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so·ard of Supervisors 
Ms. Angela Calvillo · 
Clerk of the Board 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: 2853-2857 BRODERICK STREET (subject property) 
Lot 002 Block 0947 
Permit: 201307010898, 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 

201209260727, 201309247638, 201309066151 
Previo~sly heard by: 
Planning Commission ~R Review Hearing September 18, 2014 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination by Shelley Caltagirone July 3, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response by Shelley Caltagirone July 2, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E . 
Project Evaluation by Tina Tam July 2, 2014 (for Drawings dated May 1, 2014) 

APPELLANTS: 

Irving Zaretsky (Zeeva· Kardos, Kate Polevoi) 
Tim Arcuri 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

We are requesting a CEQA Hearing for the above captioned subject property. The 

City Planning Department has issued a CEQA CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 

DETERMINATION (CASE NO. 2013.0433E -- Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation 

Planner) on July 3, 2014 based on HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 

RESPONSE (Case No. 2013.0433E) issued June 24, 2014 and PROJECT 

EVALUATION issued by Tina Tam on July 2, 2014. 

We are hereby appealing the City Planning Department Exemption based on its stated 
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conclusions: 

1. "that the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of the resource to render it materially impaired"; and 

2. " ... the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on off-site resources 

such as adjacent historic properties." 

3, That the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 

The Planning Department was in error in granting tlie Exemption and we are requesting 

that the Department's Decision to issue a Categorical Exemption ·be returned to the 

Department for additional environmental review by the staff. 

NEIGHBORHOOD BACKGROUND. 

The subject property is located in the Cow Hollow neighborhood on Broderick street 

bounded by Filbert street on the north and Union street on the south. That block of 

Broderick and the adjoining Filbert and Union street blocks are part of the residential 

building design and architectural style of the First Bay Tradition between the period 

of 1870 and 1930. This property was built around 1890 and is reputed to be the original 

farm house of the farm that was subdivided into the various currently existing homes. 

The property is about 125 years old. 

The subject property at 2853-2857 Broderick is 125 years old. and is reputed to be the 

original farm house th~t preceded the other historic resources adjoining it and existing · 

in the quad.rant of Broderick, Baker, Filbert and Union streets. It is the clearest example 

of the First Bay Tradition building style and residential building plan for mixed housing 
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of single family homes and two unit flats that characterized the development of Cow 

Hollow between 1870 and 1930. 

The restdential building pattern of the block consists ~f single family, two and three 

story homes on the East side of Broderick street and the South side of Filbert 

street; and two and three story multi residence buildings, consisting of two flats 

each, on the West side of Broderick and on the North side of Filbert street. 

While the single family homes on the East side of Broderick are attached, the distinct 

style of the two family flats on the West side of Broderick are unattached structures 

with wide separation of almost eight feet between each structure. These wide 

alleyways allow each st~ucture to be fully viewed from the adjacent public walkways 

and roadway so that every aspect of the building from side set back to roof top are. 

visible in their various details to all passers by. These wide set backs allow for air, light, 

privacy and safety between each building structure. Historically, the subject property, 

as well as all other two flat structures on the West side of Broderick, were rental housing 

with affordable rents for mid.die class renters who were either married couples {with or 

without children), room-mates, or single individuals. The rental units were consistent 

with the affordability of Marina apartments and somewhat more affordable than the 

Pacific Heights apartments. This diversity of housing options together with the diversity 

of populations occupying the structures contributed to the overall living environment of 

this section of Cow Hollow, both architecturafty and socially. The two combined 

inseparably to impact the physical structures in style, feel, and overall neighborhood 

· character. Many of the flats were owner occupfed with the remaining flat rented out. 

The most visible characteristic of the flats on the West side of Broderick was the scale 

~364 



of the buildings and how they followed th~ slope of the hill. The roof lines have been 

· staggered to follow the descending slope. )"his is a characteristic of many sloped 

streets with historic homes in San Francisco. 

The characteristic for which the entire block bounded by Broderick, Baker, Union and 

Filbert streets is known for is the backyard gardens of the structures that collectively 

create an enormous lush open space that is unique. The backyard open space 

quality has been one of the features emphasized by the Cow Hollow Guidelines. 

None of the historic adjoining homes have roof decks. None of the. 

homes have encroached on the side yard set backs. All the homes have maintained 

substantial back yards. 

The garage openings, of those structures with garag~s, have been kept to a height 

between 6'9" and 7'2" for the most recently created garages. The subject property. 

created an 8' 3" garage opening. 

None of the roof dormers have been altered and the entry systems in the facade of the 
~ . 

adjoining buildings h,ave been kept as originally designed. 

The historical physical and social characteristic of the blocks of Broderick and Filbert 

streets lies in large measure due to the history of the Presidio and the need, historically, 

to create overflow housing for those who were not accommodated in the Presidio. 

The architecture, physical building design, allocation of planned living spaces into 

flats and single family houses contribute to the total environment o! this part of cow 

Hollow. 
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BACKGROUND TO 2853-2857 .BRODERICK 

This structure was originally built as two flats with a one level flat at 2853 Broderick and 

a duplex flat at 2857 Broderick. The building was always owner occupied at 2857 

Broderick and a rental lower flat at 2853 Broderick. 

The Conrad family who sold the building to Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp lived 

in the building for about fifty. years. They were originally renters of the lower flat at 

2853 Broderick and a few years after moving in they purchased the building with the 

furniture of the upper flat from the family of the previous owners. They moved Lip 

to the duplex flat at 2857 Broderick and rented out 2853 Broderick. That lower flat 

had been continuously, and without interru.ption, rented out at highly affordable rents 

for families, couples, room-mates or single individuals. 

Around March of 201 O there was a fire in the building caused by arson. Since that 

time the building has been vacant. The previous owner wanted to repair the structure 

and move back inlo it, but a variety of contractors gutted the building, and lack of proper 

insurance compensation along with the old age issues of Mrs. Conrad caused her 

to sell the structure to its current owners. 

A variety of permit issues, from garage installation to development matters, have been 

going on since that time. The current owners bought the building in about May of 

2012, although they had been in the process of buying the property since about 

March of 2012 (as related by Mrs. Conrad). The purchase price was $1,800,000 

with the current owners paying a down payment of $50,000 and the seller taking 

back a three year mortgage of about $1,750,000. 



Once the new owners took over the property they took over the building plans in place 

and the architect stayed on. 

A series of Hearings were held dealing with the plans which concluded with a CEQA 

Hearing set for September 4, 2012. Supervisor Farrell negotiated a Settlement 

Agreement (enclosed) which was signed by the current owners and, at their demand, 

by all the adjoining neighbors on the West side of Broderick street and south side 

of Filbert street. 

The Agreement is a one document and appendix of plans which is non-severable 

and provided a road map of how to amend the Agreement. In addition it focused 
- . 

on three elements: The building was to be raised only 36" as measured from the 

center top curb of the Broderick street facade; The rear stairwell was to be left 

intact and the firewall left as is; the south side set back was to be left as is with no 

expansion or encroachment of any kind~ Through the work of City Planning, 

Historical Preservation and Building Department, a second means of egress was 

created for the flat at 2853 Broderick through the garage with adjustments.made to the 

entryways of both flats. 

It was agreed, and so maintained by all signatories, that the exterior envelope of the 

building was to remain in tact and not to be increased nor increase the footprint of the 

building. 

The Agreement was signed at Supervisor Farrell's office on September 4, 2012 and 

the Appellants withdrew their CEQA appeal so that the construction could begin 

ASAP according to the agreed upon plans and Agreement (one, non-severable 
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. The Board of Appeals approved and issued Permit No. 2013070108908. 

Six months later the current owners lifted the building under this permit and then 

abandoned it for the remaining issued permits as ADDENDA to that permit. 

.It was discovered after the building was lifted that the original stated height of 

the building was not 34' as stated on the plans but nearly 37' and that the lift 

of the building resulted in an overall height of over 40' on the North elevation of 

the roof line. 

Once the height of the building was discovered, by a survey that the neighbors 

commissioned, to be 37' the neighbors complained to City Planning and the 

Building departments. 

The Building Department issued a Notice of Correction on June 23, 2013 and required 

that Revised Plans be submitted by the project sponsor. 

Such plans were submitted in July 2013 and City Planning informed the project sponsor 

that the revised plans had to be submitted to a 311 neighborhood notification just as 

the original plans were subject to such notification. 

The project sponsor and City Planning failed to submit the plans to a timely 311 

notification and instead, abandoned the plans of Permit 201307010898 and began to 

operate. with Addenda plans that essentially nullified the permit and the Agreement and 

plans upon which it was based. 

In a Hearing before the .Board of Appeals in March 2014 with regard to DPW issuing a 

permit for curb cuts, . City Planning admitted that the Addenda permits issued were not 

the appropriate venue to deal with Revised Plans and that a 311 notification had to 
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take place. So in July 2014, a full year after.th~ Revised Plans were submitted by the 

project sponsor, AND AFTER CONSTRUCTION WAS COMPETED UNDER THE 

ADDEND.A PLANS, 311 notification was sent out so that retroactive approval of the 

Addenda permits can be secured under the guise of issuing a new Permit based 

on Revision Drawings. 

This CEQA appeal request follows Hearings that deal with the Revised Plans and the 

interim Addenda plans that re-introduce several of the issues that caused us to file a 

CEQA appeal in 2012 and that was scheduled for a Hearing September 4, 2012. 

While we thought that those issues were resolved by the Agreement and plans we 

signed on September 4, 2012 and that formed the basis for the Board of Appeals 

issuing the Permit on September 19, 2012, it turns out that the original issues have 

been resurrected. . 

APPELLANTS ARE APPEALING THE FOLLOWING ISSUES: 

1. BUILDING HEIGHT: According to Appellants' commissioned survey submitted 

to City Planning and DBI, the subject property was lifted at least 36" and exceeds that 

lift by several inches as measured from the center top of the curb and the building 

height exceeds 40 ' at the North elevation. 

Appellants were misled by the initial height designation on the original plan.s that the 

building was 34' in height and that wrongful information acted as a fiifur to cause 

many neighbors not to protest the original plans. 

Appellants contend that the 36" permitted lift was a height that was negotiated 

based on the wrongful statement that the building was 34' in height. Had the true 

I 1eigl 1t of the building bee11 k11ow11 at tlte time, a differ e11l lift amour 1t woald ltave been 
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negotiated. There is nothing magical about a 36" lift. It is a figure arrived at based 

on the stated wrong information that the building was 34' ·in height prior to the lift. 

2. ENCROACHMENT INTO SOUTH SIDE SET BACK: 

' 
Appellants are appealin'g the proposed plans to encroach into the South side set 

back for the creation of a new bay window in the dining room for the purpose of creating 

a fireplace development. 

3. ALTERATION OF DORMERS: 

Appellants are appealing the alteration of roof dormers since all dormers are clearly 

visible from the adjacent walkways and roadways and right of ways due to the wide 

spaces separating each building on the West side of Broderick. 

4. HEIGHT OF GARAGE OPENING: 

Appellants are appealing the creation of a garage opening that is 8' 2" ih height which is 

a foot taller than any garage opening on the block, including recent new garage 

construction. 

5. DWELLING UNIT MERGER: 

Appellants are appealing the elimination of affordable housing and the merger of the 

pre'l(iously approved two unit building into a single family home. The current .market 

value of each unit is below the level that allows the Zoning Administrator sole discretion 

in assessing the m~rger of the dwelling units. This merger must be addressed by the 

Board of Supervisors. The appraisal of value and Valuation report submitted by the 

project sponsor to date provide a statement of value based on future projection 

of the project "as to be improved" and is not based on the current value of the 

building as of the date of the appraisal and valuation. The project sponsor's appraisal 
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is totally speculative and is based on inaccurate comparisons to existing 

buildings. The sole purpose of such an appraisal and Valuation Report appears 

to be only for the purpose of avoiding a review of the Dwelling Unit Merger by 

the Board of Supervisors and l_eaving it to the discretion of the Zoning Administrator. 

The current application by the project sponsor states that no additional construction 

is required for the merger. The construction was done piecemeal under the addenda 

permits and prior to any 311 notification. The current Hearing is simply to ratify 

what has already been constructed as an accomplished. fact. 

6. ENCROACHMENT INTO THE BACKYARD: 

Appellants are appealing the expansion of the West elevation of the building and the 

decking system further into the backyard and essentially eliminating the yard altogether . 

. 7. GARDENING SHED OR ADDITIONAL ROOMS IN THE BACKYARD: 

Appellants are appealing the creation of a 8' x 1 O' gardening shed in the backyard as is 

shown on the permit approved by the Board of Appeals on September 19, 2012. 

That development continu·es to be available to the project sponsor even without a 

permit and the project sponsor indicated that she, or anyone who purchases the 

structure from her, has a right to build and essentially cover the entire lot. 

8. ROOF DECK : 

Appellants are appealing the roof deck development and its alteration of existing 

historical dormers, the squaring of the roof and the reduction of light to adjoining 

properties. 

PERMI! APPROVED ON SEPTEMBER 19, 2012 VS. THE NEW PERMIT 
201309010898 
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The original negotiated plans between the project sponsor and the neighbors provided 

for the renovations of the interior of the building to accommodate a two flat historic 

structure wf!erein the project sponsor stated that she would occupy the upper unit 

at 2857 Broderick and would provide 2853 Broderick as a rental unit. The exterior 

envelope of the building would not be altered with the exception of lifting the 

building to accommodate a garage. At the time that the permit was approved by 

the Board of Appeals no one knew that the building plans provided false information· 

as to the height of the building. That was discovered only after the building was initially 

lifted and the discrepancies between the stated height of 34' became inescapably clear 

to be false and the building appeared to be six feet higher and closer to 40' and above. 

·Since that time, February 2012, until City Planning suspended all permits referred to 

above on February 5, 2014, the project sponsor refused to submit 

the revised plans to the required 311 notification and to the Hearings that would have 

allowed the neighbors to voice their concerns over the CEQA issues that the Addenda 

permits and subsequent construction presented to the neighborhood. City Planning 

did not complete the CEQAchecklist and the review of Categorical Exemptions 

and historical preservation issues until July 3, 2014. The neighbors had to wait 

to appeal that determination until after the Planning Commission Hearings held 

on September 18, 2014. 

In March of 2014 City Planning declared to the Board of Appeals that the Addenda 

Permits issued to the project were not the appropriate vehicles for the construction 

that was done and that the plans were always subject to and must be submitted 

to the neighbors on the basis of a 311 notification with the right to appeal hearings, 
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Nonetheless, construction had already occurred and the current hearings appear 

to be intended to simply ratify construction that has already taken place to the 

irrepara~le detriment of the Cow Hollow neighborhood. 

The current construction and the planned construction have a significant effect on 

the subject property and other historic resources that adjoin the property to yield 

an overall negative impact on the Cow Hollow environment. The height of the 

subject property has taken it out of all proportion to the height profile of the· 

block and to the skyline of Broderick street (see photograph). The 

planned encroachment into the South side set back impacts negatively the 

building design plan of the First Bay Tradition of leaving wide alleyways between 

the buildings. The encroachment into the back yard and the virtual elimination 

of the open space impacts negatively the entire historical building design of leaving 

large open space in the center of the quadrant bounded by Broderick, Baker, Filbert 

and Union streets. The alteration of the dormers and the facade of the structure 

has a negative impact on the historic integrity of this almost 125 year old home. 

The elimination of the West elevation porch has materially impaired the structure 

and deprived the neighborhood environment of one of the unique examples of the 

ornamental details of the First Bay Tradition building style. The West elevation 

porch was unique to the entire Broderick block and to the entire quadrant 

of historic homes. 

The current exterior construction and planned development distort the original 

proportions and the structure and negatively impact adjoining historic resources. 

Tt1e pla1111ed evvellir19 tlnittilerger ir11pacts tl1e building desig11 pla11 of l11e 
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First Bay Tradition of providing two units in each of the structures on the West 

side of Broderick to allow affordable housing and to bring in a diversity of 

population to occupy buildings in the neighborhood. 

The current plans prevent the structure from having a second unit with a secondary 

means of egress and substitutes that egress, through the garage as approved 

in the original permit on September 19, 2012, with an elevator 

to service the entire proposed single family home from the garage to the roof 

development. 

There will be additional evidence presented to the Board of Supervisors eleven 

days prior to the Hearing date as provided by the Rules. 

EXHIBITS FOLLOW 

f.3374 
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EXHIBIT A 

1. CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
2. Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

3. Project Evaluation 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
P.LANN·ING· DEPARTMENT· 

CEQA Categorical· Exert:Jption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

({] Addition/ Ooemolition [}Jew I 0Project Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project descripti9n for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alteratjons; new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing dormer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLEJ'ED BY PROJECT ·PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

[Z] Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principally permitted or with a CU. 

D dass 3-New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

D dass_ 

-· 
STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

D 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwe~lings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project ~i.te that is locate~ on tl;le Maher map or is suspected of 
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station,·~uto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manu..facturlng, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
involve soil di~rbance. of any amount or a change of use from industrial to 

D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisc::o Departrrient.of Public Health (DPH), this 

. box does not need ~o be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this foIT?. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site.Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING !:>cPARTMENT09.16.2013 
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-

Soil Distmbance/Modificati.on: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

D than two·(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

D 
Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 
residential. dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Detenn.ination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area) 

D Subdivi~ion/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a 
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination. Layers> Tapography) · 

Slope= or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage ex;pansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 

D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for wqrk perfonned on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work (refer to EP _ArcMap > CE.QA Catex 
Determination Layers> Topography) If box is che.cl<ed, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
bigher level CEQA do~ument req~d .. 
Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
·Square f?otage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ·ft, shoring, tinderpinning.. retaining wall work, 

D 
grading-including excavation and fill on a land.slide zone - as identified in the San 'Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box Jo~ wark peiformed ·an a previously developed portion of the. 
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcM.ap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >Seismic Hazard · 
Zones) If box is checl<e?, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 

required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 

D 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading ori a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work peiformed on a previously 
deqeloped portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. <refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Seismir: Hazard Zones) If box is checl<ed, a geotechnical report will likely be required . 

D 
Serpentine Rod<: DC?es the pr9ject involve.any excavation on a property co:itaining serpentine 
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining wall$, or fence wo~k. (refer to 
EP _ArcMo.p > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Serpentine) · 

If no boxes a:re checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one ·or more boxes are checked above. an Environmental 
Evaluation AV.11.lication is required. 

[{] Project can proceed with· cat~gorical exemptlon review. The project does not trigger any of the 
CEQA impacts· list-ed above. 

Co~ents and Planner Signature (optional): 

No ex~avation. Jeanie Poling 3/3/14 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT.PLANNER 
PRO ERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (r er to Parcel In ormation ) 

2379 



STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

[ J 1. Change of use and new con~truction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 

storefront window alterations .. 

D 5. Garage work. A new op_ening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/o-r 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visiqle from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. Dormer installation th~t meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

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

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond. the floor level of the top story of the structure·or·is only a 
single stbry in height; does not have a footprint that i~ more than SO'J'? larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of archite~ral significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

D Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

Qi Project does nof: conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

D Project involves less than _four work description5. GO TO STEP, 6. 

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checl<list in Step 4. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3: Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not ''in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic character. 

rvr 4. Fa~ade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

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

-

D 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic conditioF\, such -as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

~ 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standnrds for Rehnbz?itation. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.20 !3 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Inte:rior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

~ Se.e.-. t-tR£R. ~w 0/:v; (11 '{l\l.(.)\0 

·. 

D 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRE°R) 
b. Other (specify): 

.. 

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

D Further environmental review required. Based on the :information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

if Project can proceed with ca~gorlcal exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation .Planner Signature: //_// (~/,/ . 
I 

. 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all that apply): 

D Step 2- CEQA Impacts 

D Step 5-Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental E-oaluaiion Application. .. 

B No further environmenthlreviewis required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

Planner Nam!'!: :SkJl~ G...l-h.\'.\~ 
Signature or Stamp: 

-
Prof ect Approval Action: 

·~ 
.._,,.. 

Select One (!;;tl;; · 7/sf'f .. If Discretioruuy Review before the Planning 
Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, th.is document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Admirtistrati.ve Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed withln 30 days of the project receiving the fust approval action. 

sAtH'RANeIS~ 
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A 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description 
The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street· between Filbert and Union Streets. The 

. property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk Distriet. The subject building was constructed 
circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Tradition-style. 

- . 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is included on the Planning Deparbnent's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 
"1." In the ,January 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed in the National 
and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 

·Department evaluated the pfoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
district significant under c!Herion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, ~he Deparbnent has discovered that the Planning Department's Parcel 
Information Database incorrectly identified the property's historic status. Although not formally listed, 
the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listing on the California Register as 
a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's 
first wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a-"Category 
A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted in, part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement 

. prepared by the Deparbnent in 2013. While not formally adopted _by_ 1f:ie City, the study provides 
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 
property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
the Golden Gate. Geographically, the area 1s nestled between the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 
and the low-lying Marina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to 
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the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness 
Avenue to the east. The topography of.the neighborhood, which ascends to the south, offers sweeping 
views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography also played a significant 
role in the neighborhood's development, both architecturally and socially. 

Historically, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 
Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring Valley" during the early American 
period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name ~eeame eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, local contractor George Walker promoted the area as "Cow 
Hollow," in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery disb:ict, although it had been known by the name 
locally since the 1880s. 

Cow Hollow's most substantial period of development began in the 1880s, following the opening of the 
first cable car line in the area, along Union Street. This not only prompted an influx of visitors to the 
already existing attractions of Harbor View, but a spur ~ residential development. By the mid-1880s, the 
moniker of "Cow Hollow'' had taken root in what was formally known as Spring Valley, regularly being 
published in the San Francisco Chronicle. and other local papers. At the same time, ~owing development 
pressures and the demands of the Department of Public Health, approximately thirty dairies and 
associated tanneries that had earned Cow Hollow its name relocated to the south in Hunter's Point by 
1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable car line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up, but the pace of growth was relatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 
years after the opening of the car line, few blocks were fully developed with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Union 
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streets. Many lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street. 

The 1899 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 
the area, primarily along the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets to the north. To the west, the area remained undeveloped aside from a 
small tract of homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at this time was focused on single-family residences, . often in dense rows. 
Building types varied from single-story cottages and small flats, most often found north of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular styles from the 
1860s through the tum of the century were Italianate and Stick-Eastlake, which were common throughout 
Cow Hollow. 

