy Screen Alternative #3 
Louvered Design 

 

 











 

  

From: Morten C. Kuhl <v+sfgov@mck.li>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 12:18 PM 
To: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Scott Emblidge <emblidge@mosconelaw.com>; 
Westhoff, Alex (CPC) <alex.westhoff@sfgov.org> 
Subject: 145 Missouri Street Variance Application 
 

  

Dear Zoning Administrator Teague, 
 
I am writing to oppose the variance application at 145 Missouri Street. 
 
Too often here in Potrero Hill we have seen contractors, homeowners, and developers skirting the 
permit process as well as overbuilding beyond the scope of their permits. 
 
In the case of the project at 145 Missouri Street, the homeowner did not obtain permits for the work he 
did.  
 
As a resident of Potrero Hill, I am asking you to please not let the homeowner and contractor at 145 
Missouri Street get away with work that was not permitted. 

Approval of this variance would send the wrong message to those contractors and homeowners who 
chose to do "illegal work now and ask for forgiveness later”.  
 
I am aware that the adjacent homeowner Kepa Askenasy has additional issues with the new 
construction, and I hope you will consider them in your decision to reject this Variance application.  
 
Best regards, 
 M Kuhl, Potrero Hill Resident 

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

sources. 



From: SF Miller <ruth94107@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 7:32 PM 
To: corey.teague@sfgove.org; Scott Emblidge <emblidge@mosconelaw.com>; Westhoff, Alex (CPC) 
<alex.westhoff@sfgov.org> 
Subject: 145 Missouri Street Variance application 
 

  

 
Dear Zoning Commissioners, 
  
I am a longtime resident of Potrero Hill, and I write in regards to a proposed project for 145 
Missouri Street. I request that you carefully scrutinize this proposal and require that the 
applicant follow the same rules and guidelines that should apply to other proposed 
developments.  
 
In the many years I have lived here, I have seen numerous instances wherein contractors, home 
owners, and developers skirt the permit process and build well beyond the scope of their 
permits. In the case of the project at 145 Missouri Street, the home owner did not obtain permits 
for the work he did. I respectfully request that this application be denied based on the 
applicant’s failure to obtain permits for the work he has done. Approval of such a variance would 
reward illegal and sloppy procedures and would send the wrong message to other developers 
and contractors.  
  
I am aware that the adjacent home owner Kepa Askenasy has additional issues with the new 
construction, and I hope you will consider them in your decision to reject this Variance 
application.  The record No. for this application is 2019-007159VAR. 
  
Thank you, 
 
Ruth R. Miller 
1140 Mariposa Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107\ 
415-551-1851 
  

  
 
 

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

sources. 

mailto:ruth94107@gmail.com
mailto:corey.teague@sfgove.org
mailto:emblidge@mosconelaw.com
mailto:alex.westhoff@sfgov.org


From: Bonnie Baron <bbaron1@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 11:22 PM 
To: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org> 
Subject: 145 Missouri Street 

 

  

Dear Zoning Administrator Teague, 
 
We are writing to oppose the Variance application at 145 Missouri Street.  The home owner did 

not obtain permits for the work that he did 

 
 
As longtime residents of Potrero Hill, we have seen similar  abuses of the permit 

process. Approval of this Variance would send the wrong message to  contractors and home 

owners who do illegal work.  

 
We know that Kepa Askenasy, who lives next door, has more objections to the new construction 

and hopes you will consider them in a decision to reject this Variance application.  

 

Bonnie Baron and Peter Delacorte 

731 Rhode Island Street 

 

 

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

sources. 

mailto:bbaron1@gmail.com
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
https://www.google.com/maps/search/145+Missouri+Street?entry=gmail&source=g






Question 1:  

The porch has existed at the property for over 50 years, and has been in its current configuration 
for over 20 years.  The porch dimensions are and have always been: 4’-7” deep and 17’-9 ¾“ in 
length. This process began when we sought to perform repairs of the porch, and then found 
additional structural issues, and then it became a more extensive renovation.  At the time we 
were doing the work, the neighbor who now opposes the project, Kepa Askenasy, supported the 
work, and we incorporated her design requests into the porch.  She praised the quality of the 
work.  We were not at all aware that this project would require a variance.    

