
SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Discretionary Review  1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 

Full Analysis San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

HEARING DATE JULY 18, 2013 
Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Date: July 11, 2013 

Case No.: 2012.0036D Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Project Address: 2445-2449 LARKIN STREET 
Permit Application: 2012.09.04.8875 Planning 

Zoning: RH-3 [Residential House, Three-Family] 
Information: 

415.558.6377 
40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 0524/003 

Project Sponsor: Tyson Dirksen 

2447 Larkin Street 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

Staff Contact: Kate Conner - (415) 575-6914 

kate.conner@sfgov.org  

Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and approve with modifications. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal is to raise the existing three-unit building by approximately 6’-2 and make the following 

alterations: insert a new three-car garage; add a rear basement level; horizontally expand the penthouse level; 

construct new decks at the rear; and make interior alterations. Although there is no change in overall building 

depth, the existing decks at the rear are being reconstructed and reduced in depth. Variances from Planning 

Code Sections 134 (rear yard), 135 (open space), and 188 (expansion of a noncomplying structure) were granted 

by the Zoning Administrator at a public hearing on February 27, 2013. Although the building is being raised 

by approximately 6’-2", due to compression of the upper floors, the height of the building will only increase by 

3’3/4". 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The project is located on the west side of Larkin Street, between Filbert and Greenwich Streets, Block 

0524, Lot 003. The subject property is located within the RH-3 (Residential House, Three Family) District 

and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject property is 22.5 feet wide and 97 feet deep, and 

steeply slopes down to the rear. The property is developed with a three-family five-story dwelling. 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The area surrounding the project site is residential in use and residentially zoned. Properties directly 

across Larkin Street are zoned RH-3 and are developed with two-family and single-family residences. 

There is another three family residence at the northeast corner of Filbert and Larkin Streets. The zoning 

changes to a RM-2 (Residential Mixed, Moderate Density) District at the southeast corner of Greenwich 

and Larkin Streets. On the same side of Larkin as the subject property, the zoning is RH-3 and the 
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properties are primarily developed with five and seven-unit buildings, aside from denser buildings 

located at the corners of Filbert and Greenwich Streets and the DR Requestor’s home at 2451 Larkin Street 

which has three residential units. 

The Alice Marble Tennis Courts are located across Greenwich Street to the northeast of the subject 
property. Southwest of the subject property (at Polk and Filbert Streets) is the northernmost section of the 

Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District. 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED NOTIFICATION 
TYPE j DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

PERIOD DATES 

311 February 8, 2013 132 days 30 days March 8 , 2013 July 18, 2013 
Notice - March 10 , 2013 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED ACTUAL 
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

PERIOD PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days July 8, 2013 July 8, 2013 10 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days July 8, 2013 July 8, 2013 10 days 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  1 1 

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across 

the street  

2 

Neighborhood groups  

DR REQUESTOR 

Rahul Narang, 2451 Larkin Street, San Francisco. Mr. Narang resides at the residence directly to the north 

of the subject property. 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Issue ;1: The DR Requestor is concerned that the proposal adversely affects light and privacy to his 

property. He has several existing lightwells; the proposed expansion of the fifth story (penthouse) does 

not match his adjoining hghtwell. The DR Requestor’s lightwell contains four windows which are 

located at the stairway to the master bedroom, within the master bedroom, and in the master bathroom. 

The DR Requestor has suggested providing a matching lightwell. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Discretionary Review� Full Analysis 	 CASE NO. 2012.0036D 

July 18, 2013 	 2445-2449 Larkin Street 

Issue #2: The DR Requestor is concerned about the adverse effect the Project will have on light to his top 

floor. The DR Requestor has suggested providing setbacks to lessen any potential shading. 

Issue #3: The DR Requestor is concerned that the proposed solar panels may further impact the amount 

of light that he receives to his property. Although the solar installation’s location has not been 
determined, the DR Requestor has requested that individual racks be installed to minimize the overall 

height of the sloped assembly and that any solar installation be set back 3’-O" from his property line. 

Issue #4: The DR Requestor is concerned about the potential for roof access and negative effects that roof 

access may have on his property. He has requested that no additional parapets or roof access points be 
added within 5’-0" of the northern property line without his consent. 

Issue #5: The DR Requestor is concerned that the required excavation may result in soil stability issues 
and/or impacts to his foundation. The DR Requestor has requested that the Project Sponsor pay for all 
shoring/underpinning as necessary. 

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

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 

Issue #1: The Project Sponsor states that the DR Requestor’s lightwell in question does not extend for the 

entire height of the building. The lightwell is provided at the upper floor only. Two of the windows 
within the lightwell are frosted and need only indirect light and one is a transom window. The lightwell 

is narrow and measures only 3’-0" wide; thereby restricting the amount light to the windows which are 

perpendicular to the property line. The window on the west wall is off of a stairway, the frosted window 
on the east wall is off a bathroom, and the frosted window on the north wall leads to the master bedroom. 

Although the master bedroom is habitable, there are other sources of natural light to the bedroom, other 

than the frosted window, including two clerestory windows facing south, two clerestory windows facing 
west, and a large skylight over the master bedroom. 

Issue #2: The Project proposes to raise the building approximately 6’-2"; however the increase to the 
overall height of the building is only 3’- 3/4" due to compression of the top two stories floor-to-floor 
heights. The approximate 3’-0" increase in building height will only cause a minimal reduction of light to 

the DR Requestor’s building, allowed under the Residential Design Guidelines. The DR Requestor’s 

home has numerous sources of light from skylights and clerestory windows, and the increased height 
will have only a minimal effect on the availability of light to the DR Requestor’s property. 

Issue 93: The solar panel positioning has not been finalized. The proposed solar panel positioning is 

addressed in a sun study undertaken by the Project Sponsor (DR Requestor Response Exhibit D) and the 
proposed positioning does not causa extra shading. 

Issue #4: The proposal does not include a roof deck on top of the fifth story. This feature was removed 

after the DR Requester expressed concerns about privacy during the pre-application meeting. 
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Issue #5: The proposal does not require as much excavation as indicated in the DR application. The 

proposal requires two areas of excavation, each of approximately 6’-0". The majority of the new 

foundation will be at or near the existing foundation grade. Also, after the DR Requestor expressed 
concerns about the foundation, the original floor plan was altered and ceiling heights reduced to 

minimize the necessity of excavation work along the northern property line. 

After discussion with the DR Requestor, a "Letter Agreement" was drafted to address many of his 

concerns including the roof deck on top of the fifth story, setting back solar panels, and other roof-top 

equipment. The Project Sponsor agreed to pay for any shoring and underpinning deemed necessary by 

the Project Sponsor’s team. However, in this agreement, the Project Sponsor’s team would have to declare 
the work to the DR Requestor’s property necessary. Work would not be paid for by the Project Sponsor 

unless his engineering team agreed with the DR Requestor’s structural engineering team’s concerns. This 

last point has been the only issue of disagreement. The Project Sponsor has also offered to add the DR 
Requestor as an additionally insured party for the Project’s Wrap-up Insurance. 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 

The Department agrees with the DR Requestor that the southeast lightwell at the top story should be 

matched by the Project Sponsor. Planning staff overlooked this lightwell in initial reviews. Once alerted 

to this issue, the Department requested that it be matched by a depth of 3’-0"per standard procedure. All 
other lightwells on the DR Requestor’s property are being matched accordingly. The sponsor does not 

wish to make this change to his plans at this stage of review, and as such, the Department is requesting 
the Commission to require this revision. 

Soil stability issues are the purview of the Department of Building Inspection. A geotechnical report was 

prepared by a licensed engineer, Murray Engineers Inc. as part of the environmental case 2012.0036E. 

Solar installations are handled ministerially and are not reviewed by the Planning Department unless 
placed on elevating structures. To the Department’s knowledge, the proposed solar installation would 

not consist of additional structural support and would therefore not be reviewed by Planning staff. 

The proposed Project consists of excavation, garage installation, deck construction, lightwell infill, and 

vertical and horizontal additions. Although there are multiple scopes of work, the overall building depth 
is not increasing and the overall building height is increasing by approximately 3’-O". It is 
understandable that there may be some reduction in the amount of light to adjacent neighbors; however, 

the Department maintains that with the exception of the southeast lightwell, the DR Requestor’s loss of 

light is minimal and consistent with what is to be expected in a dense urban environment. Nonetheless, 

the Department still recommends that the DR Requestor’s southeast lightwell should be matched by the 

Project Sponsor up to a depth of three feet. With this proposed modification, the Department would be 

able to support the project as proposed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On May 25, 2012, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality 

Act ("CEQA") as a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination 
contained in the Planning Department files for this Project 
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

The Residential Design Team reviewed the proposal and determined that based on the size of the 

southern adjacent property’s light court, the proposal to fill in the subject property’s light well to the 
second story is supported because there is a negligible effect on the adjacent property’s access to light. 