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate 
the urgent City-wide housing needs, i:nulti-unit flats were increasingly conshucted in all residential 
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was· 
used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 
extensive damage, with rail lines along Union Street rendered useless and many structures rendered 
uninhabitable. 
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The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War I. A 
nationwide ecohomic boom during the 1920s correlated with ari.other building boom in San Francisco and 
enacting of the City's first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible 
land uses. The opening of streekar ttinnels in 1918. and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spulTed residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow 
Hollow. The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening. 
effect on construction in San Francisco, which didn't pick up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 
programs and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity resulted in massive Works 
Progress Administration public works projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only hosted refugee 
camps for the two years following the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay in the area rather 
than relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the records o~ the Assessor, 670 Structures 
were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the Panama-Pacific 

· International Exhibition took place. During this period, many two- to six-unit flats were constructed 
throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cross streets, where 
commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Real Estate Circular had called 
"the least stirring section of [San Francisco's} real estate market," had become an increasingly popular 
neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as '~surprisingly" active despite its lack of 
infrastructure and transit. 

During this period, the area bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Lyon Street to the west, Green 
Street to the north and Pierce Street to the east had dearly become a popular enclave for middle-d~s 
families, with the blocks' fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on most. Flats were 
constructed along' the western face of Broderick Street and at occasional comer lots. Residential 
architectur~ at thiS time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are 
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard 
May beck. ' 

Bay Region Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 
architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, informal, and anti-urban. The Bay 
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and has since been classified into First, Second and Third 
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Tradition influenced later Modernists (i.e. 
architects associated· with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular of 
redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the 
Bauhaus and the International Style. Transitional architects that bridged the first and second Bay 
Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. 

The First Bay Tradition, spanning roughly from the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 
Classicism of ~eaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 
at that time, First Bay Tradition architects developed a building vernacular linked to nature, site and 
locally sourced materials. Within this stylistic category, bungalows and houses constructed between the 
1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 
California Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and 
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landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 
exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 
Bay Traditions of the· 1930's and later derivatives of the 1950s and 1960s are clear descendants of this 
style. 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field sfone 
and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Us~ally asymmetrical in 

. plan, residences, were characterized by tripartite windows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper ·panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionally using clinker brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 
thi.s style. 

CEQA Historical Resource{s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or detennined to be 
eligible fo_r listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
detennined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. 

Individual Historic District/Context 
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California 
California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or 
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event 0Yes!Z!No Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yes!Z!No 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yes!Z!No Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yes!Z!No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0Yes!Z!No Criterion 3·-Architecture: IZJYesONo 

·Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes IZJNo Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes!Z!No' 

Period of Signifi~ce: Period of Significance: 1888-1914 
IZJ Contributor D Non-Contributor 

In 2011, the Department found that the property appeared to ·contribute to a historic district significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first wave of development 
with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Department has gathered further information 

. about the Cow Hollow neighborhood, which has allowed us to further refine our :fu:tdings. The 
Department continues to find that the subject propero/ contributes to a historic district; however, the 
boundaries, historical association, and period of significance haven been more narrowly defined based 
upon the new information provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow study. The Department now 
finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a historic district under Criterion 3 for both its 
associ~tion with the neighborhood! s first large wave of development and with the First' Bay Tradition. 
architec;tural style. The period of significance for this C_ow Hollow First Bay Tradition ~istoric District is 
1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the 
sou~ and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis below. 
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Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local or regional history, or the cultUral heritage of California or .the United States; 
There is 'no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate .that any significant events are associated with the subject building. Although 
construction of the subject building was part of the primary patten} of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 19th century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, ·or the nation. Furthermore, there are no 
specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject 
building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national past; . 
The information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate that 
William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant'person in San 
Francisco's history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall.is listed in 
the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that the 
property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 
with the Hall's career as an engineer. No other significant persons are associated with the subject 
building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible unde~ this criterion. 

C1·iterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
The subject building appears to conhibute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible 
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distinctive characteristics of the first period 
of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 
Tradition sfyle. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in 
the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified 
geometric forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), 
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding 
with no interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay 
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively. modest example of the style, does not 
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 
historic integrity of design. However, the building..., does contribute to a collection of late 19th -and early 
20th-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. Many of the buildings from this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, which i~ 
unique to the region. As such, this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a special period of regional arclritecture. The period of significance for this 
dishict ~ppears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the partic1:1lar use 
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of signific~ce 
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the east, Vallej~ to the south, and Lyon to the west 
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Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better 
understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible 
under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of . 
a property's historic identity, evidenc~d by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the propertts·· 
period of significance." Historic integrity enabl~s a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subj~ct property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

Location: [8'.I Retains 
Association: [8'.I Retains 
Design: [8'.I Retains 
Workmanship: [8'.I Retains 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
0Lacks. 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 

Setting: 
Feeling: 
Materials: 

[8'.I Retains 
[8'.I Retains 
[8'.I Retains 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workmani;hip, 
particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District buildings 
retain a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windows is also common. Few 
horizontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributors remain single-family, are sited at their 
original location, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family houses. 

Subject P1'operty 
The subject building has not been significantly altered since its original construction. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 
Department in 2010-2011.under Case No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required replacement of the 
front stair, which was not part of the original construction. This slight alteration in height has not unduly 
changed the original scale of the building or the building's relationship to its setting within the historic 
district. The. work also did not remove any character-defining features of the building. The building, 
therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a First 
Bay Tradition-style building constructed d'!ring the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. 

Step C: Character Defining Featu~es 
lf the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character

. defi:ning featum of the building(s) a:ndlor property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its historic identity in ora.er to avoid sign.ificant adverse impacts to the resource. 1 'hese essential 
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features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a 
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Hisforic District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 
massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic eleµi.ents in the First Bay Tra~ition style. The character~ 
defining features are: 

• Two-three story scale; · 
• Picturesque and asymmeh·ical massing and articulation; 
• Emphasis on simplified geometric forms; 
• Front and side setbacks; 
• Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 
• Locally sour~ed, natural materials, often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick;· 
• Multi-light, wood-framed windows;, 
• Rai$ed entries; and; 
• Simplified ornament and details including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 

incorporating C.olonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

IZJ Historical R~source Present 
D Individually-eligible Resource 
IZ!contributor to an eligible Historic District 
D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic Distr~ct 

D No Historical Resource Present 
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Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 
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lZl Alteration 

The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to the house, including the construction of two roof decks, 
construction of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps ·and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately r and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear fa~~de . 

. Please riote that the permit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. The~e corrections do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. 

Project Evaluation 
lf the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or 
avoid. impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

lZl The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as propos·ed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

lZ! The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 
or context as proposed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible hi.stork district or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts. 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to·the ~urrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. 

Standard 1. A property will be used. as it was historically or be gfoen a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and.spatial relationships. 
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The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

., ·standard 2. The historic cha;acter of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive 
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property wm be 
avoided. 

_No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction. techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
would be affected by the proposed project. All original elements of the primary fa<;ade would be 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change 
would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 
The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 
the overall character of the building or district. . 

Standard 3. Each properh; will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Conjectural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alterati~ns 
and additions would be constructed of new, yet compatible, materi<l;ls. 

' : • •• '!, ... 

Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
. craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. · 

The proposed project would not result in the loss of distinctive features. 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic 
materials,. features, and spatial relationships tha_t characterize the property. The new work wz1l be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

The proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property ·and district as viewed by the public would be retained. 
Moreover, the proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with 
contemporary windows and detailing such that they are distinguished· as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
th~ alterations would occur at ~econdary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
character of the building or district. 

Standard 10 .. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic properh; and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
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If the proposed additions were to be removed, then the roof and south wall of the subject 
building would require repair, but this removal would not 'impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cumulative Impact Assessment 
The proposed work must also ·be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 
property and historic district. Work recently completed at the project site resulted in raising the building 
approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fa<;ade and constructing a rear addition. This wqrk, in 
combination with the currently proposed work, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853~57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic Dlstrid such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building constrticted during the early 
phase of ,development within the Cow B;ollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to 
the resource. 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature~---'~=--=-"--"'1--"Qa,o:.=.:.;:...------------- Date: 7 ... ;l~ ;;J.o/ i 
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G: \DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CEQA \HRER Memos \2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc 
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EXHIBIT B 

Wide alleys between building on West side of Broderick Street 
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EXHIBIT C 
2853 Broderick building lift above skyline of all adjoining 

properties. 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

HEIGHT CERTIFICATION 

October 20, 2014 

To: Department of Building :Inspection 
1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

MARTIN M. AON, LS. (1923-1983) 

BENJAMIN B. RON. P.LS. 

ROSS C. THOMPSON, P.L.S. 

BRUCE A. GOWDY, P.l.S. 

Subject: Residential Remodel at 2853 & 2857 Broderick Street 
Assessor's Block 947, Lot 2, San Francisco 

Dear Sir: 

On July 5, 2012, before the remodel, our survey crew measured the height of the 
subject building at its southern end (roof peak) to be 36'-7 1/8". On August 9, 
20l.3 1 our survey crew re-measured the height of the subject building. At the 
southern end of the building, the height (roof peak) was measured at 39 feet, 
11-5/8 inches. At the centerline of the building, the height (roof peak) was 
measured at 39 feet, 11 inches. At the northern end of the building, the height 
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feat, 1-1/B inches. 'flle zero point for the 
height measurements is the top of· curb at the center of the lot along Broderick 
Street. 

On July 5, 2012, before the remode1, our survey crew measured the e1evation of 
the roof peak at the third story, .the second story roof, the top of the first 
story cornice and the top of the window trim at the first story. All said 
elevation points were taken along the southerly building line of the subject 
property. These points were re-measured on April. 30, 2013, and then again on 
August 9, 2013. We found the following changes in height: 

Top of 1st story window trim: 
Top of 1st story cornice: 
Second story roof: 
Roof peak at 3rd story: 

7/5/12 

D 
0 
0 
0 

4/30/13 

+3 1 -011 

+2'-11 3/4" 
+3 1 -0 1/2" 
+3'-3 1/4" 

+3'-1 3/4" 
+3 1 -1 7/8" 
not measured 
+3 1 -4 1/2" 

On April. 24, 2013, our survey crew set three settlement monitoring points on the 
exterior face of the subject building. 'fllesa points were set along the south 
and east building faces, at the southeast corner of th~ subject property. On 

August 9, 2013, our survey crew .re-measured said three points and found that 
each point had moved up by 0' 1-7/8". This upward movement explains the 
difference in measurements from 4/30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above table. 

Our measurements conclude that along the southerly building line the building 
was raised between 3 feet, 1-3/4 inches and 3 fee~, 4-1/2 inches. 

859 HARRtSON STREET. SUITE 200, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 • Ta (415) 543-450-0 • FAX (415) 543-6255 

... ,, ··. ,.,. .·::.: .. ·. '.·.··:·' 
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Department of Building Inspection 
Page 2 · 
October 20, 2014 

I reviewed a letter by Gregory Cook, the Project Engineer for the residential 
remodel. dated April 30, 2013, that was addressed to the Department cif Building 
Inspection. The letter states that Mr. Cook's measurements determined that the 
subject building was raised by three feet. Since the letter did not include 
details of how the measurements were determined, I could not verify his results. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. 
questions, please feel free to call. 

Very truly yours, 

/9M· "c+;7mc. 
( ~J~/P~eL~---

/mw 
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April 30, 2013 

TO: City and County ef San Francisco . 
1660 Mission S·trOOt .· · · · 
San Francisco; CA94103 ... · 
Atttt Department of ijUU.®1~. J.nsp~pP. .•. ·. 

·PROJECT~ Residential Alteration, , 
. 2ss3•&i&stBroderl~KStreet..~;;... . , .. · .. · 
Bioc~ .. 0941 ~ t~f:.002 · ·· · · · ·. · 
San Francisco;. CA 94123 

. ·.,,: .... .. ·. ;', •. · ~i.~ ' :· 
,., 

.. ~~ . 

_ .... 

!···1.i.:' •.• ,,: •• ••••· 

> •• c06k RCE 3.1570 
· tpr6.}ec.t•~gm~er) 

... •' 

..,. .. ' 

. '' ......... ,.,,,.., ... ., __ ... . 

i ' 

:mmt;.oRYJ~'COOK'll.CR' 
QiVit·£~uee.ifus.··;·.:p~s··· .surveyins .. 

P.-o .. Box1&444.So;Lliket~~~.~ 96'rsr·cs3o).5*77J4 

-----··---· 
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EXHIBIT D 
2853 Broderick West elevation porch on recessed third floor 

demolished. 
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EXHIBIT E 

2853 Broderick expansion of West Elevation into back yard after 
porch demolished 
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EXHIBIT F 

Permit History 

j 
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epartment ofBuilding Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

10/19/2014 12:16:58 PM 

201309247638 
3 
0947 I 002 I 0 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:35 PM· 

Description: 

REMOVE FIRE DAMAGED AND UNSOUND FRAMING DISCOVERED DURING 
ALTERATION UNDERWAY(2011-03-25-2839) REMOVE & REPLACE ALL FLOOR& DECK 
JOISTS & EXTERIOR WALL FRAMING AT 2ND & 3RD FLOORS ONLY, REPLAC BAYS & 
WINDOW OPENINGS IN KIND. ALL NEW EXTERIOR ELEMENTS IN KIND. 

Cost: $18,400.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

Disposition / Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
9/24/2013 TRIAGE 
9/24/2013 FILING 
9/24/2013 FILED 
10/3/2013 PLANCHECK 
10/3/2013 APPROVED 

10/11/2013 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's request on 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 
Name: OWNER OWNER 
CompanyName: OWNER 
Address: OWNER* OWNER CA 00000-0000 
Phone: 

Addenda Details: 

Descr10tion: 

Step Station Arrive Start In Out Finish Checked By Hold Description Hold Hold 
BID-

9/24/13 9/24/13 9/24/13 
VENIZELOS 

1 INSP THOMAS 
2 CPB 9/24/13 9/24/13 9/24/13 CHANAMARIS 

CP-ZOC 9/24/13 9/26/13 9/26/13 
CABREROS Approved. Rear facade alterations: exterior 

3 GLENN materials to be replaced in-ldnd9/26/13 (gc). 

4 BLDG 9/27/13 9/30/13 9/30/13 10/1/13 LE THOMAS 

5 PPC 10/3/13 10/3/13 10/3/13 
SAMARASINGHE 

10/3/13: to CPB.grs GILES 
6 CPB 10/3/13 10/3/13 10/11/13 SHEKKATHY 10/3/13: APPROVED. KS . . 
This permit has been rssued. For information pertammg to this permit, please call 415-558-6096 . 

Appointments: 

!Appointment DatelAppointmentAM/PMjAppointment Code!Appointment TypejDescriptionlTime Slots! 

!Activity Datelinspectorjinspection Descriptionlinspection Status) 

ttp: / / dbiweb.sfgov.org Id bipts/ defau lt.aspx?page= PermitDetails 
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)epartment of Building Inspection 10/19/14 12:36 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 10/19/2014 12:17:58 PM 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

201209260727 

3 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947/002/02857BRODERICKST 

Description: 
Cost: 

9/26/12: BOA#12-056 DATED 06/20/12. REF: APPL#2011/03/25/2839-S. 
$10,000.00 

Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELIJNG 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
9/26/2012 TRIAGE 
9/26/20.12 FILING 
9/26/2012 FILED 
10/12/2012 PLAN CHECK 
10/12/2012 APPROVED 
10/12/2012 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND · Per DCP's reauest dated 2/ 5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's request letter dated io/16/2014 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 

D escnution: 

Step Station Arrive Start In Out Fmish Checked By. Hold Description Hold Hold 
1 BLDG 9/26/12 9/26/12 9/26/12 DANG DENNIS 
2 CPB 9/28/12 9/28/12 9/28/12 !YAN BRENDA 

3 CP-ZOC 9/28/12 10/1/12 10/1/12 LINDSAY DAVID approved per Board of Appeals Decision 
Aupeal No. 12.056 

4 PPC 10/2/12 10/2/12 10/2/12 THAI SYLVIA 

5 CPB 10/2/12 10/12/12 10/12/12 YAN BRENDA 10/12/12 APPROVED BY KS . . 
This permit has been lssued. For information pertammg to this perrmt, please call 415-558-6096 . 

Appoinbnents: 

Appoinbnent !Appointment Appointment AppoinbnentType Description 
Date IAM(PM Code 
8/27/2013 iAM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 

Inspections: 

ctivity Date Inspector nspection Status 
8/27/2013 Thomas Fessler REINFORCING STEEL 

Special Inspections: 

!Addenda No.lcompleted Datelinspected Bylinspection CodelDescriptionlRemarksl 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

2412 
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~partment of Building Inspection 

: 

: 

: 

: 
: 

: 
: 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

10/19/2014 12:19:14 PM 

201108031630 

3 
0947 I 002 I 0 2853 BRODERICltST 
0947 I 002 I 0 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:37 PM 

Description: 

TO COMPLYW/ NOV 201003592 & 20105414. REPLACE 26'X38' 1/FLR FRAMING, REPL 
INTR WALL FINISH ENTIRE(2 UNITS).REPLACE BATHRM & KITCHENS-2UNITS.REPL 
ELECT&MECH(SEPARATE PERMIT).INTRALTERN POST FIRE DAMAGES.ADD NEW 
BEDRM&BATH AT GRD/FLR).INSTALL NEW 
INSULN,SHEETROCK,SPRINKLER&KITCHEN&BATH FIX&CABINET. 

Cost: $320,000.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

Djsposition / Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
8/3/2011 TRIAGE 
8/3/2011 FILING 
8/3/2011 FILED 
2/3/2012 PLAN CHECK 
2/3/2012 APPROVED 
2/8/2012 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND ~er DCP's request dated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 

Address: 

Phone: 

Addenda Details: 
D • ti esCI'lo· on: 

Step Station Arrive 

1 BID-
8/3/11 INSP 

2 CPB 8/3/11 

3 CP-ZOC 8/3/11 

4 BLDG 9/6/11 

5 MECH 9/22/11 

.~ ---··~ 
_ ,_ , __ . ·~~ 

940335 
JASON LANDIS BLOCH 
BLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC 
239 BRANNAN ST* SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107-
0000 

Start In Hold Out Finish Checked By 
Hold 

8/3/11 8/3/11 WALLS MARK 

8/3/11 8/3/11 SHEKKATHY 

CABREROS 
8/22/11 8/22/11 9/2/11 9/2/11 GLENN 

9/14/11 9/22/11 1/27/12 PADA RODOLFO 

10/21/11 10/24/11 11/8/11 LAI JEFF 

·- , _ 
·-

, __ 
................... ,, ..... TT T 

Hold Description 

APPROVED 9/2/11 - no change bldg envelope 
or bldg height. (gc) 8/22/11 - Reqest for 
building section 
01/27/2012: Approved. Route to PPC and 
route back to planning to re-stamp new plan 
sheets. R. Pada 
10 /24/11: comments issued & route to ppc. 
11/8/11:recheck #1.APPROVED & ROUTE TO 
PPC. 
Reviewed & assessed for capacity charges. 
50% paid with permit fees; balance due within 
· - - ooths e"f fleHEIH issaaRee Elate. See iiweiee 

attached to application .. Route Site & 81 
Addendum submittals to PPC 11/17/11. 

ttp: / / dbiweb.sfgov.org/ dbipts/defau It.as px?page=PermltDetails 
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)epartment of Building Inspection 10/19/1412:37 PM 

2/2/12: to CPB.grs 1/30/12: to CP ZOC for 
stamp on revised set.grs 11/18/11: plans in 
HOLD BIN; snt 11/8/11: Back to SFPUC.gi 

PPC 8/23/11 8/23/11 2/2/12 
SAMARASINGHE 11/7 /11: retrieved from SFPUC for J. Lai Bma1. 

7 GILES to J.Lai when returned.grs 10/24/11: to 
SFPUC.grs 9/22/u: to MECH.grs 9/6/11: to 
BLDG.grs 8-23-11: Applicant submit Revision 
1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. sif 

8 CPB 2/2/12 2/3/12 2/8/12 YAN BRENDA 02/03/12 APPROVED BYKS .. 
This permit has been lSsued. For information pertallllilg to this permit, please call 415-558-6096. 

Appointments": 

Appointment Appointment Appointment Appoinbnent Type Description Time 
Date IAM/PM Code Slots 

11/6/2013 IAM cs Clerk Scheduled ROUGH FRAME 1 

5/24/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 2 
5/6/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 1 
12 

Inspections: 

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status 
11/6/2013 Thomas Fessler ROUGH FRAME REINSPECT REQUIRED 

5/24/2013 Christopher Schroeder REINFORCING. STEEL REINFORCING STEEL 
5/6/2013 . Joseph Yu REINFORCING STEEL REINSPECT REQUIRED 

ll 

Speciallns.J1ections: 

Addenda Completed Inspected By 
[nspection 

Description Remarks No. Date Code 

0 1 CONCRETE (PLACEMENT & fc=3000 psi - j drive SAMPLING) 

0 2 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN· 
CONCRETE 

0 4 
REINFORCING STEEL AND 
PRETRESSING TENDONS 

0 5Al 
SINGLE PASS FILLET WELDS < 
5/16" 

0 24E WOOD FRAMING 
SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR 

0 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 
DIAPHRAGMS 

0 20 HOLDOWNS 
0 24A FOUNDATIONS 
0 24B STEEL FRAMING 

0 18A BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
EXISTING CONCRETE 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8 :so am and 3:00 pm. 

r·'-_ ........ -----"'""""''·'''"'""•••·- -·····~"h"'° '"'""'""'"'"v••··'--·""'""'""= ~-] 

1 Station Code Desciiptions and Phone Numbers 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

If you rieed help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009 
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epartment of Building Inspection 

: 

: 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

10/19/2014 12:20:21 PM 

201103252839 
3 
0947 I 002 I 0 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:38 PM 

Desciiption: VERTICAL/HORZONTALADDffiON, RAISE BLDG 36", BUILD NEW GARAGE & ROOMS 
DOWN FOR EXPANSION, NEW CURB CUT. 