We in no way intended to cause any harm to the property at 147 Missouri Street in 
renovating the porch and we do not believe we have damaged the property owner in any way.  
No one, including the owner of 147 Missouri Street knew that the porch encroached over the 
property line.  The survey was completed after the porch work was complete and after her first 
complaint to SF planning in 2018. Survey dated 05-07-2018. We rebuilt it to exactly the same 
dimension that existed before, as the photos depict.  There has been no extension of the porch. 
The new foundation was built directly on top of the old foundation – it does not encroach any 
further back toward the neighbor. The encroachment is approximately 2 inches over the property 
line for the length of the porch.  The neighbor says the total encroachment is 6 square feet, but it 
is ~ 3.5 feet (unless she is counting the awning- which has also existed for the benefit of the door 
of her egress easement for over 20 years).  

 

 
 



Timeline of porch restoration at 145 Missouri Street.  

1997: Covering of porch was in disrepair and collapsing. Only the covered portion was removed 
and a railing was installed. No work on lower portion of porch. Note in the photo provided by the 
DR requestor from 1995 that the covered porch was on the then assumed property line, and sits 
slightly outside of the bathroom wall.  

2002: Fence-like back wall of the garage that sat just outside of the porch foundation was 
dilapidated and rain water was leaking into the garage. The fence/wall was removed and replaced 
by wood framing and windows. No work was done to posts or foundation, only siding. Kepa 
Askenasy filed a complaint regarding the windows. The windows were removed and wood 
siding wall was installed. The SF Building Department inspected the siding- wall and closed the 
complaint permit. The porch remained in this condition until 2017. 

2017: Due to rot in the wood planking and original posts, we began to replace them, and ended 
up with complete renovation of the porch structure. The porch was replaced with the same 
dimensions and look as the existing porch.   

The following photos show the porch over several years since 2000.  

2001: From property appraisal for insurance. 

 

2002 photos as provided by DR Requester. 

 

 



 

2017: State of rear of deck from 2002 to 2017 prior to any 2017/2018 repairs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Current state 2018 to Present. 

  

 

Regarding the DR requestor’s privacy concerns. As mentioned, the porch has been an open porch 
since 1997. The covered porch was itself a wall of windows on the property line. The porch faces 
this neighbor’s front yard at 147 Missouri Street, but that neighbor also then has sight onto the 
balcony and kitchen at 145 as she passes through the egress easement, from her “front yard”, and 
from her windowed rooms. This is the nature of this unique front to back split lot, her front yard 
is our back yard. The photos she has presented in the DR request are misleading. The photo into 
the bedroom would require she stand on a stool or chair to take the photo, as the windows are at 
the top of the wall. Similarly, one cannot really see into her office due to the angle and trees.  

The DR requestor, Kepa, or any other neighbor, has never complained to us of any noise or trash 
issues at 145 Missouri St. We have always rented the property to non-smoking adult tenants. The 
deck is quite small and would not allow for more than a few people, and even then it is crowded. 
Kepa hosts short term rentals at 153 Missouri Street and hourly corporate meeting space at 147 
Missouri Street. We too can hear the noise and conversation from these gatherings. But, it is the 
nature of the split lot, or frankly any dense city housing. Kepa also did not mention any nuisance 
issues at the neighborhood pre-application meeting or in her response regarding the variance. 
While we tend to think these incidents did not occur, we cannot address something that was 
never brought to our attention years ago.   



The DR requestor has suggested that the front porch as usable open space. The front porch is too 
small at 3’5” in width, approximately 12 feet in length and completely exposed to a busy city 
street.   

While I wish to keep this response relevant to the porch, as we believe the merits of the Variance 
Application support the rational for the Variance and Permit. I feel it is necessary to provide 
some context as to why we feel this is a civil issue in which the DR requester is manipulating 
otherwise well-intentioned Planning Department procedures as a tool. While there have been a 
few issues over the years, we had positive interaction with her over the last 10+ years and during 
the work on the subject porch. Given the orientation of the front to back split lot, she witnessed 
the work almost every day of the progress, with the work actually being done in her front yard on 
her property. She was also performing a lot of work at her property at the time as well and there 
were many conversations about both projects. We have captured some of this support in the 
many text messages she sent at the time. I do not know whether she always planned to wait until 
the project was complete to file these complaints, or if she became angry with us in the week or 
two following completion of the work.  There was an incident where we parked across her 
driveway, thinking she could just ask us to move if needed. She came out of her house and 
cursed my husband out, and the SF Planning complaints as well as other legal actions began the 
following week. A few of the relevant conversations in 2017. We had NO interactions in which 
she stated a concern that was not addressed. 

