
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 21-101 
KEIKO TSUYUKI and VLADIMIR YAFASOV, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on November 8, 2021, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board 
of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on October 22, 2021 to Matt Bailey, of 
an Alteration Permit (New 230 square foot deck, two new windows and two new doors at rear, Warren Drive side of lot; 
78 square foot addition at level one under existing cantilever at rear of residence; new bathroom and new half bathroom 
at level one; plumbing and electrical as required) at 355 Oak Park Drive. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2021/10/14/0495 
 
FOR HEARING ON December 15, 2021 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Keiko Tsuyuki and Vladimir Yafasov, Appellant(s) 
c/o Ryan Patterson, Attorney for Appellant(s) 
Zacks Freedman & Patterson, P.C. 
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
 
 

 
Matt Bailey, Permit Holder(s) 
505 14th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94118 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The question in this case is whether a deck larger than those in the neighborhood should 

be permitted when the deck would create significant privacy impacts. The answer to this question 

is “no.” Furthermore, this deck does not fall under Planning Code § 136’s exception for permitted 

obstructions in the rear yard open space because it would be built more than 10 feet above grade. 

Therefore, the Board of Appeals should deny the permit or reduce the deck size to protect the 

neighboring properties’ privacy.   

II. FACTS 
This appeal concerns Matt Bailey and Cindy Chen’s (the “Permit Holders”) proposal to 

build a 78-square-foot addition on the first level at the rear of 355 Oak Park Drive (the “Property”) 

and build a large 230-square-foot deck on the second story of the structure pursuant to BPA No. 

1547243 (the “Project”). Appellant Vladimir Yafasov owns the property directly to the east at 

347 Oak Park Drive, and Appellant Keiko Tsuyuki owns the property directly to the west at 361 

Oak Park Drive.  

The rear walls on the homes along Oak Park Drive are aligned. Because the Project 

proposes to build an unusually deep deck on the second story with a depth of 10 feet, it provides 

a direct line of sight into the Appellants’ private homes. Appellants’ primary living areas are at 

the second story at the rear of their properties, and they have bedrooms at the rear on the first 

story. Locating a large deck adjacent to their homes would therefore create unreasonable privacy 

impacts. (Declaration of Michael Garavaglia, AIA; Declaration of Keiko Tsuyuki.)  

The permit was issued without a neighborhood 311 notice because the plans indicated that 

the proposed deck was less than 10’ in height. However, the natural grade of the property was 

raised by a retaining wall, so the deck is actually more than 10’ above the natural grade. Prior to 

filing this appeal, Appellants raised their concerns about the Project directly with the Owners. 
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Appellants would be fine with a 5-foot-deep deck pulled at least five feet back from the side 

property lines, which would significantly alleviate their privacy concerns. However, Permit 

Holders were unwilling to compromise on a smaller deck.  

III. LEGAL ARGUMENT 
The Project should not have been approved because it does not comply with the 

Residential Design Guidelines (“RDGs”) or the Planning Code.  

a. The Permit Was Issued In Error Because The Project Will Create 
Unreasonable Privacy Impacts, In Violation of the Residential Design 
Guidelines. 

The Residential Design Guidelines require decks to be sensitively located and designed 

“with the smallest possible overall dimensions that meet the requirements of the Building and 

Figure 1: Site Plan Prepared by Appellants 
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Planning Codes.”1 The Guidelines also require building expansions to “minimize impacts on 

privacy.” (Id., p. 15, 17; Planning Code § 101(c).) Similarly, the Planning Department has 

recognized that decks may “have an unusual impact on privacy to neighboring interior living 

spaces,” and modifications may be “appropriate depending on the circumstances of a particular 

project.” (Id., p. 17.) 

The Project does not comply with these principles because the deck facing the Appellants’ 

Properties will have an unusual impact on their privacy. (Declaration of Michael Garavaglia, AIA; 

Declaration of Keiko Tsuyuki.) In particular, users of the deck will be able to look directly into 

the Appellants’ primary living areas, as shown in the above diagram. The deck will only be 9-10 

feet away from Appellants’ second story windows. The deck would also allow people to peer into 

 
1 San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (December 2003), p. 38. 

Figure 2: Diagram Prepared by Appellants 
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Appellants’ first floor bedrooms. Moreover, at 230 square feet, the deck can be used for large 

parties and social gatherings, exacerbating its noise and privacy impacts.  

 Along Oak Park Drive, there are no decks on the second level that are as deep as Permit 

Holders’ proposed deck. For example, 369 Oak Park Drive has a deck on the second level, but 

the deck is only five-feet-deep because the owner limited the size of the deck to minimize its 

impacts on the privacy of Appellant Tsuyuki. Permit Holders were unwilling to follow the 

neighborhood pattern to address these unreasonable privacy impacts, and dismissed Appellants’ 

concerns.  

 
b. The Permit was Issued in Error Because the Deck is more than 10 feet 

above the Natural Grade  

 The Permit was approved on the basis that the proposed deck is “less than 10’ in height.” 

(Planning Department Permit Tracking Notes, avail. at https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/ 

Figure 3: Diagram Prepared by Appellants 
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default.aspx?page=permit&PermitNumber=202110140495.) This is erroneous. The plans 

incorrectly measured from the artificially raised grade and not the natural grade.” “10 feet above 

grade” must mean natural grade, not artificially raised fill dirt added by the Permit Holders’ 

predecessors with a retaining wall. Otherwise, Owners could build as tall as they like, so long as 

they pile dirt up around the building before measuring.  

This code provision cannot allow a project sponsor to build a retaining wall and add 10 

feet of fill dirt, then one week later propose a project based on the additional height; likewise if a 

month or a year or 20 years passed. The passage of time or sale of the property cannot give an 

Owner the right to measure from artificially raised grade. Grade cannot simply mean existing on 

Figure 4: Photo Taken by Appellants 
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the date of the permit application; it must mean natural grade. Otherwise, adjacent neighbors 

would be wrongfully disadvantaged.  

c. Appellants Met with Permit Holders to Discuss a Compromise Deck, but 
those Talks were Unsuccessful  

 Prior to submitting this appeal, Appellants met several times with Permit Holders to voice 

their objections to the proposed deck and discuss a shallower 5-foot-deep deck that would 

alleviate the privacy impacts. However, Permit Holders were unwilling to agree to a smaller deck. 

369 Oak Park Drive has a second-floor deck with a five-foot depth and creates minimal privacy 

impacts on Appellant Tsuyuki while still providing ample space. Permit Holders could have a 

similar deck that would still allow them ample outdoor space while minimizing the privacy 

impacts on Appellants. 

  

Figure 5: Photo Taken by Appellants 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

The Appellants respectfully request that the permit be revoked or modified to reduce the 

size of the deck. In particular, the Appellants seek that the deck be reduced to a depth of five feet 

and pulled at least five feet from the side property line to preserve privacy for the Appellants’ 

Properties.  

November 24, 2021    Respectfully submitted, 
 

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 
   
 
 
 
____________________________ 
Ryan J. Patterson 
Attorneys for Appellants 
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Respondents. 

MATT BAILEY and CINDY CHEN, 
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I, Keiko Tsuyuki, declare as follows: 

1. I am the owner of 361 Oak Park Drive, which is directly adjacent to 3 5 5 Oak 

Park Drive to the west. Unless otherwise stated, I have personal knowledge of the facts stated

herein and, if called as a witness, could and would testify competently thereto. 

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 are true and correct copies of photos I took from 

my property and 369 Oak Park Drive in November 2021. I added the labels to these photos to

describe how the proposed deck would impact Appellants' privacy. 

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 are true and correct copies of photos I took from

my property in November 2021. I added the image of the deck using computer software with 

approximate dimensions of Permit Holders' proposed deck and added the labels to these photos

to describe how the proposed deck would impact Appellants' privacy. 

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of a site plan for the

property. This site plan was designed by a friend and based on measurements I provided.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct, and that this was executed on November 24, 2021.

�� ' 
"k�e1 o Tsuy 1 

-!-

DECLARATION OF KEIKO TSUYUKI 1N SUPPORT OF APPELLANTS' BRIEF 

FAX SIGNATURE
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EXHIBIT 1 



2nd level - 5' depth 
deck - 369 Oak Park 
as seen from Kay's 
dining room 

,---r,..... 
1� ili'� 



Oak Park's 5' 
depth deck 
into Kay's 
living and 
dining rooms. 



Retaining wall 
along back slope 
355 Oak Park. 



I"" 

View of 361 Oak Park
living and dining rooms
from 369 Oak Park's 5'
depth 2nd level deck.
This is the same line of
sight into Vladimir's
house. 



View of 361 Oak Park 
living, dining, and 
downstair bdrm from 
369 Oak Park's 5' depth 
2nd level deck. This 
will be the same line of 
sight into Vladimir's 
house. 



View of 361 
Oak Park 
living, dining, 
and downstair 
bdrm from 369 
Oak Park's 5' 
depth 2nd level 
deck. This will 
also be the 
same line of 
sight for 
Vladimir's 
house. 



View into 361 Oak Park living and dining 
rooms from 369 Oak Park's 5' depth 2nd 
level deck. This is the same line of sight 
into Vladimir's house. 
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EXHIBIT 2 



361 Oak Park-View from 355 
deck will impact privacy to 
level 1 bedroom below as well 
as level 2 above. This will also 
impact 347 Oak Park the same 

355 Oak Park - Deck 



planned 10' 
depth deck from 
361 Oak Park .

Kay will lose 
privacy in both 
living and dining 
rooms as well as

Vlad, who lives i 
on the other 
side of 355 Oak 
Park. 



View of 355 Oak Park 
planned deck from 
downstairs room- 361

Oak Park 
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EXHIBIT 3 



Planned New Deck
(10 ft x 25 ft-8 in)

House Number
355

Line of sight from new deck

Privacy impacted to adjoining houses Scale: 1 in = 10 ft

0 10

Oak Park Dr

WindowDoor

7 ft-3 in

Level 2

Living
Room

House Number
361

7 ft-3 in

House Number
347

Dining 
Room

Dining 
Room

Living
Room
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I, Michael Garavaglia, declare as follows: 

1. I am the principal of Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. Unless otherwise stated, I

have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and, if called as a witness, could and would 

testify competently thereto.  

2. I am a preservation architect, licensed to practice in the State of California.

3. I have been asked by the owners of the two directly adjacent properties of the

project (361 and 347 Oak Park Drive), to provide analysis and recommendations regarding the 

impacts created by the proposed deck addition. 

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of my report regarding

355 Oak Park Drive, and the contents of the report are true and correct. 

5. I also reviewed the site plan (attached as page three to Exhibit A) and

determined that it accurately depicts the privacy impacts from the proposed deck at 355 Oak 

Park Drive.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct, and that this was executed on November 24, 2021.  

____________________________ 
Michael Garavaglia 

FAX SIGNATURE
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24 November 2021 
 
Mr. Darryl Honda 
President, San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475 (14th Floor) 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
RE: Appeal No. 21-101 
Exhibit "A" 
 
Dear President Honda, 
This appeal is for the project located at 355 Oak Park Drive - specifically for the proposed rear 
yard deck. Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. has been asked by the owners of the two directly 
adjacent properties of the project (361 and 347 Oak Park Drive), to provide analysis and 
recommendations regarding the impacts created by the proposed deck addition. 
 
Rear walls of the homes on Oak Park Drive are all aligned and the homes are on the same level. 
This creates a condition that all property owners will create privacy issues with deck additions 
that are not carefully designed. Rear deck additions on Oak Park Drive are generally not 
present - when they do occur they are very shallow. (See the photo on page 2). The proposed 
deck maximizes the deck area while avoiding neighborhood notification and Section 311 
review. To avoid the notification process decks must not be more than 10' above grade and 
cannot require firewalls due to their location near property lines. We were not able to gain 
access to the permit documents as they were with the DBI Records vendor for digitizing. We 
were not able to assess how the sides of the deck were located as they relate to the property line 
and what, if any, fire rating of the walls was required by the building plan review. 
 
The proposed deck construction for the project creates impacts to the adjacent neighbor's 
privacy. Anyone standing on the proposed deck will easily be able to look into the adjacent 
homes' interior spaces facing onto the rear yards. The attached plan on page 3 shows the view 
angle from the deck and how easy it is to see into the interior private spaces of the neighbors. 
 
We recommend that the deck be pulled at least 5 feet back from the side property lines, and that 
the deck be no deeper than 5 feet to improve privacy for both neighbors. Under no circumstance 
should the project design require any firewall requirement at the sides of the deck or the project 
must go through a formal neighborhood notification. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Michael Garavaglia, A.I.A., LEED AP BD+C 
President, Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. C14833 

582 MARKET ST. SUITE 1800  
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 
T: 415.391.9633 
F: 415.391.9647 
 
 www.garavaglia.com  
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Matt Bailey & Cindy Chen 
355 Oak Park Drive 

San Francisco, CA 94131 
 
Darryl Honda, President 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475  
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Dear President Honda and Members of the Board: 

 

We are Matt Bailey and Cindy Chen, the owners of 355 Oak Park Drive. We have been 

married a little over 3 years and we have a one-year-old daughter. Shortly after we married, we 

purchased our home together in April 2019. The two-bedroom house in Forest Knolls was in 

mostly original condition since it was first constructed in 1959, and so we decided to renovate 

the interior before moving in to conform to modern living standards. 

Matt is an experienced, licensed general contractor in the City and submitted permit 

application #201912270803 to remodel the main level kitchen and bathrooms in December 2019. 

Due to COVID closures, that permit was not issued until June 2020. Following the birth of our 

daughter during the pandemic, we decided to also remodel the downstairs to add a master suite 

and install a deck off the main level living area in order to accommodate our growing family. 

The permit before the Board #202110140495 is for that work, and was applied for on October 14 

and issued on October 22, 2021. This appeal has caused a great deal of hardship on our young 

family, as we are presently living in an apartment in the inner Richmond neighborhood and are 

concurrently paying rent and a mortgage until the renovation of our home is completed. 

The Proposed Deck Size is Modest and Similar to Those in the Neighborhood 

The appellants’ primary claim is that “the deck would create significant privacy 
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impacts.” The San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines, which appellants reference, allow 

for modifications in situations which may impact privacy, but recommends incorporating 

landscaping, privacy screens and other measures to abate those alleged privacy concerns. [See, 

San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (December 2003), p. 17.]  The RDG’s do not call for 

reducing the footprint of a deck. What the appellants reference in their brief regarding reducing 

“with the smallest possible overall dimensions” is specifically referencing rooftop features, not 

decks. [See, San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (December 2003), p. 38.] Our deck is 

entirely within the buildable area of our large lot, which is more than 140-feet deep. The size of 

our deck extends only 10-feet out from the rear of our existing structure off the main living area. 

That does not make this deck any larger than many decks in the neighborhood, or even on our 

street on Oak Park Drive.  Below are photos of various large decks in our neighborhood: 

      

(Photos taken by Cindy Chen, November 2021; there are many large decks built deeper than 10-

feet deep in the Forest Knolls neighborhood; the ones pictured above are on Christopher Drive 

and Crestmont Drive respectively, both neighboring streets of Oak Park Drive) 
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The Planning Code actually allows for much more than what we plan to construct at the 

rear of our property. Specifically, Section 136(c)(25) provides that a deck may be placed in the 

required rear yard to a depth of 12-feet. Our proposal is only 10-feet and importantly, NOT in the 

required rear yard—it is within the buildable area of the lot. Therefore, this deck is absolutely 

100% code compliant. [Exhibit A - architectural designer Joshua Yoches planning code 

compliance] In fact, under the Planning Code, due to the RH-1(D) zoning, we could potentially 

extend the structure itself (not just a deck) some 30-feet deeper into the rear yard and THEN add 

a deck to the building extension. Numerous decks larger than our planned deck have been 

permitted in the Forest Knolls neighborhood at a much greater depth than what we propose: 

                 

(Photos taken by Matt Bailey, November 2021; there are six 2nd story decks lined house after 

house, measuring 12-feet deep located on Warren Drive, which is directly below Oak Park Drive) 
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There is a deck just down the street at 229 Oak Park Drive, which measures 14-feet deep: 

[Exhibit B - neighbor and owner of 229 Oak Park Drive Michael Boyle letter of support] 

            

(Photos taken and provided by neighbor Michael Boyle of 229 Oak Park Drive) 

Just a few houses away from us is 279 Oak Park Drive, with a deck clearly built much further out 

than 10-feet. All of these neighboring decks were permitted and passed inspections. 