Cost: $5,ooo.oo 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28- 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
3/25/2011 TRIAGE 
3/25/2011 FILING 
'3/25/2011 FILED 
3/30/2012. PLAN CHECK 
3/30/2012 APPROVED 
4/17/2012 ISSUED 
5/8/2012 SUSPEND requested by BPA-- ltr dd 5/2/12 
10/16/2012 REINSTATED requested by BPA-- email dd 10/12/12, PA#201209260727 issued on 10/12/12 
2/8/2013 
2/6/2014 
10/16/2014 

Contact Details:· 

Contractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 

ISSUED 
SUSPEND 
REINSTATED 

Name: OWNER OWNER 
Company Name: OWNER 

Per DCP's request dated 2/5/2014 
per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Address: OWNER* OWNER CA 00000-0000 
Phone: 

Addenda Details: 

D SITE escription: 

Step Station Arrive Start In Out Finish Checked By H()ld Description 
Hold Hold 

1 
BID-
INSP 3/25/n 3/25/11 3/25/11 DUFFY JOSEPH 

2 CPB 3/25/11 3/25/11 3/25/11 ~AN BRENDA 

3 CP-ZOC 3/25/11 3/28/11 3/28/11 2/1/12 2/1/12 CABREROS GLENN APPROVED per case 2010.03g4DV. 3/28/11: 
Notice #1 mailed (GC). 
Section 311 Mailed:6/14/11 Exp:7 /13/11 

4 CP-MP 6/13/11 6/14/11 9/6/11 CABREROS GLENN (Milton Ma1tin) RE-NOTICE Mailed:8/08/11 
Exp:9/06/11 (Milton Martian) 
Reviewed & assessed for capacity charges. 
50% paid with permit fees; balance due within 

5 SFPUC 3/5/12 3/19/12 . 3/19/12 TOM BILL 12 months of permit issuance date. See invoice 
attached to application, Route site submittal 
to PPC 3/19/2012. 
Site permit approval, plans route to PPC for 
distr. JYU 03292012 Plans in hold pending 

..... . ... .. . 
5 BLDG 2/2/12 2/28/12 2/28/12 3/29/12 !YU JOSEPH. Changes to exterior of entry stairs require 

OT\'l"\,..l"'\iE'rf\1 h,,,. Tl{"'fP 'Dlron.~n J..nnn T\10'\.,..1;1 ,..,..,,f,,""'",..;s 

ttp:/ / dbiweb.sfgov.org I dblpts I defau lt.aspx?page=Perm itDetails 2415 Page 1of3 



)epartment of Building Inspection 10/19/14 12:38 PM 

u.pp.Lvtu.J. UJ ,,_,....,.., • .1. .u..•~·"u"' .i;.i;u.t"" .!:".a.u..uu .-. .... &.~U.\.IU. 

to JYU after DCP review. jyu 03012012 call to 
architect for changes to nlans. 
Approved Site only! DPW /BSM shall not 
release construction addenda until complete 
application and plans for Street Improvement 
& MSE Minor Encroachment for warped 
driveway/ concrete step are submitted and 
approved Please submit application with all 

5 
DPW-

3/1/12 3/5/12 3/5/12 CY LIONGTIAN (SI) requirements at 875 Stevenson Street, 
BSM RM. 460, and Tel. No. (415)-554-5810. Your 

construction addenda will be on hold, until a11· 
\ 

necessaiy DPW /BSM permits are completed, 
or the receiving BSM plan checker-
recommending sign off Note: Please contact 

· Urban Forestry to apply for tree permit and 
llandscape pei:mit@ 415-554-6700 

6 CP-ZOC 3/19/12 3/23/12 3/23/12 CABREROS GLENN Ito Planning to review revision; snt 

DFCU 3/26/12 3/26/12 3/26/12 
BLACKSHEAR 3/26/12: No impact fees. No First Source 

7 JOHN · Hiring Agreement required. --JB 
3/29/12: to CPB; snt 3/27 /12: Per J. Yu, 
removed end date and placed plans in HOLD 
BIN.grs 3/26/12: to Joe Yu; snt 3/19/12: to 
Planning, Glenn Cabreros; snt 3/15/12: Rlo 
received. Combined with plans at PUC. Will 

8 PPC 4/7/11 4f7/11 3/29/12 THAI SYLVIA route to CP ZOC·next.grs 3/5/12: to PUC; snt 
3/1/12: to BSM; snt 7-22-11: Applicant submit 
Revision 7to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. sjf7-15-
11: Applicant submit Revision 6 to CP-
Zoe/Glenn Cabreros. sjf 4-7-11: Applicant 
submit Revision 1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. 
sjf 

9 CPB 3/29/12 3/30/12 4/17/12 SHEKKATHY 3/30/12: approved. SFUSD req'd. need 
contractor's info. gs 

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096. 

Appointments: 

!Appointment DatelAppointmentAM/PMjAppointment CodelAppointmentTypejDescriptionlTime Slots! 

Inspections: 

!Activity Datejinspectorlinspection DescriptionllllSPection Status I 

Special Inspections: 

Addenda Completed Inspected By Inspection Description Remarks No. Date Code 
1 24B STEEL FRAMING 
1 24A FOUNDATIONS 
1 20 HOLDOWNS 

SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR 
1 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 

DIAPHRAGMS 
1 24E WOOD FRAMING 
1 1/8/2014 YT CHIU 12 SHOTCRETE 
1 1/8/2014 YT CHIU 5B5 MOMENT-RESISTING FRAMES 

1 1/8/2014 YT CHIU 5A1 
SINGLE PASS FILLETWELDS < 
5/16 11 

1 1/8/2014 YT CHIU 4 
REINFORCING STEELAND 
PRETRESSING TENDONS 

1 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 2 BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
CONCRETE 

12 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

ttp: / / dblweb.sfgov.org / dbipts/ defau lt.aspx?page=PermitDetails 
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~partment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

10/19/201412:21:11PM 

201103111905 
8 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:39 PM 

Description: 
REMOVE SHEETROCK, LATH & PLASTER.FROM SMOKE DAMAGED FLOORS. REMOVE 
.KITCHEN AND BATH APPLIANCES AND CABINETS -ALL ON STRUCTURAL (SOFT DEMO 
ONLY) 

Cost: $15,000.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28-2FAMILYDWELLING 

Disposition / Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
3/11/2011 TRIAGE 
3/11/2011 FILING 
3/11/2011 FILED 
3/11/2011 APPROVED 
3/11/2011 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's request dated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

license Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 

634865 
TIMOTHYW. MORTENSEN 
STREAMLINE BUILDERS 

Address: 
1111 CAMPBELL CT* RESCUE CA 95672-
0000 

Phone: 

Addenda Details: 

D escr:mtion: 

Step Station Arrive Start In Out Finish Checked By 
Hold Hold 

1 
BID-

3/9/11 3/9/11 3/9/11 FESSLER THOMAS 
INSP 

2 BLDG 3/9/11 3/9/11 3/9/11 
GUNNELL 
MICHAEL 

3 
DPW-

3/11/11 3/11/11 3/11/11 MINIANODANNY 
BSM 

4 CPB 3/11/11 3/11/11 3/11/11 GALIZA DELIA 

Hold Description 

This permit has been IBsued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096. 

Appoinbnents: 

IAppoinbnent DatelAppointmentAM/PMIAppointment CodejAppointment TypelDescriptionlTime Slots! 

Inspections: 

!Activity Datelinspectorlinspection Descriptionlinspection Status! 

Speciai Inspections. 

ttp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2417 Page 1 of2 



)epartment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address(es): 

10/19/2014 12:21:57 PM 

201309066151 
8 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 I 002 I 0 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:39 PM 

Description: 
REMOVE STEPS PROPOSED TO BE ADDED AT NORTH SIDE ENTRY PORCH UNDER PA# 
201103252839, REDUCE NO. OF STEPS AT SOUTH, FRONT ENTRY, ADD NEW DOORS 

. WITH TRANSOMS AT BOTH LOCATIONS. 
Cost: $1.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILYDWELL11W 

Disposition / Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
9/6/2013 TRIAGE 
9/6/2013 FILING 
9/6/2013 FILED 

10/16/2014 !WITHDRAWN 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 
D escr1ption: 

S~ep Station Arrive Start In Out Finish Checked Phone Hold Description Hold Hold By 

CHUNG 415-
1 INTAKE 9/6/13 9/6/13 9/6/13' JAN CE 999-

9999 

YU 415- 10/16/14: Withdrawn Per Request. Customer 
2 CPB 10/16/14 10/16/14 10/16/14 ANNE 558- lost application & took plans. Duplicate 

6070 application made.ay 

Appointments: 

!Appointment DatejAppointmentAM/PMjAppointment Code!APpointinent TypejDescriptionlTime Slots! 

Inspections: 

!Activity Datellnspectorllnspection Descriptionlinspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

/Addenda No.jCompleted Date/Inspected By/Inspection CodelDescriptionlRemarksl 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

,ttp: / / dbiweb.sfgov.org / dbipts/ defau lt.aspx?page=Perm itDetails 2418 Page 1of2 



epartment ofBullding Inspection 

: 

10/19/14 12:41 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 10/19/2014 12:23:25 PM 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

Description: 

Cost: 
Occupancy Code: · 
Building Use: 

Disposition / Stage: 

Action Date Stage 
7/1/2013 TRIAGE 

7/1/2013 FILING 

7/1/2013 FILED 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 

D escnption: 

Step Station Arrive 

1 CPB 7/1/13 

2 CP-ZOC 7/1/13 

3 CP-DR 

4 CP-NP 

5 BLDG 10/15/14 

DPW-
6 BSM 

7 PPC 

8 CPB 

201307010898 

3 
0947 I 002 I 0 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947/002/02857BRODERICKST 
TO COMPLYW /CORR NOTICE DATED 6/25/13. ALSO TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG 
BEFORE&AFTER BEING RAISED 36" UNDER 201103252839 &TO CORR PREV SHOWN 
HEIGIITS TO ROOF RIDGE TOP.DWELLING UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDITIONS TO 
SIDE,REAR&4/FL.REVISE 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630,. 201209260727 
&201309247638. 
$1.00 
R-3 
28-2 FAMILY DWELLING 

Comments 

Start In Out Finish Checked Phone Hold Description Hold Hold By 

7/1/13 
CHEUNG 415-

7/1/13 WAI.FONG 558-
6070 

Approved per Case No. 2013.0433DDDE. 

415-
Correct height dimensions. Dwelling unit 

7/16/13 7/16/13 10/15/14 10/15/14 
CABREROS 

558-
merger from 2 to 1 unit Side, rear and 

GLENN vertical addtions. 10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR#l 
6377 mailed 7/10/13 (gc). Pending review with ZA. 

7 /16/13 (gc). 

415-
DRAPPIJCATIONTAKENIN ON 

OROPEZA 7/29/2014. APPIJCATION COMPLETE AND 
7/29/14 10/15/14 558-EDGAR 

6377 
TAKEN IN BY EDGAR OROPEZA, PIC 
STAFF 

CABREROS 415- Mailed 311 Cover Letter 6/27 /14 (Vlad) 

GLENN 558- Mailed 311 Notice 7 /7 /14; Expired 8/6/14 
6377 (Vlad) 

415-
COUNTERl 558-

6133 
415-
558-
6060 

10/17/14: back to OTC bin; snt.10/17/14: 

THAI 415- Plans routed to StephenAntonaros hold for 

SYLVIA 558- Building review. AL 10/17/14: Plans routed to 
6133 OTC hold for Building review. AL 10/15/14: 

toBSM;snt. 

10/17/14: UPDATED DESCRIPTION OF 

YAN ·~ 

_ ............... _ ·-- ~~ ~ 

UD'ti"l\.TT\I\. 558~ UNIT, NO STRUCTURE PLANS & CHANGE 

ittp: / / dbiweb. sf gov .org / d bi pts Id efau lt.aspx?page= Pe rm itDetails 2419 Page 1of2 



)epartment ofBuilding Inspection . 10/19/14 12:41 PM 

~ ... ......,.,...,u 6070 FULL TO SITE PERMIT-REQUEST BY 
APPIJCANT. OKBYWF. BYAN. 

Appointments: 

!Appointment Datek\ppointment AM/PMjAppointment CodejAppointui.ent TypelDescriptionlTime Slots!' 

Inspections: 

!Activity Datelinspectorlinspection Descriptionlinspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

!Addenda No.lcompleted Datel!ri.spected Byjinspection CodelDescriptionlRemarksl 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, c.all 558-6570 between 8:30 am and s;oo pm. 

i'" .. ----.. -- .. ··--·--·-·---~-··-·-··-·----~--·-.--1 
j Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page .. 

Technical Support for Online Services 
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009 

ttp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2420 Page 2of 2 



EXHIBIT G 

Correction Notice 6/25/13 to provide revised plans, within 30 days, 
to be followed by 311 notification. · 

Notification was not provided until 1 year later 

In the interim addenda permits were issued which were suspended 
on 2/5/14 

2421 
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EXHIBIT H 

Agreement, September 4, 2012, on the basis of which appellant 
withdrew the CEQA appeal in 2012 

2423 



SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

This Settlement Agreement (the "Agreement") is entered into as of September tJ 2012 
(the "Effective Date"), by and between Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp ("Permit fo1der''), 
and Pat Buscovich, Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Polevoi, Zeeva Kardos, Craig Jones. Michael 
Jaeger, Eric Reimers, Kelda Reimers, Rob Povlitz, Jennifer Povlitz, Don Morehead and Ann 
Morehead ("Appellant") .. Permit Holder and Appellant are sometimes each referred to in this 
Agreement as a "Party11 or "party" and collectively as the "parties.» 

This agreement applies solely to Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 and to 
the CEQA appeal and BOA appeal as defined below. 

··RECITALS 

This Agreement is executed with reference to the following facts: 

A Permit Holder is the owner of the real property commonly known as 2853-2857 
Broderick Street, San Francisco, California, Block 09471 Lot 002 (the "Permit Holder Property").· 

B. Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Polevoi and Zeeva Kardos are the owners of the 
· real property commonly known as 2845-2847 Broderick Street, San Francisco, California, Block 

0947, Lots 045 and 046 {the "Appellant Property"). 

C. The Permit Holder Property and the Appellant Property are adjacent and share a 
common property line ("Property Lihe"). Appellant has certain concerns and objections related 
to Permit Holder's work on the Permit Holder Property. 

D. Permit Holder desires to obtain a permit that will -allow for the raising of the 
existing building on the Permit Holder Property by 36 inches and construction of a new garage, 
among other things, pursuant to Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 and the 
associated plans for the permit (collectively, the "Permit"). The Permit was issued on or about 
April 17, 2012. . 

J 

E. On or about May 2, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the Permit with the San 
Francisco Board of Appeals ("BOA Appeal") that set forth various concerns and objections 
Appellant has with the Project. The BOA Appeal was considered at a Board of Appeals hearing 
on June 20, 2012 and was ultimately denied on a vote of 4 to O; 

F. On or about July 2, 2012, Appellant filed a request for rehearing of the ~OA 
Appeal with the San Francisco Board of Appears. A hearing to consider the request for 
rehearing was scheduled at the Board of Appeals on July 25, 2012. On July 18, 2012, 
Appellant filed a rescheduling request to reschedule the hearing until after September 19, 2012. 
The request was granted by the Board of Appeals on July 20, 2012, rescheduling the hearing ·to 
September 12, 2012; 

G. On or about July 6, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued by the San Francisco Planning Department for the Project ("CEQA Appeal"), which set 
forth various concerns and objections Appellant has with the determination of categorical 
exemption from environmental review for the Permit 

-1-
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H. All parties now desire to settle their differences on mutually agreeable terms, 

NOW THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the promises, covenants, and releases 
hereinafter set forth in this Agreement, and for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and 
sufficiency of which is acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 

1. Recitals 

The above recitals are incorporated herein by reference and are hereby made a part of this 
Agreement 

2. Permit Holder Obligations 

Permit Holder hereby agrees to amend the Permit, and implement construction, such that it is. 
consistent with, and as set forth in, the drawings dated August 22, 2012, and attached hereto 
and incorporated herein as Exhibit A.. Perin it Holder will amend the permit by requesting the 
Board of Appeals agree to a rehearing of the BOA Appeal and then requesting the Board of 
Appeals amend the Permit pursuant to the drawings attached as Exhibit A In the case that the 
Board of Appeals does not agree to the rehearing or to amend the Permit pursuant to the 
drawings attached as Exhibit A, Permit Holder shall amend the Permit pursuant to the attached 
drawings on her own. 

Minor modifications may be made to said plans to satisfy Planning Department and/or 
Department of Building Inspection requirements for the building permit application. "Minor 
modifications" do not include, and are not limited to: 

a) Enlargement of the envelope of 2853-2857 Broderick Street; 

b) Any increase in the building height beyond a maximum of 36 inches from current 
conditions {which already includes any tolerance otherwise permitted by the Department 
of Building inspection and BuUding Code); 

c) Any modifications to the fire wall on the north elevation of the rear yard stair case. 

Any non-Minor Modifications may be made to the plans upon the consent of all parties to this 
Agreement. 

Permit Holder will mark the building prior to the lift so that once it is lifted it can be clearly 
determined that the lift was 36 inches. 

Permit Holder releases any claims they may have against Appellants with respect to the 
approval and appeal process for the Permit 

3. Appellant Obligations 

As long as the Permit to be issued remains, as set forth in· the drawings attached, and is 
consistent with the drawings set forth on Exhibit A and as long as Permit Holder is not in 
breach of this Agreement, Appellant, including all individuals who have signed the BOA Appeal, 
the CEQA Appeal, or both, hereby agrees as follows: 

2425 



a) Appellant will not support the CEQA Appeal at the Board of Supervisors hearing on 
September 4, 2012, and will give testimony to the Board announcing a settlement of the 
matter. 

b) Appellants shall support the request for rehearing at the Board of Appeals hearing 
scheduled for September.12, 2012, for the purpose of having the Board of Appeals amend 
the Permit pursuant to the drawings attached as Exhibit A at the rehearing. AppeHants 
shall also support the proposal to amend the Permit pursuant to these drawings at the 
Board of Appeals rehearing. 

c} Appellant shall file no future appeals of Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839, 
as ~et forth in the drawings attached as Exhibit A, including, but not limited to, any 
appeals with any department, office, board or other body of the City and County of San 
Francisco or any California state court or U.S. Federal court. This does not bar Appellant 
from filing any complaints against the Permit with the Department of Building Inspection 
after the Permit is issued. 

Appellants release any claims they may have against Permit Holder with respect ta the approval 
and appeal process for the Permit. · 

4. Successors and Assigns 

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and shall be binding upon the parties to this 
Agreement and their respective heirs, successors, assigns or owners and their representatives, 
agents, shareholders, officers, partners, directors, employees, affiliates, subsidiaries, related 
corporations or entities. Eacli Party shall provide a copy of this Agreement to any successor, 
assign or new owner prior to transfer of their respective property. 

5. Representations and Warranties 

The persons signing this Agreement hereby warrant and represent that they have the power 
and authority to bind any party on whose behalf this Agreement is signed. Each party agrees to 
indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the other parties for any loss, costs, expe·nses, claims, or 
damages resulting from any breach of this paragraph. 

6. Attorneys' Fees 

The parties acknowledge and agree that ·if any party commences arbitration or litigation to 
interpret or enforce the terms of this Agreement, each party will be responsible for their own 
attorneys' fees. Appellants agree to n9t be represented by co~Appellant Kate Polevol as an 
attorney in any arbitration or litigation relating to this dispute. 

7. Entire Agreement; Controlling Law 

This Agreement and all exhibits attached hereto and incorporate.d herein sets forth the entire 
agreement of the parties and any disputes concerning the subject matter of this Agreement, and 
shall not be modified or altered except by a subsequent written agreement signed by the 
parties. The laws of the State of California shall govern the validity, interpretation and 
enforcement of this Agreement. Subject to Section 6, the parties expressly consent to 
jurisdiction in the courts of California for any dispute regarding or relating to this Agreement or 
any other matter or claim released herein. 

-3-
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8. Counterparts; Severability; Time is of the Essence 

This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts and signatures may be exchanged by 
facsimile or electronically, each of which shall be deemed to be an original document, and all of 
which together shall constitute one and the same document. In the event that any 
representatlon, warranty, acknowledgment, covenant, agreement, clause, provision, promise, or 
undertaking made by any party contained in this Agreement is deemed, construed, or alleged to 
be illegal, invalid, or unenforceable under present or future laws, in whole or in part, the parties 
acknowledge that each and every other term of this Agreement shall remain valid and 
enforceable. Time is of the essence for the completion of the acts described in and required by 
this Agreement. 

9. Advice of Counsel 

The parties represent and acknowledge that they have read and understood the terms of this 
Agreement and have had the opportunity to obtain the advice of counsel on the meaning and 
effect of this Agreement. The parties have had an opportunity to fully participate in preparing 
this Agreement and acknowledge that it is the product of the draftsmanship of the parties. 
Accordingly, this Agreement shall not be construed for or against any party by virtue of their 
participation, or lack of participati~~· in the drafting hereof. · 

[SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE} 
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This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties. . 

v~ h~~foj-

__,,,_--+1--4-'~~-=.--=o.__"- bt.. ~ 

Craig Jones 

Michael Jaeger 

Eric Reimers 

Kelda Reimers 

Rob Povlitz 

Jennifer Povlitz 

Don Morehead 

Ann Morehead 

-5-
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This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Permit;tfoldtr- , J.1 r 

, ., ,, .J. v-- ~<- tv.f,O toj- · 

--'<--f+-+'b~~'L...__..-..__,("'--'-)1' br~. (...e-v tff' _-
. 0 

Eric Reimers 

Rob Povfitz 

2429 



This Agreement is execi.i:ed as of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Permit Hotder: 
''l. 
!\ . 

~ t . j .. 
. 1' : ~ ;.: 

,_ .... ~........i....-..,--·----
Pam Whitehead 

... i .. 

MeHnda Nyk'timp 

.. I I 
(JI. ..' 

/
/ 1.

1
./ Ii ; 

. J I . . .! , ,,-.-... ~ 

Appellant: 

--··-·-------···· .. - ......... _,, __ _ 
Craig Jones 

Michael Jaeger 

Eric Reimers 

-·----· --· ·--- ,_.,...... ...._ ......... _ 
Dort Morehead 

.. ~. 
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Ofjice/iU #:.: .. ;':.- ..... J;~o(s)~' 

OpeJfor I.D.: c~~1'31as .::,.: '· 

. ···· .. · {"' ·:::. ... ··: ·:-:·:.;:· :, .... 

ff,H~~R·s·~~E~K \'; ;; f); 
.. ...... . 
;: ... ·.· ... ·:: . 

....... ··:··" 
:· -.;: . ... ·.· . ..... 

.. :::::t··· 

·" " 
PAY TO THE ORDER OF ***DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING*** 

***Five hundred forty-seven dollars and no cents*** 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 
3431 CALIFORNIA ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 · 
FOR INQUIRIES CALL (480) 394-3122 
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Board of Supervisors 
Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick St (subject property) 

October 20, 2014 

Lot 002 Block 0947 
Permits:201307010898,201103111905,201103252839,201108031630, 
201209260727,201309247638,201309066151 

Previously heard by: 
Planning Commission DR Review Hearing September 18, 2014 
CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination by Shelley Caltagirone July 3, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E · 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response by Shelley Caltagirone July 2, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E 
Project Evaluation by Tina Tam July 2, 2014 (for Drawings dated May 1, 2014) 

APPELLANTS: 
Irving Zaretsky (Zeeva Kardos, Kate Polevoi) 
Tim Arcuri · 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am fully in support of the letter submitted by Irving Zaretsky regarding our request for a CEQA 
Hearing. There are a host of irregular issues concerning this project that I feel the Board of 
Supervisors needs to consider to protect property owners both in Cow Hollow and elsewhere in 
the City. The project sponsor bas positioned Mr. Zaretsky as the primary opponent to the project. 
This could not be farther from the truth as many other -neighbors - including myself- are gravely 
concemed about the process by which the project has arrived at its current status. 