 

   



  

 

Additional Comments not relevant to the Variance and DR. 

1. Bathroom window- existing bathroom window. 
2. Front fence is not 7 feet high. It is 6’3.5” to 5’2” to maintain an even height across the up 

sloping grade. 
3. No excavation during the porch renovation 
4. Sketches provided are presumptuous and not a replacement in kind to 1995.  
5. Permit (9904720) for roof was opened by roofer. We did not know it was not closed until 

this issue arose.   
 

Question 2:  

No changes have been made pending the Variance Hearing. Plans submitted include changes to 
create fire rating and vent removal. 

Questions 3:  

As restating from previous question, 145 and 147 Missouri Street are both shallow lots and have 
unique locations of the homes on the lots. Because of the lot’s shallow depth, the rear porch is 
the only feasible area for usable open space. This is a small balcony that provides open space for 
the resident, it is not a large porch that would allow people to gather.   

The porch was constructed long before we purchased the property in 1995, and therefore its 
existence in the rear yard is not a new condition or attributed to the porch renovation.   

Allowing the porch to continue to exist will not be detrimental to the adjacent property because 
its long existence is therefore is a long-standing condition.  The porch causes no light, air, or 
privacy impacts on the neighbor.  The porch faces this neighbor, but there is a yard and windows 
on that property facing our porch as well. The neighbor has one window at the lower level, 
below the balcony, and small clerestory windows near the roofline that provide no visibility 
between the two properties. This is frequently the condition in dense housing city 
neighborhoods.   
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EXISTING RAILING
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PROPOSED PRIVACY SCREEN





















ABBREVIATIONS

AB ANCHOR BOLT

ABV ABOVE

ADDL ADDITIONAL

APPROX APPROXIMATE

ALT ALTERNATE

ARCH ARCHITECT

ATR ALL-THREAD ROD

BLW BELOW

BLDG BUILDING

BLKG BLOCKING

BM BEAM

BN BOUNDARY NAIL

BTWN BETWEEN

BOT BOTTOM

BP BEARING PLATE

CBC CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE

CJ CONSTRUCTION JOINT; CONTROL JOINT

CL CENTER LINE

CLR CLEAR

CMU CONCRETE MASONRY UNITS

CSK COUNTERSINK

COL COLUMN

CONC CONCRETE

CONT CONTINUOUS

D PENNY (NAIL SIZE)