With regard to the north light wells, the RDT supported filling in the light well at the second story but 

would like to see the lightwell matched at the fifth story. The RDT supports the proposed horizontal 

expansion of the penthouse leaving an 8’-0" front setback at the fifth story because the building retains a 
stepping pattern along the block face and the fifth floor will be minimally visible from the public right-of-

way. The RDT also stated that soil stability issues were the jurisdiction of the Department of Building 
Inspection. 

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the 

Commission, as this project involves construction that does not match a neighbor’s existing lightwell. 
If the Iightwell were to be matched by a depth of 3’-0", this project would not be referred to the 
Planning Commission. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

Take DR and approve the building permit with the following modifications: 

Match the northern neighbor’s southeastern lightwell to a depth of three feet. 

I RECOMMENDATION: 	Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed. 	 I 
Attachments: 

Block Book Map 
Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Aerial Photographs 

Site Photograph 

Section 311 Notice 
DR Application 

DR Application Exhibit A: Photographs 

DR Application Exhibit B: Planning Department Email 

DR Application Exhibit C: Lighting Impacts 

Response to DR Application dated July 1, 2013 

Response to DR Application- Exhibit A: Neighborhood Compatibility Study 

Response to DR Application - Exhibit B: Reduced Plans 
Response to DR Application- Exhibit C: Photographs 

Response to DR Application - Exhibit D: Light Impacts 

Response to DR Application - Exhibit E: "Letter Agreement" 

Response to DR Application - Exhibit F: Emails with DR Rcsior 
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Design Review Checklist 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one) 

Defined 	 X 

Mixed 

Comments: The area surrounding the project site is residential in use and residentially zoned. Many are 

Victorian-era buildings constructed in the early 20th  century. There are a few mid-century residential 

buildings scatted throughout the area. The residential density varies from single-family to apartment-

houses. 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 . 21) 

QUESTION 

Topography (page 11) 

YES 
s 

NO N/A 

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

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 

the placement of surrounding buildings?  

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)  
Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X 

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 

between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?  

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? - X 

Side Spacing (page 15) - 

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

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17) - - 

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

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

Views (page 18) - - -- 

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

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)  

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?  X 

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 

spaces? - ____ 

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

Comments: 	The proposed addition does not affect the existing front setback. The existing front 

setback is landscaped and provides a pedestrian scale at the street. The project includes lightwell fill-in at 

both the northern and southern side property lines. After consideration by the Residential Design Team, 
two of the three proposed lightwell fill ins were determined to have negligible effect on the adjacent 
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property’s access to light; however, the DR Requestor’s existing southeastern lightwell should be matched 

to a depth of three feet to adequately preserve the light to the DR Requestor’s windows. 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23-30) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Scale (pages 23 - 27) 

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the street? 

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block open space?  

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)  

Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X 
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings?  > 

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings?  

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? I 	X I 

Comments: 	The proposed fifth floor expansion will be setback 8’-0" from the front building wall, 
which retains a stepping pattern along the block face, and results in a minimally visible fifth floor from 
the public right-of-way. 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)  

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?  
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building 
entrances? , 
Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding 
buildings?  

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 
the sidewalk?  

Bay Windows (page 34)  

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 

Garages (pages 34 

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X 
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible wjth 
thebuilding and the surrounding area? -- ______ 

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? - 	_________ X 

X Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38- 41)  

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? X 
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 
building elements?  

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 

buildings?  

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 
on light to adjacent buildings?  

Comments: 	There is a precedent in the area for garage installations. The garage door has been 

minimized to a width of eight feet. Both adjacent neighbors have garages. The entrance design and 
location are being preserved and the entire building is being lifted. 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43-48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)  

Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 

and the surrounding area? 

Windows (pages 44 - 46) 

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 

neighborhood?  

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 

the neighborhood?  

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?  

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 

especially on facades visible from the street? 

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)  
7-777 717-777,71111- 

Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 

are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?  

Are the build ing’s materials properly detaiandapropriate1yapped? 

Comments: 	The proposed project will utilize high quality materials compatible with the existing 

architecture of the building. 

KC: G:\DOCLMENTS\Northeat  Cases and BPA\DRs\2445-2449 Larkin  Streat\DR - uJ Ana1yis .doc 
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On September 4, 2012, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2012.09.04.8875 (Alteration) 
with the City and County of San Francisco. 

Applicant: Tyson Dirksen Project Address: 2445-2449 Larkin Street 
Address: 2447 Larkin Street Cross Streets: Greenwich Street 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 	94109 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 05241003 
Telephone: (650) 339-3376 Zoning Districts: RH-3 I40-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed 
project, are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more 
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant 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. 

DEMOLITION 	and/or 
	

NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	[] ALTERATION 

[X] VERTICAL EXTENSION 
	

CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [XI FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

[] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 
	

HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	[XI HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

BUILDING 	USE 	.................................................................... Three family dwelling 	.................... No Change 
FRONTSETBACK 	............................................................... Approx. 	7-5" .................................. No Change 
SIDESETBACKS 	.....................  ........... .. ... .................... ....... None .............................................. No Change 
BUILDING 	DEPTH 	............................................................... Approx. 	73-0" ................................ No Change 
REARYARD ......................................................................... 11-4" 	............................................ 13-5" 
HEIGHT OF 	BUILDING 	........................................................ Approx. 	36 	feet .............................. Approx. 39 feet 
NUMBEROF STORIES 	....................................................... 5..................................................... 5 with basement 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ........................................ 3..................................................... 3 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ............... 0..................................................... 3 

The proposal is to raise the existing three-unit building by approximately 6’-2" in order to make the following alterations: 
insert a new three-car garage; add a rear basement level; horizontally expand the penthouse level; construct new decks at 
the rear; and make interior alterations. Although there is no change in the building depth, the existing decks at the rear 
are being reconstructed and reduced in depth. This project requires variances from Planning Code Sections 134 (rear 
yard) 135 (open space), and 188 (expansion of a noncomplying structure), which will be noticed separately at a later date. 

PLANNER’S NAME: 	 Kate Conner 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415) 575-6914 	 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 

EMAIL: 	 kate.conner@sfgov.org 	 EXPIRATION DATE:  



NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior walls), and floor plans (where applicable) of the proposed project, 
including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been 

included in this mailing for your information. Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. 

You may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may 
already be aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it. 

Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information Center at 

1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Please phone the Planner listed on the reverse of 

this sheet with questions specific to this project. 

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

Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the project’s impact on 

you and to seek changes in the plans. 

2. 	Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communitvboards.org  for a 

facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment through mediation. Community Boards acts as a neutral 
third party and has, on many occasions, helped parties reach mutually agreeable solutions. 

Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without 
success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left corner on the 

reverse side of this notice, to review your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist, you 
have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers 
are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects, which generally conflict with the City’s General 
Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This 
procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission 
over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on 

the reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on-line 

at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center (PlC) during the hours between 

8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the 

Planning Department. To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule 

available at www.sfplarining.org  or at the PlC located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to 
the Fee Schedule, please call the PlC at (415) 558-6377. If the project includes multi building permits, i.e. demolition and new 

construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each 
permit that you feel will have an impact on you. Incomplete applications will not be accepted 
If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will approve 
the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be 
made to the Board of Appeals Within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of 

Building Inspection. Submit an application form in person at the Board’s office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For 

further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 

575-6880. 
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APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1 Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANT’S NAME: 

Rahul Narang 

DR APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

2451 Larkin St. 	 94109 

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

Tyson, Katrina, John and Emily Dirksen (The Larkin Street Residences, LLC) 
ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE TELEPHONE 

2447 Larkin St. 	 94109 (650 
) 

339-3376 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION 

Same as Above Lib< 
ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE 

2451 Larkin St. 	 94109 
E-MAIL ADDRESS 	 . 	 . 

rahulnarang7@gmail.com  

2. Location and Classification 

3, Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use II] Change of Hours 0 New Construction LII Alterations [Z Demolition LI Other [III 

Additions to Building: Rear I 	Front 2 	Height N 	Side Yard LI 

Present or Previous Use: 
Three family dwelling 

Th ree family dwelling 
Proposed Use: 	- 	 - 	 - - - 

2012.09.04.8875 
Building Permit Application No. 	 Date Filed: 



12 003 61) 
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? jj 	
I 

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 
No mediation has occurred, but concerns have been brought to the project sponsors attention and they said 

will look into how they can address them. 

8 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 008.07 2012 
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Discretionary Review Request 

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

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

See attached 

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

See 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? 

See attached 



0036D 

Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 
	 Date: 

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

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one( 

10 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT VAT 072012 
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Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 

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

NOTES 
D Required Material. 

Optional Material. 
0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street 

For Department Use Only 

Application re 	ed by Planning Department: 

Date:  

11 



DR I 2445-2449 Larkin St. 

12; 1:T –  ’ fl 
Discretionary Review application for 

2445-2449 Larkin St. 