This project is ultimately a very clear "how to" roadmap for future developers to circumvent the 
rules by submitting plans in piecemeal fashion (with erroneous facts) in order to minimize 
neighborhood concerns and move certain aspects of the construction to "existing" status before 
the facts are updated, neighbors realize the entirety of the project, and genel'ate opposition. 

~~.(L_ 
T~IVVC 
Appellant 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

MARTiN M. RON, L.S. (1923-1983) 

BENJ.l\MIN B. RON, P.L.S. 

HEIGHT CERTIFICATION 

October 20, 2014 

To: Department of Building Inspection 
1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Residential Remodel at 2853 & 2857 Broderick Street 
Assessor's Block 947, Lot 2, San Francisco 

Dear Sir: 

ROSS C. iHOMPSON, P.L.S. 

BRUCE A. GOWDY, P.L.S. 

On Ju1y 5, 2012, before the remodel, our survey crew measured the height of the 
subject building at its southern end (roof peak) to be 36' -7 1/8". On August 9 1 . 

2013, our survey crew re-measured the height cf the. subject building. At the 
southern end of the building, the height (roof peak) was measured at 39 feet, 
11-5/8 inches; At the centerline of the building, the height (roof peak) was 
measured at 39 feet, 11 inches. At the northern end of the building, the height 
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, 1-1/S inches. The zero point for the 
height measurements is ehe top of· curb at the center of the lot along Broderick 
Street. 

On July 5, 2012, before the reinode1, our survey crew measured the e1evation of 
the roof peak at the third story, the second story roof, the top of the first. 
story cornice and the top of the window trim at the first story. All said 
elevation points were taken along the southerly building line of the subject 
property. These points were re-measured on April 30, 2013, and then again on 
August 9, 2013. We found the following changes in height: 

Top of 1st story window trim: 
Top of lst story cornice: 
Second story roof: 
Roof' peak at 3rd story: 

4/30/13 

+3'-0" 
+2'-11 3/4" 
+3'-0 1/2" 
+3'-3 1/4" 

+3 1 -1 3/4" 
+3'-1 7/8" 
not measured 
+3'-4 1/2" 

On April 24 1 2013, our survey crew set three settlement monitoring points on the 
exterior face of the subject building. These points were set al.ong the south 
and east buil.ding faces, at the southeast corner of the subject property. On 

August 9, 2013, our survey crew re-measured said three points and found that 
each point had moved up by 0' 1-7/8". This upward movement explains the 
difference in measurements from 4/30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above table. 

Our measurements conclude that along the southerly building line the building 
was raised between 3 feet, 1-3/4 inches and 3 feet, 4-1/2 inches. 

859 HARRISON STREET. SUITE 200, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 •TEL (415) 543-4500 •FAX (415) 543-6255 

.. · .. ·.· .. .... · 
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Department of Building Inspection 
Page 2 
October 20, 2014 

I reviewed a letter by Gregory Cook, the Project Engineer for the residential 
remodel dated April 30, 2013, that was addressed to the Department of Building 
Inspection. The letter states that Mr. Cook's measurements dete:rmined that the 
subject building was raised by three feet. Since the letter did not include 
details of how the measurements were determined, I could not verify his results. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. 
questions, please feel free to call. 

Very truly yours, 

~M. "c+;7rnc. 
( ~J;-;l!P~eli::..-

/mw· 
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HeigJ.it Certification·_ .. 
"' .· 

April 30~ 2013 
. . : . 

.. ·, 

TO: City and.County of$an Frap;ci~, 
1600-Mission Street." '· · .... 
San· F~ciscoi CA941:03 · · . . 
Attn;_ Dep~ent ofBl#l~~~op, · 

PR.'OJEC't: Residential.Alteration . 
.. ~~!1{1~~t~itf~~~Str~t,;{··:::·:.:::-.:::·:'·_ ..... ·, 
San Francisco~ CA 94123 
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~isl# that'the btµIdilig ~-.tais¢::frpJA;:it$ pr~iou5 .eie,~tipn, ~~ich was. 
meas~--inMay of~Ol2~ ... : . . ,. . . . . . . . .. 

Fwnfthese:me~~~:i~ \.vas.f$etel'.J;ninei;iJhat :Ale btµidjb,g_ wia.$ ra.i~ 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
P.LANNING· ·DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categoric:P~ Exen:iption D..etE!rmination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

2853"."2857 Broderick St 09-;l7/002 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

[{]Addition/ []Demolition []New I 0Project Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department apprnyal. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new, dormers; altef .existing ,dormer. 

·-----------· 
STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmentdt Evaluat1.on Avi:Jlication is required. 

0 Oass 1-Existing Facilities. Interior anq exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
. of use if principall~ permitted' or\~itli a CU. · 

D dass 3 - New Coristmction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or Six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; comm€rcial/office structures; utilitV extensions. 

D dass_ 

-
STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Envircmmerit.al .Evai,uation Applif'ation is required. 

D 
. Transportation: Does the project. create six ( 6) or more net new parking sp~ces qr residefltili!J units? 

Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, ·pede.strian arid/o.r bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/cir bicycle facilities?· 

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

facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within . .;:n air polll,ltion hot 
spot? (refer ta EP _ArcMap; CEQA Catex Detenninatian Layers> Air Pollution Ho.t,Spots) . 

HazardollS Materia~s: ,A+Ly pr:oject ~te that is_ locate9- on tJ;ie Maher map or is suspecfed of 

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

cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with. und~gro.:und st9_rag~ t~): Would the project 
involve soil di~rbance_ of any amount or a change of use from industrial.to 

D commercial/residential? If yes, should .the .applicant presel.1,t P.ocum~tation of a completed Maher . . . .. . . 
Application that has been submitted to the San Franci:s<;:o Departtn..?nt. of Public Hea):\h. (DPH), this . . . . . . ~ . . . 
box does not need ~o be checked, but such.d.ocumentation must be append~d to this for:t;rL.In all 
other .circumstances, .this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environinental Site.Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 

SAN FRANClSCO 
PLANNING OEPARTMENT09.16.2013 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Date Reviewed: 
Case No.: 
Project Ad.dress: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Staff Contact: 

June 24, 2014 (Part II) 
2013.0433E 

2853-2857. Broderick Street 

RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/002 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org .,, 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on ~roderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject building was constructed 
circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Tradition-style. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is included on the Plannmg Department's 1976 .Architectural Survey with a rating of 
"1." In the January 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed in the National 
and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 
Department evaluated the pfoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
district significant under criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, the Department ha8 discoverec:I that the Planning Department's Parcel 
Information Database incorrectly identified the property's historic status. Although not formally listed, 
the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listing on the California Register as 
a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood.' s 
first wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a "Category 
A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted in part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement 

. prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted by the City, the study provides 
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 

property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
the Golden Gate. Geographically, the area is nestled between the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 
and the low-lying Marina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Historic Resource Evaluation l"-esponse: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E. 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness 
Avenue to the east. The topography of·the neighborhood, which ascends to the south, offers sweeping 
views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography also played a significant 
role in the neighborhood's development, both architecturally and socially. 

Historically, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the.Van 
Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring Valley'' during the eci:ly American 
period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name became eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, local contractor George Walker promoted the area as ,;Cow 
Hollow," in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery district, although it had been known by the name 
locally since the 1880s. 

Cow Hollow' s i:nost substantial period of development began in the 1880s, following the opening of the 
first cable car line in the area, along Union Street. This not only prompted an influx of visitors to the 
already existing attractions of Harbor View, but a spur in residential development. By the mid-1880s, the 
moniker of "Cow Hollow'' had taken root in what was formally known as Spring Valley, regularly being 
published in the San Francisco Chronicle. and other local papers. At the same time, ~owing development 
pressures and the demands of the Department of . Public Health, approximately thirty dairies and 
associated tanneries that had earned Cow Hollow its name relocated to the south in Hunter's Point by 
1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. · 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable car line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up, but the pace of growth was relatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 
years after the opening of the car line, few blocks were £ully developed with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Union 
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streets. Many lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street. 

The 1899 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 
the area, primarily along the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets to ·the north. To the west, the area remained undeveloped aside from a. 
small tract of homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at this time was focused on single-family residences, often in dense rows. 
Building types varied from single-story cottages and small flats, most often found north of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular styles from the 
1860s through the turn of the century were Italianate and Stick-Eastlake, which were common throughout 
Cow Hollow. 

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate 
the urgent City-wide housing needs, multi-unit flats were increasingly constructed in all residential 
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was 
used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 
extensive damage, with rail lines along Union Street rendered useless and many structures rendered 
uninhabitable. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Historic Resource Evaluation .. ..;sponse: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War I. A 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and 
enacting of the City's first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible 
land uses. The opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass autoll'1:obile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of_ the City, including Cow 
Hollow.' The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening 
effect on construction in San Francisco, which didn't pick up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 
programs and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity resulted in massive Works 
Progress Administration public works projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only hosted refugee 
camps for the two years following the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay in the area rather 
than relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the records o~ the Assessor, 670 Structures 
were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the PanamarPacific 
International Exhibition took place. During this period, many two- to six-unit flats were constructed 
throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cross streets,· where 
commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Real Estate Circular had called 
"the least stirring section of [San Francisco's] real estate market," had become an increasingly popular 
neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as '~surprisingly" active despite its lack of 
infrastructure and transit. 

During this period, the area bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Lyon Street to the west, Green 
Street to the north and Pierce Street to the east had clearly become a popular enclave for middle-class 
families, with the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on most. Flats were 
constructed along the _western face of Broderick Street and at occasional comer lots. Residential 
architectur~ at this time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are 
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard 
Maybeck. 

Bay Region Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 
architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, informal, and anti-urban. The Bay 
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and has since been classified into First, Second and Third 
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Tradition influenced later Modernists (i.e. 
architects associated with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular of 
redwood, shingles, and elemer~.ts of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the 
Bauhaus and the International Style. Transitional architects that bridged the first and second Bay 
Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. 

The First Bay Tradition, spanning roughly from the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 
Classicism of ~eaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 
at that time, First Bay Tradition architects developed a building vernacular linked to nature, site and 
locally sourced materials. Within this stylistic category, bungalows and houses co~tructed between the 
1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 
California· Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 
exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 

Bay Traditions of the 1930's and later derivatives of the 1950s and 1960s are clear descendants of this 
style. 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field sfone 
and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in 
plan, residences were characterized by tripartite Windows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionally using clinker brick apartment houses were often strong· examples of 
thi.s style. 

CEQAHistorical Resource(s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligt."ble for listing in, the Califprnia Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whethir the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for jnclusion in a California 
California Register under one or more of the· Register Historic District/Context under one or 
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yesrg)No Criterion 1 - Event: OYes[gjNo 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yesrg)No Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yes[gjNo 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0Yesrg) No Criterion 3 ·_ Architecture: [Z!YesONo 

-Criterion 4.- Info. Potential: ·oYes rg] No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes(g]No 

Period of Signifi~ce: Period of Significance: 1888 -1914 
~Contributor D Non-Contributor 

... 

In 2011, the Department found that the property appeared to·contribute to a historic district significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first wave of development 
with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Department has gathered further information 
about the Cow Hollow neighborhood, which has allowed us to further refine our fir:idings. The 
Department continues to find that the subject proper!=J contributes to a historic district; however, the 
boundaries, historical association, and period of significance haven been more narrowly defined based 
upon the .new information provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow study. The Department now 
finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a historic district under Criterion 3 for both its 
association with the neighborhood! s first large wave of development and with the. First" Bay Tradition. 
archite~al style. The period of significance for this c_ow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is 
1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the e~st, Vallejo to the 
south, and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis b~low. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2446 . .4 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 
There is ·no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject building. Although 
construction of the subject bmlding was part of the primary pattern of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 19th century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, ·or the nation. Furthermore, there are no 
specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject 
building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national past; . 
The .information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate that 
William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in San 
Francisco's history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall.is listed in 
the direct9ries as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as ~ate as 1954, so it is presumed that the 
property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 
with the Hall's career as an engineer. No other significant persons are associated with the subject 
building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible 
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distiri.ctive characteristics of the first period 
of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 
Tradition st}rle. The subject building was construc!:ed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in 
the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified 
geometric forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brid.<), 
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding 
with no interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant exam.pl~ of the First Bay 
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 
historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 19th -and early . ~ 

20th-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollo~ 
neighborhood. Many of the buildings from this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, which is 
unique to the region. As such, this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distinctive characteriStics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of significance for this 
district fippears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the particular use 
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of signific~ce 
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west. 

SAN FRl\NGISCO 
PLANNING DJ;:PARTMENT 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Deparhnent' s 
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better 
understanding of prehistory ?r history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible 
under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it al.so must have integrity. Integrity is defined as II the authenticity of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's 
period of significance. 11 Historic integrity enable~ a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
qual.ities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subj~ct property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

Location:: !Zl Retains 0Lacks Setting: l2SJ Retains 0Lacks 
Association: !Zl Retains ·oLacks Feeling: l2SJ Retains 0Lacks 
Design: !Zl Retains 0Lacks Materials: l2SJ Retains D Lacks 
Workmanship: ~ Retains 0Lacks 

Historic District · 
The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workmanship, 
particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District bui~dings 
retain a high level of original building .features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windows is also common. Few 
horizontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributors remain single-family, are sit~d at their 
original location, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family houses. 

Subject Property 
The subject building has not been significantly altered since its original co!l$truction. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground fl,oor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 
Deparhnent in 2010-2011 under ~ase No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required replacement of the 
front stair, which was not part of the original construction. This slight alteration in height has not unduly 
changed the original scale of the building or the building's relationship to its setting within the historic 
district. The. work also did not remove any character-defining features of the building. The building, 
therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a First 
Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 

neighborhood. 

Step C: Character Defining Fea~es 
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to ~onvey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a 
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 
massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic eleµients in the First Bay Tra~tion style. The character-

defining features are: 

• Two-three story scale; · 
• Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation; 

• Emphasis on simplified geometric forms; 

e Front and side setbacks; 
• Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 
• Locally sourced, natural materials, often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick; 

• Multi-light, wood-framed windows;, 
• Raised entries; and, 
• Simplified ornament and c;l.etails including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 

incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

IZ! Historical R~source Present 
D Individually-eligible Resource 
IZJcontributor to an eligible Historic District 
D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

D No Historical Resource Present 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2449 
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Proposed Project D Demolition 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

!ZI Alteration 

The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to the house, including the construction of two roof decks, 
construction.of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately ~' and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear fa~ade . 

. Please note that the permit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regardmg height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. 

Project Evaluation 
If the property has been detennined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or 
avoid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

!Z] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as propos·ed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

!Z] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 
or context as proposed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible hi.stork district or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and would not cause a 
su,bstantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the ~urrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. 

Standard 1. A property will be used. as it was historically or be gi:Qen a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and.spatial relationships. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNJNG DEPARTMENT 2450 . 8 
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The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

' Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive . 
materials or alteration of feq.tures, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be 
avoided. · 

No distinctive materials, features, finishes, constniction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
would be affected by the proposed. project. All original elements of the primary fa<;ade would be 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change 
would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 
The proI:'osed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 
the overall character of the building or district. 

Standard 3. Each property will be re~ognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Conjectural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alteratic~ns 
. and additions would be constructed of new, yet compatible, materials. . ... .,. . ' : .. \ .. 

Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. · 

The proposed project would not result in the loss of distinctive features. · 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterationsr or related new constrUction will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships . that characterize the property. The new work will be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

The proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property ·and district as viewed by the public would be retained. 
Moreover, the proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with 
contemporary windows and detailing such that they are distinguished· as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
th~ alterations would occur at ~econdary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
character of the building or district. 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in th£; future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
enviro.nment would be unimpaired. 

SAN FRANGISGO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 9 
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If the proposed additions were to be removed, 'then the roof and south wall of the subject 
building w6uld require repair, but this removal would not impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cumulative Impact Assessment 
The proposed work must also be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 
property and historic district. Work recently completed at the project site resulted in raising the building 
approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fa<;;ade and constructing a rear addition. This wqrk, in 
combination with the currently proposed work, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. ~e building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early 
phase of development within the Cow H;ollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to 
the resource. 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REYIEW 

Signature:_----'~~'-"'.1--"'1@.~.------------- Date: 7~ ,;/~ ;<01 ~ 
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G: \DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CEQA \HRER Memos \2013.0433£_;2857 Broderick.doc 
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From: 
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Attachments: 

AFuller@fbm.com 
Thursday, November 20, 2014 1 :27 PM 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 
IDick@fbm.com 
2853-2857 Broderick: Appeal of Categorical Exemption - Supplemental Information - Hearing 
Date: November 25, 2014 
2014-11-20 Supplemental Submission to Board of Supervisors.PDF 

Please see attached sent on behalf of Ilene Dick. 

Anna S. Fuller 
Legal Secretary to 'Jon Benjamin, John Gregory & Ilene Dick 
afuller@fbm.com 
415.954.3539 
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#"~FARELLA 
'"BRAUN+ MARTELLLP 

November 20, 2014 · 

Via Messenger and Email (Qos.legislation@sff!ov.org) 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place RECEIVEP AFteR THE ELEVEN-DAY 