DIA DIAMETER

DIMS DIMENSIONS

DBL DOUBLE

DET DETAIL

DF DOUGLAS FIR

DTP DOUBLE TOP PLATE

DWG DRAWING

(E) EXISTING

EA EACH

EB EXPANSION BOLT

EF EACH FACE

EJ EXPANSION JOINT

EL ELEVATION

EN EDGE NAIL

ENGR ENGINEER

EO EVERY OTHER

EQ EQUAL

ES EACH SIDE

EW EACH WAY

EXT EXTERIOR

FDN FOUNDATION

FIN FINISH

FN FIELD NAIL

FOC FACE OF CONCRETE

FOS FACE OF STUD

FS FAR SIDE

FTG FOOTING

GA GAUGE

GALV GALVANIZED

GB GRADE BEAM

GLT GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER

GYP BD GYPSUM WALL BOARD

HDG HOT DIP GALVANIZED

HDR HEADER

HF HARDY FRAME

HGR HANGER

HORZ HORIZONTAL

HSB HIGH STRENGTH BOLTS

HSS HOLLOW STRUCTURAL SECTION

HT HEIGHT

ID INSIDE DIAMETER

INT INTERIOR

JST JOIST

L ANGLE SECTION

LLH LONG LEG HORIZONTAL

LLV LONG LEG VERTICAL

LONG LONGITUDINAL

LSL LAMINATED STRAND LUMBER

LVL LAMINATED VENEER LUMBER

MANUF MANUFACTURER

MAX MAXIMUM

MB MACHINE BOLT

MIN MINIMUM

(N) NEW

N/A NOT APPLICABLE

NO NUMBER

NS NEAR SIDE

NTS NOT TO SCALE

O/ OVER

OC ON CENTER

OD OUTSIDE DIAMETER

OH OPPOSITE HAND

OPNG OPENING

OSB ORIENTED STRAND BOARD

PAF POWDER ACTUATED FASTENERS

PEN PENETRATION

PERF PERFORATED

PERP PERPENDICULAR

PL PLATE

PSL PARALLEL STRAND LUMBER

PSWS PER SHEAR WALL SCHEDULE

PT PRESSURE TREATED

PVC POLYVINYL CHLORIDE

PWD PLYWOOD

RDWD REDWOOD

REINF REINFORCEMENT

RFT RAFTER

REQD REQUIRED

RET RETAINING

RO ROUGH OPENING

SAD SEE ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS

SCD SEE CIVIL DRAWINGS

SCHED SCHEDULE

SLD SEE LANDSCAPE DRAWINGS

SMD SEE MECHANICAL DRAWINGS

SHT SHEET

SHTG SHEATHING

SIM SIMILAR

SOG SLAB ON GRADE

SQ SQUARE

SS SELECT STRUCTURAL; STAINLESS STEEL

STD STANDARD

STL STEEL

STIFF STIFFENER

SW SHEAR WALL

SYM SYMMETRICAL

T&B TOP AND BOTTOM

TD TIE-DOWN

T&G TONGUE AND GROOVE

THRD THREADED

TN TOE-NAIL

TOS TOP OF SLAB; TOP OF STEEL

TYP TYPICAL

UON UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

VB VAPOR BARRIER

VERT VERTICAL

VIF VERIFY IN FIELD

W WIDE FLANGE SECTION

W/ WITH

WP WORKING POINT

WPM WATERPROOF MEMBRANE

WS WOOD SCREW

WWR WELDED WIRE REINFORCEMENT

# SIZE OF REINFORCING BAR

@ AT (SPACING)

GENERAL NOTES

SCOPE

THE SCOPE OF WORK INCLUDES THE REAR DECK  ADDITION.

COORDINATION

ALL FEATURES OF CONSTRUCTION NOT FULLY SHOWN SHALL BE OF THE SAME

TYPE AND CHARACTER AS SHOWN FOR SIMILAR CONDITIONS.  ALL SITE

CONDITIONS, DIMENSIONS, ELEVATIONS, ETC. SHALL BE VERIFIED BEFORE

STARTING WORK.  ANY DISCREPANCIES SHALL BE REPORTED TO THE STRUCTURAL

ENGINEER BEFORE PROCEEDING.  IN THE EVENT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN

STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS AND ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL, OR PLUMBING

DRAWINGS, NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING.

IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE

BRACING, SHORING, AND SUPPORT OF ALL TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION,

TEMPORARY EXCAVATION, AND PARTIALLY COMPLETED PORTIONS OF THE

BUILDING; SUCH BRACING, SHORING AND SUPPORT MUST INSURE THE SAFETY OF

THE ADJACENT PROPERTY AND OF ANY PERSONS WHO MAY COME IN CONTACT

WITH THE PROJECT.

CODES AND STANDARDS

DESIGN IS BASED ON THE CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, 2016 EDITION.  ALL

CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THIS CODE.

LIVE LOADS

ROOF LIVE 20  PSF

FLOOR LIVE 40  PSF

SEISMIC DESIGN

Ie 1.0

Ss 1.5

S1 0.609

SITE CLASS D

Sds 1.000

Sd1 0.609

SEISMIC DESIGN CATEGORY D

Cs 0.1154

R 6.5 (BEARING WALL, LIGHT FRAMED W/ 

WOOD STRUCTURAL PANELS)

ANALYSIS PROCEDURE EQUIVALENT LATERAL FORCE

REDUNDANCY FACTOR 1.3

WIND DESIGN

BASIC WIND SPEED, V 110 MPH

Iw 1.0 (CATEGORY II)

EXPOSURE B (URBAN, CLOSELY SPACED 

CONSTRUCTION) 

MAIN WIND-FORCE RESISTING SYSTEMS

ANALYSIS PROCEDURE ASCE 7-10, CHAPTER 27

COMPONENTS & CLADDING

ANALYSIS PROCEDURE ASCE 7-10, CHAPTER 30

SUBMITTALS

THE FOLLOWING SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE ENGINEERS FOR REVIEW.