                                         

(Photo taken by Cindy Chen, November 2021 of a large deck at 279 Oak Park Drive) 

Accordingly, the appellants’ claim that “there are no decks on the second level that are 

as deep” is patently false. As seen from the numerous examples provided, our deck does NOT 

exceed the depth and size of all other decks within our own street as the appellants claim. The 

one example provided by the appellants at 369 Oak Park is just one example but does not 

represent an accurate depiction of the various decks on Oak Park Drive, as well as numerous 

other much larger decks in the neighborhood. 



5	|	P a g e 	
MATT	BAILEY	&	CINDY	CHEN	–	BRIEF	/	APPEALS	CASE#	21-101	

The appellants’ use of words in their brief such as “unusually deep” or “large deck” does 

not make it so; these words do not accurately describe a 10-foot deck. The size of our deck is 

perfectly reasonable. The reason we chose this size was to fit a table and chairs so that our small 

family may enjoy meals outside when the weather permits. In fact, the size we chose was just 

small enough to fit this purpose. [Exhibit C – interior designer Susan Burks deck size analysis] 

By mentioning that this smaller than average deck could host “large parties and social 

gatherings,” the appellants would like the Board to believe that this neighborhood attracts 

partygoers and that the residents in this home would host such gatherings. Nothing could be 

further from the truth. We are both in our 40’s with a new baby and busy careers. In fact, the 

demographics of Forest Knolls reflect exactly who we are, and the type of residents who live 

here. [Exhibit D – realtor Cynthia Cummins neighborhood demographics] 

Forest Knolls is a neighborhood that is strongly family oriented and ideal to raise children 

in. With an elementary school and park within walking distance and children playing in the 

streets, it is a neighborhood that feels suburban in the City. Neighbors are open and receptive 

with each other, even sharing parts of their property with others to bring closeness and a sense of 

community in the second most densely populated city in the country. Forest Knolls is also known 

as a popular hiking spot, inviting the public to climb the green stairs that dot the neighborhood 

created from Mount Sutro Forest. As its name implies, the neighborhood is surrounded by nature 

and forest. [Exhibit E – photos along Oak Park Drive]  

The Forest Knolls neighborhood organization supports our deck proposal and other 

remodels to improve the neighborhood and make these dated homes suitable for modern living. 

[Exhibit F - President of the Forest Knolls neighborhood organization Kristine Zaback 

statement and letter of support] 
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The Appellants’ Privacy Claims are Unfounded and Made to Protect Views 

Appellants’ brief provides photos and renderings of how the deck would allegedly impact 

privacy. We can discern from those photos that some side views may be impacted, thus we 

believe that this appeal actually has little to do with alleged privacy concerns and more about 

views. Additionally, the photos clearly show that views will not be unreasonably impacted. 

Regardless, the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines declares that: “The General Plan, 

Planning Code and these Guidelines do not provide for protecting views from private property.” 

[See, San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (December 2003), p. 18.]  

Appellants would also like the Board to believe that the homes are locked in next to each 

other and therefore a deck would impose significant privacy issues. The truth is that the numbers 

cited in the appeal are misleading and do not depict the situation accurately. The homes on Oak 

Park Drive are all completely detached, with side yards separated by more than 7-feet distance 

from one residence to another. (Google Earth image taken of 355 Oak Park Drive): 

 



7	|	P a g e 	
MATT	BAILEY	&	CINDY	CHEN	–	BRIEF	/	APPEALS	CASE#	21-101	

Having such substantial distance between buildings is atypical in San Francisco as a 

whole, with many neighborhoods having very little clearance and space between buildings. The 

homes in Forest Knolls in contrast have large side yards and plenty of room between buildings, 

which reduce any potential privacy impacts that may result from new additions, including the 

new deck we propose. The design is modest and reasonable and well within the character of the 

neighborhood, and at a scale that is mirrored in the homes around us. 

As noted by the appellants, the closest point from our proposed deck to the outside edge 

of the appellants’ closest window is 9-10 feet. Privacy from lower floor bedrooms will not be 

impacted at all, and the impacts to privacy to the main living areas of the adjacent homes will be 

minimal as shown in the photos below.  

             

(photos taken by Matt Bailey, December 2021 on deck level scaffolding from 355 Oak Park Drive 

showing closest viewing angles from proposed deck to both appellants’ windows) 
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Although there will be some visual impacts from the proposed deck, the orientation of the 

deck to neighboring homes are at a very sharp angle. From that angle, the only view that may be 

seen is the side of the appellants’ windows, with an addition of a strong glare and reflection from 

those windows, which face west and south. 

Appellants also claim that standing at the furthest point of the deck would provide an 

even wider viewing angle. However, from that angle with a distance of more than 14 feet, that 

much distance would give even less detail and clarity. Appellants’ claim that privacy is a major 

concern when there is a considerable distance between the homes is not credible. Appellants’ 

alleged “compromise” of reducing the deck size by more than half would force the subjects on 

the deck closer to the appellants’ windows, not further away as preferred for alleged privacy 

concerns. Moreover, as the views are directly south of all the residences on our street, anyone 

standing on the deck would be looking out into the distance towards the views rather than 

looking back into any neighbors’ homes. 

 
The Proposed Deck is in Fact Less than 10 feet Above Grade 

We disagree with the appellants’ claim that “the permit was issued in error because the 

deck is more than 10 feet above the natural grade.” Appellants do not cite anything other than 

their own opinion and assumptions about how the height of the deck from grade should be 

measured. Planning Code Section 102.12 specifically “requires heights to be measured from 

existing grade.” This is confirmed elsewhere in the Planning Code at Section 260(a)(1)(c) which 

states that the starting point for measuring the height of a building is “The ground elevations 

used shall be either existing elevations or the elevations resulting from new grading operations 

encompassing an entire block.” When the subdivision was originally built, the entire block was 

graded. 
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Since the grade around these structures was established when the subdivision was 

constructed in the 1950’s, there is no way to determine what the original grade(s) may have been. 

As shown in the historical photo below, grading and retaining walls were put in place throughout 

the neighborhood to hold back the dirt and to support the structures and streets. 

           

(Photo of the extensive grading and shoring undertaken for a new development to become the 

Midtown Terrace / Forest Knolls neighborhoods taken on April 13, 1953.                                       

Credit San Francisco History Center, San Francisco Public Library) 

To infer that a retaining wall is used to allow property owners to fill in dirt in order to 

escape a neighborhood review is ludicrous. We are not changing the grade at any portion of the 

property, and there is no evidence that the retaining wall placed by predecessors raised the grade. 

Without any measurements or any evidence, appellants’ assertion that the height of the deck 

exceeds 10-feet above a natural grade is unsupported and nonsense. The deck’s height 

measurement from the existing grade was done properly and has been determined at under 9 feet 

above grade as reflected in the approved plans. [Exhibit G – photo of height measurement]  
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Appellant was Informed About the Deck and Approved of it 

Appellant was informed twice of the plan to install a deck months ahead and before the 

permit application was submitted. After the first verbal notification through Cindy, another 

discussion via text about the depth of the deck was brought up, in which Matt clearly informed 

appellant that the deck would extend to the “edge of the patio.” In response Appellant stated that 

she thought the deck was a “great” idea and did not express any objections to the proposal.  

We thought we did the right thing and were careful to fully inform the appellant of our plans 

before submitting the permit application. Below is the text exchange with Appellant expressly 

informing her not only of the plan to build the deck, but also telling her how far it would extend. 

             

(Screenshot of texts exchanged between Matt Bailey and Appellant regarding the deck plans) 
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Appellant now states that she was under the impression that the deck was to be built on 

the ground floor. We cannot understand where the miscommunication occurred. She asked how 

far out the new deck would be built and was clearly informed that it would be going as far out as 

the patio. If we had been discussing the existing patio, we would have simply told her that we 

were replacing the existing patio and not “installing a deck.” 

 
Appellants Were Unwilling to Consider Anything Other than a Small Balcony 

The appellants’ claim that we were the ones “unwilling to compromise” is not true. 

Appellant stated on several occasions that she made her other adjacent neighbor at 369 Oak Park 

Drive comply with her demands to shorten the depth of their deck to 5-feet and reduce it down to 

a balcony. She stated this to inform us of what she expected for our deck. However, she has 

complained on at least three separate occasions to us about how she still deeply resents the 

neighbor’s scaled-down deck. The fact is that the appellant would be dissatisfied with any size 

deck we build. Appellants repeatedly presented us with only two unrelenting options- to either 

scale back our deck to half its size at 5-feet, or to not build one at all. The latter of which she 

repeatedly stated was her first preference. She made that ultimatum clear on each and every 

occasion we met with her to discuss the issue; all other suggestions were strongly dismissed. 

We initiated every meeting with the appellants and were more than willing to discuss the 

matter and figure out a compromise but were repeatedly met with unsuitable options. [Exhibit H 

- screenshots of texts between Matt Bailey and appellants] The reason we are before the 

Board is because after several attempts of trying to reason with an uncompromising, inflexible 

individual, we realized that it was impossible to come to an amenable solution for all parties. 
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Conclusion 

The purpose of moving to Forest Knolls is to raise our family here. We intend to be in 

our home for the long haul. Despite this unfortunate situation with our adjacent neighbors, in this 

process we have met scores of other neighbors who have expressed their support of us and our 

reasonably sized deck. [Exhibit I – Forest Knolls neighborhood petition in support of Matt 

Bailey and Cindy Chen’s Deck Permit #202110140495] 

In fact, there are many more neighbors in Forest Knolls who have shown us kindness, 

support, and a sense of community. The Forest Knolls neighborhood organization also agrees 

with our deck plans and supports the renovation efforts at our home and elsewhere in the 

neighborhood.  We very much look forward to enjoying family meals on the deck, and a depth of 

10-feet would enable us to have a table and chairs to do so. If the appellants are open to 

compromise, we would be willing to consider incorporating landscaping or other privacy screens 

to assuage their alleged privacy concerns. Planting tall trees to both sides of our property lines 

would also help blend into the natural forest environment of the neighborhood. 

In summary, the appellants have submitted misleading information to try to sway the 

Board’s decision, but we have performed adequate research to present what the situation actually 

looks like. We have shown that our proposal is code-compliant and does not present any 

unreasonable impacts. We have also garnered community support to show that our deck is of a 

reasonable size and that the appellants’ claims lack validity and truth. We respectfully ask the 

Board to affirm our permit approval and remove this suspension so that we may proceed with our 

building plans and finally move into our home. 

Sincerely,  

Matt Bailey & Cindy Chen 
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EXHIBIT A 

 

 
To:	Mr.	Darryl	Honda		

President,	San	Francisco	Board	of	Appeals		

49	South	Van	Ness,	Suite	1475	(14th	Floor)		

San	Francisco,	CA	94103		

		

RE:	Appeal	No.	21-101		

Permit	Application	Number:	202110140495	

December	1,	2021	

Dear	President	Honda,		

Thank	you	for	taking	the	time	to	read	our	letter	of	support	for	the	project	at	355	Oak	Park	Drive.	My	
name	is	Joshua	Yoches	and	I	am	the	Principal	at	JDY	Design	Studio.	We	were	hired	by	the	property	
owners	to	design	and	develop	the	permit	documents	for	their	deck.		

I	attest	to	the	thorough	process	the	project	went	through	in	its	development.	Please	consider	the	many	
ways	the	project	has	gone	above	and	beyond	to	satisfy	all	relevant	Planning	and	Building	codes,	
integrate	the	guidelines	and	design	principles	set	forth	in	the	Residential	Design	Guidelines,	mitigate	
impacts	on	the	neighbor’s	privacy,	and	keep	the	deck	size	in	scale	with	the	various	decks	in	the	
surrounding	neighborhood.		

The	project	proposes	a	10-foot	depth	deck.	All	proposed	work	is	well	within	the	allowable	building	area	
of	the	lot.	The	project	does	not	propose	any	work	within	the	required	rear	yard	setback.	In	no	way	does	
the	project	maximize	its	potential	footprint,	but	rather	the	deck	is	set	back	from	the	required	rear	yard	
setback	by	9	feet.		

Appellants’	architect	appears	to	be	applying	Planning	Code	section	136(c)(25)	to	this	project.		

Section	136(c)(25)	applies	to	obstructions	within	the	required	rear	yard	setback,	which	this	project	does	
not	propose.	The	client’s	proposed	deck	is	supported	by	posts,	less	than	10	feet	above	grade,	and	within	
the	“buildable	area”	of	their	lot.		Furthermore,	appellant’s	Architect	has	suggested	applying	5-foot	
setbacks,	similar	to	[figure	2]	on	page	2	of	this	letter.	This	is	an	incorrect	translation	of	the	project,	as	
the	proposed	deck	will	be	located	directly	above	ground	level	and	not	above	2-stories.	If	Planning	
Section	136(c)(25)	is	applied	to	the	client’s	proposed	deck,	[figure	1]	illustrates	a	code	compliant	project	
like	the	client’s	deck.	The	only	difference	being	the	example	used	in	[figure	1],	shows	a	12’	foot	
maximum	extension	into	the	required	rear	yard,	whereas	the	client’s	project	is	only	proposing	a	10’	
depth	into	the	allowable	building	area	of	their	lot.	
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EXHIBIT A 
	

	

FIGURE	1.	

	

	

	

FIGURE	2.	
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EXHIBIT A	

	

	

	

	

	

The	project	proposes	a	very	modestly	sized	deck	that	is	much	less	than	it	could	potentially	be.	Consider	
the	small	10-foot	deck	in	comparison	with	a	potentially	much	larger,	maximized	deck	of	+/-	480	sq.	ft.		

We	recommend	no	additional	changes	to	the	project.	We	ask	you	to	dismiss	this	appeal	and	allow	the	
project	to	proceed	with	no	further	delays.	Thank	you.	

		

Yours	truly,	

Joshua	Yoches	

Principal,	JDY	Design	Studio	

	

	

	

	

JDY	Design	Studio	

JDYDesign.Studio	

655	14th	Avenue,	SF,	CA	

josh@jdydesign.studio	

831-239-0990	
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EXHIBIT B 
12/5/2021 

Darryl Honda, President 

San Francisco Board of Appeals 

49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475  

San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

To the Board of Appeals, 

Hi, my name is Michael Boyle and I have been the owner of 229 Oak Park Drive since 2010. 
My home is on the same block as the parties involved in this appeal.  I have been asked by 
Matt Bailey and Cindy Chen to provide my opinion and insight as a neighbor who is the 
owner of a deck measuring 14-feet in depth. 

I built my second floor deck in 2016 with an over-the-counter (OTC) permit and all required 
inspections were passed and signed off.  As part of building my deck, I installed a retaining 
wall to fulfill engineering requirements to protect the structural integrity of the deck and 
property. I’ve inserted a couple pictures below of my deck. 

My family and I enjoy our deck very much and go outside to relax, grill and have meals.  The 
use of our deck has not been to host loud parties or large social gatherings.  This 
residential, almost suburban-like neighborhood does not reflect that type of lifestyle. 

In my opinion, I don't see any issue with neighbors enhancing their home with main living 
level decks and feel they’re in-line with the feel of the neighborhood allowing a better mix of 
indoor and outdoor living.  

Therefore, I support Matt Bailey and Cindy Chen in their efforts to build a deck that is 10-feet 
in depth in the rear yard of their property.  I believe the size of their deck is more than 
reasonable and the alleged privacy issue can be easily resolved with curtains or other 
privacy blocking measures such as landscaping.   

If there are any further questions, I would be glad to elaborate and speak out in support of 
my neighbors Matt and Cindy.  Thank you for your attention. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

     Michael Boyle 
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EXHIBIT B 
229 Oak Park Drive 

(612) 845-4546 

mikeboyle75@gmail.com 
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EXHIBIT C 

INSITE PROJECTS 
	

RE: PROPERTY OWNED BY – CINDY CHEN + MATT BAILEY 

Attn: Darryl Honda, President 

San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475  
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 

Dear Mr. Honda, 

My name is Susan Burks and I have had a design practice in the SF Bay Area 
and throughout California for over 20 years. I provide consulting and design services 
to clients who are in the process of remodeling or rebuilding. My expertise includes 
helping them create spaces within and around their homes that can foster comfort, 
safety, beauty and efficiency. 

I have been asked by Matt Bailey and Cindy Chen to provide my knowledge and 
analysis of deck space as it specifically pertains to the size of the deck they have 
been permitted to build on their property. Given that the proposed deck is completely 
detached from their neighbors and they have a generous setback to build on, I 
believe that the deck size they have chosen for outdoor dining is on the conservative 
side.   

To make this determination, I consider the table size needed (in this case for a 
group of at least four) how far the chairs will have to pull out to accommodate people 
sitting at the table and what space is needed to make sure there is ample room to 
move around behind the chairs. This is particularly important given that on one side 
is the deck railing making safety a key issue. 