. City Hall, Room 244 DEADLINE!, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO-ADMIN 
SanFrancisco, CA 94102 -~~g:1J.~a8ecllon . 

~~~it.Ol'piforto,!hepubllc 
Re: 2853-2857 Broderick: Appeal of Categorical Til;;~?iie-=···=· =:-=:::=;;*';:Piiit;;:;;«~IM~~=:k~)==d 

Supplemental Information 
Hearing Date: November 25, 2014 

Dear President Chiu and Members: 

On November 14, 2014, we timely filed our opposition to the appeal oftlie Categorical 
Exemption based solely on Appellants' appeal letters. Appellants have yet to file a substantive 
argument in support of their appeal. Rather than do that, Appellants submitted to the record on 
November 13th and 14th. documents that relate only to the permitting history of this project. We are 
submitting the attached documents to ensure that there is an accurate accounting of those facts in the 
record and to illustrate Appellants' practice of seeking last-minute delays and "document dumping" 
irrelevant materials into the record .. - · 

Over a three-year period, one or both Appellants have been party to two requests .for 
Discretionary Review from the Planning Commission, two Board of Appeals' hearings and an appeal of 
a Categorical Exemption to this Board which wa8 denied in 2012. Yet, with regard to these proceedings, 
Appellants have: (1) Sought continuances within days of the scheduled administrative hearing; and, (2) 
Filed written documents relevant to the administrative review they requested as late as two days before 
the scheduled hearing, if at all. The attached documents illustrate those practices and the lengths 
Appellants will go to try to divert this Board's attention from the fact that they cannot provide any 
substantial evidence that the Categorical Exemption was issued in error. 

Appellants attempted to delay the August 7, 2014 Discretionary Review (DR) hearing for the 
permit analyzed in the Categorical Exemption for "45 days" or after September 20, 2014. Attached is 
our July 28, 2014 letter to the Planning Commission opposing that request. No reasons were provided 
for that delay other than Mr. Zaretsky' s stock response "that he cannot be ready'' for the DR hearing in 
69 days. On September 16, 2014- two days before the scheduled.DR hearing before the Planning 
Commission- Mr. Zaretsky requested an "indefinite" delay of that hearing. No delay was granted by 
the Plarutlng Commission and their DR request was denied. 

Appellants repeated their delay tactics for this hearing. On November 11, 2014, Mr. Zaretsky 
emailed Supervisor Farrell, asking him to indefinitely continue this hearing. The bases for that request 

Russ Buildil 19 235 Mor 1tgon 1ery Street San Francisco, GA 94104 T 415.954.4400 • F 415.954.4480 

30197\4650309.2 
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were frivolous, a result of Mr. Zaretsky's misunderstanding of the scope of his own appeal to this Board. 
Attached is our email explaining that Mr. Zaretsky's request for a continuance has no basis in fact or 
law. 

The counterpart to Appellants' delay tactics is their failure to.submit timely written analyses in 
support of their contentions, leaving project sponsor and decision-makers without any explanation of the 
facts or reasons in support of .:fu~ir. appeal. Even when written materials are submitted, they are 

\-~~·, · · -~~levi:µit to ·th~~.issue. he~9r~, the dec~sion-making body. For example, even though App~llants had 
. ,,,. .. , . kntj.W.9-Jor six weeks that the IlR'request would be heard on September 18, 2014, Mr. Zaretsky 

submitted the attached 119-pqg~ pd/ on September 16, 2014 or two days before the hearing. 1 Yet,, even 
; . ._.<, ·"at th~t length;._tnaf sµbIDlttalJiad littl~ to do with the DR request It is a compilation of 3+ years of 
' ' . '.'; emails between Gity staff and Mr. ~etsky regarding the permits for rehabilitation of this fire-damaged 

building. It also included Mr. Zaretsky' s diatribe on why the Planning Departll).ent' s actions have given 
rise to "civil rights violations" and that the permits issued for the project are invalid for reasons too 
confusing to explain here. 

In addition to highlighting Appellants' objectionable procedural tactics, our July 2sth letter to the 
Planning Commission contains a detailed description and timeline of the permit hi.Story for this project.2 

Appellants' written s,ubmittals thus far are an attempt to relitigate their ongoing allegations as to those 
permits. This Board has no jurisdiction over those permits. The issues raised by Appellants are 
properly before the Board of Appeals, which will hold its hearing on January 14, 2015. 

Appellants' repeated requests for continuances serve only to delay our clients' ability to obtain 
final resoluµon of Appellants' :frivolous claims. Their failure to provide evidence why the Categorical 
Exemption was issued in error is overshadowed by their drive to undo past and final administrative 
decisions. Unable to provide any substantial evidence to support their appeal of the Categorical 
Exemption, and misunderstanding the scope of that appeal, Appellants have chosen to "dump'' 
documents into the record that have no bearing on the Categorical Exemption. 

Thank you for your consideration of these documents. We hope they serve as useful background 
for your deliberations on November 25, 2014. 

ID 
Enclosures 

~flu/) 
Ilene Dick IWJlJI( 

1 Mr. Arcuri did not submit any documents for the DR hearing. 
2 See text of July 28, 2014 letter and Exhibit B thereto. 
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July 28, 2014 

Via Messenger and E-Mail cwu.planning@gmail.com 

Cindy Wu, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission, 4th Floor · 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 2853-2857 Broderick:Case No-. 2013.0433D: 

.- . ::-:-:--:-:·-~-----;:··-·-· 

ILENE DICK 
idick@fbm.com 
D 415.954.4958 

Opposition to Request for Continuance of August 7, 2014 Mandatory DR Hearing 

Dear Commissioner Wu and Members: 

We represent Pamela Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp, owners of the above referenced 
property. 1bis 4,296 square foot home is a historic resource under CEQA. 1 It has been sitting 
vacant and boarded up from fire and water damage since 2010. Yet, in aii email dated July 14, 
2014 to Commissione:fWu, Scott Sanchez, David Lindsay and Glenn Cabreros-. Irving 
Zaretsky-the individual who has been zealously leading the small band of opponents in 
preventing this home from getting back to use-requested that the above hearing· be continued 45 · 
days from August 7, 2014 "or after September 20th". 2 Staff is neither requesting nor supporting 
such a continuance. We respectfully request that you agree with staff, and based on the facts and 
reasons below, deny this outrageous request and hold the DR hearing as noticed on August 7, 
2014. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Attached as Exhibit B is a summary of events based on the parties, the permits and the 
entitlement history~ The entitlements needed by this property were necessit.ated by a March 4, 
2010 fire that occurred in the home while fr was occupied by its former ·owner, an 82 year old 
woman who had lived there with her family for 55 years. On March 5, 2010, the very day after 
the fire occurred, Mr. Zaretsky filed a complaint with DBI for an "unsafe building".3

. He went on 
to make 8 more complaints to DBI. Exhibit C. 

1 Upon ~ompletion of the rehabilitation, the home will be approximately 4,526 sf due to a minor expansion of230 sf 
or 5% of the total square footage. · 
2 See Exhibit A. 
3 Mr. Zaretsky does not live near this building. He owns and rents a 2 unit building immediately to the south of the 
subject property. · 

Russ Building • 235 Montgomery Street ~ San Francisco, CA 94104 • T 415.954.4400 • F 415.954.4480 
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From that day forward, Mr. Zaretsky became seemingly possessed by this project and 
was exhaustively involved in every facet of its review by the Planning Department and DBI.4 

For example, Mr. Zaretsky was the DRrequestor in2011 onBPA#201103252839 . 
("BP A#2839"), a revision site permit for a "vertical/horizontal addition; rais[ing] the building 
3 6", build new gal'age and rooms down for expansion, new curb cut. " 5 For the same pe1mit, he 
was one .of a few appellants on the 2012 appeal to the Board of Appeals and the appeal of its 
Categorical Exemption for to the Board .of Supervisor in 2012. Not to let matters rest, 
Mr. Zaretsky also appealed the 2013 permit for the curb cut that was within the scope of work 
approyed by BPA#2839. 6 

. . 

According to the Suspension Letter, it was issued to consolidate work already approved 
or built .under issued permits and any additional proposed work under one ''master" perm.it. 
Exhibit D. Given the onslaught of compiaints, app~als and hyper-aggressive oversight of the 
project by Mr. Zaretsky, the Zoning Administrator ·opted to provide all parties (City, project 
sponsor and opponents) a means to clarify what had been built, what has been approved and 
what is proposed. The Suspension Letter makes clear that no hearings would be held or permits 
issued until there has been "consolidated building permit issued to 1. Correct eirnrs on the . 
approved plans; 2. Document the entire scope of work for the proposed project; and 3. Respond 
fully to Notices of Planning Department Requirements with a complete and accurate submittal." 
Plans in response to the Suspension Letter were submitted to Mr. Cabreros on May 1, 2014. 
These plans are the basis for the August 7, 2014 Mandatory DR Hearing for which Mr. Zaretsky 
is seeking a continuance. 

The Suspension Lettet references that one of the complaints i·eceived about the project. 
was that "it was not being built according to approved plaris, including an error in the depiction 
of the height of t.Q_e building on approved plans." That complaint was made to DBI by 

·Mr. Zaretsky on May 20, 2013 and again on October 21, 2013. Exhibit E.. The origin of the 
height discrepancy referred to in the Suspension Letter relates to the 3' lift approved as part of 
tllls Commission's October 6, 2011.DR hearing. The building was to be raised 3 ',within the 40' 
height limit, to allow for a garage. Noting that no modifications to 'the project were necessary, 
the Commission took DR to "emphasize that the. project shall not be raised more th~ 3 feet 
(3 '-0" absolute measurement)." Exhibit F. 

At no tin1e prior to the 2011 DR hearing· was the height of the building before the lift 
disputed. The building was raised 3' on March 6, 2013 as permitted under BPA# 2839, which 
was issued on February 8, 2013. Even though the building was raised pursuant to a valid 
building permit, Mr. Zaretsky caused the actual height of the building after the lift to become a 

4 'While we have not made a request for City staff emails under the Sunshine Ordinance, we have been told by staff 
at' both Departments that there are several hundred emails from Mr. Zaretsky on this property. 
5 The only concern Mr. Zaretsky raised for the 2011 DR was that a side addition for a landing would "force all 
traffic to its rear yard to trespass on my property next door ... and forces me to give permanent easement to the 
project owner which would result in'adverse possession of portion of my land.". There was·no objection to the 
·rroposed 36" lift of the building at that time or to any other aspect of the project. 

That appeal hearing was held on February 5, 2014, but was tabled to the call of the chair due to Mr. Sanchez's 
announcement at that hearing that he would be suspending 5 of building permits issued for this project' 
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heated topic for over a year after the issuance of the permit. He focused on this issue even 
though the City's only concern is that the final height approved under a bui:lding permit is within 
the applicable heigh~ limit. 7 Since the building is within the 40' height limit; the height issue is 
immaterial to any future proceedings reviewllig project entitlements. 8 

In an unbelievable display of audacity, unbeknownst to my clients at the time, 
Mr. Zaretsky hired surveyors Martin Ron & Associates to survey the height of my client's 
building. This·activitywa~ done without notice to my client. on July 5, 2012 and April 30, 2013. 
Despite the fact that he thought he had found the "silver bullet" to kill my client's project,.for 
reasons that still remain a mystery, he waited almost 1 year to release Mr. Ron's letter regarding 
his survey of the building. Yet,. the actual survey prepared by Mr. Ron for Mr. Zaretsky was 
never released. ' 

. . J 

In contrast, Ms. Whitehead hired a surveyor to put to rest Mr. Zaretsky' s allegations. 
Gregory Cook, a licensed surveyor, stated in a stamped communication to DBI on April 30, 2013 
that the building was "raised three feet" from his prior May 2012 measurement. Exhibit G.9 

· 

Mr. Cook also prepared a survey of the building height. Exhibit'H. It confirms that the building 
was 39'10". On November 15, 2013 Mr. Cook wrote to Ms. Whitehead to explain in greater 
detail the points he used to measure the building's height. Those measurement were the basis of 
his conclusion that the building was raised only 3 6". Exhibit G. 

The only credible evidence of building height is Mr. Cook's survey and the related 
stan1ped, expianatory documents. Based on sound survey practice, Mr. Cook, independently 
confirmed that the building was raised 3 ', and is within the 40' height limit. See Exhibits F and 
H. Mr. Sanchez also measured the building and confirmed that it does not exceed the 40' height 
limit.10 

The above are only the most salient examples of Mr. Zaretsky' s continuous and 
overzealous involvement with the entitlements for rehabilitation of this building. These facts 
show that Mr. Zaretsky .is extremely familiar with the project and has dissected it from every 
angle: building permit, CEQA, available appeals and survey. Because he claims to be the 
"representative" of these other "neighbors"; it is also reasonable to presume that they too are as 
aware and up to date on project status as be is.11

. As proof that Mr. Zaretsky periodically checks 

7 The permit that will be before the Planning Commission on August 7, 2014 will be the permit that will authorize 
all work-past and future-on this building. Planning staff made sure t~at the plans for that permit show the correct 
building elevations based on survey data. 
8 The source of the height concern was a discrepancy on the front elevation.mi only 1 plan set of the 5 p~i:rnits 
issued. ·on that set, the front elevation was incorrectly shown as 34' when it was in fact 36'10". Note that it is not 
r~quired by either the Building Code or the Planning Code that a survey be done for a building permit application to 
be complete and for the permit to issue. Nor is it unusual to find slight discrepancies between plan elevations and 
existing conditions. . 
9 At that time, Mr. Zaretsky was allegµig that the height increase exceeded the permitted 36". 
10 Mr. Sanchez stated that he had measured the height to be within the 40' height limit in a March 28, 2014 meeting 
with myself and Mr. Cabreros. . · . · 
11 Note that many of those additional recipients are cc' d in the email requesting the continuance, which he sigried as 
Irving Zaretsky · 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert Streets. 
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the planning file, attached as Exhibit I are. copjes of the "public records" sheet showing who and 
when has reviewed Department project files. .. . 

Lastly, consistent with the good faith that my clients have continuously exercised 
.throughout their 2 year ordeal, on July 7, 2014, we invited by email Mr. Zaretsky and i:i-11 ·the 
neighbors cc' d on his July 14, 2014 email to you an opportunity to meet with the project team on 
July 15, 2014 to discuss the DR plans at my Financial District office. W~ thought that wo¢d be 
more convenient and comfortable than meeting at the project site. See Exhibit J. However, one 
of the neighbors emailed me the next day that he would not attend a meeting at my office . 
because they thought it was a conflict of interest to attend a meeting at the project sponsor's 
lawyer's office. Id. 13 We then switched the meeting to the fire damaged home from 6PM to 
8PM. Only Geoff Wood, chair of the Cow Hollow Association Zoning Committee, and Dieter 
Tede, who resides at 2827 Broderick and is a supporter of the project, attended. After they left, 
Ms. Whitehead, Mr. Alltonaros and I remained on the sidewalk until 8PM in the event that a 
neighbor may want to discuss the pending plans and upcoming DR hearing. Rather than taking . 
the opportunity to civilly discuss the pending plans, we saw Mr. Zaretsky surreptitiously talking 
to 2 project opponents on the other side ofthe block-. Mr. Goss at 2830 Broderick and 
Mr. Wythes at 2844 Broderick. Thus, rather than attending a meeting with the project team to 
frankly discuss the "consolidated plan set'', the few project opponents there are opted·to continue 
to talk only amongst themselves. 

These· facts unequivocally show that Mr. Zaretsky has the skill, acumen and energy to 
stay on top ·of every facet, every communication and every City agency action on any plans, 
permits and entitlements related to this project. Based on these facts, his statement that he needs 
more time to become more familiar with this project is frivolous. 

ARGUMENT 

Mr. Z¥etsky's request for any continuance must be.rejected. His stated reason for 
needing to delay the DR hearing to "after September 20th is: 

This is a very complicated and significant case not only for the neighbors and residents of 
Cow Hollow, but also for San Franciscans in all neighborhoods, both property owners 
and renters. This is a four year case that now needs to be summarized. · 

Neither of these assertions have merit and, in light of the facts presented above, are absurd. 

It is reasonable to assume that all his emails are similarly written and include the same additional recipie~1ts. .' 
However, very few of those individuals have filed protests and/or attended project hearings. 
12 Unlike the Planning Department, DBI does not maintain records as to who has reviewed building permits or plans. 
13 In his email, Mr. Arcuri, one of the project opponents, makes a passing reference to the fact that the opponents are 
thinking of hiring a lawyer. We strongly urge you not to consider a continuance if the project opponents request one 
because they decided to hire a lawyer at this late stage. They have known I have been representing Ms. Whitehead 
since early April. See Exhibit K. Further proof that the opponents knew I was representing my clients was their 
effort to have my representation of Ms. Whitehead deemed a conflict because I serve on the Department of Building 
Inspection's Code Advisory Committee. See Exhibit L. If the opponents genuinely concerned that they needed a 
lawyer because I had been hired, they have had several months to make that decision. They should not be rewarded 
with a continuance because they deferred hiring counsel just to obtain a continuance. 
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First, as shown in detail above, for 4 years, Mr. Zaretsky, has been aggressively involved 
in reviewing, contesting, and generally trying to stop or slow down every minutiae concerning a 
'permit or approval needed for this home to return to residential use. He has been the 
"ringleader" with a following of only .a handful of neighbors. He initiated Discretionary Review 
of the site permit in 2011, and in 2012, he filed the appeals of that permit to the Board of 
Appeals and to the Board of Supervisors its Categorical Exemption. And to 'prevent this house 
froin having a garage like the majority of other houses on these blocks, he appealed the DPW 
permit for the curb cut for-the garage.. He has complained to DBI 9 times over 3 years, the first 
shortly after the fire occurred in 2010. 

Second, he had aniple information from the issuance of the Suspension Letter 
(February 5, 2014) that a DR hearing on the required "consolidated plans" was forthcoming. In 
addition, Mr. Cabreros emailed him on July 2, 2014 thatthe DRhearing was going to be 
scheduled. 14 Exhibit M.15 He has reviewed the project files. 16 While no specific date for the DR 
headng was provided in these latter materials, based on his presence at the February 5, 2014 
Board· of Appeals hearing and his review of Planning Department files since, he certainly knew a 
DR hearing was going to occur. 

Given that Mr. Zaretsky was aware that the Suspension Letter required submittal of new 
plans that in turn would be subject to DR, he had every opportunity to review the plans submitted 
on May 1, 2014. It has been almost 3 months since those plans were filed. It is hard to believe 
that given Mr. Zaretsky's continuous review of the project files, his. visits to the Planning 
Department and email requests, he did not have or view a copy of those plans before he re.ceived 
them with the required DR notice. Even taking his request at face value, he knows the d~tails. of 
the consolidated plan set as well as the project sponsor, the project architec~ andthe project 
planner. There is absolutely no basis in fact to grant his plea that he is faced with trying to · 
understand a "complicated and significant.case" . 

. The other basis for his request-that this DR hearing has Citywide implications-is also 
· without merit or factual support. A DR hearing for a vacant, fire damaged home in Cow Hollow 

would have no implications for other neighborhoods in the City. Every DR case has its own 
neighborhood/she-specific circumstances and solutions .. Indeed, the ·purpose of DR is to ensure 
that a development is designed to be compatible with a specific site, streetscape, slope, and 
architecture on a block. Because each project site is unique, so are the design choices. Whether 
DR is talcen and, if so; what modifications are made for a house in Cow Hollow will not have 
any bearing on what happens in DR to a house in the Outer Sunset. DR is by design a case-by
case detem1ination by this Co:rnfilission, being granted only when there are "exceptional or 

14.He also got m~iled notice of the DR hearing on July 7, 2014 as did anyone else who was entitled to or requested 
such notice. · . 
15 He may well have received or sent other emails to or from City staff prior to my representation of Ms. Whitehead 
regarding the pending DR hearing or the process anticipated after issuance of the Suspension Letter. As noted in: fn. 
2, supra., we have not made a.Sunshine Ordinance request to review Planning staff.emails given how many there 
are. 
16 See Exhibit I, supra. 
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extraordinary circumstances" on a particular property. DR is not intended to be the basis for 
Citywide design policy. ,. 

Lastly, the request for "at least 45 days" in addition to the 30 day public not.ice has no 
other purpose than to further delay final entitlements for this house. It is hard to imagine any 
group of neighbors in ~y neighborhood in this City that would do everything possible to prevent 
the repair and rehabilitation of a fire damaged home. Yet, the!e can be other discernible motive 
for Mr. Zaretsky's request 17 The consolidated plans have the added benefit of showing 
everything that has and will be done to the interior and exterior of this home. An additional 45 
days to review them will not alter the concerns or objections that will be raised by Mr. Zaretsky 
or the n~ighbors in any or all of the appeals they will file. This is particularly true because the 
90% of the work shown on the DR set has already been reviewed in earlier separate plans. 18 

For the above reasons, we respectfully request that you deny Mr. Zaretsky' s request for a 
continuance and hear the DR on August 7, 2014. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Zaretsky has provided no facts or policy to support pis requested continuance. The 
only reason-for his request is to further delay my clients' ability to continue work on the home. 
With winter approaching, the "consolidated plan set" that will be before the Commission and the 
public on August 7, 2014 will clarify all the modifications that have and will be done at this 
home. This streamlined approach reduces the opportunity for Mr. Zaretsky to serially appeal 
multiple permits. It also gives my clients one permit with one set of plans from which they can 
build and the City can evaiuate conformance. Mr. Zaretsky retains his rights under the 
Municipal Code and the Charter to appeal these entitlements. However, it is our hope that with 
the denial of his request, cooler heads amongst the few opponents will finally prevail. Doing so 

· 
17 At the February 5, 2014 appeal on the encroachment permit for the curb cut, Commr. Hwang asked Mr. Zaretsky 
what his motive was in fighting this project. She got no response. 
1 ~ The only new elements·ofthe project are the: 
A. Dwelling unit merger: Legally convert the building's use from 2 units to a single family residence, 
B. Front door modifications. 
C. Rear roof modifications that include expanding the existing donners to minimum ceiling height to the existing 
4th floor. 
n: Add a roof deck at the northwest portion of the 4th floor. 
E. Expansion of angled bay on upper 2 floors which will not be visible from the street. 
F. Add external stairs to the roof deck. Neither the .stair.s or the deck will be visible from the street. 
G. If the Dwelling Unit Merger is apl?roved, remove the rear original stairs from the 2nd floor to the 3rd floor . 
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will allow my clients to return this home to active use and raise their 2 young children there 
within the next year. ,. 

ID 

·vice President Fong (by email) 
Commissioner Antonini (by email) 
Commissioner. Hillis (by email) 
Commissioner Johnson (by email) 
Commissioner Moore (by email) 
Commissioner Sugaya (by email) 
Jonas Ionin (by email) 

~~ 
Ilene Dick · 

Pam Whitehead/Melinda Nykamp (by email) 
Scott Sanchez (by email) 
David Lindsay (by email) 
Glenn Cabreros (by email) 
Irving Zaretsky (by email) 

· Stephan Antonaros (by email) 

30197\4470948.3 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x49~B 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
.Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Commissioner Wu: 

714515@gmail.com 
Tuesday, July 15, 201411:09 AM 
cwu.planning@gmail.com· 
Diqk, Ilene (19) x4958; Glenn (CPC) Cabreros; David (CPC) Lindsay; Scott (CPC) Sanchez; 
wmore@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; rwgoss@pacbell.net; "fnaitsai@yahoo.com; 
michael@jaegermchugh.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; 
dorinetqwle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; 
Povlitz; timothy.arcuri@cowen,.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; 
nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; 
DXN2700@aol.com; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; Geoff Wood; elarkin@hill-co.com; Brooke 
Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@imi.net); info@cowhollowassociation.org; 
Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; merijohn@merijohn.com (; Cather.ine Stefani; Mark Farrell 
Fwd: 2853-57 Broderick Street - Hearing date August 7, 2014: Opposition to request for 
continuance. · 

In response to the opposition for the postponement expressed below by the Project Sponsor representative, 
please be advised that on July 2, 2014 I contacted Glenn Cabreros that we would need a postponement. It was 
Glenn 
Cabreros who informed me that we, the neighbors, should contact you for our request and simply copy him with 
our email to you~ We are unaware that the Planning staff is not. supporting our request. We only wrote to you 
and copied them last evening. We have not spoken with them since. · 

I believe that you are well aware of, as is the Department of City Planning, that the neighbors on Broderick 
Street and Filbert Street have all been actively involved with the project at 2853-57 Broderick street. We are 
:;:urethat · 
the Planning Department staff will acknowledge their communications with other neighbors with regard to this 
project. The issues raised by the 2853 project is not a single neighbor 'disagreement'. It is of concern 
to the neighbors and to the greater Cow Hollow community. . · 

The drawings submitted on May 1, 2014 by the project sponsor are new to us as is much of the material in the 
files which we have not previously seen. It' is impossible for us to meet the August 7th Hearing deadlines. 

Th,ankyou, 
Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: <IDick@fbm.com> 
Subje«?t: RE: 2853-57 Bro~erick Street -- Hearing date August 7, 2014: Opposition to 
request for continuance. ( · 
Date: July 15, 2014 10:16:58 AM PDT 
To: <cwu.planning@gmail.com> . 
Cc: <whiteheadwest@msn.com>, <714515@gmail.com>, <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, 

. _ <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, ~santonaro·s@sbcglobal.net>, <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> 

1 
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Commissioner Wu, we represent Pam Whitehead, the project sponsor in this matter. We would respectfully 
':equest that no decision be :i:nade on this un8ubstantiated request for a continuance from the properly noticed 8/'J 
Mandatory DR hearing until you've reviewed the memo we are preparing that will show thaf the requested 
continuance should be denied. Note that staff is not requesting or supporting a continuance of this matter. 

We will show that, contrary to Mr. Zaretsky's allegations, he has been intimately involved with every facet of 
this project from the beginning (e.g., 2011). Because of that involvement, this proj~ct is not a "very 
complica,ted and significant case" as Mr. Zaretsky asserts. He is ·single-handedly leading opposition to this 

·project and has already subject it to 1 DR (2011 ), 2 appeals at the Board of Appeals (one on a building permit · 
(2011) and one on.the DPW permit for a curb cut(2014)) and 1 CEQA appeal (2012). He has kept in touch with 
Mr. Cabreros and Mr. Sanchez and periodically reviewed the case file. 

We will show bis requested continuance is nothing more than to simply delay returning this fire damaged 
historic resource to a residence and to harass my client. The sole result of a continuance will be to leave this 
home in its vacant, boarded condition, which it has been in for 4 years. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Ilene R Dick 
Spa Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.com 

From: 714515@gmail.com [mailto:714515@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2014 6:00 PM 
To: David (CPC) Lindsay; Scott (CPC) Sanchez 
Cc: Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 
Subject: Fwd: 2853-57 Broderick Street -- Hearing date August 7, 2014 

Dear Messrs. Lindsay and Sanchez: 

I received an automatic email response from Mr. Cabreros that he will be out of the office until July 25th. 
Hence, I would appreciate to hear from you with regard to my email to Commission President Wu in regard to 

the request to 
postpone the Hearing of August 7th for 45 days and to be scheduled after September 20th. 

Thankyeu, 
Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert Streets 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: 714515@gma1f.com 
2 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dick, Ilene (19) x495$ 
Tuesday, July 15, 2014 10:17 AM 
'cwu.plann!ng@gmail.com' 
Whitehead Pam; '714515@gmail.com•; David (CPC) Lindsay; Scott (CPC) Sanchez; 
santonaros@sbcglobal.net; 'Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)' ~ . 
RE: 2853-57 Broderick Street- Hearing date August 7, 2014: Opposition to request for 
continuance. 

Commissioner Wu, we represent Pam Whitehead, the project sponsor in this matter. We would respectfully 
request that no decision be made on this unsubstantiated request for a continuance from the properly noticed 8/7 
Mandatory DR hearing until you've reviewed the memo we are preparing that will show thatthe requested 
continuance should be denied. Note that staff is _not requesting: or supporting a continuance pf this matter. 

We will show that, contrary to Mr. Zaretsky's allegations, he has been intimately involved with every facet of 
this project from the beginning (e.g., 2011). Because of that involvement, this project is not a "very · 
complicated and significant case" as Mr. Zaretsky asserts. He is single-handedly leading opposition to this 

. project and has already subject it to 1 DR (2011), 2 appeals at the Board of Appe~s (one on a building permit 
(2011) and one on the DPW permit for a curb cut(2014)) and 1 CEQA appeal (2012). He has kept in touch-with 
Mr. Cabreros and Mr. Sanchez and periodically _reviewed the cas.e fil\:l. 

1 
. 

We will show his requested continuance is nothing more than to simply delay returning this fire damaged 
historic resource to a residence and.to.harass my client. The sole result of a continuance will be to leave this 
hoine in its vacant,· boarded condition, which it has be'en in for 4 years. · 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.tbm.com 

From: 714515@gmail.com [mailto:714515@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2014 6:00 PM 
To: David (CPC) Ljndsay; Scott (CPC) Sanchez 
Cc: Dick,,Ilene (19) x4958 
Subject: Fwd: 2853-57 Broderick Street -- Hearing date August 7, 2014 · 

Dear Messrs. Lindsay and Sanchez: 

I received an automatic email response from Mr. Cabreros that he will be out of the office until July 25th . 
. Hence, J would appreciate to hear from you with regard to my email to Commission President Wu in r:egard to 
the request to . 
postpone the Hear.irtg of August 7th for 4~ days and to be scheduled after September 20th. 

l 
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Thank you, 
irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert Streets 

Be~in forwarde(l message: 

From: 714515@gmail.com 
Subject: 2853-57 Broderick Street -- Hearing date August 7,. 2014 
Date: July 14, .2014 5:37:26 PM PDT . . 
To: "cwu.planning@gmail.com" <cwu.planning@gmail.com> 
Cc: "wmore@aol.com" <wmore@aol.com>, "kbgoss@pacbell.net" 
<kbgoss@pacbell.net>, "rwgoss@pacbell.net" <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, .. 
"maitsai@yahoo.com" <maitsai@yahoo.com>, "michael@jaegermchugh.com" 
<michael@jaegermchugh.com>, "annabrockway@yahoo.com" 
·<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, · "ericreimers@gmail.com" <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
"dorinetowle@me.com" <dorinetowle@me.com>, "vince@citymarkdev.com" 
<vince@citymarkdev.com>., Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
"cjones@forwardmgmt.com" <cjones@fbrwardmgmt.com>, Povlitz 
<rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, "timothy.arcuri@cowen.com" <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, . 
"amanda@hoeliigman.com" <amanda@hoenigman.com>, "paulmaimai@yahoo.com" 
<paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, nancy.leavens nancy <nancyo.leavens@gmail.com>, "Will 