Block: 0524 Lot: 003 

Permit Application 4* 2012.09.04.8875 

Date: March 7, 2013 

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum 

standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 

that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s 

General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or Residential Design Guidelines? Please 

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

� See RDG, pg. 16. "articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to 

adjacent properties" and lighting impacts at 2451 Larkin (see Exhibit A, attached): 

a.Windows in the stairwell leading to the master bedroom, top and exit window 

in the master bedroom, top floor siting room and main stairwell will all have 

lighting impacts as a result of the increased building height. 

b.Solar panel positioning on roof may impact lighting as well, but the positioning 

has not yet be determined. 

c. Roof access is not indicated on the Plans, but may also have an impact. 

Proposed new construction may require excavation up to 9’ 6" (please see Exhibit B, 

attached) and poses soil stability issues and potential affect to my foundation. Due to 

the close proximity of our homes, the proposed plan offers no assurance on the method 

and impact due to new excavation. 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as 

part of construction. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If 
you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely 
affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

� The lighting impacts at 2451 Larkin St. are multiple and will affect many areas (see 

above and Exhibit C). 

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? 

Re: lighting concerns, I’d like the design to be altered to limit the adverse impact, including 

using setbacks and shared light wells where applicable. 

� 	Re: solar panels request that they be individual racks to minimize the overall height of the 

sloped assembly and that that they cannot be installed within 3’ of the North property line. 

� 	Re: roof access, if it is required, I would like no additional parapets or roof access points to 

be added within 5’ of the North property line without my consent. 

� 	Re: foundation concerns, I request that the project sponsor pay for all shoring/underpinning 

as necessary. 
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12. 0 0 3 
From: 	 Monica Pereira/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

Recipients: 	 Brett Bollinger/CTYPLN/SFGOVSFGOV 

Suc: 	 question Fw: Excavation depthRe: Additional fee ($812) for 2447 Larkin Street project 

Date: 	 08:19:21 AM Yesterday 

Brett - this is very border line. Do you recommend a assign this project to EP planner for review? Ill bring 
you the file in minute. 

Monica Cristina Pereira 
Environmental Planner 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Planning 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479 
T:415.575.9107 
F:415.558.6409 
www.sfplanning.org  

-- Forwarded by Monica Pereira/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 01/12/2012 08:18 AM -- 

Tyson Dirksen 
<tysond8dev&opment.com 	To Monica.Pereira'sfgov.org  
> 

cc 
01/11/2012 04:51 PM 

Subject Re: Excavation depthRe: Additional fee ($812) for 2447 
Larkin Street project 

Hi Monica, 

The deepest level of excavation, based on submitted drawings, will be 9’ 6". 

The additional check for 8812 was dropped off this afternoon. 

Thanks for your assistance! 

Kind regards, 

Tyson Dirksen 
D8 Development 
2121 Taylor St, #3 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
T: 650.339.3376 
F: 650.741.1562 

tvson@d8deve1opment.com  

On Jan 12, 2012, at 10:18 AM, Monica.Pereira@sfgov.org  wrote: 

Tyson - I am not able to tell the depth of excavation for your project 
based on the submitted drawings. Will you please let me know what would 
the deepest level the site would be excavated? I am looking for feet not 
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Exhibit C 
	

DR 2445-2449 Larkin St. 

SeeResidentiaI Design Guidelines page 16 re: 
lighting impact 
All photos taken at 10:30 am 

Areas of impact include: 
� Window in stairwell leading to/from the master bedroom 
� Windows in master bedroom 
� Window above main stairwell 
� Window in sitting room on the top floor 

2 
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DR 2445-2449 Larkin St. 

Exterior view cf top master bedroom w ow 
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The light received 
through these 
windows will be 
impacted 
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Exhibit C 	 DR 2445-2449 Larkin St. 
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tTi 	SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 

Case No.: 12.0036D 

Building Permit No.: 201209.04.8875 

Address: 2445-2449 Larkin St. 

Project Sponsor’s Name: Tyson Dtrksen 

Telephone No.: - ( 415) 624-3206 	 (for Planning Department to contact) 

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 
tofeviewing the attached DR application. 

See attached 

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

See attached 

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

See attached 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2419 

Reception: 

415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 

41 5.559.6377 

www.sfplanning.org  



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

4. 	Please supply the following information about the proposed project and the 
existing improvements on the property. 

Number of 	 Exi sting 	Proposed 

Dwelling units (only one kitchen per unit �additional 

kitchens count as additional units) ............ .........  

Occupied stories (all levels with habitable rooms) ...   

Basement levels (may include garage or windowless 

storage rooms) ................................................0 	 1 

Parking spaces (Off-Street) .................................0 	 3 

Bedrooms.........................................................6 	
9 

Gross square footage (floor area from exterior watt to 

exterior wall), not including basement and parking areas 4,050 	6,686 

Height 	......... ..................................................... Approx 36 	Approx39’ 

Building 	Depth 	
......... ........................ ................... Approx 73’ 	No Change 

Owner Occupied - 2447 & 2449 
Most recent rent received (if any) ........................... $1,940 for 2445 Larkin 

Owner Occupied - 2447 & 2449 
Projected rents after completion of project ............... $4 , 500  for 2445 Larkin 

Current value of properly ...................................... 
$1770000 

 

Projected value (sale price) after completion of project 

(if 	known) 	.......................................................... $3,000,000  

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

	

July 1, 2013 
	

Tyson H. Dirksen 

Signature 	 Date 
	

Name (please print) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

’I 
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July 1, 2013 

President Rodney Fong 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1 650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 2445 Larkin Street Response to Discretionary Review 
Planning Case Number 12.0036D 
Building Permit Application Number 2012.09.04.8875 

Dear President Fong and Commissioners: 

My parents, (John & Emily Dirksen), m wife (Katrina Dirksen), and I 
(Fvson Dirksen) own 2445-2449 Larkin Street ("the Property"). My wife and I 
reside in 2447 Larkin Street with our two children and my parents reside in 
2449 Larkin Street when they are in San Francisco. My five siblings and their 
families also stay at 2449 Larkin Street when they are in San Francisco. our 
good friends, Jeff and Andria Sato, reside in 2445 Larkin Street. 

We have worked hard and in good faith to consult our neighbors and 
the Planning Department to craft a project that the neighborhood is 
comfortable with and the Planning Department can support. This has resulted 
in a project that proposes to update the structural integrity of the building, 
insert a new three-car garage, and open the rear façade to the beautiful views of 
the San Francisco Golden Gate bridge, while modestly expanding the existing 
building envelope, only increasing the height of the building by 3 feet, and 
significantly sets back the top story from the front and the rear of the lot. 
Despite working diligently with the Planning Department and extensively 
reaching out to neighbors to achieve a design that (1) worked for our family, (2) 
was supported by the entire neighborhood, and (3) was supported by the 
Planning Department, we were unable to satisfy our neighbors at 2451-245 3) 
Larkin Street, the Discretionary Review Requester ("DR Requester"). 

The proposed project is consistent with the Residential Design 
Guidelines and the character of the neighborhood. The DR Requester does not 
identify, any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that justify modification 
to the proposed project. We request that the Commission decline to take 
Discretionary Review and approve the Project as proposed. 

Page 11 
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SPONSOR RESPONSE TO QUESTION 1 

A. 	Light Impact: The project fully complies with the General Plan, 
Priority Policies, and the Residential Design Guidelines ("RDG"), although the 
DR requester claims that the project is not in compliance with "RDG pg.  16, 
’articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent 
properties’ and lighting impacts at 2451 Larkin." 

The Project proposes to raise the building approximately 6 ft 3 inches to 
accommodate for a new three-car garage but the Project compresses the top 
two story-to-story heights in order to minimize the increase in building height 
to only 3 ft 3/4  inches, thus minimizing the light impact on neighboring 
buildings. This 3 feet increase in height will cause only a minimal reduction of 
light to the DR Requester’s building, as one can see by the sun study in Exhibit 
D. This minimal reduction in light is in line with what is stated on page 16 of 
the RDG, "In areas with a dense building pattern, some reduction of light to 
the neighboring buildings can be expected with a buildrng expansion." 
Furthermore, one can see from the photos in Exhibit C that 2451-2453 Larkin 
St receives a lot of light through numerous skylights, high clerestories, and 
stairwell windows. The numerous sources of light further reduce the impact of 
small height increase. 

In response to the DR Requester’s concerns about matching their top floor 
South-West light well, it should be noted that this light well does not run the 
entire height of the building and was only added in the building’s 2001 permit, 
when their penthouse level was added. In this Southwest light well, two of the 
windows are frosted, thus only needing indirect light, and, due to the light 
well’s narrowness, only 3 feet wide, the perpendicular windows to the property 
line only currently receive direct light for a short period of the day. 
Additionally, the San Francisco Planning Department usually allows the first 
floor of a light well to be filled in if the neighboring building’s adjacent rooms 
arc not habitable - i.e. stairways, bathrooms, hallways, landings, closets, etc. In 
this Southwest light well, the window on the West wall is off a stairway, the 
frosted window on the East wall is off a bathroom, and the frosted window on 
the North wall leads to the Master Bedroom. While a bedroom is obviously 
habitable, there are numerous other sources of natural light in this master 
bedroom: two clerestory windows facing South; two clerestory windows facing 
West, and a large skylight over the master bedroom, so the overall light impact 

Page 12 
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is only minimally impacted. Exhibit 3 has photos of this Southwest light well, 
clerestories, and skylights. 