I generally advise clients who want to create a small deck for outdoor dining to 
plan on a deck that is at least 12’ deep. Industry guidelines recommend between 
300-400 square feet. In Matt and Cindy’s case their proposed deck is considerably 
smaller.  

Matt and Cindy have let me know that there is an appellant to their permit asking 
them to scale the deck down to five feet in depth and ten feet less in total width. This 
size is not at all sufficient for outdoor dining and would not only limit them to space 
for chairs only but would eliminate the possibility of having a barbeque on the deck 
as well.   

INSITE	PROJECTS		•		38	MILLER	AVE,	MILL	VALLEY	CA.	94941		•		415	944	0334	
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I live in the Berkeley Hills in an older mid-century modern home and my deck 
dining area is 10’ deep. I have included photos using a friend as our subject to give 
you an idea of just how close a normal dining table with a seated diner comes to the 
edges of that space. As you can see this is the absolute smallest you could build to 
accommodate a 4-seat dining table, either square or circular, with limited space for 
walking behind those who are seated. 

I hope that my personal example and professional analysis provided here will 
help explain how reasonable the size of Matt and Cindy’s deck is.  Please let me 
know if further clarification may be needed and I would be happy to oblige. 

Sincerely, 

 

Susan Burks 

InSite Projects 
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Cynthia Cummins 

Kindred SF Homes 

580 4th Street 

San Francisco, CA 94107 

 

December 6, 2021 

 

Darryl Honda, President 

San Francisco Board of Appeals 

49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475 

San Francisco, CA 94103  

 

     Dear Board of Appeals, 

My name is Cynthia Cummins and I am a licensed Realtor and owner of Kindred SF Homes. 
I represented the previous, longtime owners of 355 Oak Park Drive and sold the home to Matt 
Bailey and Cindy Chen in April 2019. 

I have been asked by Matt and Cindy to provide my insight and knowledge as a Realtor 
experienced with selling homes in the Forest Knolls neighborhood. I also have intimate 
knowledge of the property at 355 Oak Park and have a strong understanding of the 
demographics of the neighborhood. 

Forest Knolls is very different from much of San Francisco (the second most dense 
metropolitan city in the U.S). In Forest Knolls you’d never know you were in the middle of a city. 
It has huge lots, with the homes completely detached from each other. It’s an ideal “suburban / 
urban” setting. It feels more like the woods of Marin County than the streets of San Francisco. 
It’s especially attractive to people who wish to raise children, or enjoy a quiet and peaceful, 
home-centered life away from the commotion of town. It calls to folks who want to “bring the 
outdoors in.” In Forest Knolls, the natural world – trees, sky, the fog rolling in and out – lives 
alongside its inhabitants.  
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When this property came to market, it was labeled immediately as a “hot home” on Redfin. A 
hot home is typically identified after it receives a lot of attention in a short period of time and is 
likely to sell quickly with multiple offers. (Indeed, we received 8 offers on the property.) That’s 
because of the incredible, breathtaking views of Mount Davidson, the rolling hills and the sky. In 
fact, Matt and Cindy showed up at every open house to take in the views and to imagine 
themselves living in this home.  

It makes perfect sense that they want to build a deck to enjoy the peaceful, quiet nature right 
outside the window. As in other desirable neighborhoods in San Francisco, the homes in Forest 
Knolls that incorporate outdoors with indoors are the most highly prized. The ability to sit 
outdoors and peacefully sip a cup of morning coffee with ease translates into greatly increased 
property value. It’s also the sort of quiet enjoyment that makes life worth living. 

I hope that my insight helps to give an understanding of this neighborhood and what Matt 
and Cindy’s intentions are. If I can be of further service I would be glad to help. 

 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia Cummins 

 

Cynthia Cummins 

Kindred SF Homes 
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(All	photos	taken	by	Cindy	Chen,	November	and	December	2021	of	Oak	Park	Drive;	many	neighbors	

on	the	street	above,	Christopher	Drive,	share	their	family-friendly	yard	creations	with	others	in	the	

community)	

																																																								 			

(Child	playing	in	the	“Snoopy”	backyard	of	a	private	home	on	Christopher	Drive		

open	to	the	public	and	maintained	by	the	homeowner,	who	is	a	former	school	teacher)	
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(Hikers	climbing	the	many	green	stairs	that	invite	the	public	to	explore	Forest	Knolls)	

	
(Fort	built	by	neighborhood	children	on	private	property	along	Oak	Park	Drive)	



25	|	P a g e 	
MATT	BAILEY	&	CINDY	CHEN	–	BRIEF	/	APPEALS	CASE#	21-101	

EXHIBIT F 

FOREST   KNOLLS  
Forest Knolls Neighborhood Organization 

P O Box 31387 

San Francisco, CA 94131-0387 

www.forestknolls.org 

December 6, 2021 

To:   Board of Appeals 

From:  Forest Knolls Neighborhood Organization 

Subject:  Appeal No. 21-101: 355 Oak Park Drive  

 The Forest Knolls Neighborhood Organization is the neighborhood association which represents the 
interests of the homeowners and residents of the Forest Knolls neighborhood. We have been in existence 
ever since the neighborhood was developed by Standard Builders in the early 1960’s. Our motto is: 
serving and improving the FOREST KNOLLS neighborhood for the future. We focus our efforts on a 
number of issues, among them emergency preparedness, recreation and parks, schools, traffic/parking, 
zoning/land use, public safety, and Neighborhood Watch. When appropriate from time to time we express 
our concerns with appropriate city officials, including the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and the various 
boards and commissions in the City and County of San Francisco. 

The Forest Knolls Neighborhood Organization is a member of the Coalition of San Francisco 
Neighborhoods as well as the West of Twin Peaks Central Council.  

We fight for neighborhood services, and most recently fought to regain bus service of the MUNI 36 
Teresita route through Forest Knolls, something that was discontinued for eighteen months during the 
height of the pandemic. 

We have for many years received and reviewed all City Planning permit applications sought for both new 
construction and remodeling work to be done here in Forest Knolls, as well as in the surrounding areas.  

We have always encouraged owners and residents to improve these homes, all of which are very similar 
in design and construction, and are all now approximately 60 years old. 

Over the years many of these homes have been extensively remodeled, and many reconfigured to meet 
the changing needs of families in the twenty-first century. We see kitchen remodels, bathroom remodels, 
reconfigured floor plans, new downstairs ground level construction of bedrooms, master bedroom suites, 
family rooms, rear decks on both main and lower levels, and even lately new downstairs second living 
units permitted by recent changes in zoning and planning codes. 

To date we cannot recall ever opposing a permit sought to remodel or reconstruct a home in Forest 
Knolls. 

Which bring us to the Appeal No. 21-101 referenced above.   

 

The Forest Knolls Neighborhood Organization supports the issuance of the permit and denial of 
the appeal. 
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FOREST   KNOLLS  
Forest Knolls Neighborhood Organization 

P O Box 31387 

San Francisco, CA 94131-0387 

www.forestknolls.org 

 

As these sixty year old homes have changed hands and young families have moved into the 
neighborhood, they come with the excitement that only a new generation can provide. We now have lots 
of school age children, as well as an explosion of new babies and infants appearing in the arms of 
parents on most every block. They all seek maximum function and utility to these structures. 

Many of these families have made substantial changes to the floor plans of their Forest Knolls homes, 
and often chosen to add rear decks to their houses – both on the upper main living floor as well as some 
on the ground floor below behind the garage. We have always supported both deck options, and in fact 
encourage the addition of rear decks to these homes for optimal enjoyment of the living spaces at the 
discretion of the owners.	  

Krist ine Zaback 
for the Forest Knolls Neighborhood Organization	
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(Photo	taken	by	Cindy	Chen,	December	2021	of	deck	height	measurement	above	grade)
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(Screenshots	of	texts	taken	from	Matt	Bailey’s	cell	phone	exchanged	between	Matt	Bailey	and	the	

appellants	trying	to	set	up	meetings	and	to	discuss	the	situation	with	them;	these	meetings	were	all	

initiated	by	Matt	Bailey)			
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(Signed	petitions	by	Forest	Knolls	residents	supporting	our	Permit	#202110140495)	
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(Signed	petitions	by	Forest	Knolls	residents	supporting	our	Permit	#202110140495)	
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(Signed	petitions	by	Forest	Knolls	residents	supporting	our	Permit	#202110140495)	
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(Signed	petitions	by	Forest	Knolls	residents	supporting	our	Permit	#202110140495)	
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HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS

ZONING

BLOCK/LOT NUMBER

PROJECT ADDRESS 355 OAK PARK DRIVE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA, 94131

OCCUPANCY GROUP R-3

CONSTRUCTION TYPE VB

CURRENT PLANNING TEAM

BUILDING DESCRIPTION

LOT AREA

EXISTING PHOTOSA0.2

GROSS FLOOR AREA AS DEFINED BY C.B.C. SEC. 202:

FLOOR AREA ANALYSIS

EXISTING NEW TOTAL

1159 SQ FT 78 SQ FTLEVEL 1

LEVEL 2

DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS

2019 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE
2019 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE
2019 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE
2019 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE
2019 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE
2019 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE
2019 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE
2019 SAN FRANCISCO CODE AMENDMENTS

2678/008
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BUILDING PERMIT             OCT. 11, 2021

BUILDING DESCRIPTION SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE

PLANNING DISTRICT DISTRICT 14 INNER SUNSET

NEIGHBORHOOD INNER SUNSET

TOTAL

HEIGHT LIMIT 40-X

SITE PLANA1.1

1251 SQ FT 0

2410 SQ FT 78 SQ FT

1237 SQ FT

1251 SQ FT

2488 SQ FT

LOT SHAPE RECTANGULAR

EXISTING FLOOR PLANSA1.2

LEVEL 1 FLOOR PLANSA1.3

EXISTING ELEVATIONSA2.1

EXISTING + PROPOSED ELEVATIONSA2.2

PROJECT INFORMATION DRAWING INDEX

SCOPE OF WORK

1. NEW 230 SQ FT DECK
2. (2) NEW WINDOWS - SEE WINDOW SCHEDULE A6.1
3. (2) NEW DOORS - SEE DOOR SCHEDULE A6.1
4. 78 SQ FT ADDITION AT LEVEL 1. NOTE: ADDITION IS INFILL UNDER EXISTING CANTILEVER AT BACK

OF RESIDENCE. NO INFILL BENEATH PROPOSED DECK.
5. PARTIAL INTERIOR REMODEL @ LEVEL 1.
6. NEW BATHROOM + HALF BATHROOM @ LEVEL 1.
7. STRUCTURAL WORK RELATED TO SCOPE ABOVE #1-6. STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS BY OTHERS, S.S.D.

EXISTING + PROPOSED ELEVATIONSA2.3

OWNER:

MATTHEW BAILEY
355 OAK PARK DRIVE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA, 94131

DESIGN PROFESSIONAL/ AUTHORIZED AGENT

JDY DESIGN STUDIO
CONTACT: JOSHUA DAVID YOCHES
655 14TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107
TEL: (831) 239-0990

GENERAL CONTRACTOR:

BAILEY GENERAL CONTRACTING CO.
LICENSE # 917919
1485 BAYSHORE BLVD. SUITE 186
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124
(415) 592-8888
INFO@BAILEYGENERAL.COM

PERMIT EXPEDITOR

CONTACT: MEGHAN O'HALLORAN
O'HALLORAN & SON PERMITS
1300 GOLDEN GATE AVE, APT 100
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115
TEL: (917)414-1169

