
From the Murphy Family at 1251 Claremont 

 

• Regarding the collaboration with the Lees find a mutually beneficial solution – I have made it very clear 

from the very beginning that the north wing (running parallel to the property line and the path of the sun) 

is the major shading impact issue.  In a zoom meeting in the summer between us and Mr. Lee and Mr. 

Wong, where they showed us updated designs expecting us to “accept and choose one”. In these designs 

they did not address my concern as they the mitigation of the shading impact from the original design 

(March 2022) was marginal at best.   

o If you look two pages down you will see two shadow length diagrams from winter 12pm, one for 

the March 2022 design (44’6”) with NO daylight plane implementation and one from the most 

recent design with the daylight plane implementation (43’2”).  As you can see, there is only a 

difference of 16 inches or 3%.  This is not an acceptable improvement and proves that the 

daylight plane implementation did NOT properly minimize the shading imposed by the March 

2022 design, it is almost the same. 

• Why did the daylight plane implementation not minimize the shading?  The answer is that (1) the Lees 

property is already almost right on top of ours (for those who visited our property you were able to gain 

that perspective), (2) The height of the pitch is 24’7”, that and the close proximity to our property is the 

major cause of the shading and (3) the daylight plane implementation only moved the pitch away from 

the property line by 25 inches (see three pages down for comparison graphic) and so that pitch is still 

casting a major shadow 

• The directive from the commissioners to Mr. Wong and the Lees in March 2022 was to “minimize” the 

shading impact of that original design (that design being the baseline to minimize from).  Mr. Wong would 

have known immediately that the daylight plane implantation would have such minimal impact on the 

shading caused by the original design as soon as he created the shadow study.  However, he did not take 

steps to create a design that would minimize the shading and instead did the bare minimum of the 

daylight plane. 

• We at 1251 Claremont have been seeking an equitable solution from the very beginning and we haven’t 

received it.  This design only benefits 1261 because the shading has not been sufficiently minimized – See 

four pages down for the language of design guideline 3.13.1, which says “minimize shadow impacts on 

adjacent properties”.  Minimizing the impact by 3% does not comply. 

• We have spent a lot of time and resources fighting to protect what we have at our home and the sun 

access we deserve to enjoy.  I asked Mr. Wong, because his shadow studies are vague and confusing, to 

create an animated shadow study to show real data – he refused.  Therefore, I commissioned an architect 

to build models of 1261 Claremont and 1251 Claremont and put them into a program called Revit to 

create the animated shadow study.  It demonstrates the significant shading we at 1251 will still incur 

(winter and equinox) even with this updated design.   

o In the winter solstice animated shadow study, the shadow from the second story doesn’t clear 

out of our outdoor living space patio area until after 1:11pm.  

▪ On winter solstice the sun sets at 4:55pm in San Bruno 

▪ In the March 2022 planning commission meeting, Mr. Wong stated that the shading of 

our entire outdoor living area is “just in the morning”; Commissioner Johnson 

responded with “just in the morning is just not good enough” (at the 1:16:22 mark); 

Commissioner Johnson also said “The primary issue on the table here is the shading” 

▪ With this design, it’s actually past the morning and into the afternoon when the shade 

will occur 

o In the fall equinox animated shadow study, the shadow from the second story doesn’t clear out 

of our outdoor living space patio area until after 12:17pm.  

https://app.box.com/s/gitmxdspv5hxqd7f3pik8o8l3alsigtf
https://www.suntoday.org/sunrise-sunset/2022/december/21.html#:~:text=%E2%80%A2%20Sunrise%2C%20sunset%20times%20for%20Wednesday%2C%20December%2021%2C,GMT-06%3A00%20%E2%98%80%20Sunset%20time%3A%2005%3A21%20pm%20%28MDT%29%2C%20GMT-06%3A00
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-ClG052Obwc
https://app.box.com/s/48hp384njy5h9b6p4niqy0vxa5qxhth8
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Addressed by: 
1. Removed 2nd Floor Bedroom.
2. 2nd Floor moved back 4'1" from original design.
3. Complied to a daylighting plan as requested.
4. Lowered the original design roof height over a foot.
5. Hipped two roof ridges.
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Please refer to the shadow studies. The majority of the shadows are inside the existing shadow of the existing first floor. 
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Callout
The commissioners requested that we comply to a daylight plane that is not required by the SBPC. We have complied and in addition removed 2nd floor bedroom as requested by 1251 Claremont.
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We've presented 4 designs and over 28 sun studies to to 1251 Claremont. 
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This percentage is inaccurate. It does not look at the shadows and how it affects their backyard.
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Callout
Drawings are drafted in Autocad Lt which does not do animation. I did not refuse, I said,  "it is not possible with the files I have."