CONTRACTOR PROPOSED CHANGES IN PRODUCTS, MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, AND

METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION FROM THOSE SPECIFIED ON THE STRUCTURAL

DRAWINGS.

STRUCTURAL OBSERVATION

NOT REQUIRED

SPECIAL INSPECTION

NOT REQUIRED

STRUCTURAL STEEL

DETAILS AND WORKMANSHIP SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST AISC

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.

STRUCTURAL SHALL CONFORM TO THE FOLLOWING:

WIDE FLANGE SHAPES: ASTM A992.

MISCELLANEOUS CHANNELS, ANGLES, AND PLATE: ASTM A36.

RECTANGULAR AND ROUND HSS SECTIONS: ASTM A500, GRADE B.

STEEL PIPE: ASTM A53, TYPE E, GRADE B.

MOMENT[BRACE] FRAME BASE PLATES: ASTM A36 [A572, GR 50]

BRACE FRAME GUSSET PLATES: ASTM A36

STEEL NOT RECEIVING FIREPROOFING OR STEEL EXPOSED TO WEATHER SHALL

HAVE ONE COAT OF SHOP PRIMER.  STEEL EXPOSED TO WEATHER SHALL BE HOT

DIPPED GALVANIZED OR OTHER APPROVED PROTECTIVE COATING.

BOLTS AND ROD SHALL CONFORM TO THE FOLLOWING:

COMMON BOLTS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A307 USE U.O.N.

HIGH STRENGTH BOLTS (H.S.B.) SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A325 TYPE N.

ANCHOR RODS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM F1554 GR. 36

THREADED ROD SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A36 [A 193 GRADE B7].

CARPENTRY

PROVIDE 4X6 OR 6X6 HEADERS OVER ALL EXTERIOR WALL DOOR AND WINDOW

OPENINGS U.O.N. (6'-0" MAX.).  PROVIDE 4X6 OR 6X6 MIN. HEADERS OVER ALL DOOR

AND OTHER OPENINGS (6'-0" MAX.) ELSEWHERE U.O.N. PROVIDE 2X4 (OR 2X6)

CRIPPLE AND FULL HEIGHT STUD AT EACH JAMB.

PROVIDE FULL DEPTH SOLID BLOCKING BETWEEN STUDS @ 10'-0" MAX. AND

BETWEEN JOISTS @ 12'-0" MAX.

ALL 2X6 STUDS SHALL BE SPACED AT 16" U.O.N.

MOISTURE CONTENT AND PROTECTION

ALL FRAMING SHALL HAVE A MOISTURE CONTENT BELOW 19% MAXIMUM UPON

INSTALLATION.  FINISHES SHALL NOT BE INSTALLED OVER DIMENSIONAL LUMBER

FRAMING UNTIL MOISTURE CONTENT IS BELOW 12% MAXIMUM.

MATERIALS SHALL BE PROPERLY STORED ON THE JOB SITE.  MATERIALS SHALL

BE STORED OFF OF THE GROUND, AND PROTECTED FROM EXPOSURE TO THE

ELEMENTS.

PRESERVATIVE TREATMENT

FRAMING MEMBERS EXPOSED TO WEATHER OR IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE,

BUT NOT IN CONTACT WITH THE GROUND SHALL BE PRESSURE TREATED IN

ACCORDANCE WITH AWPA STANDARD U1 & M4.

SHEATHING

WOOD SHTG PANELS SHALL CONFORM TO PS 1-07 OR PS 2-04, EXPOSURE 1,

WHICH CAN INCLUDE PWD AND OSB. FLOOR AND ROOF SHEATHING SHALL BE

PLACED WITH LONG AXIS OF PANELS PERPENDICULAR TO SUPPORTS AND WITH

STAGGERED END JOINTS.