ARCHITECTURAL

SECTIONSA3.1

ENLARGED PLANSA4.1

SPRINKLERED? NO

355 OAK PARK DRIVE

ASSESSOR'S MAP

VICINITY MAP

355 OAK PARK DRIVE

NORTH

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS

CODES USED

GENERAL NOTES
1. THE DESIGN CONSULTANT ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY PORTION OF THE WORK WHICH IS  PERFORMED
WITHOUT A PERMIT ISSUED BY A REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF THE MUNICIPALITY IN WHICH THE PROJECT IS LOCATED.
2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM THE WORK IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES, LAWS,
ORDINANCES, RULES, & REGULATIONS OF ALL GOVERNING AGENCIES. (SEE CODE REFERENCES, THIS SHEET)
3. THE CONTRACTOR & SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL PURCHASE & MAINTAIN CERTIFICATIONS OF INSURANCE WITH
RESPECT TO WORKERS COMPENSATION, PUBLIC LIABILITY & PROPERTY DAMAGE FOR THE LIMITS AS REQUIRED BY LAW. THE
CERTIFICATES SHALL NAME THE OWNER AS ADDITIONALLY INSURED.
4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR INITIATING, MAINTAINING, & SUPERVISING ALL SAFETY PRECAUTIONS
IN CONNECTION WITH THE WORK INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE PROTECTION OF PEDESTRIANS & ADJACENT
PROPERTIES.
5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONFINE OPERATIONS AT THE SITE TO AREAS PERMITTED BY LAW, ORDINANCES, PERMITS
& THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.
6. THROUGHOUT THE DURATION OF THE PROJECT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REFRAIN FROM ACTIONS THAT COULD
LEAD TO THE FILING OF A CLAIM OF LIEN AGAINST THE OWNER BY SUBCONTRACTORS OR SUPPLIERS OF MATERIALS,
LABOR, SERVICE, OR EQUIPMENT OR ANY OTHER INDIVIDUAL OR COMPANY SO ENTITLED UNDER GOVERNING LAWS &
REGULATIONS UNLESS HE CAN SHOW REASONABLE & JUSTIFIABLE CAUSE. APPROVAL FOR FINAL PAYMENT SHALL BE
CONTINGENT UPON THE CONTRACTOR'S OBTAINING & FURNISHING TO THE DESIGN CONSULTANT UPON REQUEST THE
SIGNED RELEASES FROM SUCH INDIVIDUALS OR COMPANIES.
7. DRAWINGS & SPECIFICATIONS ARE INTENDED FOR ASSISTANCE & GUIDANCE BUT EXACT DIMENSIONS &
ELEVATIONS SHALL BE GOVERNED BY ACTUAL FIELD CONDITIONS & SHALL BE CHECKED BY THE CONTRACTOR.
8. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CHECKING CONTRACT DOCUMENTS, FIELD CONDITIONS, &
DIMENSIONS FOR ACCURACY & FOR CONFIRMING THAT THE PROJECT IS BUILDABLE AS SHOWN BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH
THE CONSTRUCTION. IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THESE OR OTHER COORDINATION QUESTIONS, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT THEM IN WRITING & IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING A WRITTEN CLARIFICATION FROM THE
DESIGN CONSULTANT BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.
9. COMMENCEMENT OF WORK BY ANY TRADE SHALL CONSTITUTE AGREEMENT THAT CONDITIONS ARE ACCEPTABLE
FOR SUCH WORK.
10. SHOULD ANY PORTION OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS PROVE TO BE, FOR WHATEVER REASON, UNENFORCEABLE.
SUCH UNENFORCEABILITY SHALL NOT EXTEND TO THE REMAINDER OF THE CONTRACT NOR SHALL IT VOID ANY OTHER
PROVISIONS OF THE CONTRACT.
11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT PROCEED WITH ANY WORK REQUIRING ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION BEYOND THE
CONTRACT AMOUNT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION. FAILURE TO OBTAIN AUTHORIZATION FROM THE OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE WILL INVALIDATE ANY CLAIM FOR ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.
12. SHOP & FIELD WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED BY MECHANICS, CRAFTSMEN, & WORKERS SKILLED & EXPERIENCED IN
THE FABRICATION & INSTALLATION OF THE WORK INVOLVED. WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
BEST, ESTABLISHED PRACTICE OF THE INDUSTRY STANDARD FOR THE TRADES INVOLVED U.O.N. IN DRAWINGS OR
SPECIFICATIONS.
13. ALL FURNISHED MATERIALS SHALL BE NEW, UNUSED & OF THE HIGHEST QUALITY IN EVERY RESPECT FOR THE WORK
IN QUESTION.
14. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL PRODUCTS & APPLY FINISHES IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S
INSTRUCTIONS & SPECIFICATIONS, UNLESS DIRECTED OTHERWISE BY DESIGN CONSULTANT.
15. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM NO PORTION OF THE WORK AT ANY TIME WITHOUT CONTRACT DOCUMENTS
OR, WHERE REQUIRED, APPROVED SHOP DRAWINGS, PRODUCT DATA, OR SAMPLES FOR SUCH PORTION OF THE WORK.
16. NO WORK DEFECTIVE IN CONSTRUCTION OR QUALITY OR DEFICIENT IN ANY REQUIREMENTS OF THE CONTRACT
DOCUMENTS WILL BE ACCEPTABLE DESPITE THE DESIGN CONSULTANTS FAILURE TO DISCOVER OR POINT OUT DEFECTS OR
DEFICIENCIES DURING CONSTRUCTION. REPLACEMENT OF DEFECTIVE WORK  SHALL NOT BE LIMITED TO THE PROJECT
WARRANTY PERIOD. SUCH WORK SHALL BE REPLACED BY WORK CONFORMING WITH THE INTENT OF THE CONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT. NO PAYMENT EITHER PARTIAL OR FINAL, SHALL BE CONSTRUED AS ACCEPTANCE OF DEFECTIVE WORK OR
IMPROPER MATERIALS.
17. CONTRACTOR SHALL WAIVE "COMMON PRACTICE" & "COMMON USAGE" AS CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA WHEREVER
CONTRACT DOCUMENTS, GOVERNING CODES OR ORDINANCES REQUIRE GREATER QUANTITY OR BETTER QUALITY THAN
COMMON PRACTICE OR COMMON USAGE WOULD REQUIRE.
18. THE DRAWINGS & SPECIFICATIONS ARE COMPLEMENTARY. EVERY EFFORT HAS BEEN MADE TO COORDINATE THE
DRAWINGS & SPECIFICATIONS OF THE DESIGN CONSULTANT & THE  CONSULTING ENGINEERS. IT IS INTENDED THAT THE
CONTRACTOR PROVIDE A COMPLETE JOB & ANY OMISSIONS IN THESE NOTES OR IN THE OUTLINE OF WORK SHALL NOT BE
CONSTRUED AS RELIEVING THE CONTRACTOR OF SUCH RESPONSIBILITIES IMPLIED BY THE SCOPE OF WORK EXCEPT FOR
ITEMS SPECIFICALLY NOTED. ANY ITEM, INSTRUCTION, ETC., SHOWN IN ONE LOCATION SHALL BE REQUIRED AS IF SHOWN
ON ALL APPLICABLE LOCATIONS. IN CASE OF  DISCREPANCY, CONSULT WITH DESIGN CONSULTANT BEFORE PROCEEDING.
19. WHEN PORTIONS OF THE PROJECT ARE PERFORMED BY THE CONTRACTOR ON A "DESIGN-BUILD" BASIS, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DESIGN OF SUCH SYSTEMS & FOR THE SECURING OF ALL
ASSOCIATED PERMITS. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE COORDINATION OF THE DESIGN
BUILD SUBCONTRACTORS, WHO SHALL BE THE ENGINEERS OF RECORD FOR SUCH SYSTEMS. DESIGN BUILD DRAWINGS
SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE DESIGN CONSULTANT FOR REVIEW & APPROVAL U.O.N.
20. CONTRACTOR SHALL SCHEDULE & PERFORM THE WORK DURING NORMAL WORKING HOURS UNLESS OTHERWISE
APPROVED BY THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE. ANY OVERTIME REQUIRED SHALL BE INCLUDED IN THE BID. NO CHANGES TO
THE CONTRACT AMOUNT WILL BE AUTHORIZED AS A RESULT OF OVERTIME INCURRED.
21. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE STRICT CONTROL OF JOB CLEANING & PREVENT DUST & DEBRIS FROM EMANATING
FROM THE CONSTRUCTION AREA. REMOVE & LAWFULLY DISPOSE OFF SITE ALL RUBBISH & DEBRIS RESULTING FROM
CONTRACTOR'S OPERATIONS DAILY. REMOVE RUBBISH & DEBRIS AS IT ACCUMULATES & KEEP AREA BROOM CLEAN.
CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT STORE RUBBISH ON SITE.
22. WHEN WORK IS PERFORMED WITHIN OCCUPIED BUILDINGS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EMPLOY ALL AVAILABLE
TECHNIQUES FOR NOISE ABATEMENT, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO MUFFLERED AIR COMPRESSORS & NOISE
SUPPRESSED PNEUMATIC & ELECTRIC TOOLS.
23. WHEN THE OWNER OCCUPIES THE PREMISES DURING CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR & HIS FORCES SHALL
ENDEAVOR TO  DISTURB THE OWNER AS LITTLE AS POSSIBLE DURING CONSTRUCTION. AREAS WHERE CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITY IS TAKING PLACE SHALL BE SEALED OFF FROM UNDISTURBED PORTIONS. A CLEAN, SAFE ENTRY PATH SHALL BE
MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES FOR THE OWNER'S USE.
24. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE PROTECTION TO ALL EXISTING FINISHES IN THE ELEVATOR LOBBY, PUBLIC CORRIDORS
& SPACES, EXTERIOR GLAZING & SITE FEATURES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REPAIR OF ANY
DAMAGES CAUSED THEREIN BY HE OR HIS SUBCONTRACTORS.
25. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PREPARE & SUBMIT A CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE WORK GIVING APPROXIMATE
ON SITE DELIVERY DATES FOR CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS. THE SCHEDULE SHALL BE SUBMITTED AS PART OF THE BID. THIS
SCHEDULE WITH NECESSARY MODIFICATIONS AS MUTUALLY AGREEABLE TO OWNER & CONTRACTOR SHALL BECOME PART
OF THE CONTRACT FOR CONSTRUCTION. SUBSTITUTIONS BASED UPON DELIVERY DATES OF SPECIFIED PRODUCTS WILL
NOT BE ACCEPTED AFTER CONSTRUCTION HAS COMMENCED.
26. THE WORK SHALL INCLUDE THE PROVISION OF ALL LABOR, MATERIALS, DELIVERY & EQUIPMENT, INCLUDING
SCAFFOLDING, SHORING, DISPOSAL, ETC. AS REQUIRED FOR A COMPLETE INSTALLATION OF THE WORK AS INDICATED
HEREIN ON THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS. ALL WORK LISTED, SHOWN OR IMPLIED ON ANY CONSTRUCTION
DOCUMENT SHALL BE SUPPLIED & INSTALLED BY THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR EXCEPT WHERE NOTED OTHERWISE.
GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE HIS WORK WITH THAT OF OTHER CONTRACTORS OR VENDORS TO ASSURE
THAT ALL SCHEDULES ARE MET & THAT ALL WORK IS DONE IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS &
MANUFACTURER'S REQUIREMENTS.
27. WORKMANSHIP SHALL BE EQUAL TO THE BEST STANDARDS OF THE FOLLOWING INSTITUTIONS:
28. AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR TESTING & MATERIALS (ASTM), AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF STEEL CONTRACTORS (AISC),
AMERICAN WELDING SOCIETY (AWS), AMERICAN CONCRETE INSTITUTE (ACI), AMERICAN NATIONAL STANDARDS INSTITUTE
(ANSI), AMERICAN ALUMINUM MANUFACTURER'S ASSOCIATION (AAMA), ALUMINUM ASSOCIATION, INC. (AA), CONCRETE
REINFORCING STEEL INSTITUTE (CRSI), NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF DESIGN CONSULTANTURAL METAL MANUFACTURERS
(NAAMM), NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION (NFPA)
29. NATIONAL WOODWORK MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION (NWMA), SHEET METAL & AIR CONDITIONING
CONTRACTORS OF NORTH AMERICA (SMACNA), WOODWORK INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA  (WIC)
30. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF DRAWINGS TO ALL TRADES UNDER
CONTRACTOR'S SUPERVISION & SHALL MAINTAIN CURRENT CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS ON  THE JOB SITE DURING ALL
PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION.
31. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE A SUPERINTENDENT AT THE JOB SITE WHENEVER ANY WORK IS BEING
PERFORMED, IN ORDER TO PROVIDE CONSTANT SUPERVISION.
32. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PREPARE, REVIEW, APPROVE, & SUBMIT TO THE DESIGN CONSULTANT ALL SHOP
DRAWINGS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CHECK & COORDINATE ALL PRODUCT DATA & SAMPLES & VERIFY THAT ALL
MATERIALS, FIELD MEASUREMENTS, & RELATED FIELD CONSTRUCTION  CRITERIA CONTAINED WITHIN SUCH SUBMITTALS
CONFORMS WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE WORK, THE PROJECT, & THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. USE THE DESIGN
CONSULTANT'S SUBMITTAL FORM. THE  DESIGN CONSULTANT WILL NOT REVIEW, APPROVE, OR TAKE THE APPROPRIATE
ACTION ON SHOP DRAWINGS, PRODUCT DATA, & SAMPLES UNLESS THE CONTRACTOR HAS SUBMITTED A
RECOMMENDATION FOR ACTION. SUBMIT SHOP DRAWINGS, MOCK-UPS, SAMPLES, & OTHER REQUIRED SUBMITTALS IN A
TIMELY MANNER SO AS NOT TO DELAY THE PROJECT. ALLOW THE DESIGN CONSULTANT ONE WEEK FOR REVIEW &
APPROVAL.
33. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT BE RELIEVED OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY DEVIATION FROM THE REQUIREMENTS OF
THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS BY THE DESIGN CONSULTANT'S OR OWNER'S REVIEW OF THE SHOP DRAWINGS, PRODUCT
DATA OR SAMPLES, UNLESS THE CONTRACTOR HAS SPECIFICALLY NOTIFIED THE DESIGN CONSULTANT OF SUCH DEVIATION
IN WRITING AT THE TIME OF SUBMISSION & THE  DESIGN CONSULTANT HAS GIVEN SPECIFIC APPROVAL TO THE SPECIFIC
DEVIATION.
34. THERE SHALL BE NO SUBSTITUTIONS OF MATERIALS WHERE A MANUFACTURER IS SPECIFIED. WHERE THE TERM "OR
APPROVED EQUAL" IS USED, THE DESIGN CONSULTANT ALONE SHALL DETERMINE QUALITY BASED UPON COMPLETE
INFORMATION SUBMITTED BY THE CONTRACTOR. SUBSTITUTIONS SHALL NOT BE MADE UNLESS DRAWINGS &/OR CUT
SHEETS ARE SUBMITTED TO THE DESIGN CONSULTANT FOR APPROVAL.
35. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROVISION OF ALL TEMPORARY SHORING OR OTHER
SUPPORT OF THE EXISTING STRUCTURE REQ. TO EXECUTE THE WORK.
36. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING ALL DESIGN CONSULTANTURAL, STRUCTURAL,
MECHANICAL, PLUMBING, TELEPHONE,  ELECTRICAL, SECURITY, LIFE SAFETY, & SPRINKLER WORK SO AS TO ENSURE THAT
REQUIRED CLEARANCES FOR INSTALLATION & MAINTENANCE OF ALL EQUIPMENT ARE PROVIDED. WHERE CONFLICTS
OCCUR, VERIFY WITH DESIGN CONSULTANT.
37. FINAL LOCATIONS OF ALL EQUIPMENT, PANEL BOARDS, FIXTURES, ETC. SHALL BE  APPROVED BY DESIGN
CONSULTANT PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.
38. ALL INSTALLED PLUMBING, MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT SHALL OPERATE QUIETLY, SMOOTHLY, & FREE
OF VIBRATION. SEE MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACOUSTICALLY SOUND CONSTRUCTION METHODS.
39. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSIST THE OWNER IN THE INSTALLATION &/OR COORDINATION OF ALL  ITEMS NOT IN
CONTRACT, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO APPLIANCES, FIXTURES, TELEPHONE,  AUDIO-VISUAL, CABLE TELEVISION,
ARTWORKS, SIGNAGE, ETC.
40. ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION SHALL MATCH OR BETTER THE ESTABLISHED EXISTING BUILDING STANDARD UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED.
41. UPON COMPLETION OF THE WORK OR SHORTLY BEFORE, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DIRECT THE DESIGN
CONSULTANT & ENGINEERS TO PREPARE A "PUNCH LIST" OF CORRECTIONS & UNSATISFACTORY &/OR INCOMPLETE WORK.
FINAL PAYMENT SHALL BE CONTINGENT UPON THE COMPLETION OF THESE ITEMS UNDER THE TERMS OF THE OWNER -
CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT.
42. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A COMPLETE SET OF REPRODUCIBLES OF THE CONTRACT DRAWINGS FOR
RECORD MARK-UP PURPOSES THROUGHOUT THE CONTRACT TIME & SHALL MARK UP THESE DRAWINGS DURING THE
COURSE OF WORK TO SHOW BOTH CHANGES & ACTUAL INSTALLATION IN SUFFICIENT FORM TO COMPRISE A COMPLETE
RECORD FOR THE OWNER'S PURPOSES.  CONTRACTOR SHALL GIVE PARTICULAR ATTENTION TO WORK WHICH WILL BE
CONCEALED & DIFFICULT TO MEASURE OR RECORD AT A LATER DATE, & TO WORK WHICH MAY REQUIRE SERVICING OR
REPLACEMENT DURING THE LIFE OF THE PROJECT. BIND PRINTS INTO MANAGEABLE SETS WITH DURABLE PAPER COVERS
LABELED 'RECORD DRAWINGS.'
43. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH TO THE OWNER TWO COPIES OF MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTION, OPERATION,
& MAINTENANCE MANUALS FOR PRODUCTS & EQUIPMENT SPECIFIED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS, INCLUDING SPECIAL
TOOLS,  ACCESSORIES, SPARE PARTS, ETC.
44. GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE WRITTEN ONE (1) YEAR WARRANTY FOR ALL WORK PERFORMED, EXCEPT
WHERE NOTED OTHERWISE. WARRANTY PERIOD SHALL COMMENCE AT THE DATE OF OCCUPANCY.
45. CONTRACTOR SHALL PATCH & REPAIR ALL FIREPROOFING DAMAGE INCURRED DURING DEMOLITION &/OR
CONSTRUCTION. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIREPROOF AS REQUIRED BY CODE ALL NEW PENETRATIONS GENERATED BY THE
WORK DESCRIBED IN THESE DOCUMENTS.
46. ALL WORK SHALL PROVIDE FOR MATERIAL EXPANSION & CONTRACTION, SHRINKAGE, BUILDING MOVEMENTS, ETC.,
SUFFICIENT TO PREVENT CRACKS, BUCKLING, WARPING, OR OTHER DEFORMATION DUE TO HUMIDITY & TEMPERATURE
CHANGE & NORMAL  LOADING.
47. ATTACHMENTS, CONNECTIONS, OR FASTENINGS OF ANY NATURE ARE TO BE PROPERLY & PERMANENTLY SECURED
IN CONFORMANCE WITH BEST PRACTICE. THE DRAWINGS SHOW ONLY SPECIAL CONDITIONS TO ASSIST THE CONTRACTOR;
THEY DO NOT ILLUSTRATE EVERY SUCH DETAIL.
48. THE APPEARANCE OF THE DESIGN CONSULTANT'S IDENTIFICATION BLOCK ON DRAWINGS PREPARED BY OTHER
FIRMS SHALL NOT BE CONSTRUED TO INDICATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CONTENTS OF SUCH DRAWINGS ON THE PART OF
THE DESIGN CONSULTANT, EXCEPT AS REQUIRED  BY LAW & STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE.
49. THESE DRAWINGS & SPECIFICATIONS ARE THE PROPERTY & COPYRIGHT OF THE DESIGN CONSULTANT & SHALL NOT
BE USED ON ANY OTHER WORK EXCEPT BY AGREEMENT WITH  THE DESIGN CONSULTANT.
50. THE DESIGN CONSULTANT HAS NO KNOWLEDGE OF & SHALL NOT BE HELD LIABLE FOR ANY ASBESTOS OR  OTHER
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ON THE PROJECT SITE. PRIOR TO STARTING WORK, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE A GOOD FAITH
EFFORT TO IDENTIFY ANY ASBESTOS OR OTHER HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. IF ASBESTOS OR OTHER HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
ARE DISCOVERED PRIOR TO STARTING WORK, OR DURING DEMOLITION, STOP WORK IMMEDIATELY & CONTACT THE OWNER
& DESIGN CONSULTANT FOR FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE PROCEEDING.
51. JDY DESIGN STUDIO DOES NOT CARRY LIABILITY INSURANCE TO COVER WORK DONE REGARDING THE
IDENTIFICATION, REPAIR, REMOVAL OR ENCAPSULATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. ANY WORK RELATED TO THE
IDENTIFICATION & REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IS SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED FROM THE SCOPE OF WORK
REPRESENTED IN THESE DOCUMENTS & SHALL BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE CONTRACT.
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ABBREVIATIONS
AB ANCHOR BOLT
ABV ABOVE
AC AIR CONDITIONING
ACOUS ACOUSTICAL
AD AREA DRAIN
ADA AMERICANS w/ DISABILITIES ACT
ADJ ADJUSTABLE
AFF ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
ALUM ALUMINUM
ALT ALTERNATE
APPROX APPROXIMATE(LY)
ARCH ARCHITECT(URAL)
ASPH ASPHALT
AUTO AUTOMATIC
AVG AVERAGE