The proposed Project also incorporates open railings on all decks, low 
sloped roofs, and fire-rated roofs to eliminate the need for parapet walls at the 
property line, as recommended on page 16 of the RDG. 

B. Solar panels: The solar panel positioning has vet to be finalized but the 
sun study (Exhibit D) clearly shows that the proposed solar panel positioning 
does not cause any extra shading to the DR Requester’s building. 

C. Roof access: The roof access has been excluded from the curl -cut plans 
as the Project Sponsor eliminated the original design for roof deck on top of 
the fifth story after the DR Requester raised concerns about privacy of their 
master bedroom during the pre-application meeting. 

1). 	Excavation and soil stability: The proposed Project does not 
necessitate 9’ 6" as the Project Sponsor indicated in an email to the planning 
department back in January 11, 2012. The proposed Project only necessitates 
two small areas of excavation approximately 6’. A majority of the new 
foundation will be at the existing foundation grade or a couple of feet above or 
below the existing grade. 

SPONSOR RESPONSE TO QUESTION 2 

Due to privacy concerns by the DR Requester during the Pre-
Application meeting, the Project Sponsor eliminated the roof deck on the sixth 
story and also pulled back the rear decks from the North property line. 

Due to concerns about the excavation and foundation work near the 
North property line raised by Rahul Narang at the Pre-Application meeting, the 
Project Sponsor altered the original floor plan and reduced ceiling heights to 
reduce the necessary excavation work at the North property, line. 

However, when the Project Sponsor approached Rahul Narang (the DR 
Requester) on August 6, 2012 to set up a time to review the updated plan set, in 
order to see if Rahul and Angela had any additional concerns before the Project 
sponsor submitted the building application, Rahul told him that he did not 
have time at the moment. Two weeks later when the Project Sponsor 

Page 13 
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attempted again to set up a time to discuss the latest plans but, when he rang 
Rahul answered the door, Rahul stated that he had just started to work from 
home and did not have time to meet. It was only 6 months later when the 3 11 
Notification period was in affect that the DR Requester raised additional 
concerns. 

SPONSOR RESPONSE TO QUESTION 3 

The Project Sponsor has always been open to input from his neighbors 
and has pursued to come to an agreement with the DR Requester since late 
February 25, 2013, when Rahul and Angela Narang shared their concerns about 
the light impact and the excavation work at property line. The DR Requester 
requested a legal "letter agreement" (Exhibit E) stating that the Project Sponsor 
would: not build a root deck on top of the 0  story, not build parapet at the 
boundary line; would set back their solar panels and other necessary roof 
mounted mechanical equipment so as not to further impact their light and pay 
for an existing conditions survey and any necessary shoring or underpinning 
work at 2451-2453 Larkin St. ’Ihe Project Sponsor and DR Requester have 
come to an agreement on all major points except one that the Project Sponsor 
would par for any shoring or underpinning on 2451-2453 Larkin St. The 
Project Sponsor has agreed to par for any shoring or underpinning deemed 
necessary by the Project’s design team (geotechnical and structural engineer), 
but not when only the DR Requester’s structural engineer deems the the 
shoring or underpinning necessary and the Project’s design team does not. Still 
trying to come to an agreement, the Project Sponsor offered to add the DR 
Requester as an additionally insured for the Project’s Wrap-up Insurance 
Policy; however this too was not sufficient for the DR Requester. 

Lastly, the Project Sponsor feels that the DR Requester’s structural 
engineer will agree with the Project design team’s findings so he has requested 
the Project’s structural and geotechnical engineer to continue designing the 
project, although it has yet to be approved by the planning department. The 
Project Sponsor hopes that there will be enough details and structural plans for 
the DR Requester’s structural engineer to approve the design before the 
planning commission hearing, and thus making the hearing unnecessary. 

Page 1 4 
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CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, the Project Sponsor has worked diligently to reach out to 
all neighbors, neighborhood groups, and interested parties and has taken their 
input into consideration when planning the proposed Project. The Project 
Sponsor has also agreed to the Narang’s requests to help reduce the light 
impact of the project and to pay for any shoring or underpinning work should 
it be deemed necessary by the Project’s design team. However, the Project 
Sponsor does not feel it is equitable to be required to pay for work that is not 
deemed necessary by the Project’s design team, specifically the geotechnical or 
structural engineer. As a sign of good faith, the Project Sponsor has even 
offered to add the DR Requester as additionally insured on the Project’s Wrap-
up Insurance Policy, but this was not sufficient. Seeing the Project Sponsor and 
the DR Requester have not been able to come to an agreement, the Project 
Sponsor requests that the Commission decline to take Discretionary Review 
and approve the Project as proposed. 

Kind Regards, 

Tyson H. Dirksen 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A 	 Neighborhood Compatibility Study 

Exhibit B 	 Project Plans and Renderings 

Exhibit C 	 Photos of 2451 Larkin 

Exhibit D 	 Light Study 

Exhibit E 	 Letter Agreement 

Exhibit F 	 Emails with DR Requester Regarding 
"Letter Agreement 
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Neighborhood Compatibility Analysis 
2445-2449 Larkin St. San Francisco. CA 94109 
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Neighborhood Compatibility Analysis 
2445-2449 Larkin St. San Francisco. CA 94109 

SUMMARY TABLE 

Address 
Number of 

Stories Garage 
Height 

(Approx) 
Number of 

Units 

2401-09 Larkin Street 3 Yes 30+ 8 

2415A-15 Larkin Street 2 Yes 20+ 2 

2417-23 Larkin Street 3 Yes 30+ 4 

2425 Larkin Street 5 Yes 30+ 5 

2433 Larkin Street 3 Yes 30+ 5 

2439 Larkin Street 3 Yes 40 7 

2451-53 Larkin Street 3 Yes 30+ 2 

2459 Larkin Street 4 Yes 45 13 

2400-02 Larkin Street 4 Yes 40 2 

2406 Larkin Street 3 Yes 30 1 

2412-14 Larkin Street 3 Yes 30+ 2 

2420 Larkin Street 4 Yes 40 1 

2424-28 Larkin Street 3 Yes 30+ 2 

2440 Larkin Street 4 Yes 40 1 

2442 Larkin Street 4 Yes 40 1 

2448-50 Larkin Street 4 Yes 40+ 2 

2460 Larkin Street 5 Yes 55 10 
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Map of 2445-2449 Larkin Street 
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West Side of Larkin Street 
Photo taken from the corner of Larkin and Greenwich 

East Side of Larkin Street 
Photo taken from the corner of Larkin and Greenwich 
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2459 Larkin Street 
Photo taken from Greenwich Street 
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2451-53 Larkin Street 
Adjacent property to the North 
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2445-49 Larkin Street 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

7 



Neighborhood Compatibility Analysis 
2445-2449 Larkin St, San Francisco. CA 94109 

lv 

2439 Larkin Street 
Adjacent property to the South 



Neighborhood Compatibility Analysis 
2445-2449 Larkin St. San Francisco. CA 94109 

2433 Larkin Street 
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2425 Larkin Street 
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2417-23 Larkin Street 



Neighborhood Compatibi I it Anal sis 
2445-2449 Larkin St. San Francisco, CA 94109 

EMM 

2415A-15 Larkin Street 
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2401-09 Larkin Street 
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2401-09 Larkin Street 
Taken From Filbert Street 
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2490-02 Larkin Street 
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2400-02 Larkin Street 
Taken From Filbert Street 
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2406 Larkin Street 
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2412-14 Larkin Street 
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2420 Larkin Street 
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2424-28 Larkin Street 

20 



Neighborhood Compatibility Analysis 
2445-2449 Larkin St. San Francisco, CA 94109 

ix 

2430-32 Larkin Street 
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2440 Larkin Street 
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2442 Larkin Street 
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2448-50 Larkin Street 
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2460 Larkin Street 
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
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A EXISTING ROOF I SITE PLAN 
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	SCALE 3/32 = iO’ 

( 2 SITE PLAN  
SCALE: 3/32’ = 1-3 

SITE PLAN 

LARKIN ST RESIDENCES 
2445-2449 LARKIN ST. 	 SK A2 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
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’., PROPOSED STORY I 
\/ 	SCALE: 1116"= 1-0" 
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PROPOSED BASEMENT 
SCALE 1116" = 1-0" 

LEGEND - DEMOLITION PLAN: 

, EXISTING STORY I  	 , EXISTING STORY I 
"-, 	SCALE: 1/16 = 1-0 	

A3 	SCALE: 1/16 = 1-0’ 