WALLS - (WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS) 

15

32

" 32/16 APA RATED SHEATHING. BLOCK

EDGES.  NAIL ALL PANEL EDGES PER SHEAR WALL SCHEDULE WHERE INDICATED

OR WITH 10d @ 6" U.O.N.; NAIL ALL OTHER INTERMEDIATE BEARINGS WITH 10d @

12".

FASTENERS

ALL WOOD CONNECTIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH TABLE 2304.10.1 OF

THE 2016 CBC.  NAILS SHALL BE COMMON WIRE NAILS U.O.N.  BOLTS AND LAG

SCREWS BEARING ON WOOD SHALL HAVE WASHERS.   SILLS OR PLATES SHALL BE

BOLTED TO CONCRETE WITH 5/8" DIAMETER BOLTS WITH 3X3X1/4" WASHERS,

EMBEDDED 7" MINIMUM AT 4'-0" MAXIMUM ON CENTER, U.O.N.

FASTENERS FOR INTERIOR APPLICATIONS PENETRATING PRESSURE-TREATED

LUMBER SHALL BE HOT DIPPED ZINC-COATING GALVANIZED WITH A MINIMUM ASTM

A 653 TYPE G185 COATING OR STAINLESS STEEL.  FASTENERS EXPOSED TO

WEATHER INCLUDING EXTERIOR APPLICATIONS OF PRESSURE-TREATED LUMBER,

SHALL USE STAINLESS STEEL FASTENERS.

METAL FRAMING ANCHORS SHALL BE MANUFACTURED BY SIMPSON STRONG-TIE

COMPANY OR EQUAL.  JOIST HANGERS SHALL BE "U" SERIES U.O.N. ON DRAWINGS.

24x36

NOTES:  1. FLAT BLOCKING SHALL BE PROVIDED AT UNSUPPORTED PANEL EDGES, 2x4 FOR 1 ROW AND 2x6 FOR 

2 ROWS OF NAILING.

2. FOR ALL EXCEPT TYPE <6>WALLS, THE PANEL JOINT AND SILL PLATE NAILING SHALL BE STAGGERED

PER STAGGERED SHEAR WALL NAILING DETAIL.

3. 2-2X STUDS MAY BE USED IN PLACE OF 3x STUD. FASTEN TOGETHER WITH 2 ROWS 16d @4" 

STAGGERED.

4. SIMPSON STRONG-TIE COMPANY OR EQUIVALENT.

5. MIN 2" PENETRATION INTO 2X RIM JOIST.

6. CLIPS SHALL BE ORIENTED HORIZONTALLY

(E) OR (N) STUDS @ 16" O.C.

TIE-DOWN

TO ONE SIDE

OF POST

5

8

" AB SPACED

PSWS

PWD THICKNESS & EN, PSWS

(E) OR (N) SILL PLATE

(E) OR (N) FND- BELOW

1

S0.0

SHEAR WALL SCHEDULE

2

S0.0

SHEAR WALL SILL PLATE PLAN

-

-

SW

SYMBOL

SHTG

PANEL EDGE

NAILING

(1) (2)

MIN

STUD/BLKG

AT PANEL

JOINT (3)

ANCHOR

BOLT

SPACING

FNDN

SILL

FLR SILL

CONN TO

2X RIM

(4) (5)

SILL AT

UPPER

FLR

CLIPS TO

RIM/BLKG

(4)(6)

 15/32"

SHTG

(ONE

SIDE)

10d @6"

2x 48" 2x

SDWSX6"

1 @16"

2x

A35 @24" OR

LTP4 @24"

10d @4"

3x OR 2-2x

SPLICED

32" 3x

SDWSX6"

2 @16"

2x

A35 @16" OR

LTP4 @16"

10d @3"

3x OR 2-2x

SPLICED

32" 3x

SDWSX6"

2 @16"

2x

A35 @12" OR

LTP4 @12"

10d @2"

4x 16" 4x

SDWSX6"

2 @16"

3x

A35 @8" OR

LTP4 @8"

 15/32"