BD BOARD
BIT BITUMINOUS
BLDG BUILDING
BLK BLOCK
BLKG BLOCKING
BM BEAM
BO BOTTOM OF
BOT BOTTOM
BP BUILDING PAPER
BSMT BASEMENT
BTWN BETWEEN
BUR BUILT UP ROOF
BYND BEYOND

C CHANNEL
CAB CABINET
CAV CAVITY
CEM CEMENT
CFL COMPACT FLUORESCENT
CJT CONTROL JOINT
CL CENTER LINE
CLNG CEILING
CLO CLOSET
CLR CLEAR
CMU CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT
CNTR COUNTER
COL COLUMN
CONC CONCRETE
CONST CONSTRUCTION
CONN CONNECT(OR) (ION)
CONT CONTINUOUS
CPT CARPET
CRS COLD ROLLED STEEL
CT CERAMIC TILE
CTOP COUNTERTOP
CUST CUSTOM
CW COLD WATER

D DRYER
DBL DOUBLE
DEMO DEMOLISH, DEMOLITION
DTL DETAIL
DIA DIAMETER
DIM DIMENSION
DISP DISPENSER, DISPOSAL
DIST DISTANCE
DN DOWN
DR DOOR
DWG DRAWING

(E) EXISTING
EA EACH
EJ EXPANSION JOINT
EL ELEVATION
ELEC ELECTRICAL
ELEV ELEVATOR
ENCL ENCLOSURE
EP ELECTRICAL PANEL
EQ EQUAL
EQUIP EQUIPMENT
EQUIV EQUIVALENT
EXH EXHAUST
EXP EXPANSION
EXT EXTERIOR

FAB FABRICATED, FABRICATOR
FAST FASTEN(ER)
FDN FOUNDATION
FD FLOOR DRAIN
FF FINISH FLOOR
FG FINISH GRADE
FIN FINISH(ED)
FIXT FIXTURE
FL FLOOR
FLG FLASHING
FLUOR FLUORESCENT
FO FACE OF
FOC FACE OF CONCRETE
FOF FACE OF FINISH
FOS FACE OF STUD
FOW FACE OF WALL
FT FOOT, FEET
FTG FOOTING
FURN FURNACE
FUR FURRING

GA GAUGE, GAGE
GALV GALVANIZED
GC GENERAL CONTRACTOR
GD GARBAGE DISPOSAL
GFI GROUND FAULT INTERRUPT
GFRC GLASS FIBER REINF CONC
GL GLASS OR GLAZING
GL BLK GLASS BLOCK
GLU LAM GLUE LAMINATED
GLZ GLAZING
GRND GROUND
GR GRADE
GSF GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE
GSM GALVANIZED SHEET METAL
GWB GYPSUM WALL BOARD

HB HOSE BIB
HC HOLLOW CORE
HD HEAD
HDBD HARDBOARD
HDWD HARDWOOD
HDWE HARDWARE
HG HORIZONTAL GRAIN
HM HOLLOW METAL
HORIZ HORIZONTAL
HR HOUR
HRS HOT ROLLED STEEL
HT HEIGHT
HVAC HEATING, VENTILATING, AIR COND
HW HOT WATER
HWH HOT WATER HEATER

ID INSIDE DIAMETER
IN INCH
INCL INCLUDE, INCLUDING
INFO INFORMATION
INS INSULATION
INT INTERIOR

J JOIST
JT JOINT

KIT KITCHEN

LAM LAMINATED
LAV LAVATORY
LB POUND
LIN LINEAR
LONG LONGITUDINAL
LT LIGHT

LT WT LIGHT WEIGHT

MACH MACHINE
MATL MATERIAL
MAX MAXIMUM
MECH MECHANICAL
MEMB MEMBRANE
MFR MANUFACTURER
MIN MINIMUM
MIR MIRROR
MISC MISCELLANEOUS
MTD MOUNTED
MTG MOUNTING
MTL METAL

(N) NEW
NA NOT APPLICABLE
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT
NO NUMBER
NOM NOMINAL
NSF NET SQUARE FOOTAGE
NTS NOT TO SCALE

OBS OBSCURE
OC ON CENTER
OD OUTSIDE DIAMETER
OFCI OWNER FURNISHED,

CONTRACTOR INSTALLED
OH OPPOSITE HAND
OPER OPERABLE
OPNG OPENING
OPP OPPOSITE

PAR PARALLEL
PART PARTITION
PERF PERFORATED
PERIM PERIMETER
PERP PERPENDICULAR
PL PLATE
PLAM PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLAS PLASTER
PLY PLYWOOD
PNL PANEL
PR PAIR
PREFAB PRE-FABRICATE
PROJ PROJECT
PROP PROPERTY
PSF POUNDS PER SQUARE FOOT
PSI POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH
PT PRESSURE TREATED
PTD PAINT(ED)
PVC POLYVINYL CHLORIDE
PWR POWER

QT QUARRY TILE
QTR QUARTER
QTY QUANTITY

R RISER
RA RETURN AIR
RAD RADIUS
RCP REFLECTED CEILING PLAN
RD ROOF DRAIN
REC RECESSED
REF REFER(ENCE)
REFL REFLECTED
REFR REFRIGERATOR
REG REGISTER
REINF REINFORCE(D)(ING)(MENT)
REQD REQUIRED
RES RESILIENT
RET RETURN
REV REVISION
RM ROOM
RND ROUND
RO ROUGH OPENING
RWL RAIN WATER LEADER

SASM SELF-ADHERING SHEET MEMBRANE
SC SOLID CORE
SCD SEE CIVIL DRAWINGS
SCHED SCHEDULE
SD SMOKE DETECTOR
SEC SECTION
SED SEE ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS
SEP SEPARATE, SEPARATION
SF SQUARE FOOT/FEET
SFD SEE FIRE PROTECTION DRAWINGS
SHT SHEET, SHEETING
SHR SHOWER
SIM SIMILAR
SL SLIDING/SLIDER
SLD SEE LANDSCAPE DRAWINGS
SMD SEE MECHANICAL DRAWINGS
SOG SLAB ON GRADE
SPD SEE PLUMBING DRAWINGS
SP SPACE
SPEC SPECIFICATION(S)
SPKR SPEAKER
SQ SQUARE
SQ FT SQUARE FOOT
SQ IN SQUARE INCH
SSD SEE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS
S STL STAINLESS
ST STREET
STD STANDARD
STL STEEL
STOR STORAGE
STRUCT STRUCTURAL
SUSP SUSPENDED
SW SWITCH
SYM SYMMETRICAL
SYS SYSTEM

T TREAD
TBS TO BE SPECIFIED
T&B TOP AND BOTTOM
T&G TONGUE AND GROOVE
TEL TELEPHONE
TEMP TEMPERED
THK THICK(NESS)
THRU THROUGH
TO TOP OF
TOC TOP OF CONCRETE
TOP TOP OF PLATE
TOS TOP OF SLAB
TOW TOP OF WALL
TV TELEVISION
TYP TYPICAL

UG UNDERGROUND
UNEXC UNEXCAVATED
UNFIN UNFINISHED
UL UNDERWRITER'S LABORATORY
UON UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

VAR VARIES
VB VAPOR BARRIER
VCT VINYL COMPOSITION TILE
VENT VENTILLATION
VERT VERTICAL
VEST VESTIBULE
VG VERTICAL GRAIN
VIF VERIFY IN FIELD
VOL VOLUME

W WASHER
w/ WITH
w/o WITHOUT
WC WATER CLOSET
WD WOOD
WDW WINDOW
WP WEATHERPROOF
WPM WATERPROOF MEMBRANE
WT WEIGHT

WOOD

MDF 
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GREEN BUILDING NOTES
[1]  CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS: 100% OF MIXED DEBRIS MUST BE TRANSPORTED BY A
REGISTERED HAULER TO A REGISTERED FACILITY AND BE PROCESSED FOR RECYCLING, IN COMPLIANCE
WITH THE SAN FRANCISCO CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION DEBRIS ORDINANCE.
[2]  RECYCLING BY OCCUPANTS: PROVIDE ADEQUATE SPACE AND EQUAL ACCESS FOR STORAGE,
COLLECTION AND LOADING OF COMPOSTABLE,  RECYCLABLE AND LANDFILL MATERIALS - SEE
ADMINISTRATIVE BULLETIN 088.
[3] WATER EFFICIENT IRRIGATION: PROJECTS THAT INCLUDE >_ 1,000 SQUARE FEET OF NEW OR MODIFIED
LANDSCAPE MUST COMPLY WITH THE SAN FRANCISCO WATER EFFICIENT IRRIGATION ORDINANCE. (SEE
THE GUIDE AT WWW.SFWATER.ORG/LANDSCAPE)
[4]  STORMWATER CONTROL PLAN: PROJECTS DISTURBING >_ 5,000 SQUARE FEET MUST IMPLEMENT A
STORMWATER CONTROL PLAN MEETING SFPUC STORMWATER DESIGN GUIDELINES. (SEE
WWW.SFWATER.ORG/SDG)
[5] GRADING AND PAVING: CONSTRUCTION PLANS SHALL INDICATE HOW THE SITE GRADING OR DRAINAGE
SYSTEM WILL MANAGE SURFACE WATER FLOWS TO KEEP WATER FROM ENTERING THE BUILDING, SUCH AS
SWALES, DRAINS, OR WATER RETENTION GARDENS. (CALGREEN 4.106.3)
[6] SMART IRRIGATION CONTROLLER: AUTOMATICALLY ADJUST IRRIGATION BASED ON WEATHER AND SOIL
MOISTURE. CONTROLLERS MUST HAVE EITHER AN INTEGRAL OR SEPARATE RAIN SENSORS THAT CONNECTS
OR COMMUNICATES WITH THE CONTROLLER.
[7] INDOOR WATER EFFICIENCY: INSTALL WATER-EFFICIENT FIXTURES AND FITTINGS AS SUMMARIZED IN
CALGREEN 4.303 (SEE "INDOOR WATER EFFICIENCY" AT LEFT.) REPLACE ALL NONCOMPLIANT FIXTURES IN
PROJECT AREA (CALGREEN 3.301.1.1, SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE 12A).
[8]  ENERGY EFFICIENCY: COMPLY WITH CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE (TITLE 24, PART 6 2013).
[9]  PEST PROTECTION: ANNULAR SPACES AROUND PIPES, ELECTRIC CABLES, CONDUITS, OR OTHER
OPENINGS IN SOLE/BOTTOM PLATES AT EXTERIOR WALLS SHALL BE CLOSED WITH CEMENT MORTAR,
CONCRETE MASONRY, OR A SIMILAR METHOD ACCEPTABLE TO DBI FOR PROTECTION AGAINST RODENTS.
[10]  MOISTURE CONTENT OF BUILDING MATERIALS: VERIFY WALL AND FLOOR FRAMING DOES NOT EXCEED
19% MOISTURE CONTENT PRIOR TO ENCLOSURE. MATERIALS WITH VISIBLE SIGNS OF MOISTURE DAMAGE
SHALL NOT BE INSTALLED. MOISTURE CONTENT SHALL BE VERIFIED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE
FOLLOWING: (CALGREEN 4.505.3)

[A]  MOISTURE CONTENT SHALL BE DETERMINED WITH EITHER A PROBE-TYPE OR CONTACT-TYPE
MOISTURE METER. EQUIVALENT MOISTURE VERIFICATION METHODS MAY BE APPROVED BY THE
ENFORCING AGENCY AND SHALL SATISFY REQUIREMENTS IN SECTION 101.8.
[B]  MOISTURE READINGS SHALL BE TAKEN AT A POINT 2 FEET (610 MM) TO 4 FEET (1219 MM) FROM
THE GRADE-STAMPED END OF EACH PIECE TO BE VERIFIED.
[C]  AT LEAST THREE RANDOM MOISTURE READINGS SHALL BE PERFORMED ON WALL AND FLOOR
FRAMING WITH DOCUMENTATION ACCEPTABLE TO THE ENFORCING AGENCY PROVIDED AT THE
TIME OF APPROVAL TO ENCLOSE THE WALL AND FLOOR FRAMING. INSULATION PRODUCTS WHICH
ARE VISIBLY WET OR HAVE HIGH MOISTURE CONTENT SHALL BE REPLACED OR ALLOWED TO DRY
PRIOR TO ENCLOSURE IN WALL OR FLOOR CAVITIES. MANUFACTURERS' DRYING 
RECOMMENDATIONS SHALL BE FOLLOWED FOR WET-APPLIED INSULATION PRODUCTS PRIOR TO
ENCLOSURE.

[11]  CAPILLARY BREAK FOR CONCRETE SLAB ON GRADE: CONCRETE SLAB ON GRADE FOUNDATIONS
REQUIRED TO HAVE A VAPOR RETARDER MUST ALSO HAVE A CAPILLARY BREAK, INCLUDING AT LEAST ONE
OF THE FOLLOWING: (CALGREEN 4.505.2.)

[A]  A 4-INCH (101.6 MM) THICK BASE OF 1/2-INCH (12.7 MM) OR LARGER CLEAN AGGREGATE SHALL
BE PROVIDED WITH VAPOR RETARDER IN DIRECT CONTACT WITH CONCRETE AND CONCRETE MIX
DESIGN WHICH WILL ADDRESS BLEEDING, SHRINKAGE AND CURLING SHALL BE USED.
[B]  A SLAB DESIGN SPECIFIED BY A LICENSED DESIGN PROFESSIONAL.

[12]  FIREPLACES AND WOODSTOVES: INSTALL ONLY DIRECT-VENT OR SEALED-COMBUSTION APPLIANCES;
COMPLY WITH US EPA PHASE II LIMITS. (CALGREEN 4.503.1)
[13]  DESIGN AND INSTALL HVAC SYSTEM TO ACCA MANUAL J, D AND S (CALGREEN 4.507.2.)
[14]  HVAC INSTALLER QUALIFICATIONS: HVAC SYSTEM INSTALLERS MUST BE TRAINED AND CERTIFIED IN
THE PROPER INSTALLATION OF HVAC SYSTEMS, SUCH AS VIA A STATE CERTIFIED APPRENTICESHIP
PROGRAM, PUBLIC UTILITY TRAINING PROGRAM (WITH CERTIFICATION AS INSTALLER QUALIFICATION), OR
OTHER PROGRAM ACCEPTABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION. (CALGREEN 702.1)
[15]  COVERING DUCT OPENINGS AND PROTECTING MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT DURING CONSTRUCTION:
DUCT OPENINGS AND OTHER AIR DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OPENINGS SHALL BE COVERED DURING ALL
PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION WITH TAPE, PLASTIC, SHEETMETAL, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE METHODS TO
REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF WATER, DUST AND DEBRIS ENTERING THE SYSTEM.
[16]  BATHROOM EXHAUST FANS: MUST BE ENERGY STAR COMPLIANT, DUCTED TO TERMINATE OUTSIDE
THE BUILDING, AND CONTROLLED BY HUMIDISTAT CAPABLE OF ADJUSTMENT BETWEEN RELATIVE
HUMIDITY OF LESS THAN 50% TO MAXIMUM OF 80%. HUMIDITY CONTROL MAY BE A SEPARATE
COMPONENT FROM THE EXHAUST FAN.
[17]  CARPET: ALL CARPET MUST MEET ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (CALGREEN 4.504.3)

[A]  CARPET AND RUG INSTITUTE GREEN LABEL PLUS PROGRAM,
[B]  CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH STANDARD PRACTICE FOR THE TESTING OF VOCS
(SPECIFICATION 01350),
[C]  NSF/ANSI 140 AT THE GOLD LEVEL,
[D]  SCIENTIFIC CERTIFICATIONS SYSTEMS SUSTAINABLE CHOICE, OR
[E]  CALIFORNIA COLLABORATIVE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS EQ 2.2 AND LISTED IN THE
CHPS HIGH PERFORMANCE PRODUCT DATABASE AND CARPET CUSHION MUST MEET CARPET AND
RUG INSTITUTE GREEN LABEL, AND INDOOR CARPET ADHESIVE & CARPET PAD ADHESIVE MUST
NOT EXCEED 50 G/L VOC CONTENT.

