SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review Analysis
Abbreviated
HEARING DATE JULY 22, 2010

Date: July 15, 2010

Case No.: 2010.0130D

Project Address: 2768 GREEN STREET (UPPER UNIT)

Zoring: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0950/061

Project Sponsor:  Rolf Herken

¢/o Mark Brand, Architect
425 Second Street, Suite 601
San Frar:cisco, CA 94107

Staff Contact: Mary Woods - (415) 558-6315
mary.woods@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as revised
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to add a roof deck at the rear of the existing top floor unit, remove and re-construct
an existing stair penthouse, and extend an existing fire staircase from the third floor to the roof at the
existing three-story over basement, three condominium-unit building. The existing building varies in
height from three stories at the front to four stories at the rear on a down-sloping lot.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site is located at 2768 Green Street (Upper Unit), Lot 061 in Assessor’s Block 0950, on the
north side of the street between Baker and Broderick Streets in an RH-2 District and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District. The subject lot contains approximately 4,100 square feet measuring 30 feet wide by 137 feet
deep. The circa 1910 subject building is three stories over basement and contains three condominium
units.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The project site is located in the Cow Hollow neighborhood. The subject block contains two zoning
districts: RH-1 and RH-2. Three properties on the eastern side of the block, facing Broderick Street, are
zoned with an RH-1 designation. The remaining properties are zoned RH-2. The neighborhood is
primarily residential interspersed with a school and some retail uses.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
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San Francisco,
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Discretionary Review Analysis Sumimary CASE NO. 2010.0130D

July 22, 2010 2768 Green Street (Upper Unit)
HEARING NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED . ACTUAL

TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days July 11, 2010 July 9, 2010 12 days
Mailed Notice 10 days July 11,2010 July 9, 2010 12 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION

Adjacent neighbor(s) X (1)
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across X (1)
the street
Neighborhood groups X

In addition to the DR requestor, the Department has received one letter in support of the DR from an
adjacent neighbor at 2760 Green Street.

ISSUES AND RESPONSES
issue 1. Building Height — if the elevation between the front and rear property lines is more than

20 feet, then the building height is limited to 35 feet, not 40 feet as shown on the proposed plans;

Response: Original plans did not show the elevation between the front and rear property lines.
Project architect has revised the plans showing the grade change and a 35-foot height limit.

Issue 2: Parapet Walls - proposed plans show the parapet walls more than 4 feet above the 35-
foot height limit;
Respocnse: Project architect has revised the plans indicating the parapet walls no more than 4 feet

above the height limit. On the DR requestor’s side, they are 2.6 feet above the height limit. Railings and
parapets up to four feet in height are exempt from the height limits per Planning Code Section
260(b)(2)(A).

Issue 3: Lateral/West Elevation Drawings — proposed plans did not include lateral/west elevation
plans;

Response: Project architect has since provided lateral drawings to the DR requestor.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Discretionary Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2010.0130D
July 22, 2010 2768 Green Street (Upper Unit)

Issue 4: Roof Top Stairs — While the stair penthouse cannot be considered as a useable room, it is
still larger than what is necessary under the Building Code.

Response: Project architect has revised the project to reduce the height of the stair penthouse to the
minimum required by the Building Code.

Issue 5: Additional Issues — DR requestor wants to reserve the right to identify additional design

or code issues;

Response: As of the drafting of this case report, DR requestor has not identified any additional
issues.
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).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The request for Discretionary Review was reviewed by the Department’s Residential Design Team (RDT).
The RDT supports the project with modifications, which include reducing the height of the replacement
stair penthouse to the minimum required by the Building Code. The project architect has revised the
project to reduce the height of the stair penthouse to the minimum required by the Building Code.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Policy, this DR would not be referred to the
Commission as this project does not meet the threshold of exceptional or extraordinary.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department believes the project does not have exceptional or extraordinary circumstances for the
following reasons:

= The proposed alterations, as revised, are minor and will not affect the residential character of the

neighborhood.
»  The project, as revised, complies with the requirements of the Planning Code and the Residential
Design Guidelines.
RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve as revised
SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Discretionary Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2010.0130D
July 22, 2010 2768 Green Street (Upper Unit)

Attachments:
Zoning/Parcel Map
Sanborn Map
Aerial Photograph
Zoning Map
Section 311 Notice
DR Application filed on February 25, 2010
Project Sponsor’s Subm:ittal:
- Response to DR Application dated July 12, 2010
- Photographs
- 3-D Rendering
- Reduced Plans

mw:G:\DOCUMENTS\DR\2768 Green St.doc
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Zoning / Parcel Map
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Sanborn Map*

*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately refiect existing conditions.
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Aerial Photo
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Zoning Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311

On October 16, 2009, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2009.10.16.9181S (Alteration)
with the City and County of San Francisco.