FLOOR PLANS 

LARKIN ST RESIDENCES 
DEMO EXISTING STRUCTURE 

	
2445-2449 LARKIN ST. 	 SK # A3 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
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EXISTING STORY 2 
	

EX ISTING STORY 3 
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SCALE 1/16 = 1-0" 
	

SCALE: 1/16" 	1-0’ 

PROPOSED STORY 2 	 (/ \,_PROPOSED STORY 3 
SCALE. 1/16" = 1-0" 

	 A4 � 	SCALE: 1/16" =  1-0" 

LEGEND - DEMOLITION PLAN: 

DEMO EXISTING STRUCTURE 

FLOOR PLANS 

LARKIN ST RESIDENCES 
2445-2449 LARKIN ST. 	 SK# A4 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
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SCALE: 1/16 	1-0 

LEGEND - DEMOLITION PLAN: 

ETTJ DEMO EXISTING STRUCTURE 

FLOOR PLANS 
LARKIN ST RESIDENCES 
2445-2449 LARKN ST. 	 SK # A5 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA  
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ELEVATIONS 

LARKIN ST RESIDENCES 
2445-2449 LARKIN ST. 	 SK # A6 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
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, SOUTH ELEVATION 
SCALE 1/16" = 1-0" 

ELEVATIONS 

LARKIN ST RESIDENCES 
2445-2449 LARKIN ST. 	 SK # A7 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
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EXHIBIT C 

Tyson H. Dirksen 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415624.3206 :: Cell 650.339.3376 

LARKII 
	 Fax 650.741.1562 tyson@d8dcve1opment.com  
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View North Across 2451-2453 Larkin St to 2459 Larkin St 
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View North Across 24512453 Larkin Si to 2459 Larkin St 

i_ 

Rear of 2445-2449 Larkin St and 2451-2453 Larkin St 

EXHIBIT C 

yson i-I. D.iriosen 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415.624.3206 Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax 650.741.1562 tyson@d8deve1opinent.com  
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EXHIBIT C 

Tyson H. Dirksen 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415.6243206 Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax 650.741.1562 :: tyson@d8dcve1oprncnt.com  

- ’F 

I 	 - 	 - 

:. 

View of 2451-53 Larkin St’s Stairwell Windows, Skylight at Upstairs 
Landing, and Clerestory Window at Master Bedroom 
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EXHIBIT C 

IN211 rw 
Tyson H. D.irksen 

2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 
Tel 415.624.3206 :: Cell 650.339.3376 

Fax 650.7411562:: tyson@d8developrnent.com  

View of 2451-2453 Larkin St’s Master Bedroom Clerestory Window, and 
Stairwell Window from 2445-2449 Larkin’s Roof Deck 

View of 2451-2453 Larkin St’s South-West Light Well which leads to 
Master Bedroom, Stairs, and Master Bath 
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EXHIBIT C 

Tysor H. Dirksen 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415.624.3206 Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax 650.741.1562 :: tysond8deve1opment.coin 

2451-2453 Larkin St’s South West Light Well Off of Master Bedroom 
Secondary Stairs and Master Bath with Clerestory Above 

IF 

CA &Ill’,  
Two of Three Windows in Light Well are Frosted 
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Frosted Window 
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EXHIBIT C 

Tysor H. Di2ksen 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415.624.3206 Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax 650.741.1562 :: tysond8deve1opmcnt.com  

Frosted Window 
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EXHIBIT C 

Tyson H. Dirksen 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415.6243206 :: Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax 650.741.1562:: tysond8developtnent.com  

/ 
Clear Window that Off of Stairway 

(Does Not Receive a lot of Direct Light Because Facing West with other Light Well Wall 3’ Awa)T) 

-1 

Clerestory \Vindovv Above light Well 
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EXHIBIT C 

’i: 	H. 

L 2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 
Tel  

Fax 

 
Tel 415.624.3206 Cell 650.339.3376 

1 	
ax 650.741.1562.. tysond8devc1optncnt.com  

’IN 
View of 2451-2453 Larkin St’s Skylight Above Master Bedroom and 
Clerestory Windows on South and West Side of Master Bedroom 
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JUNE 21 AT 10 AM 

U 

i �’t)l 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415624.3206:: Cell 650.339.3376 

LARKII 
	 Fax 650.741.1562:: snia grnii.c in 

Exhibit D 
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North 
I 

JUNE 21 AT 12 PM 



2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 OR 	Tel 415.624.3206:: Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax 650.741.1562:: 

Exhibit D 

I: DR He:u 

JUNE 21 AT 2 PM 



DECEMBER 21 AT 10 PM 

North 

It’ 

ri 

DECEMBER 21 AT 12 PM 

North 

4’ 

Flo 
2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 

Tel 415.624.3206 Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax 650.741.1562:: v n(a rrr.rIl rn 

Exhibit D 

’)4r11 .24 
DR Roqu 
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2447 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 
Tel 415.624.3206:: Cell 650.339.3376 
Fax650741.1562  

IARKII 

Exhibit D 



EXHIBIT E 
"LETTER AGREEMENT" 

May 16, 2013 

Rahul & Angela Narang 
2451-2453 Larkin Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

Re: Proposed Development at 2445-2449 Larkin Street (the "Project") 

Dear Rahul & Angela: 

This letter is to confirm our understanding and agreement concerning the Project, including our 
commitment to make certain design changes to the Project, and you withdrawing your pending 
request for discretionary review for the Project. This letter agreement shall be effective when 
fully counter-signed by all parties, and is subject to the following conditions: 

(1) We will name Rahul Narang and Angela Narang as additional insureds under the 
Project’s Wrap Insurance Policy, primary and excess. 

(2) A copy of each of the Policies’ Declaration’s Pages and the Additional insured 
Certificates are issued to you as soon as available and prior to commencement of 
earthwork related to the Project. 

(3) A complete set of the excavation and foundation plan sheets, specifications and 
geotechnical report for the Project are provided to you for peer review prior to us 
submitting for building plan check at the City. 

(4) All review of Project plans, specs, and documents shall be at your sole expense. 

You have shown concern about the design of our foundation and structural support for the 
building on your property during excavation of the Project. While we believe that our design is 
acceptable and meets all building codes, to help mitigate your risk and as a sign of good faith we 
are willing to pay for an existing conditions survey of your building by a mutually agreed upon 
licensed surveyor. The surveyor will obtain data points at the following times to determine 
whether any material vertical movement of your building has occurred due solely to construction 
of Project: 1) prior to mass excavation, 2) at completion of foundation form work, 3) and at 
completion of foundation. Each survey report will be issued to you within seven (7) business 
days of completion, unless there are unforeseen delays outside of the surveyor’s control. 

Additionally, we will provide you with our draft proposed plans, specs, and reports related to the 
Project’s earthwork and foundation activities for peer review. We will provide you with 5 
business days to review the documents at which time reasonable concerns shall be provided to us 
in writing by a local, qualified, and licensed structural and/or geotechnical engineer(s) 
("Engineers") with at least 10 years of experience working on comparable projects in Sail 
Francisco. Given that we have engaged a highly reputable and experienced design and 
engineering team, we am very hopeful that your Engineers will be supportive and appreciative of 
our initial design. However, should your Engineers raise substantive concerns related to 
potential and material performance issues with your building directly related to the earthwork 
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and foundation portion of our Project, our design team will consider addressing such concern in 
good faith through the following process: 

I) If our design team agrees with your Engineers’ recommendations, we will incorporate the 
recommendations into our design and construction scope. 

2) If our design team disagrees with your Engineers’ recommendations, then our design 
team will provide you with a written analysis including the requisite calculations and/or 
building code citations, describing why the recommendations of your structural engineer 
are unnecessary. 

If the Project’s design team determines underpinning of your building is necessary, we agree to 
pay for those construction costs, and you will cooperate with any necessary underpinning work 
and permits, including any necessary authorizations or approvals required by the Building 
Department. For the design of this underpinning, approximately 30 days prior to submittal for 
building plan check, we will provide you with our draft proposed plans, specs, and reports for 
peer review. We will provide you with 5 business days to review the documents at which time 
reasonable concerns shall be provided to us in writing by your Engineers. Should your Engineers 
raise substantive concerns related to potential and material performance issues with your 
building directly related to the underpinning work, our design team will consider addressing such 
concerns in good faith through the following process: 

1) If our design team agrees with your Engineers’ recommendations, we will incorporate the 
recommendations into our design and construction scope. 

2) If our design team disagrees with your Engineers’ recommendations, then our design 
team will meet and confer with your Engineers for the purpose of reaching a mutually 
agreeable compromise. 

3) If a mutually agreeable compromise cannot be reached at such meeting, then our design 
team will provide you with a written analysis including the requisite calculations and/or 
building code citations, describing why the recommendations of your structural engineer 
are unnecessary. 