[18] RESILIENT FLOORING SYSTEMS: FOR 80% OF FLOOR AREA RECEIVING RESILIENT FLOORING, INSTALL
RESILIENT FLOORING COMPLYING WITH:

[A]  CERTIFIED UNDER THE RESILIENT FLOOR COVERING INSTITUTE (RFCI) FLOORSCORE PROGRAM,
[B]  COMPLIANT WITH THE VOC-EMISSION LIMITS AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 2010 STANDARD METHOD FOR THE TESTING AND EVALUATION
CHAMBERS V.1.1,
[C]  COMPLIANT WITH THE COLLABORATIVE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS (CHPS) EQ2.2 AND
LISTED IN THE CHPS HIGH PERFORMANCE PRODUCT DATABASE, OR
[D]  CERTIFIED UNDER THE GREENGUARD CHILDREN & SCHOOLS PROGRAM TO COMPLY WITH

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH CRITERIA.
[19]  COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS: HARDWOOD PLYWOOD, PARTICLEBOARD, AND MEDIUM DENSITY
FIBERBOARD COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS
USED ON INTERIOR OR EXTERIOR SHALL MEET CARB AIR TOXICS CONTROL MEASURE FOR COMPOSITE
WOOD. SEE CALGREEN TABLE 4.504.5.
[20]  INTERIOR PAINTS AND COATINGS: COMPLY WITH VOC LIMITS IN THE AIR RESOURCES BOARD
ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE AND CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS
TITLE 17 FOR AEROSOL PAINTS. SEE CALGREEN TABLE 4.504.3.
[21]  LOW-VOC AEROSOL PAINTS AND COATINGS: MEET BAAQMD VOC LIMITS (REGULATION 8, RULE 49)
AND PRODUCT-WEIGHTED MIR LIMITS FOR ROC. (CALGREEN 4.504.2.3.)
[22]  LOW VOC CAULKS, CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVES, AND SEALANTS: MEET SCAQMD RULE 1168. SEE
CALGREEN TABLES 4.504.1 AND 4.504.2. (CALGREEN 4.504.2.1)

FINISH TAG
SEE FINISH SCHEDULE

DOOR TAG
SEE DOOR SCHEDULE

CABINET TAG
SEE CABINET SCHEDULE

WINDOW TAG
SEE WINDOW SCHEDULE

CONSTRUCTION NOTES
1.  "TYPICAL" OR "TYP" MEANS THAT THIS ITEM IS VIRTUALLY IDENTICAL ACROSS SIMILAR CONDITIONS.
"TYP." SHALL BE UNDERSTOOD TO MEAN "TYPICAL WHERE OCCURS" & SHALL NOT BE  CONSIDERED AS
WITHOUT EXCEPTION OR CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC CONDITIONS. IN CASE OF  DISCREPANCY,
CONSULT WITH ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING.
2.  "SIMILAR" OR "SIM" MEANS COMPARABLE TO CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE CONDITION NOTED.
VERIFY DIMENSIONS & ORIENTATION ON PLAN.
3.  "AS REQUIRED" MEANS AS REQUIRED BY REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, BY REFERENCED STANDARDS,
BY EXISTING CONDITIONS, BY GENERALLY ACCEPTED CONSTRUCTION PRACTICE, OR BY THE CONTRACT
DOCUMENTS.
4.  "ALIGN" MEANS ACCURATELY LOCATE FINISH FACES OF MATERIALS IN THE SAME PLANE.
5.  THE TERM "VERIFY" OR "V.I.F." SHALL BE UNDERSTOOD TO MEAN "VERIFY IN FIELD WITH  ARCHITECT"
& REQUIRES THAT THE CONTRACTOR CONFIRM INTENTION REGARDING NOTED CONDITION & PROCEED
ONLY AFTER RECEIVING ARCHITECT'S DIRECTION.
6.  WHERE THE WORDS "OR EQUAL" OR WORDS OF SIMILAR INTENT FOLLOW A MATERIAL
SPECIFICATION, THEY SHALL BE UNDERSTOOD TO REQUIRE SIGNED APPROVAL OF ANY DEVIATION TO
SAID SPECIFICATION PRIOR TO CONTRACTOR'S ORDERING OR INSTALLATION OF SUCH PROPOSED

WORKMANSHIP
1. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR CUTTING, FITTING & PATCHING AS REQUIRED TO MAKE THE SEVERAL
PARTS FIT TOGETHER PROPERLY.
2. DETAILS NOT SPECIFICALLY SHOWN SHALL BE OF THE SAME NATURE AS SIMILAR CONDITIONS. PARTS NOT
DETAILED SHALL BE SUBJECT TO THE ARCHITECT & OWNER'S APPROVAL.

FRAMING & CONSTRUCTION
1. INSTALL 5/8" TYPE 'X' GYP. BD. AT MECHANICAL ROOM FOR ONE HOUR RATED PARTITION AT WALLS &
CEILING.
2. INSTALL 2 LAYERS OF 5/8" TYPE 'X' GYP. BD. AT ALL AREAS UNDER STAIRS, WALLS & CEILINGS TO ACHIEVE
ONE HOUR RATED PARTITIONS.
3. ALL EXTERIOR WALLS 2X6 STUDS U.O.N.
4. ALL INTERIOR WALLS 2X4 STUDS EXCEPT AT PLUMBING WALLS, BEHIND PLUMBING FIXTURES, OR U.O.N.
5. GARAGE TO HAVE MIN. 1-3/8" SOLID CORE SELF-CLOSING DOOR TO HOUSE.
6. SLOPE EXTERIOR PAVED SURFACE 1/4"/FT MIN. AWAY FROM BUILDING.
7. REFER TO FINISH SCHEDULE SHEET A6-1 FOR ALL WALL AND FLOOR FINISHES
8. INSTALL CERAMIC TILES AT THE SHOWERS & TUBS TO A HEIGHT OF 70" ABOVE DRAIN INLET, TYP., PER UBC
SEC. 807.1.3. PROVIDE INTEGRAL WATER PROOFING MEMBRANE APPROVED FOR SUCH APPLICATIONS &
INSTALL PER MANUFACTURERS SPECIFICATIONS & PER TILE INSTITUTE OF AMERICA'S RECOMMENDATIONS.
9. INSTALL SOLID BLOCKING AS REQUIRED FOR FINISH HARDWARE, CABINETS, TRIM, & FIXTURES.
10. PRIME ALL SIDES OF PLYWOOD & TRIM PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.
11. PRE-PRIME KNOTS IN LUMBER WITH ZINSSER'S "BIN" PRIMER SEALER OR APPROVED EQUAL.
12. ALL PORTIONS OF WOOD EXPOSED TO WEATHER TO BE OF NATURAL RESISTANCE TO DECAY OR TREATED
WOOD.
13. ALL CUT OR NOTCHED TREATED WOOD SHALL BE SEALED WITH "COPPER GREEN" WOOD PRESERVATIVE
SEALER.
14. PROVIDE COUNTERFLASHING & WATERPROOF ASSEMBLIES THROUGHOUT ROOF & TERRACES PER THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ROOFING CONTRACTORS RECOMMENDED DETAILS & PER MANUFACTURER
SPECIFICATIONS PER THE HIGHEST INDUSTRY STANDARDS. SEE C.B.C. SEC. 1503.2/C.R.C. SEC. R903.2.
15. PROVIDE 2X WOOD FIRESTOPPING EVERY 10 FT. MAX. IN WOOD FRAMED WALLS. VOIDS AROUND PIPES &
WIRES TO BE FILLED WITH NON-COMBUSTIBLE MATERIAL.
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DECK CALCULATIONS:

EXISTING NEW TOTAL

0 230 SQ FTEXISTING DECK

TOTAL

230 SQ FT

0 230 SQ FT 230 SQ FT

DOOR  AND WINDOW SCHEDULESA6.1

FIXTURE AND APPLIANCE SCHEDULEA6.2

LEVEL 1 LIGHTING PLANMEP1.0

TITLE-24 REPORTA0.1C
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SCALE

PROPOSED SITE PLAN
1/8"=1'-0"01

GRAPHIC SCALE

8' 0' 8' 16' 24'

PROJECT NORTH
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LOT DEPTH

ADJACENT NEIGHBOR:
361 OAK PARK DRIVE

ADJACENT NEIGHBOR:
347 OAK PARK DRIVE

AREA OF WORK

SUBJECT PROPERTY:
355 OAK PARK DRIVE

01

02

NEW WOOD DECK WITH GLASS GUARDRAIL. SEE SHEET A1.4 MORE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

03

04

SITE PLAN NOTES

SEE ROOF PLAN + (E) SITE PLAN  FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

(E) SKYLIGHTS TO REMAIN, TYP. NO WORK PROPOSED AT ROOF. SEE ROOF PLAN FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

REAR YARD SETBACK  PER SEC.134.B.1. SEE SITE SECTION 1/A3.1 FOR BUILDABLE AREA REDUCTION PER SECTION 136.C.24.B

01

(E) SLOPED ROOF, NO WORK 02

NEIGHBOR'S FLAT ROOF

ROOF PEAK

03
TYP.

ROOF PEAK

SLOPED ROOF

(E) RETAINING WALL TO REMAIN

(E) PATIO BLW. (N) DECK TO REMAIN

(E) ENTRY STAIR

NEIGHBOR'S PATIO

NEIGHBOR'S PATIO

43'-0"
30 PERCENT OF LOT DEPTH PER SEC.134.b.1

* SEE SECTION 1/A3.1 FOR BUILDABLE AREA REDUCTION PER SECTION 136.C.24.B

BACK YARD
NO WORK

BACK YARD
NO WORK

04

(E) CURB CUT

(E) CURB CUT

WATER METER @ SIDEWALK
WATER MAIN BLW. SIDEWALK

DRIVEWAY
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SIDEWALK

SIDEWALK
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EXISTING LEVEL 1 FLOOR PLAN
1/8"=1'1

SCALE

EXISTING LEVEL 2 FLOOR PLAN
1/8"=1'2

SCALE

EXISTING SITE PLAN
1/8"=1'3
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43'-0"
30 PERCENT OF LOT DEPTH PER SEC.134.b.1

BUILDABLE AREA BASED ON 30 PERCENT OF LOT DEPTH PER SECTION 134.b.1
SEE SITE SECTION DRAWING 1/A3.1 FOR BUILDABLE AREA REDUCTION PER SECTION 136.C.24.B
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1

D C A

2

B

01

02

DEMOLISH WALL. SEE DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS SHEET A0.1.

03

DEMO PLAN NOTES

[01] DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS, DIMENSIONS SHALL GOVERN.
[02] DRAWINGS MAY NOT BE DRAWN TO EXACT SCALE. LARGE SCALE PLANS & DETAILS SHALL GOVERN OVER SMALL SCALE.
[03] IF UNABLE TO LOCATE DIMENSIONS FOR ANY ITEM OF WORK, CONSULT THE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
[04] ALL HEIGHTS ARE DIMENSIONED FROM TOP OF FINISH FLOOR U.O.N.
[05] DIMENSIONS ARE NOT ADJUSTABLE, UNLESS NOTED (+/-), WITHOUT ARCHITECT'S WRITTEN APPROVAL.
[06] EXCEPT WHERE SPECIFICALLY NOTED TO THE CONTRARY, ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN ON THE ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS CONFORM
TO THE FOLLOWING CONVENTIONS:

(A) STRUCTURAL & CONSTRUCTION GRID LINES ARE MEASURED TO THE FACE OF FRAMING  MEMBERS.
(B) ALL OTHER DIMENSIONS ARE TYPICALLY TO THE FACE OF FINISH U.O.N.
(C) WHERE WALLS &/OR PARTITIONS OF UNEQUAL THICKNESS ABUT, ALIGN EXPOSED FACES U.O.N.

DIMENSIONING CONVENTIONS

GLAZING NOTES
GLAZING NOTES:
[01] GLAZING LOCATIONS SUBJECT TO HUMAN IMPACT SHALL BE OF TEMPERED OR LAMINATED TYPE/SHATTER PROOF SAFETY GLASS.
[02] USE SAFETY GLASS AT DOORS, GLAZING ADJACENT TO DOORS WITHIN 24" OF THE VERTICAL EDGES OF THE DOOR,
[03] USE SAFETY GLASS IN GLAZING THAT LIES WITHIN 5 FT. FROM THE TOP & BOTTOM OF STAIRS,
[04] USE SAFETY GLASS IN GLAZING THAT LIES LESS THAN 18" ABOVE FLOOR LEVEL.
[05] USE SAFETY GLASS IN DOORS & ENCLOSURES OF TUBS & SHOWERS, & GLAZING IN WARDROBE DOORS
[06] HINGED SHOWER DOORS SHALL BE MIN. 24" WIDE & SHALL OPEN

   [07] OPER. SKYLIGHT HINGE IS @ UPPER SIDE OF SKYLIGHT

[01] PROVIDE HANDRAIL ON AT LEAST ONE SIDE AT EACH STAIR CASE WITH AT LEAST 4 RISERS.
[02]  HANDRAILS FOR STAIRWAYS SHALL BE CONTINUOUS FOR THE FULL LENGTH OF THE FLIGHT, FROM A POINT DIRECTLY ABOVE THE
TOP RISER OF THE FLIGHT TO A POINT DIRECTLY ABOVE THE LOWEST RISER OF THE FLIGHT. HANDRAIL ENDS SHALL BE RETURNED OR
SHALL TERMINATE IN NEWEL POSTS OR SAFETY TERMINALS. HANDRAILS ADJACENT TO A WALL SHALL HAVE A SPACE OF NOT LESS THAN
1 1/2" BETWEEN THE WALL AND THE HANDRAILS.
[03] HANDRAILS SHALL BE ADEQUATE IN STRENGTH AND ATTACHMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH C.B.C. SEC. 1607.8.1.
[04] HANDRAIL HEIGHT MEASURED VERTICALLY FROM THE SLOPED PLANE ADJOINING THE TREAD NOSINGS SHALL BE BETWEEN 34" & 38".
[05] HANDRAILS WITH A CIRCULAR CROSS SECTION SHALL HAVE AN OUTSIDE DIAMETER OF AT LEAST 1 1/4""AND NOT GREATER THAN 2".
IF THE HANDRAIL IS NOT CIRCULAR, IT SHALL HAVE A PERIMETER DIMENSION OF AT LEAST 4" AND NOT GREATER THAN 6 1/4" WITH A
MAXIMUM CROSS SECTION OF DIMENSION OF 2 1/4". EDGES SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM RADIUS OF 0.01 INCH.

HANDRAIL NOTES

STAIR NOTES
[01] VERIFY STAIR LAYOUT & RISER/ TREAD SIZES IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.
[02] STAIRWAYS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 36" IN CLEAR WIDTH AT ALL POINTS ABOVE THE PERMITTED HANDRAIL HEIGHT AND BELOW
THE REQUIRED HEADROOM HEIGHT. HANDRAILS SHALL NOT PROJECT MORE THAN 4 1/2" ON EITHER SIDE OF THE STAIRWAY AND THE
MINIMUM CLEAR WIDTH OF THE STAIRWAY AT AND BELOW THE HANDRAIL HEIGHT, INCLUDING TREADS AND LANDINGS, SHALL NOT BE
LESS THAN 31 1/2" WHERE A HANDRAIL IS INSTALLED ON ONE SIDE AND 27" WHERE HANDRAILS ARE PROVIDED ON BOTH SIDES.
[03] THE MAXIMUM RISER HEIGHT SHALL BE 7 3/4". THE RISER SHALL BE MEASURED VERTICALLY BETWEEN LEADING EDGES OF THE
ADJACENT TREADS. THE GREATEST RISER HEIGHT WITHIN ANY FLIGHT OF STAIRS SHALL NOT EXCEED THE SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8".
[04] THE MINIMUM TREAD DEPTH SHALL BE 10". THE TREAD DEPTH SHALL BE MEASURED HORIZONTALLY BETWEEN THE VERTICAL PLANES
OF THE FOREMOST PROJECTION OF ADJACENT TREADS AND AT A RIGHT ANGLE TO THE TREAD'S LEADING EDGE. THE GREATEST TREAD
DEPTH WITHIN ANY FLIGHT OF STAIRS SHALL NOT EXCEED THE SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8".
[05] THE MINIMUM HEADROOM IN ALL PARTS OF THE STAIRWAY SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 6'-8" MEASURED VERTICALLY FROM THE
SLOPED LINE ADJOINING THE TREAD NOSING OR FROM THE FLOOR SURFACE OF THE LANDING OR PLATFORM ON THAT PORTION OF
THE STAIRWAY.
[06] PROVIDE NON-SLIP FINISH AT ALL EXTERIOR WALKING SURFACES, PAVING & STAIRS.
[07] THE RADIUS OF CURVATURE AT THE NOSING SHALL BE NO GREATER THAN 9/16". A NOSING NOT LESS THAN 3/4"  BUT NOT MORE
THAN 1 1/4" SHALL BE PROVIDED ON STAIRWAYS WITH SOLID RISERS. THE GREATEST NOSING PROJECTION SHALL NOT EXCEED THE
SMALLEST NOSING PROJECTION BY MORE THAN 3/8" BETWEEN TWO STORIES, INCLUDING THE NOSING AT THE LEVEL OF FLOORS AND
LANDINGS. BEVELING OF NOSINGS SHALL NOT EXCEED 1/2". RISERS SHALL BE VERTICAL OR SLOPED UNDER THE TREAD ABOVE FROM THE
UNDERSIDE OF THE NOSING ABOVE AT AN ANGLE NOT MORE THAN 30 DEG. FROM THE VERTICAL. OPEN RISERS ARE PERMITTED,
PROVIDED THAT THE OPENING BETWEEN TREADS DOES NOT PERMIT THE PASSAGE OF A 4" SPHERE.
[08] THERE SHALL BE A FLOOR OR LANDING AT THE TOP AND BOTTOM OF EACH STAIRWAY.