Applicant: Rolf Herken Project Address: 2768 Green Street (Upper Unit)
c/o Mark Brand, Architect

Address: 425 Second Street, Suite 601 Cross Streets: Baker ard Broderick Streets

City, State: San Francisco, CA 84107 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 0950 / 061

Telephone: (415) 543-7300 Zoning Districts: RH-2/40-X

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident withir: 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 your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning
Comunission 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 Plannine Department after the Expiration Date.
PROJECT SCOPE

[ ] DEMOLITION and/or [ 1] NEW CONSTRUCTION or [X] ALTERATION

[ ] VERTICAL EXTENSION [ ] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [ ] FACADE ALTERATION(S)

[ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [X] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [X] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION
FRONT SETBACK ... 126feet.......cceiviicneeeee.NO Change

BUILDING DEPTH. ... 67feet......cccccvvvevciviieineeeenn.NO change

REAR YARD ......ccoooiiiiiiie e 58 feet . ... cisszsovmissssanssemsonse No change

HEIGHT OF BUILDING (to top of stair penthouse) ...... 43 feet ... 45 feet

NUMBER OF STORIES ... 3 over basement ........................No change

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ... 3 iieveereea e NO Change

NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES .. .0 ... ... S No change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The existing building varies in height from three stories at the front to four stories at the rear on a down-sloping lot.
The proposal is to (1) add a roof deck to the rear of the existing building; (2) remove and re-construct the existing stair
penthouse at the west property line; and (3) remove and re-construct the existing exterior four-story fire staircase at
the east property line. Other minor interior and exterior improvements are also proposed.

If you have any questions about this permit application, please contact the Planreer listed below.

PLANNER'S NAME Mary Woods

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6315 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: / 3&' /4~

EMAIL: mary.woods@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE: ;/Q {/o
/7




APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ("D.R.")

This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that justify further consideration, even though the project already meats requirements of the
Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies of the Planning Code.

B.R. Applicant's Name_Sidney Unchekey Telephone No; 931-1118
O.R. Applicant's Address_ 2770 Green Street
Mumber & Street Apt #)
Ean Francisoo 44123
City Zip Code

[1.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact): (415) 9231-1118
If your are acting as the agentfor another persenis} in making thiz request pleaze indicals tha name
and address of thal person(s) {IT applicable):

Mame_Brett ‘Gladstone, Esg. Telephone No:_434-2500
Address. 177 Post Strest, Penthouse
Mumber & Strest (Apl #)
San Francisco 24108
City Fip Code

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the Discretionary
Review; 2768 Green Strest

Mame and phene number of the property owner who is doing the project on which you are requasiing
D.R.: ®Rolf Herken, ofo Mark Bprand (415) 5437300

Bullding Permit Application Number of the project for which you are requesiing
D.R.;_2009.10.16.91818

Where is your property located in relation to the permit applicant's property?
next door

& ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort 1o resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed below are 8
verety of ways and esources to help this happen.

1. Have you discussed this project with the mmllamllm@} no G

e
2 Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? YES G fino G

3. Didyou participate in outside mediation on this case?  Community Board G Other 5 Q«l':r:_:_{_":'-_}‘

1 10.01300



The procedurs for the public hearing will be as follows:

1.

2.

A brief description of 1he project issues and concerns by the Planning Department staff.

A presentation of the proposal by the D.R, requester — nol o exceed five (5) minutes. As
stated above, all materials submitled by the applicant to the Depariment will be sant to the
Commission for review one wesk prior to the scheduled hearing date. During fhe
presentation, D.R. applicants should briefly describe their concerns about the proposed
sonstruction, how it affects their propery or the neighborhood, and acceptable altermnatives.
Addifional materials perfinent to fhe case may also be presented io the Commission at this
fFme. '

Presenlation{s) suppering the D.R. request by other individuals or by a member of a
nelghborhood group or organizetion — each speaker not to exceed thrae (3) minutes.
Tesfimony should be foept brief and not duplicate the testimony or previous speakers. IF
possible, one person should be selected as the representative to make a presentation to
the Commission. The Commission urgas all paries supporting the D.R. request to limit the
total lenath of thelr presentations to 15 minutaes,

Presentation by project spensor {building permit applicant) — not to excesd five (5}
minuies. Project sponsor should address concems of the DUR. requester and other
individuals, including concerns aficulated at the hearing, and demonstirale to the
Commission why fhe project should be spproved.