Morehead(" <letsbond@gmail.com>, "dod.fraser@gmall.com" <dod.fraser@gmail.com>, 
1'ethurston@gmail.com" <ethurston@gmail.com>, "DXN2700@aol.com" 
<DXN2700@aol.com>, Geoff Wood <ggwood2@gmail.com>, "e.larkin@hill-co.com" 
<elarkin@hill-co.com>, Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
"lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net)" <lbrooke@lmi.net>, 
"info@cowhollowassociation.org" <info@cowhollowassociation.org>, 
"Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com" <Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com>, "meriiohn@merijohn.com 
(" <merijohn@merijohn.com>, Catherine Stefani <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>,:·Mark 
Farrell <info@markfarrell.com>, "john.rahaim@sfgov.org" <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>, 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org, "Glenn (CPC) Cabreros" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, David 
Lindsay <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>', Scott Sanchez <scott.sanche.z@sfgov.org>. 

Dear Commission President Wu: 

On behalf of the neighbors on Broderick and Filbert street, We request a postponement of 45 days for the 
Hearing currently set for Augllst 7th. We request that the Hearing be set for any time after September 20th. 

On July 2nd I was informed by Glenn·Cabreros that the Hearing has been set for August 7th. I have viewed the 
plans and files and they are still available for viewing to the neighbors· for another few days. There is an 
overwheiming . 
amount of material in the files, and mliltiple sets of plans that have to be analyzed. Many of the J!eighbors are 
away during the next few weeks and some may not be ·available on August 7th.· It is impossible for us to 
respond · 
in writing to tlm CommiBsio:n piici.t to August 7th am.I to comply with the deadline of Jmy 28th. 

2 
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Please keep in mind that the Project Sponsor has taken OVER ONE YEAR to respond to the Notice to submit 
revised plans and to submit them to a 311 Hearing. She has taken several months to respond to Mr. Sanchez's 
request to submit one set of comprehensive plans. July 2nd was the first time we heard that the complete set of 
plans have been submitted and analyzed by City Planning. Prior to that we only knew that plans were submitted 
in February~March of2014. It was after July 2nd that we learned that plans were sy.bmitted on May 1st. 

This is a very' complicated and significant case not only for the neighbors and residents of Cow Hollow, but also 
for San Franciscans in all neighborhoods, both property owners and renters~ This is a four year case that now 
needs to be summarized. 

· We have to be given sufficient time to digest the material and deal with the myriad of issues that are threshold 
concerns that need to be addressed prior to our written response to the Hearing and the Hearing itself. 

Please advise us as soon as possible whether you will grant us the 45 day extension from August 7th and what 
date the Hearing would scheduled for. 

Thank you, ... 
Irving Zaretsky .. 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert Streets 

, .. 

3 
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT HISTORY 

The following is a summary of the last 4 years of history and renovations on this property: 
WOO: ' 

Mrs. Inger Conrad. Prior long-term qwner of 2853-57 Broderick, a 2-unit building in 
the Cow Hollow neighborhood ("Home"). Owned and resided with her family in the 
Home for over 55 years until a fire in 2010 severely damaged it, causing her to 
temporarily relocate. . 

. Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp. Current owners of Home. Pam grew up around 
the corner on Filbert near Broderick. Ms. Conrad's daughter remains a close friend of 
Pam's. Although Pam and Melinda live with their 2 young children in Mill Valley, they 
wanted to relocate their family back fo Pam's .. childhood neighborhood. They bought 
the Home from Ms. Conrad ih 2012, after initial permits for repairing the fire damage 
and renovation l}.ad been issued. . 
Irving Zaretsky. Co-owner of tenant occupied 2-unit building adjacent to the Home at 
2845-4 7 Broderick Mr. Zaretsky owns this property rental property with his niece, 
Kate Kardos-Polevoi and Sister, Zeeva-Kardos. M~. Zaretsky has been the leading 
opposition to the.rehabilitation of the Home and its return to a habitable condition. 
Neighbors on Broderick or Filbert. Following Mr; Zaretsky, 5-6 neighbors have 
passively opposed building permits, a CEQA categorical exemption and a DPW permit 
for a curb cut to enable a garage. 
WHAT 
The Home is an historic resource. Damage due to the fire was mostly internal. Its 
return to ·habit.able u~e required a multi-step permit process. Due to delays caused by 
Zaretsky· and the neighbors use of every possible review provided by the City's permit 
process, the Home has been a vacant, attractive nuisance for the past 4 years. 
HOW 
When fire damages a home, the first building permits pulled are to repair the fire and 
water damage. When proceeds for insurance are obtained, additional permits are 
issued to rebuild the home so it can be placed back into use. Typically, work is done 

·under those permits occurs without review because no neighbors want to enable a 
vacant~ fire damaged building to remain in that condition for a long period of time. San 
Francisco neighborhoods and neighbors would abhor the idea.of having a·vacant, fire 
damaged 3~story wood-frame structure in their midst. It is common knowledge that 
·such buildings attract vermin and other public health hazards, and can themselves · 
resultin a fire. On- a block of stately wood- frame homes like this, the long-term 
presence of such a building would cause great resentment Neighbors of that building 
would be fighting the Citjr and the owner to immediately repair and rehabilitation the 
building. _ . · 
Without explanation, that has not happened here. Despite not living on this block and 
never asserting any reason for appealing almost every entitlement issued by City . 
agencies for the rehabilitation of the building, the Home has remained. in its vacant, 
unr.epaired state for 4 years. 

30197\4476729.l 
7/21/14 
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ENTITLEMENT HISTORY: 
2011: 

. ..-·.-.-·- -· ····- . ··-~---·· --'~:·---- ................. . 

•The first 2 permits pulled were to address the fire and water damage. These permits 
were issued in March and August 2011, respectively. " 
•A Class 1 Categorical Exemption on the rehabilitation and upgrade oftheHoriie was 
issued on July 3, 2011. . . 
•A Discretionary Review hearing ·was held on October 6, 2011 for a revision site permit 
(BPA#201103252839; BPA#2839) to raise the building 3' to insert a garage and 
provide for habitable, rooms on the ground floor. The Planning Commission took DR· 
only to" emphasize the project shall not be raised more·tha.n 3 feet (3'-0"·absolute· 
measurement)." 
•A variance to authorize work under BPA#2839 was granted on Novemb.er 17, 2011. 
This variance was the only appealable entitlement that Zaretsky did not appeal. · 

2012:· . 
•BPA #2389 was issued on April 17, 2012. 
• BPA #2389 was appealed by Zaretsky to the Board of Appeals on May 2, 2012. The 
basis of the appeal was that the proposed bay additions on the south side of the 
building, adjacent to Zaretsky's rental property, would result in "adverse posses~ion~'. 
The appeal was granted on June .20, 2012, with the Board of Appeals· imposing. 
conditions modifying the plans. 
•To delay a rehearing of the Board of Appeals decision (and thus finalizing the Board of 
Appeals' .decision releasing the suspension of BPA#23B9), Zaretsky and some 
neighbors filed a CEQA appeal to the Board of Supervisors on July 10, 2012. It was · 
scheduled to be heard on September 4, 2012. Sup. Farrell, in whose district the 
property was located, me~iated a settlement agreement amongst the parties. It · 
resulted in withdrawal of the CEQA appeal and an agreement to interior changes to the 
building as well as limiting exterior modifications, such as the height of the building to 

. no more than the 3' ·previously approved. (NOTE: The Planning Commission's DR 
decision already imposed that condition on the permit.) However, the settlement was 
rendered unenforceable under its own terms due to later events. 
•As a result of the settlement, Board of Appeal's rehearing ofBPA#2389 was held on 
September 19, 2012 to memorialize the change to thE:?.Plans approved by the Board in 
granting the appeal. Planner David Lindsay signed off on these plans on·October 1, 
2012. 

2013: 
•In order to build the garage approved by the Planning Commission and the Hoard of 
Appeals in 2011and2012, respectively, the Department of Public Works (DPW) had to 
issue a minor sidewalk encroachment permit for the curb cut from the street. On 
December 10, 2013 a DPW hearing officer granted that permit. 

2014: . 
•Zaretsky appealed the minor sidewalk encroachment permit to the Board of Appeals. 
The appeal was heard at the Board of Appeals on February 5, 2014. The hearing was 
tabled to the call of the chair because· ZA Sanchez had informed the Board during the 
hearing that he was suspending 5 of the building permits issued for this building in 
order to have issued a "consolidated building permit to 1) correct errors on the 
approved plans, 2) doc.ument the entire scope of work for the proposed project, and 3) 

2 
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to fully respond to Notices of Planning Department Requirements with a complete and 
accurate submittal" ("consolidated plan set"). 
•On May 1, 2014, project architect Stephen Antonaros submitted to the Planning 
Department the "consolidated plari set" in conformance with the 'l!.A's suspension. 
Those plans. are before the Planning Commission in its August 7, 2014 Mandatory 
Discretionary Review hearing. 
The consolidated plan set consists of plans for work in 3 distinct time periods: 
1. Approved and/ or built under prior validly issued permits 
2. Approved by the Board of Appeals in 2012 
3. Yet to be approved, including a dwelling unit merger 
•A Class 1 Categorical Exemption issued on July 2, 2014 for the consolidated plan set. 

PURPOSE OF THE MANDATORY DR HEARING 
The purpose of the Mandatory Discretionary Review (DR) Hearing is for the 
Commission to review and to determine whether modifications to the consolidated 
plan set should be modified. In 2011, the Planning Commission reviewed most of the 
work under the category of "approved and/ or built under prior validly issued 
permits''.; In its September 20, 2012 action, the Boar~Appeals further modified the 
scope of work approved by the Commission. The new work, which reflects the work 
that Ms. Whitehead and Ms. Nylmmp want to ·do to the H:ome (but have yet to obtain 
approvals for) includes only the following: 

A. Dwelling unit merger: Convert the from 2 units to a single family residence. 
B. Front door modifications. 
C. .Rear roof modifiqitions that include expanding the existing dormers to minimum 

ceiling height and to the existing 4th floor. These modifications are not visible from 
the street. 

D. Add a roof deck the northwest side of roof that will not be visible from the street. 
E. Expansion of angled bay on upper 2 floors· which will not be visible from the street. 
F. Add external stairs to the roof deck that will not be visible from the street. 
G. If the Dwelling Unit Merger is approved, remove the rear internal stairs from the 

2nd floor to the 3rd floor. 
--

3 

2474 



. ·.:·,.'-····~ .-.._ ...... _-··::.::···.·.·~·· .. ·:·:--::--· .. ·.. . .··· .. . ···-.: .. ·:.- .. · ... ···: ·· .... :: 

·: .... · . . ' 

.... 
:· . .. 

"·:•· 

. I 
I 

EXHIBIT C 

2475 



, 
..... ··---- --. -----. : ::=-:--:-:-:·:-:·: ··-.·· :-::.-·'"';"' .---;-·.-. --·-~--· ·r~ :·. ·.-: ...... -------: - ·:-···-- .. 

Department of Building Inspection Page 1of1 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 
-----·-·----···----··-· -------------~- ---------

You selected: 

Address: 2853 BRODERICK 5f Block/Lot: 0947 / 002 

Please select among the following links, the type of pennit for which-to view address information: 
Electrical Permits Plumbing Permits Building Permits Complaints 
(Complaints matching the selected address.) 

Complaint# Expired Date Filed !Active Div Block 
201450191 02/06/2014 y BID 0947 
201344021 12/19/2013 N PID 0947 
201335331 10/31/2013 y BID 0947 
201329521 10/09/2013 N BID 0947 
201329281 l0/08/2013 N PID 0947 
201306071 05/24/2013 N BID 0947 
201305201 ' 05/20/2013 y BID 0947 
201226781 05/11/2012 N BID og47 
201065414 08/30/2010 y BID 0947 
201035952 03/05/2010 N BID 0947 

Online Permit and ComplajntTrackinghome page, 

Technical Support for Online Services 

Lot 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 

If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009 

Street# 
2853 
2853 
2853 
2853 
2853 
2853 
2853 
2853' 
2857 
2853 

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/Default2.aspx?palJ:l§dressDa~&ShowPan~l=CTS 

Stree~Name 

BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 

7/23/2014 
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Department of Building Inspection Page 1of1 

Permits, Complaints and ·sailer PTO Inquiry 
------~ --·------·-···-----··-··-·--·-··-···-···-!'...-----

. COMPLAINT DATA.SHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 

Owner/Agent: 

201035952 

OWNER DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

Owner's Phone: -
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 

Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

Complainant's 
Phone: 
Complaint 
Source: 
.Assigned to 
Division: 
Description: 

Iiistructions: 

TELEPHONE 

BID 

unsafe bldg. 

INSPECTOR INFORMATION 
DIVISION INSPECTOR 
BID RAFAEL JR. 

REFFERALINFOIµ\{ATION 

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS 
DATE rrYPE DW 

03/05/10 HAZARDOUS BUILDING BID 

03/05/10 CASE OPENED BID 

10/25/10 HAZARDOUS BUILDING CES 

02/19/13 HAZARDOUS BUILDING BID 

. COMPLAINT ACI'ION BYDIVISION 

NOV(IllS): 

[JilSPector Contact Information I 

Date Filed: 

Location: 
Block: 
Lot: 

Site: 

Rating: 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

ID 
1034 

INSPECTOR STATUS 

Duffy .. 
FIRST NOV 
SENT 

Duffy CASE 
RECErVED 

Duffy CASE 
CONTINUED 

Rafael Jr. CASE 
CLOSED 

NOV(BID): 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Support for Onl~e Sernces 

03/05/2010 

2853 BRODERICK.ST 
0947 
002 

Christina Wang 

BID 

DISTRICT 

4 

COMMENT 

PRIORITY 

Permit filed, refer to district inspector, 

Duplicate complaint- see CTS 
#201065414 • 

03/05/10 

Hyou need help or have a question ·about this service, please visit our FAQ area, 

·····-·-·-·-------·-·-------------· I 
Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 

City and County of San Francisc;o ©2000-2009 

2477 
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Department of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

COMPLAlNTDATASHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 

Owner/Agent: 

Owner's Phone: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 

201065414 

OWNER DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

· Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

Complainant's 
Phone: 
Complaint Source: TELEPHONE 
~!~edto BID 
DlVlS!OO: 
Description: unsafe bldg. 

Instructions: 

INSPECTOR INFORMATION 
DIVISION INSPECTOR 
BID FESSLER 

REFFERALINFORMATION 

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS 
DATE TYPE DIV 

08/30/10 CASE OPENED BID 

08/30/10 HAZARDOUS BUILDING BID 

07/26/12 HAZARDOUS BUILDING BID 

07/08/1~ HAZARDOUS BUILDING INS 

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION 

NOV(IDS):' 

[Inspector Contact Informatio!I] 

DateFJled: 

Location: 
Block: 
Lot: 

Site: 

Rating: . 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

ID 

INSPECTOR STATUS 

Hajnal CASE 
RECEIVED 

Hajnal FIRST NOV 
SENT 

CASE Rafael Jr. 
UPDATE 

Fessler CASE 
UPDATE 

NOV(BID): 

Online Permit and ComplalntTracldng home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

08/30/2010 

2857 BRODERICK ST 
0947 
002 

Christina Wang 

BID 

Page 1of1 

DISTRICT PRIORITY 

4 

COMMENT 

PA#2ouo8031630 issu.ed to comply 
expiration date 1/23/2015, Refer to 
District Inspector. 
Case continued-Inspector Mauricio 
Hernandez 

08/30/10 

If you need help or have a question ~bout this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

----------------------------
Contact SFGov Accessibilily Policies 

City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009 

2478 . 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

February 5, 201',t 

Tom C. Hui,·S.E., C.B.O. 

Director 

Susp.ension Request 

Department of Building Inspection 
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor 
pan Francisco, CA 94103 · 

- -·:·.:-:---~--.:~ ... 

Building Application Nos.: 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 

201309247638 

Property Address:. 
Block and Lot 
Zoning District: 
Staff Contact: 

Dear Mr. Hui;· 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 
0947/002 

RH-2/40-X 
Glenn Cabreros - (415) 558-6169 

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 

This letter is to request that the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) suspend Building Permit 
Application Numbers 201103111905, 201103252839, 20i108031630, 201209260727 and 201309247638 

(various scopes of work including vertical/horizontal expansion)· for the property at 2853-2857 
Broderick Street. 

Last year, the Planning Department received complaints that the subject building. is not being b~ilt 
according to approved plans, including an error in the depiction of the height· of the building on 
approved plans. The Planning Department requested a revis_ion ·to the approved plans to document 
the correct height of the building. In response, the Project Sponsor submitted Building Permit 
Application No. 201307010898; however, the project sponsor has yet to fully respond to Notices of 
Planning Department Requirements issued for this permit and submit complete and accurate plans for · 
the project. The most recent revisions for the project (Revision 3) include an expansion of the subject 
building that is inc9nsistent with approved plans (which were adopted by.the Board of Appeals). As 

such, the Planning Department is requesting suspension of Building Permit Application Numbers 

201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 201309247638 until such time that the 

Project Sponsor has been issued a consolidated building permit to 1) correct errors on the approved 

plans, 2) document the entire scope of work for the proposed project and 3) respond fully- to Notices 

of Planning Depar.tm.ent Reqllirements with a complete and accurate submittal. 

. 241 80. 
www.sfPannmg.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 ." 

ReceplloA: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Plannlng 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Tom Hui, Director DBI 
Suspension Request 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
February 5, 2014 

• ·-- • --·- M ···-. --·----

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this letter to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) . ( 

days after the date of the .issuance of this letter. For further information, please contact the B~ard of 
Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room 304, or call 575-6880. · 

Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator' 

CC: Property Owner 
Daniel Lowrey, Deputy Director, Department of Buildirig Inspection 

SAfl FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2481 .2 
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Department of Building Inspection Page 1of1 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 
----·----------·--- ---- -·---.. -----·---···!'.·---·---.. ·--·----.. --.. ·---···--
COMPLAINT DATA SHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 

Owner/Agent: 

Owner's Phone: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 

Complainiint 

Compfumant's 
Phone: 
Complaint 
Source: 
Assigned to 
Division: 

20130520:1. . 

OWNER DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

COMPLAINANT DATA. 
SUPPRESSED 

TELEPHONE 

BID 

Date Filed: 

Location: 
Block: 
Lot: 

Site: 

Rating: 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

05/20/20l3 

2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 
002 

Alma Canindfu. 
PID 

· Description: 
Building lifted above 36" as directed by City Planning Commission DRA-0229, Building currently is 
39'-n". It is supposed to be per plans 37'. Field measurement by survey shows non-compliance with. 
plans and permit. · 

Instructions: 

INSPECTOR INFORMATION 
DlVISIOtSPECTOR 

DATE TYPE 

05/20/13 CASE OPENED 

05/22/13 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
IVlOLATION 

03/21/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
IVlOLATION 

04/16/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
VIOLATION 

04/18/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
VIOLATION 

DIV 

BID 

BID 

BID 

BID 

PID 

COMPLAIN'l' ACilONBYDIVISION 

NOV(HIS): 

J nµ;pector Contact Jnform!ltion I , 

INSPECTOR STATUS 

Fessler CASE 
RECEIVED 

Fessler FIRST NOV 
SENT 

Fessler SECOND 
NOV SENT 

Fessler CASE 
UPDATE 

' 
Fessler CASE 

UPDATE 

NOV(BID): 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Supportfor Onli_ne Services 

COMMENT 

Issued by Thomas Fessler 

2nd NOV sent byN Gutierrez 

2nd copy of NOV mailed by jj 

2lld NOV was sent out in error. Refer 
back to dist inspector per T. Venizelos, 
(DU'a) 

05/22/13 
03/21/i,i, 

If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

'-----·--------------·-·--·----.. 
Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 

City and County of San Francisco @2.000-2009 

htto:/ /dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=id~e~sComplaint&ComplaintN o=2013. .. 7 /17/2014 \' 
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy 

DEPARTMENT OF B1Jll,DING INSPECTION 
City and County of San Francisco 

NOTICE: 1 NUMBER: 201305201 

. DATE: 22-MAY-13 
1660 Mission St. San Francisco, CA 94103 

ADDRESS: 2853 BRODERICK ST 

OCCUPANCY/USE: R-3 (RESIDENTIAL-1 &:2 UNITDWELLINGS,TOWNHOUSE8.BtocK: 0947 LOT: 002 

D. If checli.ed, 'this information Is based :npons site-9bservation only. Further research may indicate that legal use is different If so, a revised Notice of Violation 
will be issued. · . · · · . . ' 

OWNER/AGENT: PAMELA J WHITEHEAD FAMILY TR 
MAILING PAMELA J WHITEHEAD FAMILY T 
ADDRESS PAMELA J WHITEHEA;D,. TRUSTEE 

50 MAGDALENA COURT · 
MILL VALLEY CA 94941 

PHONE#: --

PERSON CONTACTED @SITE: PAMELA J WHITEI$AD FAMILY TRUS PHONE#: --

. VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: CODE/SECTION# 

0 WORK WITHOUT PERMIT 

0 ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED 

D EXPIRED ORO CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 

0 UNSAFE BUILDING 0 SEE ATTACHMENTS 

106.1.1 

106.4.7 

A complaint has been filed with this Department: A subsequent site inspection has revealed that construction work has started that is 
pmt of the addendum: Excavation, shoring and placement ofrebar is evident at the tinie of the site inspection. This work is part of 
P A#20110325283 9, site pennit was issued on 2/8/2013. Building has been raised approx 36" . 

. CORRECTIVE .. ACTION:. 
!Zl STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 415-575~6923 . 

0 FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN DAYS 0 CW.ITH PLANS) A copy ofThis Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application 

0 OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORI< WITHIN DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL iNSPECTION AND 
SIGN OFF. · . 

0CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN DAYS. 0 NO PERMIT REQUIRED . 

D YOU FAILED T~ COMPLY WITH THE NOTiC'.E(S) DATED., ~THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS. 

• FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN. 
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS. . . 

Stop all work immediately. No work may take place until the ·appropriate permits have been issued. Schedule a start work inspection 
upon issuance of permit. Verificaton of height of building is also requjred prior to ·start of work. . · · 
INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY . . .". . . · . 

D 9x FEE (WORK W /0 PERMIT AFTER 9/1/60) D 2x,FEE (WQ~ E~CEEDING SCOPE OF PEJTh1IT) · 
. ' D NO PENALTY D OTHER: D REINSPECTION F~E $ (WORK W/0 PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60) 

APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS$ 
I , . 

BY ORDER OF THE :PIRECTOR;'riEP ARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
CONTACT INSPECTOR:· Thomas P Fessler .: ... 
PHONE# 415-575-6923 DIVIS~OM BID DISTRICT: 4 
By:(Inspectors's Signature) _____ ~--------

~.J. • 

, .. 
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Department of Building Inspection Page2of3 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 

Owner/.Agent: 

Owner's Phone: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 

Complainant: 

Complainant's 
Phone: 

20:1335331 

OWNER DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

COMPLAINANT DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

TELEPHONE 

BID 

Date Filed: 

Location: 
Block: 
Lot: 

Site: 

Rating: 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

10/31/2013 

. 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 
002 

JingJingLu 

BID 

Complaint 
Source: 
~s~edto 
D1V1swn: . 
Description: The current heigl\t of this building is inconsistent with the height show on the plans: 

Instructions: 

INSPECTOR INFORMATION 
DIVISIONllNSPECTOR. 
BID FESSLER 

IIBFFER.ALINFORMATION 
DATE REFEIUtED BY 
4/30/2014 Catherine Rvrd 

4/18/2014 Maria Asuncion 

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS 
DATE TYPE DIV 

10/31/13 CASE OPENED BID 

11/01/13 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID VIOLATION 

n/05/13 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID VIOLATION 

03/21/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID VIOLATION 

04/15/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID VIOLATION 

04/18/14 GENERAL MAINTENANCE BID 

04/22/14 GENERAL MAINTENANCE CES 

04/29/14 GENERAL MAINTENANCE CES 

04/30/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
iVIOLATION . BID 

04/30/14 GENERALMAJNTENANCE CES 

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION 

NOV(ffiS): 

l Inspector Conta~t Information I 

TO 
BID 

CES 

INSPECTOll STATUS 

Duffy CASE 
RECEIVED 

Duffy FIRST NOV 
SENT 

Duffy CASE 
UPDATE 

Duffy SECOND 
NOV SENT 

Duffy CASE 
UPDATE 
REFERRED 

Duffy TO OTHER 
DIV 

Hinchion CASE 
RECEIVED 

Hinchlon CASE 
RETURNED 

Fessler CASE 
UPDATE 
REFERRED 

Hinchion TO OTHER 
DIV 

NOV(BlD): 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

COMMENT 
Return to Tom Venizelos 
Refer to Director's Hearing 
for abatement. 

COMMENT 

istNOVsentbyJD 

1st copy of NOV mailed by JJ 

2nd NOV sent byN Gutierrez 

20d copy of NOV mailed byjj 

tranfer to div CES 

loillDperrequest-

Route to Tom Venizelos per his request 

tranfer to div BID 

l0/31/13 
' 03/21/14 

If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.a~px?page= Aa9f~s~Complaint&ComplaintNo=2013 ... 7 /l 7/2014 
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
.. of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy 

DEPARTMENTOFBUILDINGINSPECTION NOTICE: NUMBER: 201335331 
<;:ity and County of San Franc~sco DATE: 3l-O~T-13 
1660 Mission St. San Francisco, CA 94103 .• 

ADDRESS: 2853 BRODERICK ST 

OCCUPANCY/USE: R-3(RESIDENTIAL~1 &2 UNITDWELLINGS,TOWNHOUSESiJLOCI(; 0947 LQT: 002 

D If checked, this information is based upons site-observation only. ·Furth~r research may indicate that l~gal use is different. If so, a revised Notice of.Yiolation 
dh~~ . . . . '· . . 

OWNER/AGENT: PAMELA J WHITEHEAD FAMILY TR PHONE#: --
MAILING PAMELA J WHITE~AD FAMILY T 
ADDRESS PAMELA J WHITEHEAD, TRUSTEE 

50 MAGDALENA COURT 
MILL VALLEY CA 

PERSON CONTACTED @SITE: 

0 WORK WITHOUT PERMIT 

D ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED 

D EXPIRED OR0CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 

. 94941 

0UNSAFE BUILDING 0 SEE ATTACHMENTS 

CODE/SECTION# 

106.1.1 

106.4.7 
10 .4.4 

102.l 

The current height of this building is inconsistent with the height show on the plans. The exsting height of the building was show in 
.error on the exstiil.g elevation on the approval plans, the height difference could be as.much as 36". A correction notice was issued by 
DBI in May 2013 requiring !l revision pennit be obtained to correct the building height as it currently exist. A revision peITQ.it was filed 
but +3 date has not been issued. · 

CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
0 STOP ALL WORK SFBC i04.2.4 415-558-6656 
0 FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITiflN DAYS 0 (WITH PLANS) A copy ~fThis Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application 

0 OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN DAY~, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION AND 
SIGN OFF. . 

l · 0CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN DAYS. . 0 NO PERMIT REQUIRED 
~ 1 D YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH TH!).: NOTI~E(S) DATED 'THEREFORE Tms DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS. 

• FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN. 
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS. 

S~op all work at this property w1til a revision pennit has been approved and. issued. The revision pennit inust be approved by planning 
dept. The building has already. been raised by approx 36" 

INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY 

D 9x FEE (WORK W/0 PERMIT AFIBR 9/1160) D 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT) 
. . . . . . D NO PENALTY D OTHER. D REINSPECTION FEE $ . (WORK W/O·PERMIT PRIOR TO 911160) 

APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O P~RMIT VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS$ 

'BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR; DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
CONTACT INSPECTOR: Joseph P Duffy . . . . . 
PHONE.# 415-558-6656 . . DIVISION: BID DISTRICT: 

' By:(Inspectors's Signature) ____ -'-----------
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---· - , .... -.-·---· ,~ ... 

SAN FRAN.CISCO . 
PLANNlNG. DEPARTMENT 

DATE: November 1, 2011 

TO: Interested Parties 

FR<;:)M: Linda D. Avery 

Planning Commission Secretary 

RE: Planning Commission Action - No. DRA -- 0229 . 

Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
2011.03.25.2839 
2010.03940 

Building Permit Application No.: 
Discretionary Review Case No.: 

·1 aso Mission St.· 
Suite" 400 
sao Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 · 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnlormatlon: 
415.558.6377 

On October 6, 2011, the Planning Commission conducted a Discretionary Review hearing to consider the 
following project: 

. 2853-2857 BRqDERICK STREET - west side between Filbert and Union Str~ets, Lot 002 in Assessor's 
Block 0947 - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 
proposing to raise the existing three-story-over-basement, two-unit building three feet to insert a two-car 
garage within the basement level, in anRH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District and a 40-XHeight 
and Bull< District. 

ACTION 

The Commission determined that no modifications to the project were necessary; however the 
Commission took Discretionary Review to emphasize the project shall not be raised more than 3 feet (3'-
0" absolute measurement). 

FINDINGS 

The reasons the Commission took the action described above include: 

The Commission recognized that are no extraordinary or ~xcepti.onal circumstances in the case. While the 
Commission recognize<,{ enforcement of the building height at the time of construction is under the 
pllrview of the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and with the understanding that the Building 
Code allows for a plus/minus six inch (+/-0'-6") tolerance field measurement as compar~d to the plan 
dimensions, the Commission expressed that three feet (3' -0") shall. be the absolute height the building 
shall be raised. · 

Memo 
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Speakers at the hearing included: 

Insu ort of the DR re uest 

Ayes: Commissioners Olague, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Miguei Moore and Sugaya. 

Nayes: (none) 

Absent.: (none) 

Case Planner: Glenn Cabreros, 415-558-6169 

You can appeal the Commission's action to the Board of Appeals by appealing the issuance of the permit. 
Please contact the Board of Appeals at ( 415) 575-6880 for further information regarding the appeals 
process. 

c: · Linda D. Avery 

GC G:\Documents \2010\DR \2010.0394D- 2853-2857 Broderick\2010.0394D - 2853-2857 Broderick-Action Memo.doc 

$A10'1\A°HC.l~QO-_ . . ,,.__..,.,.. 
~!r.4.~-~~"'="'""'"""'' 
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. SAN FRANClsco· 
PLANNING. DEPARTMENT 

. Request to View Publi·c Record 
DATE oF REQUEST: 8/6/13 sLocK / Lor:_o_94_1_10_0_2 _____ _ 

NAME OF REQUESTOR: _lrv_in_g_Z_a_r_et_sky _______________ _ 

/.... . PHONE# OR EMAIL OF REQUESTOR:._ii_z@-'--m_e_.c_o_m ___________ _ 

SUBJECT PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2853 Broderick Street . 
~~---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

RELATED CASE#: 2013.07.01.0898 

DESCRIPTION: Q1anning .case File 0Planning Case File -All (Documents 'incl. Environmental) 

. Qnvironmental Determination 0Historical File Dotion 

. Qariance ~ecision. Letter OGA Sign File Q11/312 Documents 

Qode Enforcement File I./ ~ther .. 
Dn (This includes an documents related to the address listed above, not a specific project> 

IF OTHER, PlEASE DESCRIBE: Buildin.g permit application and plans 

1650 Mi$sion St 
Sulle 400 
Sao Franoisoo, 
GA 94103-2.479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 . 

Fax: 
415.55.8.6409 

Planning· 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

STAFF NAME AND PHONE#: G. Cabreros xB-6169 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

RULES FOR REVIEWING PUBLIC RECORDS: 
Records retrieved from offsite may take up to tWo weeks. Records placed for public viewing will remain 
accessible for ten business days after which they will be returned to storage or be re-filed. All persons 
wishing to view original records of the Department must show adequate personal identification. Upon 
completion of the review, requestor must sign above :indicating.thats/he has reviewed the file. Neither 
the docket nor its contents shall leave the reception area or reviewing room unless accompanied by an 
employee of the Department. Copies of any public record may be photocopied in the Dep~bnent for. the 
price established by ordinance. Records 111ust be returned intact to the receptionist, 
f.ie4s~: ihl,.ti,ai: P.iat yoµ ~der~til;ll~ th.e rule~ ·~~r 'vi~~g: . 

, DATE OF REVIEW: 5f /te{!). -. 
TYPE OF IDENTIFICATION PROVIDED: 