[01] GUARDS SHALL BE LOCATED ALONG OPEN-SIDED WALKING SURFACES, INCLUDING STAIRS, RAMPS AND LANDINGS, THAT ARE
LOCATED MORE THAN 30" MEASURED VERTICALLY TO THE FLOOR OR GRADE BELOW AT ANY POINT WITHIN 36" HORIZONTALLY TO
THE EDGE OF THE OPEN SIDE. INSECT SCREENING SHALL NOT BE CONSIDERED AS A GUARD
[02] REQUIRED GUARDS AT OPEN-SIDED WALKING SURFACES, INCLUDING STAIRS, PORCHES, BALCONIES OR LANDINGS, SHALL BE NOT
LESS THAN 42" HIGH MEASURED VERTICALLY ABOVE THE ADJACENT WALKING SURFACE, ADJACENT FIXED SEATING OR THE LINE
CONNECTING THE LEADING EDGES OF THE TREADS. GUARDS ON THE OPEN SIDES OF STAIRS SHALL HAVE A HEIGHT NOT LESS THAN
34" MEASURED VERTICALLY FROM A LINE CONNECTING THE LEADING EDGES OF THE TREADS. WHERE THE TOP OF THE GUARD ALSO
SERVES AS A HANDRAIL ON THE OPEN SIDES OF STAIRS, THE TOP OF THE GUARD SHALL NOT BE NOT LESS THAN 34" AND NOT MORE
THAN 38" MEASURED VERTICALLY FROM A LINE CONNECTING THE LEADING EDGES OF THE TREADS.
[03] REQUIRED GUARDS SHALL NOT HAVE OPENINGS FROM THE WALKING SURFACE TO THE REQUIRED GUARD HEIGHT WHICH ALLOW
PASSAGE OF A SPHERE 4" IN DIAMETER. THE TRIANGULAR OPENINGS AT THE OPEN SIDE OF A STAIR, FORMED BY THE RISER, TREAD
AND BOTTOM RAIL OF A GUARD, SHALL NOT ALLOW PASSAGE OF A SPHERE 6" IN DI.
[04] GUARDS SHALL BE ADEQUATE IN STRENGTH AND ATTACHMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH C.B.C. SEC. 1607.8.1.

GUARDRAIL NOTES

SCALE

PROPOSED LEVEL 1 PLAN
1/4"=1'1

UNDER FLOOR CLEARANCE
[01] FOR WOOD FLOORS, PROVIDE CLEARANCE AS SPECIFIED BY C.B.C. SEC. 2304.11/C.R.C. SEC. R317.1  THERE SHALL BE A CLEARANCE OF
AT LEAST 18 INCHES BETWEEN UNDERSIDE OF WOOD FLOOR JOISTS AND THE EXPOSED GROUND, AND AT LEAST 12 INCHES BETWEEN
THE UNDERSIDE OF WOOD GIRDERS AND THE EXPOSED GROUND.

UNDER FLOOR ACCESS
[01] ACCESSIBLE UNDER-FLOOR AREAS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH AN 18-INCH X 24-INCH ACCESS CRAWL HOLE.  PIPES, DUCTS AND OTHER
NON-STRUCTURAL CONSTRUCTION SHALL NOT INTERFERE WITH THE ACCESSIBILITY TO OR WITHIN THE UNDER FLOOR AREAS.

CRAWL SPACE NOTES

GRAPHIC SCALE

4' 0' 4' 8' 12'

PROJECT NORTH

SCALE

EXISTING LEVEL 1 PLAN - DEMO SHOWN
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AREA OF ADDITION SHOWN SHADED = 78 SQ FT.
NOTE: AREA OF ADDITION IS INFILL BELOW THE EXISTING LEVEL 2 CANTILEVER.

03

04

PLAN NOTES

NEW 1-HR FIRE WALL

NEW FIRE RATED DOOR - SEE DOOR SCHEDULE

NEW EMERGENCY EGRESS-WINDOW. OPENABLE AREA = 5.7 SQ FT MIN. (20"W X24"H MIN.) WINDOW SILL HT. = 2'-0" (44" MAX.)

05 NEW DOOR, SEE SCHEDULE
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07 (E) GARAGE DOOR - SEE DOOR SCHEDULE. NOTE: WORK AT (N) GARAGE REQUIRES VENTING AT DOORS (W/ ANTI-RODENT GRATING)

07

07

08 (N) LAUNDRY ROOM DOOR. DOOR IS VENTED / LOUVERED - SEE DOOR SCHEDULE.

09
09

09

09 MECHANICAL CEILING FAN VENTED TO OUTSIDE - SEE MEP + PLUMBING SCHEDULE. VENT TO ROOF.

01

2
A4.1

1
A4.1

2'-10"

10 EMERGENCY EXITING/EGRESS PATH OF TRAVEL. SEE CALCULATIONS ON SHEET A1.4.
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VENTILATION NOTES

RECESSED LED

TASK LIGHT FLUORESCENT

WALL-MOUNTED

PENDANT

ELECTRICAL/MECHANICAL/PLUMBING SYMBOL LEGEND
LIGHTING FIXTURES: SEE SCHEDULE THIS SHEET FOR FIXTURE SPECIFICATIONS

SWITCHING / OUTLETS

TYPESYMBOL TYP LOCATION
℄ U.O.N.

220V

THERMOSTAT

NATURAL GAS OUTLET

HVAC SYMBOLS

HOSE BIBHB

T

PLUMBING SYMBOLS

VIDEO DISPLAY

TELEPHONE JACK

DATA JACK

SWITCH

DIMMER SWITCH

DUPLEX FLOOR RECEPTACLE

3-WAY SWITCH

4-WAY SWITCH

QUADRUPLEX RECEPTACLE

S4

V

S3

SD

3-WAY DIMMER SWITCH

4-WAY DIMMER SWITCH

S

GROUND FAULT INTERRUPTER

DUPLEX RECEPTACLE

SP

WF

CEILING EXHAUST FANCF

DOOR BELLD

ACCESSORY ITEMS

BLT-IN SPEAKERS

GFI

SJ

S 3
D

SMP

DEDICATED APPLIANCE CIRCUIT, VER. W/ MFR.

JAMB SWITCH

MOTION SENSOR AND PHOTO CONTROL

WEATHERPROOF RECEPTACLE FOR EXTERIOR USEWP

AIR SWITCH

SWITCHED OUTLET

220V OUTLET

TELECOMM PANEL

ELECTRICAL MAIN/SUB PANEL

ANNUNCIATOR

SECURITY KEYPAD

DOOR OR GATE OPERATOR

SMOKE DETECTOR

MECHANICAL / HVAC NOTES
[01] ALL WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2019 CALIF. MECHANICAL CODE (CMC) AND STATE OF CALIF. ENERGY USE STANDARDS, TITLE-24. REFER TO THE TITLE-24 ENERGY COMPLIANCE
DOCUMENTATION FOR SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.
[02] ALL MECHANICAL SYSTEMS SHALL BE DESIGN/BUILD BY THE MECHANICAL SUBCONTRACTOR.
[03] PROVIDE COPIES OF CUTSHEETS, NEATLY BOUND IN THREE RING BINDERS, FOR ALL EQUIP. INSTALLED IN PROJECT. INSTRUCT OWNERS ON OPERATION OF ALL EQUIP.
[04] CONTRACTOR TO IDENTIFY CONFLICTS WITH PROPOSED MECHANICAL PLAN AND EXISTING CONDITIONS AND REVIEW WITH ARCHITECT IN FIELD, PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.
[05] LOCATION, DISTRIBUTION AND TYPE OF HEATING REGISTERS, AIR RETURN GRILLES AND OTHER HVAC EQUIPMENT TO BE VERIFIED WITH ARCHITECT
[06] CONTRACTOR TO REVIEW ALL DUCT RUNS WITH ARCHITECT IN FIELD, PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. DUCT RUNS SHALL BE CONCEALED AND AVOID ADDITION OF SOFFITS AND CHASES WHEREVER
POSSIBLE.
[07] LOCATION OF THERMOSTAT CONTROLS TO BE VERIFIED WITH ARCHITECT.
[08] THERMOSTATS SHALL BE ELECTRONIC, 7-DAY PROGRAMMABLE TYPE WITH AUTOMATIC TEMPERATURE SETBACK (ADJUSTABLE), HOLIDAY PROGRAMMING, ROOM TEMPERATURE DISPLAY, SETPOINT
DISPLAY, AUTO-ON-OFF FAN SUB-BASE AND AUTO-HEAT-COOL-OFF SUB-BASE.
[09] FURNACES SHALL BE CARRIER, TRANE, LENNOX OR APPROVED EQUAL. FOR FURNACES HAVING MULTI-SPEED FAN OPERATION, THE FURNACES SHALL BE SELECTED TO ACHIEVE FULL DESIGN AIR
FLOW WHILE OPERATING AT THE SECOND HIGHEST SPEED SETTING (RATHER THAN AT THE HIGHEST SPEED SETTING)
[10] THE AIR SYSTEMS SHALL BE BALANCED TO ASSURE PROPER AIR DISTRIBUTION TO EACH DIFFUSER AND FROM EACH RETURN GRILLE.
[11] TEST AND ADJUST ALL SYSTEMS, CONTROLS AND COMPONENTS TO ASSURE PROPER OPERATION.
[12] ALL SUPPLY DIFFUSERS SHALL HAVE OPPOSED BLADE DAMPERS WITH ADJUSTMENT LEVER AT FACE.  SUPPLY DIFFUSERS AND RETURN GRILLES SHALL BE SELECTED BASED ON ASHRAE STANDARD
70-1991 TEST DATA. NOISE CRITERIA RATINGS FOR SUPPLY DIFFUSERS AND RETURN GRILLES SHALL NOT EXCEED NC 20, FACE VELOCITY SHALL NOT EXCEED 450 FEET PER MINUTE. DIFFUSERS SHALL BE
SELECTED TO PROVIDE EVEN AIR DISTRIBUTION. VERIFY LOCATION/FINISH W/ ARCHITECT PRIOR TO INSTALL.
[13] BOOTS FOR FLOOR SUPPLY REGISTERS SHALL BE SHEET METAL WITH TAPERED SQUARE TO ROUND (PH-2) COLLAR CONNECTION. BOOTS SHALL BE WRAPPED WITH FIBERGLASS INSULATION.
[14] VERIFY CLEARANCES FOR BOILERS, WATER HEATERS, & APPLIANCES PER MFR SPECIFICATIONS & INSTALL ACCORDINGLY.
[15] HEATING AND COOLING EQUIPMENT LOCATED IN A GARAGE AND THAT GENERATES A GLOW, SPARK, OR FLAME CAPABLE OF IGNITING FLAMMABLE VAPORS SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH THE PILOTS
AND BURNERS OR HEATING ELEMENTS AND SWITCHES A MINIMUM OF 18" ABOVE GARAGE FLOOR.
[16] APPLIANCES LOCATED IN A GARAGES WAREHOUSES OR OTHER AREAS SUBJECT TO MECHANICAL DAMAGE SHALL BE GUARDED AGAIST SUCH DAMAGE BY BEING INSTALLED BEHIND PROTECTIVE
BARRIERS OR BY BEING ELEVATED OR BY BEING LOCATED OUT OF THE NORMAL PATH OF VEHICLES.

PLUMBING NOTES
[01] ALL PLUMBING WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT (2019) CAL PLUMBING CODE (CPC).
[02] CONTRACTOR TO IDENTIFY CONFLICTS WITH PROPOSED PLUMBING PLAN AND EXISTING CONDITIONS AND REVIEW WITH ARCH. IN FIELD, PRIOR TO CLOSE IN.
[03] WATER DISTRIBUTION, DRAINAGE/VENT AND NATURAL GAS PIPING SYSTEMS SHALL BE DESIGN/BUILD BY THE PLUMBING SUBCONTRACTOR.
[04] PROVIDE COPIES OF CUTSHEETS, NEATLY BOUND IN THREE RING BINDERS, FOR ALL EQUIP. INSTALLED IN PROJECT. INSTRUCT OWNERS ON OPERATION OF ALL EQUIP.
[05] WATER DISTRIBUTION PIPING SHALL HAVE COMPLETE ACOUSTIC ISOLATION, INCLUDING ALL CLAMPS, PADS, ESCUTCHEONS, ANCHORS AND HANGERS WHERE PIPING PASSES THROUGH OR
ATTACHES TO THE BUILDING STRUCTURE.
[06] PIPING SHALL BE INSULATED WITH MINIMUM R-8 INSULATION.
[07] DRAINAGE AND VENT SYSTEMS WITHIN THE BUILDING SHALL BE HUBLESS CAST IRON, INCLUDING ALL FITTINGS AND TRAPS.  TRAPS SHALL BE SELF CLEANING TYPE
[08] DRAINAGE AND VENT PIPING SHALL BE ISOLATED FROM THE BUILDING STRUCTURE TO MINIMIZE TRANSMISSION OF NOISE INTO THE STRUCTURE
[09] PROVIDE NON-REMOVABLE BACKFLOW PREVENTION DEVICES ON ALL HOSE BIBS.
[10] NATURAL GAS PIPING SHALL BE SCHEDULE 40, SEAMLESS, BLACK STEEL.
[11] PROVIDE PRESSURE REGULATING VALVE FOR DOMESTIC WATER SYSTEM, VERIFY EXACT LOCATION IN FIELD WITH ARCHITECT.
[12] BATHTUB TRAPS SHALL BE RIGID TYPE CONNECTION.
[13] PROVIDE WATER HEATER PRESSURE/TEMP. RELIEF VALVE WITH DRAIN TO OUTSIDE OF BUILDING OR OTHER APPROVED LOCATION (CPC 608-6). NO PART OF DRAIN MAY BE INSTALLED WHERE IT
WOULD BE SUBJECT TO FREEZING (CPC 608-5)
[14] MAX 1.28 GA FLUSH VOLUME FOR ALL TOILETS.
[15] ALL WATER HEATERS SHALL BE ANCHORED OR STRAPPED TO RESIST HORIZONTAL DISPLACEMENT DUE TO EARTHQUAKE MOTION. STRAPPING SHALL BE AT POINTS WITHIN THE UPPER ONE THIRD
AND LOWER ONE THIRD OF VERTICAL DIMENSIONS. AT THE LOWER POINT, A MINIMUM DISTANCE OF FOUR INCHES SHALL BE MAINTAINED ABOVE THE CONTROLS WITH STRAPPING.
[16] PROVIDE BACKFLOW PREVENTION VALVE ON MAIN SEWER CONNECTION & ON ALL POTABLE WATER.

ELECTRICAL NOTES

FIELD VERIFY

DF DRINKING FOUNTAIN / SPIGOT

CP

HYDRONIC MANIFOLD

CONTROL PANEL

SD

JUNCTION BOX

S 4
D

FIRE SPRINKLER HEAD

48" AFF

48" AFF

CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORCM

[01] ALL ELECTRICAL WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2019CALIF. ELECTRICAL CODE (CEC) AND STATE OF CALIF. ENERGY USE STANDARDS, TITLE-24 PART 6. REFER TO THE TITLE-24 ENERGY
COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTATION FOR SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.
[02] ALL ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS (INCL. LOW VOLTAGE) SHALL BE DESIGN/BUILD BY THE ELECTRICAL SUBCONTRACTOR.
[03] CONTRACTOR TO EVALUATE EXISTING UTILITY LINES FOR SERVICE CAPACITY. CONSULT WITH OWNERS IF UPGRADING IS RECOMMENDED.
[04] ALL ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT SHALL BE INSTALLED AND USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LISTING REQUIREMENTS AND MANUFACTURERS INSTRUCTIONS.
[05] PROVIDE COPIES OF CUTSHEETS, NEATLY BOUND IN THREE RING BINDERS, FOR ALL EQUIP. INSTALLED IN PROJECT. INSTRUCT OWNERS ON OPERATION OF ALL EQUIP.
[15] ELECTRICAL PANELS SHALL BE READILY ACCESSIBLE AND SHALL NOT BE LOCATED IN BATHROOMS OR IN THE VICINITY OF EASILY IGNITABLE MATERIALS. PROVIDE 3 FEET WIDE BY 3' DEEP AND
MINIMUM 6 1/2 FEET HIGH CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF ELECTRICAL PANELS.
[16] ALL ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT, METAL BOXES, COVER PLATES, AND PLASTER RINGS SHALL BE GROUNDED.