SHTG

(TWO

SIDES)

10d @3"

4x 16" 4x

SDWSX6"

3 @16"

3x

HGA10KT @8"

10d @2"

4x 12" 4x

SDWSX6"

4 @16"

3x

HGA10KT @8"

2

3

4

6

2

3

2-

2-

6

S0.0

SEGMENTED SHEAR WALL

3

S0.0

SHEAR WALL NAILING

3x OR 2-2x POST AT

SW EDGE, U.O.N. ON

PLAN OR TIE-DOWN

SCHEDULE

S
P

A
C

I
N

G
,

P
S

W
S

SPACING,

PSWS

SILL,

PSWS

STUD W/

FIELD

NAILING

MIN 3x OR 2-2x POST AT

PANEL JOINT UNLESS

SW TYPE <6>

PANEL EDGE

6
"

6
"

1

8" SPACE

1

8" SPACE

3

8" MIN

TYP

3

8" MIN

TYP

SPACING,

PSWS

S
P

A
C

I
N

G
,

P
S

W
S

PLYWOOD,

TYP

EDGE OF

STUD

PLYWOOD,

TYP

EDGE OF

STUD

3X OR 2-2X STUDS

A

S0.0

TYPE        WALL

SINGLE ROW,

B

S0.0

TYPE      ,      ,        WALL

STAGGERED SINGLE ROW,

PSWS

2X STUD

62 3 4

O

P
E

N

TIE-DOWN ABV & BLW

FLR FRAMING AS

NOTED ON PLANS

CONCRETE CONDITION FRAMING CONDITION

FIELD NAILING

AT 12" OC., TYP.

NOT SHOWN

FOR CLARITY

EN TO TIE

DOWN POST

AND PANEL

EDGES, TYP.

EN TO TOP PLATES

STAGGER NAILS,

TYP.

EN TO SILL PLATE

STAGGER NAILS,

TYP.

HOLDOWN

PER PLAN,

TYP.

ANCHOR BOLTS,

PSWS, TYP.

7
"
 
M

I
N

SILL SCREW

PSWS

CLIPS PSWS

NOTES:  

1. REFER TO DET. 1 FOR HOLDOWN CONNECTION INFO.

2. REFER TO SCHEDULE DET. 2 FOR SHEARWALL INFO.

4

S0.0

TYPICAL SMALL SHEAR WALL OPENING

W
A

L
L
 
H

E
I
G

H
T

 
(
H

)

H
/
4

1
6
"
 
M

I
N

H
/
4

WALL LENGTH (L)

L/3 L/3

16" MIN

OPENINGS NOT PERMITTED

TYP STUD

ADD BLKG AND EDGE NAIL

EDGE NAIL TO FULL HEIGHT OF

STUD EA SIDE OF OPENING

14

1

2"

MAX

2
0
"
 
M

A
X

18"

MIN

PENETRATIONS NOT ALLOWED

SHEAR WALLS UNLESS

APPROVED BY ENGINEER

33 3 2
IN               2-               2-

UNBLOCKED OPENING UP TO 36 IN

2

ALLOWED. 

3

8

" RADIUS MIN EA CORNER.

DO NOT OVERCUT CORNERS.

DO NOT CUT STUD.

OPNG

STAGGER HORIZ. PANEL

JOINTS, TYP. OR USE

FULL HEIGHT SHEETS

WHERE POSSIBLE

SILL

PLATE

ANCHOR

BOLT, TYP

AANOTE 5A NOTE 5 AA A A

CORNER

NOTES

SPLICE

1. A = 4

1

2

" MIN, 9" MAX.

2. SPACE ANCHOR BOLTS TO CLEAR STUDS, JOISTS, POSTS,

ETC.

3. MINIMUM 2 ANCHOR BOLTS REQUIRED PER SILL PIECE.

4. TIE-DOWN ANCHOR RODS SHALL NOT BE COUNTED AS

SILL ANCHOR BOLTS.

5. SEE GENERAL NOTES FOR SIZE, SPACING, AND

EMBEDMENT.