~~~~~~~~~~~~-~-~-~~~~ 

NAME O~ REVIEWER (if different from Requesto_~· ·~....------,~-=--------..,.--:-::,.-,-~ 

R~Vli;VifER'S SJGNATORE._)~------..::::====~--.:.:.::~_:____:. ___ _ 

AUG·· 0 6 2013 
IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE: 

------ilil'is-Ge~URe-sl:!all-appl¥-cr:iJ¥.if the wards "Immediate Disclosure Request" are placed across thelt9r:P$tih~Rl'9a'esRlilfe!C0f1itfe:f 
envelc:pe,suoject hne, or cover sheet In Which ti 1e request ls tr ar 1s111itled. 

2497 

I . 



:-· :-·-·-
···- 7· --::·::-:. 

·.-: : .. · .. ; ·.·· .. ·:.;; ;•. 
1. - ··- ••• : -·-·· • 

: ;. ~. : -
:·. ·:' .. ·. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
~evlew compfeted Refum 

MAR 3 ·1 REC'D · 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT to Planner or Record Ct 

Request to .yiew Public Record 
DATE OF REQUEST: 3/28/14 BLOCK I LOT:_0_9_4_71_00_2 _____ _ 

NAME OF REQUESTOR: Irving Zaretsky, Paul Wythes, Karen Goss 

PHONE# OR EMAIL OF REQUESTOR: paulmaimai@yahoo.com, 714515@gmail.com 

,SUBJECT PROPERTY ADORESS:._2_8_5_3_B_r_od_e_ri_ck_St_re_e_t _________ _ 

. RELATED CASE#: 2013.04330 & 20123.0433E 

DESCRIPTION: 11 ~lanning Case File 0Planning Case File ~All (Documents incl. EnvironmentaO 

Dnvironmental Determinf}lion 0Historical File Qotion 

Oariance Decision Letter DGA Sign File Q11i31~ Docijments 

Qode Enforcement File 11 pther 

Dn (This. includes all documents. related to the address listed above, not a specific project) 

IF OTHER, PLEASE DESCRIBE: DR and E docket files and plans. 

STAFF NAME AND PHONE # : Glenn Cabreros 558-6169 

RULES FOR REVIEWING PUBLIC RECORDS: 
Recor~s retrieved from offsite may take up to two weeks. Records place~ ~or public viewing will remain 
accessible for ten busU:iess days after which iliey will be returned to storage or be re-filed. All persons 
.wishing to view original records of the Deparbnent ,must show· adequate personal identification. lJpon 
completion of the review, requestor must sign !lbove :indicating that s/lie has reviewed the file. Neither 

. the dpcket nor its contents shall leave the reception area or re'view:ing room unless accompanied by an 
employee of the Department. Copies of any public record may be photocopied in the Department for the 
price established by ordinance. Records must be returned intact 'to the receptionist. 

Plea_se initial th;it you tµtderstand the niles for viewing: -------

OATEOFREVIEW: ___ -.3_·r-f 2>_...1(/~lf--------------
' 

TYPE OF IDENTIFICATION PROVIDED: DL- I 

NAME OF REVIEWER (If differentfr~_-R-e-qu-e-st-or-):_\/_. --------.-. --,.-. -----

R.EVIEWER'S.~IG~ATURE ____ -,,r-~-· ______ ._ :=---~---::::=-~--------_ _ ·_,,:?/J.~1_,..,Z~/_,/,,_V __ _ 
. . 

. IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE: . -.......... 
This deadline shall apply only if the words "Immediate Disclosure Request" are placed across the top of the request and on the 
envelope, subject line, or cover sheet In which the request is transmitted. 
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11750 Mission St 
Suite400 
San flilnaisoo, 
CA 94103-2479 

R<lcep!lon: 
415.558.63711 

Fro<: 
415.{158.6409 

Planning 
lnrormatlon: 
415.558.6377 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
.PLANNING DEPARTMEN·T 

Request to View Publi~· Reco.~d 
DATE OF REQUEST: 7/3/14 BLOCK/LOT:._0_9_47_1_00_2 _____ _ 

NAME OF REQUESTOR: Irving Zaretsky . 

PHONE# OR EMAIL OF REQUESTOR:._7'--.1_4_51_5.-..:·@:;_g:;_m_a_il_.c_om _________ _ 

SUBJECT PROPERTVADDRESS: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

RELATED CASE#: 2013.0433DE & BPA#2013.07.01.0898 

DESCRIPTIQN: l/"fla.nning Case File 0Plannlng Case File-All (Documents incl. EnvironmentaO 

Dnvironmental Determination . 0Historical File : · Ootion 

[]variance Decision Letter . DGA Sign File 011/312 Documents. 

Qode Enforcement File I./ pther. 

LJ.11 (This inciudes all documents related to the address listed above, not a specifi~ project) 

IF OTHER, PLEASE DESCRIBE: Plans from Building Permit Application inlcuded. 

STAFF NAME AND PHONE # : Glenn Cabreros 558-6169 

RULES FOR REVIEWING p·usuc RECORDS: 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulie400 .· 
San Frannisoo, 
CA 94103-2.479 

Reception: . 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Plannlng 
Information~ 
415.558.6377 

Records retrieved from offsite may take up to two weeks. Records placed for public viewing will remam 
accessible for ten business days after which they will be retumed to storage or be re-filed. All persons 

·wishlng to view original records of the Department must show adequate personal identification. Upon. 
completion of the review, requestor must sign above indicating that s/he has reviewed the file. Neither 
the .dock~t nor its contents shall leave the reception are.a or reviewing room unless accompanied by an 
employee of the Deparbnent. Copies of any P'!lblic record may be photocopied in the Department for the 
price established by ordinance. Records must be returned intact to the receptionist. 
J.?i.~~~~~~µ~~ !4~(YC>!i.~d.~t~~-4.'.~~-pµ~~ :!~~-~~~g: ______ _ 

DAfE~~~~·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~d~~( ·ID~ 
'TYPE OF IDENTIFICATION PROVIDED: O:=t-JD-:=:t ( 14 
NAME O.F Rt;:VIEWER (IfdilierentfromRe 

REVIEWER'S SIGNATU:~i:.:_ =-------::-;:;?....=f--___:~=:::::::::----------

IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE: 
This deadline shall apply only if the words "Immediate Disclosljre Request 
envelope, subject line, or cover sheet in which the request is transmitted. 
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RELATED CP.SE fl-: 2013.0433DE & BPA#2013.07.01.0898 

SUBJECT PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2853~2857 Broderick Street 

l.\ll\ME Of REQUESTOR: 1._rv_.in_g_Z_a_r_et_s_ky ___ --....,,--------

PHONE ft O~ EMAIL OF REQ~ESTOR:_7_1_4_5_15_@=g_m_a_il._co_m ______ .,,._. __ _ 

OFFSITE.DOCKET ORDER INFORMATION: 

File I.D.: _______ _ Box Number: 

(Case Number & Suffix) 

Per Planning Code Section 351 (c) Miscellaneous Services, on July 1, 2009, the Planning Department will 
dtarge $7.15 for cost recovery per docket for requested dockets that are stored off site. Payment is 
required before order is placed. 

DUPLICATION FEES AND PAYMENT INFORMATION 
$.10 per side is charged for all b/w copies. 

Number of copies made by revie~er ___ __,x $ .10 = $ 0.00 Total 

Number of copies to be made by Staff $ .10 = $. 0.00 Total 
(NOTE: Staff has.10 business days to respond to request for duplication of records) 

Audio cassette reproduction (per hearing) 

CD or other media reproduction (per CD) 

Number of offsite dockets requested 

---~x$1.00>=$ 0.00 Total 

---~x $ .25 .. $ 0.00 Total 

x·$7'.15"" $ 0.00 Total 
---~ 

. . 
Payment received by:. _____________ _,$ 0.00 Total Paid 

Cash:_~ ____ or Check# ______ r_eceipt Number:. ____ _,__ __ 

Files Not Found, Amount of refund.,_: ------

Cash:.../ or Check#:_.-----------· Date of refund.._: -----

CHECK OFF BY RECEPTION StAFF AFTER REVIEW: 
' When review is compiete, file should ·be returned to the '.Reception· Staff and identification returned to 
reviewer. 

Initial: .Records Returned to Reception Staff by Reviewer. 
Initial: Notify Planning Staff (name): by email to pick up file(s) 

2 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 
Thursday, July 10, 201412:21 PM 
'Arcuri, Timothy' 
whiteheadwest@msn.com; mnykamp@msn.com .. . 
RE: 2853 Broderick: July 15th Neighbor Meeting-6-8PM at 235 Montgomery Street, 17th 
FIC:Jor 
FW: 2853 Broderick Street · 

Mr. Arcuri, thank you for your message. )'ou are free not to attend the meeting. We are hosting here because 2853 
Broderick is not able to do so; we thought that a downtown location VJould make it easier for neighbors to attend 
dir(j!ctly from work. It is not unusual at all for all members of a project sponsor's team to attend neighborhood . 
meetings, including the attorney. In my experience, it Is far more productive and efficient to have all interested .persons 
in the same room to go over the facts and plans. 

As to your allegation that my membership on the Code Advisory Committee creates a conflict or is somehow improper, I 
have attached DBI Deputy Director Dail Lowery's May 14, 20i4 response to Mr.Wythes May 9, 2014 email. Dir~ctor 
Lowery states unequivocally that there is no conflict. 

Best, 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny J 

idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

Russ Building 
.235 Montgomery Street· 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.9.54.4480 
www.fbm.com 

From: Arcuri,Timothy[mailto:Timothy.Arcuri@cowen~com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2014 7:46 AM 
To: Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

. Cc: whiteheadwest@msn.com; mnykamp@msn.com . 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick: July 15th Neighbor Meeting-6-BPM at 235· Montgomery Street, 17th Floor 

Hi Ilene -Thanks for the email, I would most certainly like to discuss the plans with Stephen and Pam. However, I don't 
·consider it appropriate for the meeting to take place under your auspices as you are. legally representing the project 
sponsor, while we are c1:1rrently not legally represented (although tertainly possible in the future). Additionally, you sit 
on CAC which I also consider to be a conflict in this case. 

While I am in no way representing other neighbors, I know there are many that feel the same way about this proposed 
meeting. 