4) Your Engineers will have 5 business days to issue its own counter-opinion including its 
requisite calculations and/or building code citations. Provided that your Engineers 
provide the information required by the previous sentence, both opinions will then be 
submitted to a mutually agreed upon third party engineer for a final binding 
determination. Such P party review shall be completed within 10 business days and the 
cost for such 3 rd party engineering evaluation will be shared equally between the parties. 

Understandably, we cannot agree in advance to make any changes that we believe are not 
structurally relevant or necessary; however, we do agree to consider the comments made by your 
engineer in good faith, with the ultimate goal of reasonably protecting your property from 
material physical damage caused solely by excavation and foundation work related to our 
Project. To be clear, we agree that the excavation and foundation plans will insure that your 
property is protected from physical damage, and that the plans are designed and approved by a 
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qualified and reputable engineer. Furthermore, the City and County of San Francisco will need to 
approve the plans. 

To ensure that you and your property is so protected we agree to the following Indemnity Clause: 
To the fullest extent permitted by law, The Larkin Street Residences LLC on its own behalf and 
on behalf of its respective insurers and sureties, expressly agree to fully defend, indemnify and 
hold Rahul Narang and Angela Narang harmless from and against all claims, losses, costs, 
damages and attorneys’ fees, pertaining solely to (i) the design and/or performance of any 
excavation, shoring, underpinning, foundation and structural support work of any kind, on or 
incidental to the Project, and (ii) involving personal injury, death or property damage, including 
the actual and complete loss of use of property resulting there from but not damage to the work 
itself. Any loss of use shall be compensated at the rate of 200 per day. This duty to defend, 
indemnify and hold harmless shall include all damages to the extent caused by any negligent act 
or omission, whether active or passive, excepting only when the indemnities are negligent or 
their conduct is willful or defects in construction of the existing building. 

Separately, you have also raised some concern about the construction of a roof deck on the sixth 
level, the location of the proposed photovoltaic array on the sixth level roof, and any possible 
parapets on the sixth level roof. We agree to not build a roof deck on the sixth level. We are also 
willing to place the photovoltaic array or any parapets on the sixth level roof, except for the 
curbs necessary for the flat roof drainage, far enough South on the Project’s roof in order to 
minimize any extra shading than our proposed Project will already cast onto your property on 
December 21st at 12PM. 

In consideration for the above agreements, you expressly agree to (i) withdraw the pending 
discretionary review application you filed with the San Francisco Planning Department within I 
business day of execution of this agreement, and (ii) with regards to the issues addressed in your 
request for discretionary review, to not appeal or challenge the Project, including, without 
limitation: (a) the current building application number 2012.09.04.8875, (b) the current building 
permits relating to the Project, and/or (c) any other existing permits, entitlements, or municipal 
approvals for the Project. You also agree that this letter may be shown to the applicable 
governmental agency to confirm that the discretionary review is being withdrawn. However, it is 
also understood that should there be any material changes to the submitted plans (Schematic 41 
dated 10/05/2012, including Revision 11/18/2012) for the Project after the date of this letter, you 
will still have the right to review them (if such right is granted by local ordinance) and that the 
above agreement does not affect any of your future rights to review or challenge same, in any 
forum. For purposes of this letter, material changes are any significant changes (more than 5%) 
to the above-grade building envelope’s mass and location, and that are not necessary due to field 
conditions, clarifications, or corrections. 

In the case of any dispute regarding the terms of this agreement, or any claimed breach of this 
agreement, the parties agree to first proceed to Mediation thru either a mutually agreeable 
Mediator or Mediation thru JAMS San Francisco office, costs to be split on a 50-50 basis. In the 
event Mediation is not successful in resolving such dispute, the parties may proceed either by 
Arbitration thru the AAA San Francisco office, but only if both parties agree, or via legal action 
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in the Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco which shall have jurisdiction over 
such disputes. In any such dispute, each party will bear their own attorneys  fees and costs. 

If the above terms are acceptable, then please sign this letter in the space indicated below to 
confirm your agreement. Once fully signed and counter-signed, you will issue a letter noting: 

’Please be advised, our Discretionary Review application dated - 	is hereby 
withdrawn. Thank you. ’  

THE ABOVE TERMS ARE CONFIRMED AND AGREED TO: 

THE LARKIN STREET RESIDENCES, LLC 

By: 

Name: 

Title: 

By: 

Name: Rahul Narang 

By:  

Name: Angela Narang 

By: 

4 



Angela Chargois <asgelachargois@gmail.com > 
	

May 17, 2013 7:33 PM 
To Tyson Dirksett <ivson@d3developrneni.com > 
Re: Revised doc 

i.it .i . yaoti :  

Tiranks for tire eread arid rntaeeriug rite rest Ill srastug. 

One scenario that is still ton covered front the rhi -astttg vrruerreatcd isift - oar aro(ecr dc,ign rcartr dererroirtes urtdcepinrnnng of our building is utrrseccssan’. BUT our crtginrerritrg truant cirtermiires it is 

treeessar-r- . This istelt, sr-c had proposed the foliowtttg in out origrrsol draft: 

"all exeavnttttnr, shorin g . utrdcrpittttitng, fouttel_ittots aind structural support stork of atrt broil related no or necessitated bt the Project and as dcterntirred belotr will he at one mole expettse’’. 

l’iais has iaeent a paint ofcouccrn since 0 - c bceatt nina pores, and are unplug ste cart get rcsc,loriott rtrt I lair. Once st-c restrict’ this issue, the other changes no the agreentettiwe propose ire: 

Pg. 1 last iaar:agn’oitit - the Siausitte,s dat-a revieo’isa little short: is-c tr-ouid like to eeqttest III days You have also rrtserred new language that our cnrgirteer have eertaitr exjtericiree. \X’c flill oil itttirig all 

crtgiticeest - tnir dccii  ex1teeiettce, lILT nit’ teriti "conirparable rea1cets ill San Frauetaco" is sortieseltor arrrbiguarts sir sr’e sr’ooid like to stedre tins phrasing. 

Jig. 3. Re: the itrdenartniry Clause, st-c rrsroiei lake t: , lr:rvc the per nay loss of rise rate you added renroved. 

Pg. 3. rirrrd ,aaeagtaplv 	please rttodtft’ (as underlined) to read ’’trio srill still irasc the rtgitr to review theft (if st:elt tigiti is partied os inrip lied lay local riedtrtattec) arid" - Ike rrould also like to retmiore tire 

1aire:tse of ’ior iaicueisea  of this ierrens criteria1 changes ace any sig:tifiramtt changes (ntoce rhatr S  3) to tire aiaove-gt’ada h:riidrttg einveloiaes  rtrars and htacatiort, and that are riot iteenstare dire to field 

crirrditierrs, clacnfrearioits, or corrections:’. 

Should tori like net rtrect to ihsciisr these changes. mr-c a cc still available no rird-ni the evening of Pa naeday the 23iir iii Meitroriai Dot - . 

Kind regards, 

Roitrd arid rbrrpcir 

On blat-  ir’n, 2013. at i : ii i’kti, T, rota Dielaseir 0� 	1t,1,r-  vi, :t’::t,’tttvat> sr’rOte: 
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iltllt 	I 	i 	di 	 cp 	 ii 	nee ’. 	w pm liir 	i_ri 	r 	I 	 p 	ti 	 I 	aki1 
itucessaes aotitaei,aiiotts cit :t’itpert ala ecg:rred ins the i:lt:th,i;oa Deiraottre’rL 

i’h:,iac c_c sjndaneal acterettir-iri itttaclted, il-its:- r::en,_an ta sjaielai: as ivsadd 	attire’ are 1)11 ito rica-to1-: iti:lOi c_i ante schedule is, 2" rateirtits. 

ado:: --------’ 

-i:: ict:n ----- -- -- i\ ’tt I ,", 

It I 

1’ sIsOi iSt,2 

:irbt:t I .etttci3sdettaetit - dlii 3.3,10 i t, ra c 

Ott liii 13. 2 5 13. at Cit PM \napei:n 	 iii -’: si-i eta-iO o cmii. 

II: ii smart, .r little lieatte ar-trirniri tare. :rpsriegri:c lot tatting i : n Intip to ecrponmd it ret va:sninrg tire d,at,iltaes tic frsr throngs ti::’d like to to -cult a bit, but (fit our nrai:mn enar cern is tlr:it tire girrase "all 

scov.nnre’rt. ci ettirtg mmmitdm-t3itttnnittg, ls-otndati:ta airal c toirtanitb strp1m,net sitteR of nrc Dri tr:ianeai to or ttcei:ssit:t tail itt’ tire lac,t(i.0 t mid it iieiretr::rirsd hacirrar -  rs’iii be at rants stile cx1rcince" ir:tc been eeor:tvid 

mid tnt eutti1iaiaialc’ filti’5i la_is icphaccil ti-_I lea ic-as-i-, a,nttia:cretc tic tiaaa-thcenr:rr st-ill cores ibese ,--:acts if ilen-itteal rir-cesaacs tltc,tos’k tire stress  as ituiirrrd or rita’ ur,seeirtettt. 