Fresentation by persons or organizations supporiing the project sponsor - not fo exceed
three (3) minutes. The Commission urges all parties supporting the D.R. requect to limit
the tofal length of their presentations to 15 menuies,

The Commission may allow the D.R, requester a rebuttal not to exceed two minutes,
The Commission may allow the project sponsor 8 rebuttal not 1o exceed two minutes.

Public testimony Is closed. The Commissioners may ask guestions of vanious persons
during their discussion and consideration of the project.

Action by Commission on the matier before it. The Commission can vote alther to approve
the project, approve it subject to cedain medifications, disapprove it, or continue the case
o a future date. '

The Planning Commission action can be appesled to the Board of Appeals within fiftzen
{15) days of the issuance or denlal of the building permit application by the Central Permit
Bureau.

Kol pentid rappades



If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,
please summarize the resufls, including any changes that were made Lo the proposed project
50 far

(For example, Was no western lE'i.?ati.m, Claiwiale| e.r things) &t this
early date, no changes have been offered or accepted. That discussion will

COCUT 5000,
DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

Whal are ihe reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum
standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary choumstances
that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project confiict with the City's
General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies?

SEE ATTACHED

e

If you bsfieve your propedy, the property-of others or the neighborhood would be adversely
gfiected, please state who would be affected, and how:

SEE ATTACHED

Whal altemnatives or changes fo the proposed project, beyend the changes (if eny) already
made would respond to the exceptional and extreordinary circumstances and reduce the
advarsa efiects notad above (in question B1)7

GEE ATTACHED

2 10.N130D °



Flease write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free lo aflach additional sheets o
this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit on thies form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:

Indicate which of the following are Included with fhis Application:
REGUIRED:

(3 Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule),

(G Address list for nearby property cwners, in kabel format, plus pholocopy of labals.
G Leter of authorization for representstivefagent of D.R. applicant {If applicable).
G Photocopy of this completed application.

OPFTIONAL:

(G Photographs that illusirate your concerns.
(3 Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
(G Other tems (specify).

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have questions about
this form, please contact Information Center Staff from B a.m. 1o 5 p.m., Monday to Friday.

Plan to attend the Planning Commission public hearing which must be scheduled after the
close of the public nofific rigd for the permiL ;

- E*;".Tf?fl 147

¥} 1
r F&ﬁp"cﬂﬁ'ﬂ gﬂ.ﬁ'ﬁ?f Dalte

Signed

Wisspleafdrape. doc
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APPFLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW (ATTACHMENT)

D.R. Applicant: Sidney Unobskey
D.E. Applicant’s Address: 2770 Green Street, SF 94123, Phone (415) 931-1118

Address of the property that we are requesting the Commission to consider under the
Discretionary Review: 2768 Green Street (upper unit)

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project mesls
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
Priarity Policies?

(1) It appears that there is more than 20° of elevation difference between
the front and rear property lines. This fact would make the maximurm
allowable height for the building be 35', rather than the 40" indicated
in the application. DR applicant requests that a property profile be
submitted that lllustrates the elevation difference between the front
and rear property lines. Stair penthouses are limited by the
Planning Code fo no more than 10 feet above the height limit;

(2) The parapet walls may not be more than 4’ above the height limit. If
the height limit is indeed 35', then none of the parapet walls may be
built at the height shown, Section 260 (b){2){A) limits the height of
parapets to 4'. DR applicant questions the point from which that4' is
measured, whether from the height limit or above the level of the
proposed deck. If it is 4" above the height limit, and the height limit
is 35 feet, then no solid parapet may be built that is taller than about
24" above the surface of the proposed roof deck. This would mean
that the deck could not extend over to a point closer than 5’ from the
property line because any deck closer than 5° to the property line
requires a fire wall extending up a minimum of 30" above the deck
surface, DR applicant also questions whether the 4' tall parapet that
is proposed to run across the bujlding would be a permitted
structure. It could be an open railing, as open railings are permitted
per Section 260{b)(2)(B).