POWER REQUIREMENTS
[01] COUNTERTOPS:

- A MINIMUM OF TWO (2) 20 AMP DEDICATED CIRCUITS SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR COUNTER RECEPTACLES.
- ISLAND/PENINSULAS GREATER THAN 12" DEPTH X 24" WIDTH MUST HAVE AT LEAST ONE ELECTRICAL OUTLET.
- COUNTER RECEPTACLES SHALL BE INSTALLED SUCH THAT THERE SHALL BE NOT MORE THAN 24" TO A COUNTER RECEPTACLE FROM ANY POINT ON THE COUNTER.
- ALL COUNTERTOP RECEPTACLES SHALL BE GROUND FAULT TYPE (GFCI).

[02] DUPLEX WALL OUTLETS SHALL BE DESIGNED TO COMPLY WITH SEC 210.50 OF CEC. RECEPTACLES SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT NO POINT MEASURED HORIZONTALLY ALONG THE FLOOR LINE OF
ANY WALL SPACE IS MORE THAN 6 FEET FROM A RECEPTACLE OUTLET.
[03] ALL 125-VOLT, 15 AND 20 AMPERE RECEPTACLE OUTLETS SHALL BE LISTED TAMPER-RESISTANT RECEPTACLES PER CEC 406.11.
[04] ALL 125-VOLT SINGLE PHASE 15 AND 20 AMPERE BRANCH CIRCUITS SUPPLYING OUTLETS IN (DWELLING UNIT) BATHROOMS, GARAGE AND ACCESSORY BUILDINGS, OUTDOORS, CRAWL SPACES,
UNFINISHED BASEMENTS, KITCHENS ( WHERE RECEPTACLE IS SERVING A COUNTERTOP SURFCE, LAUNDRY ROOMS, UTILITY ROOMS, SHALL HAVE GROUND-FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER PROTECTION
(GFCI) PER CEC 210.8(A).
[05] ALL 120-VOLT SINGLE PHASE 15 AND 20 AMPERE BRANCH CIRCUITS SUPPLYING OUTLETS IN (DWELLING UNIT) FAMILY ROOMS, DINING ROOMS, LIVING ROOMS, PARLORS,LIBRARIES, DENS,
BEDROOMS, SUNROOMS, RECREATION ROOMS, CLOSETS, HALLWAYS, OR SIMILAR, ROOMS OR AREAS SHALL BE PROTECTED BY A LISTED ARC-FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER (AFCI) COMBINATION TYPE
INSTALLED TO PROVIDE PROTECTION OF THE BRANCH CIRCUIT PER CEC 210.12(B).
[09] ALL RECEPTACLES TO BE ORIENTED VERTICALLY AND GANGED TOGETHER WHERE APPROPRIATE
[11] ALL WEATHERPROOF OUTLETS AT CELLAR AND EXTERIOR ARE TO BE GFCI PROTECTED PER CEC 210.8(A).3
[12] PROVIDE A MINIMUM OF (2) SEPARATE, DEDICATED 20 AMP CIRCUITS IN KITCHEN, PANTRY AND DINING ROOM AND (1) IN LAUNDRY, BATHROOMS, AND (1) SEPARATE INDIVIDUAL BRANCH CIRCUIT
FOR HEATING EQUIPMENT.
[10] ALL (N) APPLIANCES TO HAVE DEDICATED CIRCUIT AS RECOMMENDED BY MFR.
[14] PROVIDE READILY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRICAL DISCONNECT AT EXTERIOR IF STRUCTURE IS TO BE SERVED BY A REMOTE OR DETACHED SERVICE. DISCONNECT MUST BE IDENTIFIED FOR FIRE-FIGHTING
PERSONNEL. CONFIRM LOCATION WITH ARCHITECT.

LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS
[01] ALL LIGHTING CONTROLS PADDLE/ROCKER TYPE (W/ DIMMER SLIDE WHERE APPLICABLE), WITH SNAP-ON TYPE WALL PLATES; COLOR: [WHITE] ON LIGHT COLORED SURFACES, [BLACK] ON DARK OR
CLEAR FINISH SURFACES. SEE COMPONENT SCHEDULE FOR MFR. VERIFY SELECTIONS WITH ARCHITECT BEFORE ORDERING.
[02] CONTRACTOR TO SELECT DIMMER APPROPRIATE FOR LOAD TYPE. SEE LIGHTING SCHEDULE.
[03] SWITCHES ADJACENT TO DOORS SHALL BE 6" FROM FINISH JAMB TO CENTERLINE OF SWITCH, 48" AFF UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. GANG ALL ADJACENT SWITCHES IN A SINGLE SWITCH PLATE,
HOWEVER NO MORE THAN 4 SWITCHES ARE TO BE LOCATED IN A SINGLE SWITCH PLATE. SWITCHES CONTROLLING EXTERIOR LIGHTING ARE TO BE LOCATED IN A SEPARATE SWITCH PLATE/GROUP
FROM INTERIOR LIGHTING CONTROLS.
[04] LIGHTING FIXTURES IN TUB OR SHOWER ENCLOSURES OR OTHER WET/DAMP LOCATIONS SHALL BE LABELED "SUITABLE FOR DAMP LOCATIONS".
[05] FIXTURES INSTALLED IN INSULATED CEILINGS OR W/IN 1/2" OF COMBUSTIBLE MATERIALS SHALL BE APPROVED FOR INSULATION CONTACT AND LABELED 'IC TYPE'.
[06] KITCHEN: AT LEAST 50% OF THE INSTALLED WATTAGE MUST BE HIGH EFFICACY AND SWITCHED SEPARATELY FROM THE LOW EFFICACY LIGHTING.
[07] BATHROOM: A MINIMUM OF ONE HIGH EFFICACY LUMINAIRE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN EACH BATHROOM, AND ALL OTHER LIGHTING INSTALLED IN EACH BATHROOM SHALL BE HIGH EFFICACY OR
CONTROLLED BY VACANCY SENSORS.
[08] UTILITY ROOMS: ALL HARDWIRED LIGHTING IN GARAGES, LAUNDRY ROOMS, UTILITY ROOMS AND CLOSETS >70 S.F. MUST BE HIGH EFFICACY AND BE CONTROLLED BY A VACANCY SENSOR.
[09] OTHER ROOMS: ALL HARDWIRED LIGHTING IN BEDROOMS, HALLWAYS, STAIRS, DINING ROOMS AND ALL OTHER ROOMS IS TO BE HIGH EFFICACY OR CONTROLLED BY MANUAL-ON OCCUPANT
SENSOR OR CONTROLLED BY A DIMMER.
[10] OUTDOOR LIGHTING: ALL OUTDOOR LIGHTING ATTACHED TO BUILDING IS TO BE HIGH EFFICACY OR CONTROLLED BY A MOTION SENSOR AND PHOTO CONTROL. LOCATION AND TYPE OF
MOTION AND PHOTO-SENSOR CONTROLS TO BE VERIFIED WITH ARCHITECT.

SMOKE ALARM REQUIREMENTS
[01] PROVIDE (N) SMOKE ALARMS W/IN 12" OF CEILING WITHIN ALL SLEEPING ROOMS AND IN CORRIDORS GIVING ACCESS TO EACH SEPARATE SLEEPING AREA. PROVIDE ONE SMOKE DETECTOR
MINIMUM AT EACH FLOOR LEVEL INCLUDING BASEMENTS. REVIEW LOCATIONS WITH ARCHITECT IN FIELD PRIOR TO ORDERING OR INSTALLING.
[02] IN NEW CONSTRUCTION AND IN EXISTING CONSTRUCTION WHERE ACCESSIBLE, SMOKE ALARMS SHALL RECEIVE THEIR PRIMARY POWER FROM THE BUILDING WHERE SUCH WIRING IS SERVED FROM
A COMMERCIAL SOURCE AND SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH BATTERY BACK-UP.
CARBON MONOXIDE ALARM REQUIREMENTS
[01] CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS SHOULD BE PLACED OUTSIDE OF EACH SEPARATE DWELLING UNIT SLEEPING AREA IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF BEDROOMS AND ON THE ENTRY LEVEL OF EVERY
DWELLING UNIT, INCLUDING BASEMENTS.
[02] IN NEW CONSTRUCTION AND IN EXISTING CONSTRUCTION WHERE ACCESSIBLE, CM ALARMS SHALL RECEIVE THEIR PRIMARY POWER FROM THE BUILDING WHERE SUCH WIRING IS SERVED FROM A
COMMERCIAL SOURCE AND SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH BATTERY BACK-UP.

12" AFF

24" AFF

12" AFF

12" AFF

FIELD VERIFY

12" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

WALL EXHAUST FAN

12" AFF

12" AFF

FILED VERIFY

FILED VERIFY

24" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

[01] PROVIDE COMBUSTION AIR OPENINGS FOR WATER HEATERS, BOILERS, FURNACES, & OTHER GAS BURNING APPLIANCES IN ACCORDANCE WITH  CMC CHAPTER 7, AND WITH MFR
RECOMMENDATION.
[02] PROVIDE EXHAUST VENTILATION TO THE OUTSIDE FROM ALL GAS BURNING APPLIANCES. THE VENT IS TO TERMINATE MIN. 4 FT FROM PROPERTY LINE.
[03] BATHROOMS: ALL BATHROOMS CONTAINING BATHTUBS, SHOWERS, SPAS, OR SIMILAR BATHING FIXTURES SHALL BE MECHANICALLY VENTILATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SEC. 403.7 OF CMC. FAN
CAPACITY SHOULD EQUAL NO LESS THAN (1) CFM PER (1) SQFT. OF ROOM AREA W/ MINIMUM FAN SIZE OF 50 CFM.
[04] KITCHENS: EVERY KITCHEN SHALL HAVE AN EXHAUST FAN TO THE OUTSIDE OF THE BUILDING WITH A MIN. SIZE OF 100 CFM PER SEC. 150 OF CAL ENERGY CODE.
[05] ALL SPACE B/W THE BOTTOM OF THE FLOOR JOISTS AND THE EARTH UNDER ANY BUILDING SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF NOT LESS THAN (1) SQUARE FOOT OF VENTILATION FOR EACH 150 SQFT.
UNDER FLOOR VENTS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH VENTILATION OPENINGS THROUGH FOUNDATION WALLS OR EXTERIOR WALLS. OPENINGS SHALL BE LOCATED AS CLOSE TO CORNERS AS PRACTICAL
AND SHALL PROVIDE CROSS VENTILATION. THE REQUIRED AREA OF SUCH OPENINGS SHALL BE APPROXIMATELY EQUALLY DISTRIBUTED ALONG THE LENGTH OF AT LEAST TWO OPPOSITE SIDES.
[06] ALL ENCLOSED ATTIC SPACES SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION FOR EACH SEPARATE SPACE BY VENTILATING OPENINGS PROTECTED AGAINST THE ENTRANCE OF RAIN AND SNOW. BLOCKING
SHALL BE ARRANGED SO AS NOT TO INTERFERE WITH THE MOVEMENT OF AIR.
[07] ALL ENCLOSED RAFTER SPACES FORMED WHERE CEILINGS ARE APPLIED DIRECTLY TO THE UNDERSIDE OF ROOF FRAMING MEMBERS SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION FOR EACH SEPARATE
SPACE BY VENTILATING OPENINGS PROTECTED AGAINST THE ENTRANCE OF RAIN AND SNOW. BLOCKING SHALL BE ARRANGED SO AS NOT TO INTERFERE WITH THE MOVEMENT OF AIR.
[08] PROVIDE A VENT FOR DOMESTIC CLOTHES DRYERS TO THE EXTERIOR OF THE BUILDING PER SEC. 503.4 OF CMC.

J

KP

D

SDVS DIMMER WITH INTEGRAL VACANCY SENSOR

S
FT

SWMD

SWAD WIRELESS MULTI LOCATION ACCESSORY DIMMER

WIRELESS MULTI LOCATION MASTER DIMMER

CEILING-MOUNTED VACANCY SENSOR

FAN TIMER SWITCH 48" AFF

48" AFF

48" AFF

M3

M4

ALUM. WALL REGISTER, SUPPLY AIR
M2

WOOD FLOOR REGISTER, SUPPLY AIR

WOOD FLOOR REGISTER, RETURN AIR

ALUM. WALL REGISTER, RETURN AIR
M1

LEVEL 1 PLAN SHOWN. NO NEW MECHANICAL/ELECTRICAL/POWER WORK PROPOSED AT LEVEL 2

M/E/P +  SHEET NOTES

BUILDING SYSTEMS NARRATIVE

HVAC SYSTEM - HIGH EFFICIENCY ELECTRIC HEAT PUMP.
DOMESTIC HOT WATER - ON DEMAND TYPE INSTANT GAS HEATER.
POWER: PG&E. 200 AMP SERVICE
TELEPHONE: PROVIDER TBD
CABLE/INTERNET: PROVIDER TDB
WATER/SEWER: SFPUC DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY AND SEWER SERVICES
WATER SOURCE: SFPUC DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY AND SEWER SERVICES
WATER TREATMENT: TBD
DRINKING WATER (AT KITCHEN): TREATED WITH REVERSE OSMOSIS UNDER COUNTER UNIT.
SECURITY SYSTEM: FIRE & INTRUDER ALARM SYSTEM. OWNER PROVIDED. SCHEMATICS TBD.

01

SCALE

LEVEL 1 LIGHITNG PLAN
1/4"=1'1 PROJECT NORTH
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M2
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TIE (N) SUPPLY AND RETURN AIR REGISTER LOCATIONS INTO (E) SYSTEM.02
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                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



JAMES JORGENSEN 
369 OAK PARK DR., SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94131  (415) 806-6602 

 
 
 
December 7, 2021 
 
City and County of San Francisco 
Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
boardofappeals@sgfov.org 
 
 
RE:  Notice of Appeal Hearing December 15, 2021, 5pm, Appeal No. 21-101; 355 Oak Park Drive New 
Deck Project Permit No. 2021/1014/0495 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing to voice my extreme objection to the 355 Oak Park Drive expansion project, primarily the 
10-ft long protrusion of the upper-level deck from the rear of the building facade they plan to construct. 
 
I am a 25-year resident of Forest Knolls, living at 369 Oak Park Drive, two doors down from this project, 
and I will be directly impacted by this out of character deck that they plan to install. 
 
I request that the Board of Appeals refuse to approve the ten-ft protrusion of the upper rear deck for 
this project. 
 
I am expressing my concerns as outlined below: 
 

1. Loss of privacy for neighbors due to the 10-ft length protrusion of the upper rear deck.  They 
would be able to see inside the private homes next door and nearby. 

 
2. Out of character with the neighborhood.  There are no other upper decks of this size in our row 

of homes all along Oak Park Drive and this would stand out as an eyesore and ruin the character 
of the Forest Knolls neighborhood. 

 
3. Obstruction of views of the natural hillside landscape and vegetation. 

 
4. Setting precedence for other property owners to building large protruding upper rear decks, 

thereby impacting the privacy of individual homeowners and impacting the visual character of 
the neighborhood. 

 
I propose a compromise by reducing the upper deck protrusion by 5 ft for a total upper deck extension 
length of 5 feet in lieu of the proposed 10 ft requested.  Before we built our 5-ft upper-level 
balcony/deck, we worked very closely with our neighbors to justify a decent length that would be 
comfortable for them and be considerate of their privacy.  We all agreed that 5 feet would be a realistic 



length for both us and our neighbors.  It provides both privacy for them, as well as a good size deck for 
us to enjoy our lifestyle.  I do not believe the owners at 355 Oak Park contacted their neighbors in 
vicinity of their home prior to their remodeling project which has been ongoing for more than two years, 
nor prior to applying for this upper deck permit, nor even considered their neighbors’ concerns. 
 
I implore you to please reconsider approving this large 10-ft protrusion of the upper deck project and 
order them to compromise with a 5-ft upper deck instead. 
 
 
Yours very truly, 

James Jorgensen 
James Jorgensen 
369 Oak Park Drive 
SF, CA  94131 
 
 



1

Longaway, Alec (BOA)

From: Jack Ostrofsky <jackieosf@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 13, 2021 11:32 AM
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Proposed deck at 355 Oak Park Drive

  

My name is Jacob Ostrofsky, resident of 317 Oak Park Dr, San Francisco, CA 94131. I would like to go on record as having 
no objection to the proposed deck at 355 Oak Park Drive.  
 
Thank you. 

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