’irs-  Suit alTec - itt0 to pa’  for tire e,a’t’ of titeci’ shrugs it dc,tued itt-retStie:  ’hh’sri,rne’tl lilac- r:a at,lai this-i haaab to tire agrn-rrr’.c:ni. 

Is I sun. rinse tire damn’ isthcr chasten -a iIratr-,a: rant nt,:kc and eetriflr tin i51 nir:t reviac n i iltr% but tire intijain ccanei_ctr itetiuti:d aiananr slrnruid Pert hr adnlecsscil, 

l_ttf:rstirttt:tel, - , s- -c lt:ts - e seer lrtrsn -  acl:eilarha:s- cnn - er iii -  n,.,, � ,� 1 dat’s. but sei::il:l he Itapyr Lo raeet tim cirac-tassi ear srr:ck it yrao a rio micoirad. Vie Occur g°ii  our Of rest it flo. ill itoitnia,. Sat rs - cttnrig ire all 

rl:ri imic:ttdav trait g:n:’m,i for 

hlvnk.mcels, 
hi,ris:d .rrrd limpeR: 

ti_itt 3,l,ti i-I. 20 1 3. it 2:-lb Phi, "Csi,trrt. li.:ltui" ".hi"i:at \a-cst:ePtie , ,ittmsl sanuiaar:’itscitt costS -  srrole: 

Comm get truck to hart isiadytl, 

From: Angela Ctiargats lmatitu:aingelaciraigots@IitI ,ntlic ,5fl] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2133 2:13 PM 
Tot Rahal; N�ag, Ruhiri 



Subject. Foil Reofleit doc 

F"] 

] 5 roat: Tyania Dirksetn -ecogrJarsjtsrsono> 

Date Too. \las I-I. 21113 at 243 PhI 

Solaject. Re Rut cud duo 

Tst 1 us-la ( }otCets <.ar4–3. 

I st-ants-Il to touch hart tie stake tot - c that you mucous1 the ovised Ira st apreclacts tla’i h1.eidar l’lsjse let too kitootf son Itavo nor questicair 

Ri:guudr 

ris Developtatetit 

Mi 

On .\1tt21.2113o 12.1-I Ph1.kitgelaChorguiis <-4411J.aliJLa 	j4r1edr..-.I> sViOtC. 

I h 1 mutt. unit you please seas] late the aperture of the voicenaarl yott left - estnrslas’ I cs-oat to tin and cap tttre your thoughts in the next draft i1 the agreement. 1 Itantks, Angela 

Ott itto. Apr 9. 2013 at 2451 I 1 \Liucotipirk500<tstuL 	]urloaeatcso> Wniato 

1-li Ralttil and Atigela, 

titti receive tlte reviaed doc atisi apologize for he belated teplt. 

Vie loose brett tlttttlslug a lot ahout your pvopaatal bat cull tin em feel ciattaittetable tAsk the stetiecore of the 1tcee ,vi se. As u-c previoush stateti we have taken a lot of titue to cltnae the Project team 

I 	I no 	 I c"gu’em "diaccr, build mg cn�lope 	consiilm,v,to 	oaf g consultant, 	) ind don’t fe I comfortqble ill�another no cc ler, e freil 1) of 

the Pen1crth fotittdartt,tt is built \\e ore ootttfssutaltle Itavittg a i - otto ettgitteee conapicte a poet -  ret-ira and make recointncatlaticais/eontntetita. [lie Project’s ream still tlteu 

ststew tltese reccsasnacitclatia,ts tansle by our cttgitteoesttid stake 11 ...sfiea iutstc for tltuit fsttal deaigti decisions its gnarl faith ta -it k the ultimate gsa1 of protecting, your property ficttti nay pltsstc.tI manage 

rotted h otiros,rk. Not to nactittott. nut lattildott’ plots litre to lao appaicoed bu ilte Sati Featteirro dopnrrtiseu t of building iiitpcoiiott. 

There to atttts- uttltue ha i tyittoge iii lie agtccttat -ttt Isa Ic cut hread bust I slett’ tts alit tot tt ’s t, into eeIinittg that atiguage inst_I ste colas -  tue toittt cotta rIte pace resists 

i.ut tttc kites stun rhntuglttn eetaa sac it t’ best Ito Itt - C tttuut in pursuIt to discus’ utpautt 

Ktttd regards. 

1 anus Ous.seo 

tI 	atAt 34c,t 



	

din: .\pa 7. 21(l3.aa .1.22 dPI. \apcia (h.seyrni 	 n 	> anne 

hi yaws. 

Just clacekuseni, n,>cc 1 s-eu u.n c heal raise .,rcsiyss- det-evised dcc than seas Settr nasa intent 22 and tf you had ante coutrtacnrts/ahonagians about 1 th.it reran nnarited to share. 

Rne.srd.. 

Rahnrl arid .\nrreIa 

	

His Plan 22, 2013, t (-Iii P\i,.\ug’lnt Citacora 	ads-re> serrate: 

III iysaar_ 

-\gaur, sores bar tire chums nra set inn5 bark to von, line re berm5 out of rosen. 

a- pnptccrase n-an or sfIc-r to inn us as art :ddrni anal atssuttd on 5 mar utstt’ tier polies. It nioes ntnke us feel nnnorc cuutfoetniaic, so nrc inure ttrrnrqnrrr,nteni titan is m rell as It [cnn: other 

tir’udttnca jolts an ada-iced ha macu iaar en. 

Pin-aye take a look arid let Us iOiOit a anus rhontginns until if r ou have arty qrncstiotts. 

Regurds. 

R:nintni ansci .-\ntgn’la 

Front:angels Cir,rnresrra 	n ce-a,scnscscsw.cs_ogna1ssr. uaaar> 
- Dattus .\iarrin 12, 2013 321 ii a\1 PDT 

- To: T, -,I Drekscnt C s ........ O:’J5(sl s . vyiwonwna. caner> 

Stab jeets Re: Revised duo? 

Ilnarnks i ysou. 

Rainnn! naut nnntin nine Ennvvce ttnday �cl Inc e.spucna to itrsar back fr-jtn innnt early tnext mr-rub. We’ll be tit rnnucln. 

K  regards. 

On Play 11,2012. at 2.411 l:\i ,lmsnrtt Divknurt <ie,’ou’dhn s c>yesa.erp a sa> nsrotr: 	 - 

Ili .\mnguia and Roman, 

Snrrn for tire dairy but an-c- barn -c drseussg/rrsrarcitrntg ,your de-ed nnodifncartiott. 

PP-c In, -c nakurn a lot of rune to drone the prna1nscn’s dcsHn reannn (nnuncuaual utngnnsenst, geo-teuittnirai cttgantuca, civil ninttc’cr, urrintruem, bunlnintag etrvcioj,u eortsu]aasnt, 

aramc’r an raofmrtg cnnrnsnahnarnn. etc)  ’qm1 feel crramfndcrtn mitar (name rniginnrer mard Dma prnajada’s desnptr tuatar nnnii errrnuur an tine msornstrrnvnionr tnncatrs arrnh mnnrrinannls. ’i’inus, sat’ 

apt-en- to han-c the prrrjcct’s dc-sign ncarras to crarranaier the euttntnnrtra.s Inane ba- voar t’tnginnrer inn gnnud faint, sePia the uintrtnatn’ goal rnf protrcnrtng lsstmr 1nrcnprrty fronnt 

atnm aitysneal dsnnnsrge caumed by our mock. I-lorcev 

Ctns PIns i.l,2rli,:nn :u.m( np 	l>.snrnni7m-kaa’rn 

Ida :\tmyccl:r, 



I scatiied to touch base to make sore that von red - is cii the revised letter alireemettl last blunder. Please ci tie koosv if you has - c ally c1nesttonc. 

Regards. 

it1( 

DO DCVelopru,nt 

Oo Apr 23, 2013.   at 12:-14 PIll, liagela Chiroras <a Hajo 	’oci eeL.ao> st -cole: 

( -ii li>icn, cell i - on please send me tire specifics of the voireioad i - oil left esteedasi I oaat to tic attd cap nine toni thongltrs in the ties I drafi of the agreenarni. ’I hooks, kagela 

311 Tue. .\pr 9.2(11301246 PIll Tyson DuksetIl,Oiifbj :,-ir<oicoci ia)ei> wrote: 

iii hlaitni :iocl _\ttgrkt. 

93 c did receive the revised ((lie and npeieoze  toe the llel,iied repi v. 