{3) This project requires lateral elevation drawings to be shown fo
neighbors, as stated in the “"Application Completeness Matrix and
Control Sheet”. That is because this project falls under the category
of “Dormers, Penthouse, or Other Projections”, Because DR
Applicant has not received laferal drawings and west elevations for
the project with enough time fo review them, DR Applicant must

-

sielbensiunolskey, sidney 1473 dr applicstion atechernees doo ‘] ﬂ i 0 1_5 ﬁ Y.|‘|



preserve his right to have a DR hearing while he and his consultants
analyze these drawings only very recently received.

(4) The Building Department and Planning Department have in recent
years tightened their restrictions on the amount of covering
structure over a rooftop stairs. In the past, entire usable rooms have
been created from what is supposed to be a small fanding at the top
of a stairs to the roof. According to the drawings DR Applicant has
seen, a much larger structure is being created above the stairs to
the roof than is necessary.

(5) DR Applicant reserves right to identify additional Planning Cocde and
Residential Design Guidelines issues as plans are further explored
by consultants.

2. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would
be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

DR applicant could be adversely affected in that the proposed reof
deck may invade the privacy of DR applicant's home, and might cast
additional shadews into certain rooms and into valuable usable open
space in DR Applicant's rear yard. This potential is currently being
further analyzed by DR Applicant and his consultant.

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if
any) already made would respond to the exceplional and extraordinary
clrcumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above (in question B1)7?

DR Applicant is in the course of designing a code complying
parapet and an alternative stair housing and roof deck that will meet
project sponsor's goals of having a roof deck with access to it, but
without the impact to the neighbor.

shelimtsunchiloy, siney |475ds opplicetion attachment doc



RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

Case No: 2010.0130D
Building Permit No.: 2009.10.16.81815
Address. 2768 Green Street (Upper Unit)

Project Sponsor's Name: Rolf Herken
Telephone No.: Architect Mark Brand (415) 543-7300

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

We have changed the design repeatedly in response to the DR requester's concerns.
We have been in negotiations with the DR requester's representatives since the DR
was filed on February 25, 2010. The DR requester (Sidney Unobskey) preferred not to
speak with the project sponsor (Rolf Herken) or the architect (Mark Brand) directly.
Please see the attached chronology. (See tab B) Every time we (Rolf Herken and Mark
Erand} agreed to something, another condition was imposed. The final condition was
that we agree to a huge proposed addition to the DR requesters property. When we
initially agreed to support this addition, the DR requester submitted drawings he wanted
us to sign off on which didn't reflect our understanding of the agreement. (See Tab M)
When we asked for one small reasonable revision to this even larger than anticipated
design (namely that the fourth floor deck be reduced slightly so that it could have an
open railing rather than a solid firewall) the DR requesters’ attorney responded that he
was resigning from the case. Once the attormey resigned, we decided to move the
project forward to the Planning Commission as quickly as possible, hoping the
commission would approve our modified design without forcing us to approve of the DR
requesters proposed addition as a condition.

The madified design has minimal impact on the DR requester in that the new firewsll
facing his property is only approximately 16-1/2 inches higher than the existing curb with
an open railing 12 inches above the firewall. In addition, the fire wall is set in from the
common property line 2-1/2 feel. The proposed roof deck is also located approximately
32 feet above the DR requester’s rear yard deck.

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
neighberhood concerns, please explain those changes. Indicate whether
the changes were made before filling your application with the City or after
filling the application.

Initially we agreed to reduce the rooftop deck so that it was 5 feet away from the
common property line with open railings instead of solid fire walls, thereby increasing
the DR requester's privacy and eliminating any shadows which the firewall



might have cast on the property. Structurally this would be more difficult and costly
since one of the main bearing points would be above the living room ceiling instead of
over an existing exterior wall. We also agreed to modify the stair penthouse such that it
slopes down toward the DR requester's property, thereby reducing any shadow it might
cast on the DR requester’s deck. We could not medify the actual footprint or layout of
the stair because we were constrained by the location of the existing stair and had
worked out an interpretation of the exiting requirements for the deck in a meeting and
subsequent submittals, phone calls and emails with Tod Stephenson of the San
Francisco Fire Department. We also agreed not to box in with wood siding the existing
metal chimneys as requested by the DR requester.