HOLE OR NOTCH

HOLE OR NOTCH

EXCEEDING  

1

3

 SILL WIDTH

N
O

T
E

 
5

A
A

A

PIPE OR

DUCT

7

S0.0

SILL PLATE BOLTING PLAN

COMMON NAIL

SPECIFIED MIN. PENETRATION

INTO HOLDING MEMBERDIAMETER

WIRE

GAGE

WIRE

8d 10 1/4 0.131" 1 1/2"

1 3/4"10d 9 0.148"

1 3/4"12d 9 0.148"

2"16d 8 0.162"

2 3/8"20d 6 0.192"

2 1/2"30d 5 0.207"

8

S0.0

NAIL SCHEDULE

24- 16d NAILS STAGGERED

(12 @ EA SIDE OF TOP

PLATE SPLICE)

SPLICE

3"

TYP

(N) OR (E) DBL

TOP PLATE

5

S0.0

TOP PLATE SPLICE

GA1 W/4-SD #9X1

1

2

" SCREW.

GA1 W/4-SD #9X1

1

2

" SCREW.

2 - 10"X

3

8

" LAG SCREW

@ EA MEMBER

2
"

2

1

2"

SDS25300 SCREWS

 STAGGERED @ 6"

9

S0.0

TOP RAIL CONNECTIONS PLAN DETAIL

(E) WALL

(E) WALL

2-2X6

JOINT 2X6 BLW

2 ROWS OF 5 - SDS25300 SCREWS

 AT EA END MEMBER AS SHOWN

1
5
'
-
0
"

2
'
-
6
"

Date:

Scale:

Drawn:

Job:

Sheet:

Revision:

04/19/2019

AS NOTED

FO

1
1
0
1
 
 
8
T

H
 
S

T
.
 
#
1
8
0
 
B

E
R

K
E

L
E

Y
,
 
C

A
.
 
9
4
7
1
0
 
(
5
1
0
)
 
5
2
8
-
5
3
9
4

19054

R
E

A
R

 
D

E
C

K

1
4

5
 
M

I
S

S
O

U
R

I
 
S

T
,
 
S

A
N

 
F

R
A

N
C

I
S

C
O

,
 
C

A

1

NTTH
AN E

P.
ON DE

Y

C 80715

S0.0

Sheet 1 of

GENERAL

NOTES

 & DETAILS

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
3/4" = 1'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
No. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
C

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
V

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
Exp.

AutoCAD SHX Text
C

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
3/31/21


	2019-007159PRJ-CEQA Checklist.pdf
	2019-007159DRP.pdf
	145 Missouri DR - Abbreviated Analysis.pdf
	Discretionary Review
	Abbreviated Analysis
	hearing date: June 30, 2020
	continued from June 23, 2020
	project description
	Site Description and Present Use
	CONTEXT
	ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
	DR Requestor
	Dr requestor’s concerns and proposed alternatives
	Project Sponsor’s Response to Dr application
	Planning Staff Review

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

	Maps - 145 Missouri Street - 2019-007159DRP.pdf
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9

	311 Notice - 145 Missouri St (ID 1171957).pdf
	NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311)
	GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

	PROJECT SCOPE
	APPLICANT INFORMATION
	PROJECT INFORMATION
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION

	145 Missouri Street DR Filing.pdf
	2020 07 22 145 Missouri Street letter to Commission.pdf
	145 Missouri Letters of Opposition.pdf
	Letters of Opposition 145 Missouri.pdf
	Four neighbor letters.pdf
	Letters from Kuhl and Miller

	Bonnie

	Response DRP Form 145 Missouri Street.pdf
	DR Response_145 Missouri Street.pdf
	145 Missouri St boundary exhibit.pdf
	ACJ01 PRIVACY SCREEN 2020-07-10.pdf
	Plans - 145 Missouri St. (ID 1169780).pdf
	ACJ01__G000_2020-01-15
	ACJ01__G010_GEN NOTES_2019-04-19
	ACJ01__G020_SURVEY
	ACJ01_A050_PHOTOS_2019-04-19
	ACJ01_A051_ADJCENT ROOFLINES_2019-05-14B
	ACJ01_A100_2020-01-15
	ACJ01_A101_FRAMING PLAN_2019-04-19
	ACJ01_A702_ELEV SIDE_2019-05-14
	2019.04.19-Plan.set