Brian
Callout
The animation provide by 1251 Claremont does not show the existing shadow vs. the new shadow. Or account for the trees shadows in their backyard.
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Brian
Callout
This is not accurate. The sun is constantly changing in position as the year progresses. 

Brian
Callout
Refer to shadow study. This is  again inaccurate and does not show existing vs new shadows
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o In the summer solstice animated shadow study, there is no shading issue at all.  This is to be 

expected. 

• This is a major burden on us at 1251, especially when achieving over 2600 square feet at 1261 can be 

accomplished WITHOUT shading our property with a second story wing on the north side; they can 

maximize the southeast wing which is perpendicular to our property and also further away.  If the second 

story is not on the north wing and only on the southeast wing, that is still impactful to us from a shading 

perspective, but much less so and therefore completely acceptable.  If a north wing is allowed (please 

require skylights instead of windows looking into our yard), it must be significantly scaled back and scaled 

down. 

• We at 1251, with this design, are being asked to make a major sacrifice to the Lees’ benefit.  Why should 

we have to sacrifice that much, we’re not the ones building a house?!   

• The bottom line is we do not have an equitable solution because of the almost non-existent minimization 

of the shading impact from the original design.  Therefore, this design as it is cannot be reasonably 

approved (as it does not not comply with finding #1 Light and air).   

• If this design is approved with such minimal shading mitigation, then what was the point of the entire past 

year of stress and drama, time and resources expended? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://app.box.com/s/qx5siutv8k6jakqll90f2oem03nr13ax
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Callout
We've already complied to this, and have gone as far as overhanging the 2nd floor at the patio area to make this work.
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Callout
The Lee family incurred substantial delay due to 1251 Claremont. The application was sent in over a year ago. The original construction budget has also been exceeded to  mitigate the requests by 1251 Claremont 
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Callout
We have complied and exceeded this requirement by the daylighting plane and the current design of the house.



Winter Noon Original Design March 2022 (No Daylight Plane) 

 

 

The second-floor roof pitch shadow above is mitigated below by only 16 inches (3%), from 44’6” to 43’2” 

 

Winter Noon Current Design November 2022 (Daylight Plane) 
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Text Box
Concerns:
1. Does not relate the shadow lengths to the site plan shadow diagram.

2. Only focuses on shadow length and doesn't take into account of how the shadows are interacting with the environment

3. Since the second floor shadow is mostly inside the existing first floor shadow, the 2nd floor shadow has little to no impact during winter.



Original Design (17’3” from 2nd Floor Pitch to Property Line) 

 

The daylight plane implementation only moves the second-floor roof pitch over by 25 inches, which is why the 

shading mitigation is almost non-existent  

 

Current Design (19’4” from 2nd Floor Pitch to Property Line) 
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Callout
The shadow is at an angle. The floor in shade only represents the ground in shade, and not all the the space above it. 

Brian
Callout
The design complies with the daylight plane. Also, the 2nd floor shifted back 4'1" in the new design. 
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Callout
This drawing is not the current design. This does not exist.



 

 

 

  

Brian
Callout
We have complied to this with the daylighting plane.

Brian
Callout
We have complied to this and have all windows facing 1251 will be transom windows.



In addition to the backyard area getting sun, the house structure and windows also get sun early in the 

morning – this is important and would be completely mitigated by the second story on the north wing. 

11/14/22, 8:15am 

 

 

11/13/22, 8:32am 
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Callout
Please refer to the shadow studies. This is misleading, and does now show how the shadows move and duration. Nor does it show Shadow angle or lengths.



 

11/13/22, 8:32am 

 



1251 CLAREMONT REAR YARD SHADOWS & EXISTING FOLIAGE

**PUBLIC IMAGE FROM AQUIRED FROM REDFIN & GOOGLE MAPS

10.13.2022

EXISTING FOLIAGE CREATES THE MAJORITY OF 
THE SHADOW FOR 1251 CLAREMONT. SEE RED 
ARROWS.



10.13.2022

The pinkbox is from the second �oor shadow, 
and is inside the existing 1st �oor shadow. 