COwr final design has reduced the overall height of the project by 2'-2-1/4" instead of
increasing the distance of the deck from the common property line, and we have also
reduced the height of the firewall from 48 inches te 30 inches with an open railing on top
of it so (as noted above) the firewall will only be 16-1/2 inches higher than the existing
curb. This has been done by reducing the height of the existing roof and compressing
the overall thickness of the ceiling, roof and deck to 18 inches. Pending the outcome of
the DR heanng we have not done all of the engineering and waterproofing detailing
necessary to make this happen, but our engineer has been consulted and determined
that he can make this work, Additionally, Rolf Herken has agreed to lower the ceiling in
his unit if necessary to make it work. These concessions will increase the construction
cost considerably.

We have also changed the path of the second means of egress across the roof so that it
is as far from the east side of the property as possible while still mesting the required
separation of the two means of egress required by code. This was done in response to
a request we received from Jim Babcock, the neighbor on the east side of the property.

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.

We are willing to change the proposed project as described above. I appears that the
only reason the DR is moving ahead is because the DR requester wants us fo sign off
on a much larger project he is considering.

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



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

Number of Existing Proposed
Dwelling units {only ane kitchen per unit- 3 3
additional kitchens count as additional units)
Oceupied Stories (all levels with habitable 3 3
rooms)
Basement levels (may include garage or 1 1
windowless storage rooms)
Parking spaces {Off-Street) 0 o
Bedrooms (Rolf's Unit only) 2 2
Fross equare footage (flnor area from exteriar wall fo 1440 1458
excericr wall), nof including basemeant and parking areas
Height 35-0%" 35'-0"
Building Depth 67 -3" 67'-3"
Most recent rent received (If any) MNA NA
Projected rents after completion of project NA NA
Current value of property $1.8M NA
Projected value (sale price) after completion of NA $2.1M
praject (if known) — sale not planned

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

7-12-106 MAR Brano

L Signature Date Mame (please print)



EXISTING STAIR PENTHOUSE OF
2768 GREEN STREET
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VIEWS NORTH FROM ROOF OF 2768 GREEN STREET




REAR OF 2768 GREEN STREET



i ;;! ! R‘Iiﬁih
Wi A
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GENERAL NOTES

1, DIMENSIONS ON DRAWINGS: DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. USE WRITTEN DIMENSIONS. IF
CONFLICTS EXIST NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. DIMENSIONS
ARE TO THE FACE OF FINISH UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

2 COORDINATION OF WORK: THE CONTRACTOR IS REPONSIBLE FOR THE CODRDINATION OF
HIS WORK AND THAT OF ALL SUB-CONTRACTORS. VERIFY AND COORDINATE ALL ROUTING OF
MECHANCIAL, ELETRICAL, AND PLL ROUGHAN

CLEARARCES OF UTILITIES, APPLIANCES, AND OTHER TEMB ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT
WORK SLICH THAT GONFLICTS DO NOT OCCUR. NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF PROBLEMATIC
CONDITIONS.

2, CONFLICTS IN DOCUMENTS. NOTIFY ARCHITEGT IMMEDIATELY FOR CLARIFICATION SHOULD
ANY CONFUCT IN INFORMATION FOUND IN THE DOCUMENTATION BE DISCOVERED-

4. QUTEING AND PATCHING, WHERE WORK REQURES GUTTIHG INTO OR DISRUPTION OF
EXISTING GONSTRUCTICN, 15 RESPONSIBLE FOR PATCHING

BOTH THE AREA OF WORK AND IT5 ADJACENT SURFACES TO MATCH ADJACENT EXISTING
BURFACES. PATCHING INCLUDES FINISH PAINTING OF AREA DISRUPTED.

5 TEMPORARY BHORING AND UNDERFINNING; IF REQUIRED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SHORING AND BRACING OF BOTH EXISTING AND NEW WORK AS
REQUIRED TO STABILIZE THE WORK AND TO MINIMIZE RISK OF PROPERTY DAMAGE OR INILRY
ONSITE OR TO ADJACENT . BHORING AND JORK IS TO BE
PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT OBTAINED BY THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR.

m.)DEB(_zﬂvmn.—_OZm)wa_E.(noomo_z)on_._.xmnoz.ﬂgn.—ow_mxmmvczm_wh
FOR COORDINATING ALL REQUIRED CITY AGENCY INSPECTIONS. IN ADDITION, THE
GONTRAGTOR IS TO COORDINATE WORK WITH ALL UTIUTY COMPANEES {GAS, ELECTRICITY,
WATER, PHONES, E7C.) SLCH THAT BERVICE TO THE SITE IS EITHER MANTAINED OR PROVIDED
INATIMELY MANNER TO THE COMPLETION OF THE WORK. COORDINATE NEW SERVICE
LOGATIONS AND CONFIGURATIGNS W1TH THE APPROPRIATE PROVIDER, THE OWNER AND THE
ARCHITECT.