- Vie (lair (ieee tfunk iltgclot about i-our peopocal bitt ciiil tIe not feel yotsifc,rtahic isitil the slnlentre of list peer review. As see peevioitsi slated. icC (las-c taken a lot of tulle to chose the Piojcci 

	

vinn 	 ii 	 tel 	I 	 1 	 itctbidi. 	lie 	it 	tc, proofing consolmut,t, 	(lifeel 	huh 

inial sir of Ih, Prorct’s f000cla Call Is both \\e arc conifoirabie itaiiog a lone eligmeer colilpicte a peer resien and ritake recriltltoelldaliolls/conlnien is. lily Project’s leant sedi then 

6 	dl 	 I 	l 	I 	for hti, lid 	0d 	g 	ill 	16 	I 	yhip 	, 	i 	p 	t 	1 	Id 	 dl 

	

so 	 oisa, site htckhiog phaiv- hair in hr Ippee edit: kr Sat, Finoeisco depaeieac-ei ci liiiildrtg iOPlilo’lL 

- lhe,e !iri,aie ,iahaey Loiaacee Ia ihr iigeeeoie:ia rli:o c: tea (acid I no I d,oi’r well in 1111ie hole erilciag thia lanignage north n - c conir to trials onike peel levico - . 

- 1 Cl oil -  h:aais voiii rleoighitl 01 niavke I, o horo 11,11 ice ole-ri ci petiolt so diiecia igailt 

- Reid ieoiidc. 

011 i\l 7, 20(9. 014:22 P2!. .\ltgebn Ciloegots <Oil’. hi, ksev. ,ic,foosi,Lieoi> n -tote: 

iii lysoti, 

I.-,[ elteyk IlL III - 105cc if (011 have had little to reelesv the revised lilly that cots seat Oil March 22 and if 1-On  itid Ii Ii c000lnellts/tiiollgills about It that ma wanted to sitorc 

Reiyaede, 

Raititi had .\ngeia 

On lilac 22, 2013. at 0:43 P2!, Attgela Cilingols <3oAI-k’iiicaji4(l-ii-.oaJ> iveritc: 

11i T scat, 

:33001, s- ocrl for hr delay to gettnlg back to You due to being 0111 of town.  

\\e appreciate our offee to list its as all acldotottal itisurehi on your iitcneatice pokc. It does  make its feel 1110cc ci,nifoetal,Ie. Sc) see ilave ittror-poeolrd that or srii as a feiv oilier niothhitcohioos at 

adi iced b1- eue iasvser. 

	

Pie:tsr take a hub and let is kiose i - liar thoughts a 	of yo laIr ally 

Raloil nod Attge 

Froiti: \ltgeia oiaegeiic <O:e,,fcC,o- ieeao.lL.ajlOilv,ii> 

- Date: March 12.20133:20:19 P2-i PD! 

3o: T, -. Dickseil <yy::OO;’ ,oui - vciig ci isv. rn> 

Subject: Re: Reviued doe? 

-1 hicitks Tyscro. 

Roitul tart li -lila tile ian’1 Cr today and he rspeela to itear hark front ititn earls-next sveeh Vi elf be in toaril. 

ICctd reg,trdo. 

Atigrla 

On Iliac Ii, 2013. at 2:40 021.11 ion Dirkreu < syirecrhiisdi ,A.,ic,1.-oc.ei> li -role 

Ill -\ l1011 and 3011111. 

Sore for the dei:l: but rvc Im, discnssiitg/reaeaecitctg iour desired mctdif(casio,t 



Vie hate taken ,t lot of liner to dm51’ the perreets Ilesigir II liii (s tIrrebleal citgnteee, pen teelleln:al ellgniree. ciii] Clrgllll’ee, or elirteet, building i.iis elope cr,nlsuicam, seater proofing dimnsu]taltt, 

ctci arid feel coofrrleot that our cngnieee and cue project’s de,irrar tenelt sr -ill concur ore lie constnnction means and method’ ’flint, \se agree to ltas’e the prolcet’s unman tennis to es,eedet 

ill - i .iiooseals riMe hr ruin engineer iii goad nih .  orrh he olnie.tre pith I is1 pmoreer:ri 1tirmtlrprrlfeerm learnt pirmule.ni d.rartge c.runed hi nor mcmli. t stetson, s-n feel 051cc ito trileat iii ruing Hh,- pni;ett’r dt io,o 

eeaaia,rki lie linil d ist.ioh ran ho,ii is troth. In ha cleat. or .1171cc thar sic OsCivasian :m.d throne alone  mel I I Inmate dci unit pisipein rt prorrireit trs in d:rrnaee, cad that tire pi,rrii ire ihesrgned arid app ror’ed bi 

a griairltd and eepttssirlc elrgirlcr_i 

ire 51 tilt1 circLe son fr-el inane i,nrfosral Ic. wi it osilil hi lrappr’ tn list trill is tidilinarrnl rotatod on err iirntrote tithey. 

Pt,�  itras tented 1,ric, rrgiec error cod lii ni l,rieseif you lrase:rrre fuer1rtli1orlriani/demried Iflodlfrcstloli. 

DS Derotopiaten 

it 	in- 	�t\li flit’) 

- I intro let tee hp cemener 20133.11 pill> 

On \lae 9.21113. at 4:112101. Angelo Cllirsitms "uun2csci 14rir.Li,sMg..> strIate 

lii ’Ii suit. 

Vi cii iesiesr ed the letter and one timing see see that oced, to be nrndificd is tii,tt tend poe tire cost of shorin or omrdnepamrirag clue fssundotioci onis if deented Irecesern by our dcsrgim 

\\ 4 don’t heel cmnnifnrtable leasing tlte dcneretsamotlosr no shiner ullrhcepils erie fs,nerila trill snide lii the Introit of soinedu’sr,pi learns. 33 essosrki per fee if tone trans seoul I ic fee to rrnr err9rsuee’r 

lririllmast’rrlin titrrn. arid this io. ssrirtirh ens ci tire cr1.15 of thatsr - Illit if deenteil necessary. So, hors ntryltt sse minis e tisms? 

Our soltatteor liii be to include an oddrtiooa] lartgu Ige thu oats If (toreIlgleer sale ptopee eiseaeuees Treed me be token to pirmere our feruetiiati sit. is rich Itra, include shoring or and our 

term 1:0 S m Ill r it i lii. t he 11 i 
 chaps. at seine espc its c, a third certified /quaiified stroetuial englllect ot irue elsoolillg could be called e1,olm to utiLe tile Porn1 deterinilmalnon Open i 0 Orel Ideas 

Ou mis alaflul 11055 lie IrsIglIr adrleees tilts. 

’1 rio’1 alarileeti to tens rise the iefeeeneea to us not hhirrg a DR snIde it has beret filed. 

sn -crc able to ford a lit\V inset- ored sm -ill be lneetillg itim to eeriest’ tite agerenoene oil Toesdam - liNed hl.e to being alIt resi5lolls to lee ;rrtelrtiolt at thar loeeiuiy. 

-i li,llikl, 

On Mar 8, 21113, at 1:30 P\i,’Ii lint Dickson <t’ ss it esif,)  - sMagt so 	ffl> sOlute: 

.]list hrlrrshldti mr1) rerlalolss. her, a rtueited. 

DS Drsneloprneren 

liar kill Letter !hgeeerlaeltt 21113.0 8 pdf> 

(hi ’thor 8, 2111 3, at 1:47 P21. \ngeia Cliaegoir e’glr,eeirei’agicoeas ’or lb irs’,> st-rote: 

lii Ym0 r  

Just clieckrn1iin to see if morn had scut tile re’s-iced rind? if tr It haslte erlrlte ilaroogir yet. If (OIl ilaveilt sell, It Yet, ssistri nsigh tile especi it so sIc can pass that mfo eli to a l �r? 

-ki’o, as discussed u estc’rday. see �it ahead aird fried the OR today (due to he \larelr 10 deadline) itlr the ilrterstielr of s -aurhing it 011cc sn - c collar to an ugl -eelnent 

Regards. 

hrmgeia 

(’lit fins, bloc !r 00 17 or 11:21 Phi, <>JgJ’iJ.’tog’ loA),’i,MLo,tL>ll)j_> neote: 

I ilallks, sr -c his e a few qirestiols’ Do yosr IrIs- C tinme to discuss torughto Vie are frito lest. 

Olin Do l3iankBecee h1 AT&T 

iiei0ilol Message 

Jr 11111 Ts’sene Oil lasell <rl,i>r>’,th’vllle,,eelse, imsi> 

Date: Thri, 7 lilac 2013 19:56:08 

lo: \ngeinOj’taicktLisjt.to1ia,’(’osar1_ccc> 

S:rbject: lit: ’t1t cmiii arideess 

I eli eel It ag.r 

Regards. 



- Tyson lirksen 

DO Dcvelopmcirr 

7447 Lorlon Srrnct 

Sm, fr.i. (;r\ 94107 

C:yyi)j7 

(7n \Eyr 7. 20 1 3nt 711 P)l ,\oyJa 	y-hL 	 > oroty: 

I-li 	non. 

I l,dist rrcr:v: nIlv(Isinsg lions yOU today so I synnird to mike SUCU you had nit entail addle, in entail rather thus liii text. 

> 

= > Reuiaeds. 
= \uugcla 

<LasDus_Let uce_.\geuesnent_-_ll evisu:sui_9-22- I) doe> 
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