7. BPECIAL INSPECTIONS AND TESTING: IF REQUIRED BY THE GGVERNING AGENCIES, THE
OWHER I5 TO PROVIDE REGUIRED SPECIAL INSPECTIONS AKD TESTING VIA ETTHER THE
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER DR A UCENSED THIRD-PARTY TESTING AGENCY. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR 16 TO CODRDINATE ALL WORK AND GIVE THE ARGHITECT, STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
AND OWNER A MINMUM FIVE DAY NOTIFICATION ONGE THE WORK IS READY FOR INSPECTION,
KEEP ALL REPORTS FOR SUBMITTAL TO AUTHORIIES AT FINAL INGPECTION.

B SITE UTILTIES: THE GONTRACTOR IS TO CAREFULLY REVIEW ANY EXISTING LILITIES AND
\DENTIFY THOSE THAT REQUIRE RELOGATION WITH REGARD TO THE PROPOSED SCOPE OF
WORK. CONTRACTOR 15 TO IDENTIFY WHETHER UPGRADES ARE REQUIRED TO WEET THE THE
THE CODE. VERIFY ELECTRICAL SERVICE, MAIN PANEL AND
SUB-PANELS, WATER AND HVAG ARE ADEQUATE FOR THE FROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK.

5. PROTECTION OF PROPERTY: PROTECT THE ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND IMPROVEMENTS
FROM ALL DISTURBANCES AND DAMAGE, DO NOT TRESPABS ON NEIGHBORING PROPERTY. IF
REQUIRED, SUBMIT WRITTEN REQUEST TD NEIGHBOR(S) WITH COP'Y TO OWNER AND | ARCHITECT
ATLEAST O ATE OF TRESPASE. IF ANY

OCCURS TO NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES, RESTORE TO PREVIOUS EXSTING CONDITION AT NO
ADDITIONAL COST TO OWNER.

10. OWNER'S PROPERTY: IF OWNER'S ONAL
PROPERTY ARE IN THE WAY OF THE NEW WORK, GOORDINATE WITH THE OWNER FOR THER
SAFE PROTECTION, RELOCATION, OR REMOVAL FROM THE JOBBITE PRIOR T0 THE START OF THE
WORK,

11. TEMPORARY BARRIERS: PROVIDE TEMPORARY BARRIERS TO PROTECT BOTHEXISTING
AREAS AND NEW WORK COMPLETED FROM DISTURBANCE, DUST, DIRT, DEBRIS OR OTHER
DAMAGE. IF ANY DISTURBANCE OR DAMAGE OCCURS, RESTORE TO! PREVIOUS CONDITION AT NO
COBT TO THE OWNER.

12. DEBRIS REMOVAL: AND PUBLIC PROF
ACCUMULATION OF WASTE, DEARIS AND RUBBISH CAUSED BY OPERATIONS. LEAVE THE JOBSITE
GLEAN AND SECLRE AT THE END OF EACH WORKING DAY.

73, FINAL CLEANNG: THE WORK INCLUDES FINAL GLEANING AT THE SITE INCLUDING THE
BUILDING INTERIOR, EXTERIOR AND SITE. WIPE DOWN AND DUST ALL BLIRFAGES, VACUUM OR
MOP ALL FLODRS, WASH AND POLISH GLASS, REMOVE ANY AND ALL PAINT SPOTS ON EXPOSED
SURFAGES AND REMOVE AL DEBRIS AND TRASH.

14. WARRANTIES: ALL WORK PERFORMED 1S TO BE GUARANTEED AGAINST DEFECTS IN
MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP FOR A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF SUBSTANTIAL
GOMPLETION, EXCEPT WHERE LONGER PERIODS ARE GIVEN BY PRODUCT MANUFACTURERS CR
ELSEWHERE IN THE CONSTRUCTIONDOCLIMENTS. NEATLY ARRANGE ALL PRODUCT
WARRANTIES, USER MARUALS AND OTHER PERTINENT MATERIALS AND PROVIDE THEM TO THE
OWNER AT FINAL COMPLETION OF WORK.

15, DOORS AND WINDOWS: THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE FOLLOWING DOOR AND
WINDOW CODRDINATION:

A) REVIEW ALL ROUGH DPENING SIZES AND LOCATIONS WITH ARCHITECT ANG WINDOW
BUPPLER AT SITE PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF WORK ONHOTH THE FOUNDATIONS AND
THE ROUGH FRAMING. IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN
OPENINGS SHOWN GN THE ARCHTECTURAL DRAWINGS AND THOSE AT THE FOUNDATIONS AND
FRAMING AS DESCRIBED iN THE STRUCTUAL DRAWINGS.

B.J AT COMPLETION OF ROUGH FRAMING, REVIEW OPENINGS WITH ARGHITECT AND WINDOW
SUPPLIER. SUBMIT COPY OF WINDOW ORDER TO ARCHITECT FOR REVIEW PRIOR TO
PROCEEDING WITH ORDER.

©.) VERIFY WITH SUPPLIER THAT WINDOWS TO SE USED FOR EGRESS PURPOSESMEET THE
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN THE BUILDING GODE, PROVIDE FIRE RATIHCE AND
TEMPERED GLAZING AS REQUIRED BY THE DRAWINGS OR AS SET FORTH IN THE BUILDING CODE.

D.) COORDINATE INSTALLATION OF ALL EXTERIOR DOOR AND WINDOW ASSEMBLIES TQ
INSURE A WEATHER-TIGHT CONDITION,

16. MECHAKICAL: THE CONTRACTOR IS TO PROVIDE DESIGN-BURLD SERVICES FOR THE
PLUMBING AND MEGHANICAL SCOPE DUTLINED IN THE DRAWINGS. COMPLY WITHALL

APPLICABLE CODES AND TITLE 24 ENERGY COMPLIANGE. SECURE AND PAY FOR ALL REQUIRED
PERMITS. REVIEW DRAWINGS AND COORDINATE PATHWAYS SUCH THAT THEY ARE HIDDEN
FROM VIEW. IF BATHWAYS CANNOT BE CONCEALED WITHIN THE WALLS, SOFFITS AND CEILING
PROFILES AS BHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS, GOORDINATE ALTERNATE LOCATIONS WITH
ARCHITECT ON SITE PRIOR TQ PRODEEDING WITH THE WORK,
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PROJECT DATA

. PROJECTNAME 278 GREENSTREET

2. PROJECT DESCRIFTION: THE PROJECT CONSISTS OF AROOF DECK ADDITION TO
AN EXSTING CONDOMINUM. OTHER WORK INCLUDES: NEW FIRE ESCAPE STARS
FROM THE ROOF TO CONNECT WITH THE EXISTING FIRE ESCARE STAIRS, NEW

INTERIOR STAIRS TO ROOF TOREPLACE EXISTING, AND A NEW STAIR PENTHOUSE

ON THE ROOF.

3 PROJECIADDRESS
Z758 GREEN STREET, TOP FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

4 BLOCK # 0850 LOT# 061

5. ZONING RH2

8 OCCUPANCY: R3

7. CONSTRUCTIDN GLASSIFICATION VB

B. GOVERNING CODES:
ALL WORK GHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL 6TATE
AND LOCAL GODES, INGLUDING HE FOLLOWING:

architecture

2007 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (W SAN FRANCISCO AMENDRENTE)
207 CALFORNIAPL W

2007 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE {W/ SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS)
2007 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE {Y¥/ SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS}

e AREA CALOUY ATIONS (NET FLOOR SPAGE NOT INCLUDING EXTERIOR WALLE)

MARK BRAND ARCHITECTURE

PH: 4155417200
F 155005

EXISTNG

3RD FLOOR: 1445608 F.

ROOF {OCCUPLABLE SPACE}: 0S8F.

PROPOSED

3RD FLOOR: - ARMATSF.

ROOF (OCCUPIALBLE BPACE): AGTBAEF.
PROJECT DIRECTORY
OWNER STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
ROLF HERKEN ALBERT URRUTIA, SE.
7758 GREEN STREET 2451 HARRISON STREET

BAN FRANGISCO, CAS4122
FAX: 4156427580
ARCHITECT

425 BECOND STREET, SUITE 601
BAN FRANCISCD, CA 94107
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