Thanks 
Tim 

Timothy M. Arcuri 
1 
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Managing Director 
Cowen and Company, LLC 
;55 California St, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Tel: 415-646-7217 
Mobile: 415-710-5550 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com 

From: IDick@fbm.com [mailto:IDick@fbm.com] 
Sent: Monday, July-07, 2014 4:45 PM 
To: 714515@qmail.com; amanda@hoenlgman.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; brookesampson@yahoo.com; 
qones@forwardmqmt.com; cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; dieter@hoppercreek.com; dod.fraser@gmail.com; 
dorinetowle@me.com; elarkin@hill-co.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com~ ggwood2@gmail.com; 
info@cowhollowassociation.org; iiz@pacbell.net; kbgoss@pacbell.net; kdkmanagement@yahoo.com; lbrooke@lmi.net; 
letsbond@gmail.com; maitsai@yahoo.com;· marri61@sbcqlobal.net; merijohn@merijohn.com; . 
michael@jaeqermchugh.com; nancyp.leavens@qmail.com; ntede@aol.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com;. 
rpovlitz@yahoo.com; rwqoss@pacbell.net; santonaros@sbcglobal.net; Arcuri, Timothy; vince@citymarkdev.com; 
wmore@aol.com · 
Cc: glenn.cabreros@sfqov.org; whiteheadwest@msn.com; mnykamp@msn.com; scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Subject: 2853 Broderick: July 15th Neighbor Meeting-6-SPM at 235 Montgomery Street, 17th Floor 

Good afternoon! I represent Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp with respect to 2853 Broderick. 1·am w~iting to .invite 
you to a me~ting at our offices on Tuesday, July 15th from 6-8PM to discuss the plans being reviewed by the Planning 
Com miss.ion at its August th meeting. Beverages and light. appetizers will be served. Below is a detailed agenda of what 
Nill.be discussed. We look forward to seeing you then. For your convenience, I've attached a copy of the plans that will 
be before the Planning Commission. 

We are located at:" 
235 Montgomery (between Bush and Pine} 
The meeting will be on the 21st fl~or. Please tell Security that is your destination. 
*~******************** . . . 
Dear-Neighbor~, 

As most of you know, we have been waiting for the Planning Department to complete its review o.f the plans for all the 
work that will be permitted for this builaing. In April. 2014, ·Planner Glenn Cabreros asked that we submit one plan set 
{"consolidated plan set") shc:>wing everything that has been and will be done to the building under approved perr:nits. 
That work includes: 1. work that was done under preyiously issued permits; 2. work that was approved by the Board of 
Appeals in 2012, ·updated with survey ~ata to clarify building height; and, 3. the remaining work. that we want to do. The 
consolidated plan set received a categorical exemption from Planning's Historic Preservation staff, finding that none of 
the proposed work negatively affects the building's historic features. 

' . 
Some of you will receive in the mail this week a notice from the Planning Department for an August 7, 2014 Mandatory 
Discretionary Review '(DR) Hearfng for this project. Given that, we would like to invite all of you to a meeting at Farella 
Braun+ Mart~l's offices on July 15th at 6~8 pm. · 

Melinda, Pam and I will be there to discuss this project along with project architect Stephen Antonaros. . \ . . 
We are inviting all ·of the neighbors and others who have expressed interest in this project over the past 4 years to 
discuss together the upcoming review by the ·Planning Commission. Rather than have separate. meetings, we want to 
share with all of you in one meeting the final proposed plans (most of which have been shown in separate permits) and 
fa s1~G1:1ss any remaining Gom:erns wltl:J tl:Je proje• t · 
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Our goals for this meeting are straightforward! 

1. Past History: Ensure that all the neighbors have the same information with regard to the City reviews that have 
occurred over the last 2 years. 

2. Current: Go over the consolidated plan set and the purpose of the August ih DR hearing. 
The consolidated plan.set will be the plans for which a building permit will be issued following a successful DR hearing; 
superseding all previously issued pl<!ns. This version of the plans are similar to the plans we showed many of you during 
our May 2013 pre-application neighborhood meeting as well as private.meetings. 

The changes to.those prior plans are: 

A. Dwelling unit merger: Legally convert the building's use from 2 u_nits to a single family residence. This would bring 
thi~ building Into conformity with most homes on block. 
B. Front door modifications. . 
C. Rear roof modifications that include expanding the existing dormers to minimum ceiling height to the existing 4th 
floor. . . . 
D. Add a roof deck at the northwest portion of the 4th floor. 
E. Expansion of angled bay on upper 2 floors which will not be visible from the street. 
f:. Ad'd external stairs to the roof deck. Neither the stairs or the deck will be visible from the street. 
G. If the Dwelling Unit Merger is approved, remove the rear ori~inal stairs from the 2nd floor to the 3rd floor .. 

3. Height clarification: As you know, Stephen Antoriaros, t~e project architect, made a n~merical error on earlier plans 
with respectto the existing height of the building and the height when raised 3'. You will note that the consolidated 
plan set corrects that error on the plans based on survey data. . 

We look forward to seeing you on July 15th at Farella Braun's offices and updating everyone interested with our project. 

Thanks, 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Street 
San ~rancisco I CA 94104 

T 4·15,954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.com 

· This e-mail message Is for the sole use of the In.tended reclpient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
.unauthorized review, use, disclosu·re or distribution Is prohibited. If you are not the Intended recipient, please contact the sender by 

· reply e-Q')ail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you. 

Farella Braun + Martel LLP 

This message and any attachments are confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the 
sender immediately and destroy this email. Any unauthorized use or dissemination is prohibited. All email sent 

. to or from our system is subject to review and retention .. Nothing contained in this email shall be considered an 
offer or solicitation with respect to the purchase or s~e of any security in any jurisdiction where such an offer or 

. solicitation would be illegal. Neither Cowen Group, Inc. nor any of its affiliates ("Cowen") represent that any of 
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the information contained herein is accurate, complete or up to date, nor shall Cowen have any responsibility to 
ipdate any opinions or other information contained herein. . 
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Oick, Ilene (19) x4958 . 

From: · 
Sent: 

Lowrey, Daniel (DBI) [daniel.lowrey@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, April 08, 2014 2:02-PM 

- ; ··~ - . 

To: Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 . 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick:. Meeting with Scott Sanchez-week of 4/11 

' . 

Good Afternoon Ilene, 

. Give me some times you are available next week and I will let you know if I am available. 

From: IDick@fbm.com [mailto:IDick@fbm.com] 
·Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 10:49 AM 
To: Lowrey, Daniel (DBI) 
Subject: 2853 Broderick: Meeting with Scott Sanchez-week of 4/14 

Dan, per my voicemail, I wanted to get some available times next week to meet with Scott and I to discuss the scope of 
work that can be dorie on this house while the permits are suspended. 

Thanks, 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com · 
415.954.4958 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.com 

This e-rnail messi;tge is for the sole use of the Intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged Information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the Intended recipient, please contact the sender by 

reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you.· 

Farella Braun + Martel LLP 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

From: 
Sent: 

Cabreros, Glenn (CPC) [glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, April 08, 2014 5:42 PM 
Dick, Ilene (19) x495B To: 

Cc: Lindsay, David (CPC) 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick 

Hi Ilene-
Thanks for your voice mail .as well. My week is already booked out, but I should be able to meet next Thursday afternoon 
or Friday. A meetin·g regarding the plans may be premature at this point, but feel free to continue discussions with Scott 
and Dan regarding what work, if any~ could occur at the project site~ When were you to meet with Scott and Dan Lowery 
next week? 

The· plans I would need for the Commission review should also capture any comments from our Historic Preservation 
'staff, if they need to request revisions for the project to comply with the Secretary of Interior Standards. Shelley 
Caltagirone is assigned to the historic review, and she is anticipating her review to be completed before June. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6169 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: glenn.cabreros@sfqov.org 
11Yeb: www.sfplannjng.on;i 

From: IDick@fbm.com [mailto:IDick@fbm.com] 
-Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 10:53 AM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn (CPC) 
Subject: 2853 Broderick 

Glenn, I hope you are well! Per myvoicemail, I'd like to schedule a meeting with you and project architect Stephan 
Antonaros to go over the plans for permits that have been suspended. This should be a brief (no more than 30 minutes) 
meeting. I'd appreciate it if you could schedule it this week in advance of the follow up meeting with Scott and Dan 
Lowery next week. 

Please let me know available times. Thanks in advance. 

Best,. 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbni.com 
415.954.4958 

Russ Bulld!ng 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 41.5.954.4400 
F-416.954.4480 

· www.fbm.com 
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This e-mail message Is for the sole use of the intended reclplent(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution Is prohibited. If you are not the Intended recipient, please contact the sender by 

· reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you. 

Farella Braun + Martel LLP 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

From:' 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dick, Ilene. (19) x4958 
Monday, April 21, 2014 3:10 PM 
'Sanchez, Scott'; 'Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)' 
'Pam Whitehead'; 'Antonaros Stephen' 
2853 Broderick: Exterior work permitted to proceed 

Scott, thank you for convening the meeting Wednesday, April 16th, with DBI Deputy Director Dan Lowery, 
and Glenn Cabreros. Per our meeting you are authorizing the _below work to take place on the exterior of 2853 
Broderick (with nominal interior work related to the drainage) during the pendency of the suspension of 5 
building permits begun on 2/05/14. In order to complete the drainage system, the 3/18/14 suspension of 
PP2013122087 6 needs to be modified since draimtge work was approved under that permit. 

Per the meeting, you will forward this email to Deputy Director Lowery (who will also send it to Chief 
Plumbing Inspector Steve Panelli) so that all relevant DBI field/inspection. staff is aware that this scope of work 
can occur while these permits are suspended. The meeting between myself, Mr. Antonaros and Glenn Cabreros 
clearly identified the modifications Mr. Cabreros wanted to the plan set for BPA No. 201307010898, which will 
be the master plan set. Once those revisions are approved, we will cancel BPA No. 201309066151 since those 
revisions will be correctly shown on the master set. , Upon Mr. Cabreros' approval of the plan revisions, we 
respectfully request that the February 5, 2014 suspension be lifted, with the understanding that no work can 
occur that has not already been approved. 
***************** 
Below is a list of items and the description of the scope of work for drainage that you authorized during the 
suspension. The drainage work includes nominal inside work limited solely to facilitating the exterior drainage 
work you approved: 
-Power washing walls and windows 
-Repair and replace windows in-kind 
-Paint, prep, sand windows and all trim 
-Install downspouts and rain gutters 
-Trench for 'drainage and to install the underground drain lines, lateral and hook ups all related to sewer 
connection. To be sure there is clarity on the scope of work required for the drainage to the City system, here is 
additional relevant infor.ination/work that must be done to ensure an adequate and working drainage system at 
this site: 
1. The sand trap and the sump pump need to be installed. 
2. Related to PP20131220876, the plumber will need to complete hook-ups to existing drains that have already 
been installed. That work was permitted under thi~ plumbing permit. 
3. To finalize that work, the plumber will need to install .new pipes at grade level. The pipes are installed at 
grade to accurately assess and account for all drainage fr~m both inside and outside the building from the lateral 
to the City's main in the street. This requires approximately 1 day for the plumber to move copper pipes that 
were installed incorrectly in the garage. 

Please let me know if you need additional information. It is our understanding that with this email, the above
described work can commence. Please confirm by "reply tO all" that that is correct. 

Thanks again for your continufug professional courtesy in this matter. We look forward to working with you 
and your staff to bring this project to the Commission at the earliest time possible. 

Best, 

Ilene R Dick 
l 
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Spo Counsel Attny 
!dick@fbm.com 
J.15.954.4958 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 · 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.coi;n 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hello Ilene, 

Sanchez, Scott (CPC} [scott.sanchez@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, April 22, 2014 4:32 PM 
Dick, Ilene (19) x4958; Cabreros, Glenn (CPC) 
whlteheadwest@msn.com; santonaros@sbcglobal.net; Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); O'Riordan, 
Patrick (DBI) ' . . \. 
RE: 2853 Broderick: Exterior work permitted to proceed 

.·.· 

Thank you for the email. The scope t;>f work outlined below to secure/weatherize the building is consistent with our 
discussion last week and may be performed under the current permit suspension requested by our Department. We 
would also like to reiterate that the scope of work is limited to that discussed blow and will not include any other 
work~ We are allowing this work as a courtesy to ensure that the building, a known historic resource, is protected. If 
the project sponsor perform.s any work beyond that which is listed below, we will coordinate with DBI to ensure swift 
and tota.1 enforcement of the suspension., 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Adminis~rator 

Planning Department I City and County of San .Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6350 l Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanninq.org 

Planning Information center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
Planning. Information Map (PIM): http:Upropertymap.sfplannlnq.orq 

From: IDlck@fbm.com [mailto:IDick@fbm.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 3:10 PM 
To: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); cabreros, Glenn (CPC} 
Cc: whiteheadwest@msn.com; santonaros@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: 2853 Broderick: Exterior work permitted to proceed 

Scott, thank you for convening the meeting Wednesday, April 16th, with DBI Deputy Director Dan Lowery, 
and Glenn Cabreros. Per our meeting you are authorizing the below work to take place on the exterior of 2853 
Brode;rick (with nominal interior work related to the drainage) during the pendency of the suspe:µsion of 5 
building permits begun on 2/05/14. In order to complete the drainage· system, the 3/18/14 suspension of 
PP20131220876 needs to be modified since drainage work was approved under that permit. 

Per the meeting, you will forward this email to Deputy Director Lowery (who will also send it to Chief. 
Plumbing Inspector Steve Panelli) so that all relevant DBI field/inspection staff is aware that this scope of work 
can occur while these permits are suspended. The meeting between myself, Mr. Antonaros and Glenn Cabreros 
clearly identified the modifications Mr. ~abreros wanted to the plan set for BP A No. 201307010898, which will 
be the master plan set. Once those revisions are approved, we will cancel BPA No. 201309066151 since those 
.revisions will be correctly shown on the master set. Upon Mr. Cabreros' approval of the plan revisions, we 
respectfully request that the February 5, 2014 suspension be lifted, with the understanding that no work can 
occur that has not already been approved. 

\ 
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***************** 
Below is a list of items and fue description of fue scope of work for drainage that you aufuorized during fue 
suspension. The drainage work includes nominal inside work limited solely to facilitating fue exterior drainage 
work you approved: 
-Power washing walls and windows 
-Repair and replace windows in-kind 
-Paint, prep, sand windows and all trim 
-Install downspouts and rain gutters 
-Trench fo:i; drainage and to install the underground drain lines, lateral and hook ups all related to sewer 
connection. To be sure there is clarity on the scope of work required for fue drainage to the City system, here is 
additional relevant information/wor~ fuat must be done to ensure an adequate and working drainage system at 
fuis site: . 
l. The sand trap and fue sump pump need to be installed. 
2. Related to PP20131220876, the plumber will need to complete hook-ups to existing drains that have already 
been installed. That work was permitted under fuis plumbing permit. · 
3. To finalize fuat work, the plumber will need to install new pipes at grade level. The pipes are installed at . 
grade to accurately assess and account for all drainage from bofu inside arid outside the building· from fue lateral 
to fue City's main in the street. This requires approximately 1 day for fue plumber to move copper pipes fuat 
were installed incorrectly in fue garage. · 

Please let me know if you need additional information. It is oui understanding that with fuis email, fue above..: 
described work can commence. Please confir111: by "reply to all" that that is correct. 

Thanks again for your continuing professional courtesy in fuis matter. We look forward to working wifu you 
and your staff to bring fuis project to the Commission at the earliest time possible. 

Best, 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

Russ Bulfdfng 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.com 

This e-maii·message Is for the sole use of the Intended reclpfent(s) and may contain confidential and privileged Information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or" distribution Is prohibited. If you are not the Intended rei;:lpient, please contact the sender·by 

reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the-original message. T~ank you. 
- . 

Farella Braun + Martel LLP 

2 

2513 



1----· 

.Dick, Ilene (19).x4958 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

[)ear Mr. Zaretsky, 

Sanchez, Scott (CPC) [scott.sanchez@sfgov.org] 
Thursday, May 08, 2014 7:00 AM . 
Irving Zaretsky; Lindsay, David (CPC); Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Dick, Ilene (19) x4958; 
Stefani, Catherine ) . 
wmore@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; -
dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; Povlitz; 
nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (; Geoff Wood; Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; 
elarkin@hill-co.com; lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net); info@cowhollowassociation.org; 
Brooke Sampson; merijohn@merijohn.com { 
RE: 2853 Broderick Street 

Thank you fpr the email. To clarify, the approved scope of work to secure/weatherize the building only aUows work on 
·existing windows (in-kind) and does not allow the addition of any new windows; the sewer connection will be required 
for a project of any height; and installation of gutters/downspouts to provide drainage does not ves~ any rights in the · 
existing permit. As we have noted repeatedly, the subject proje'Ct requires a revision permit. The revision permit is 
currently undergoing enviro.nmental review, which is anticipated to be completed in·early June. Once environmental 
review for the revision permit has been completed, we will perform the Section 311 notification and conduct a 
Discretionary Review hearing at the Planning Commission for their consideration of the revision permit, which is: 
anticipated to be held in July or August. I trust that this will answer any remaining questions that you have on this 
project for the time being. 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6350 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: scott.sanchez@sfgov .orq 
Web: www.sfplann!nq.ora 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pjc@sfqov.org 
Planning Information Map (PIM): http:ljpropertymap.sfplannlng.orq 

From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 7:11 PM 
To: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC)f cabreros, Glenn .(CPC) 
Cc: wmore@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchllgh.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; Povlitz; 
nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (; Geoff Wood; Cynthia2ndemail@grnail.com;' elarkin@hill-co.com; lb~ooke@lmi.net 
(lbrooke@lmi.net); info@cowhollowassociation.org; Brooke Sampson; merijohn@merijohn.coni ( 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick Street 

.Dear Mr. Sanchez: 

1 
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fu response to your email, we don't understand why you have granted permission for the change of windows 
when many new windows have been added' and they are all under the new review as to historical preservation. 
Also, · 
why did you grant permission to do drainage when the height of the building is again under review and the issue 
will be raised in future.Hearings and Appeals. Rain gutters and downspouts are subject to what is decided on 
the roof 
development and that is still pending. 

It seems that structural work should wait until all the .reviews, hearings and appeals are fmished and final 
pennits are issu~d. We can understand painting as weatheq)r~ofing but not the structural work you suggest. 

Is everything really a 'done deal' ~d we are simply not privy to it????. 

·Please advise, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
On May 7, 2014, at 3:36 PM, Paul Wytb.es <paulmaimai@yahoo.com> wrote: 

FYI. Below Is the reply from Scott Sanchez regarding the work that was recently done at this property. 

Paul 

-----Forwarded Message----- . 
from: "Sanchez, Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 
Io: Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>; "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>; "Venizelos, 
Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> · 
Cc: "Lindsay, David (CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2014 3:f6 PM 
Subject: R!=: 2853 Broderick Street 

· Dear Mr. Wythes, 

Thank you for the email. In February, I suspended tlie permits for 2853 Broderick Street, but noted that the 
project sponsor may perform work necessary to secure/weatherize the building (in part because this building is 
a known historic resource). It came to my attention after th~ suspension that neighbors were concerned that · 
work beyond that to secure/weatherize the building may have been performed. On April 16, 2014, I met with 
representatives of the project sponsor (Ilene Dick - attorney; Stephen Antonaros - architect) and staff from DBI 
to discuss to discuss specific work which may be performed to secure/weatherize the building to ensure that all 

· parties (project sponsor and City agencies) were clear on the limited work that may be performed. On April 22, 
2014, I authorized that DBI allow the following work: 

Power washing walls and windows 
-Repair and replace windows in-kind 
·-Paint, prep, sand windows and all trim 
-Install downspouts and rain- gutters 
-Trench for drainage and to install th~ underground drain lines, lateral and hook ups all related to 
sewer connection: · 

Any work in excess of those stated above would be considered a violation of the suspension and result in 
Jmmediate enforcement. · · 

Please let me knOW=ifyetJ eave aBy fl!:lestjans 
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Regards, · 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6350 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 

. Web: www.sfplanning.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558~6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
Planning Information Map (P.IM): http:l/propertymap.sfplanning.ora 
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From: Paul Wythes"[mailto:paulmaimai@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2014 4:25 PM · 
To: Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Venizelos, Thomas (DBI) 
Cc: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC) 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick Street 

Thanks for your help. I'm looking forward to hear your reply. 

Paul· 

From: "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> 
To: Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>; "Venizelos, Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: "Sanchez, Scott (CPC)1' <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; "Lindsay, David (CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, May 5, 2014 9:49 AM 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick Street 

I've copied the Zoning Administrator, who may have additional insight to your inquiry below. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner · 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct 415-558-61691Fax:415-558-6409 
Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 

. <i~age006.png> <image007.png> <image008.png> <image009.png> <image010.png> 

From: Paul Wythes [mailto:paulmaimai@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 02, 2014 8:32 PM 
To: Venizelos, Thomas (DBI) 
Cc: Cabreros, Glenn (CPC) · 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick Street 

Thomas, 

Thanks for the reply, but I'm still a bit confused. As far as I can tell, no work has been performed on this house since 
March 18. It was only this past week t~at we noticed work starting up again, hence the questions coming from the 
neighborhood. 

°The bigger question I have concerns why plumbing work is allowed to continue while the permit is suspended. It would 
seem to me that all work would be suspended until the permit has been reinstated. l don't understand why plumbing is 
allowed while other work isn't What other ~ark is allowed even though. the permit is suspended? · 
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I'm copying Glenn Cabreros who hopefully can-provide some additional context regarding· the March 18 decision I email. 

Thanks again, 
Paul 

On May 2, 2014, at 8:42 AM, "Venizelos, Thomas (DBI}" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> wrote:. 

Mr. Wythes, 

The stop work for plumbing work that was issued on March 1 B wi;is in error. Deputy Director 
Lowrey allowed plumbing work to ·proceed per an advisement from the Planning Department. 

Regards, 

Thomas Venizelos 
Senior Building Inspector 
Department of Building Inspection 

From: Paul Wythes [mailto:paulmaimai@vahoo.com} 
Sent: Thursday, May 01, 2014 5:04 PM 
To: Venizelos, Thomas (DBI); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) 
Cc: Mai Mai Wythes; CCJltagirone, Shelley (CPC); Arcuri Timothy; Richard Goss; Karen Goss; Amanda 
Hoenigman; Vince Hoenigman; Irving Zaretsky; Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Nancy Leavens; Stefani, 
Catherine; Lowrey, Daniel {DBI); Fessler, Thomas (DBI} 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick Street 

From: "Venizelos, Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> 
· To: "O'Riordan, Patrick {DBI)" <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>; 'Paul Wythes' <paulmaimai@vahoo.com> · 
Cc: Mai Mai Wythes <maitsai@yahoo.com>; "Caltagirone; Shelley (CPC)" · · 
<shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org>; Arcuri Timothy <Timothy.Arcuri@cowen.com>; Richard Goss 
<rwgoss@pacbell.net>; Karen Goss <kbgoss@pacbell.net>; Amanda Hoenigman 
<amanda@hoenigman.com>; Vince Hoenigman <vince@citymarkdev.com>; Irving Zaretsky 
<iiz@me.com>; "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>; "nancyp.leavens@gmail.com" 
<nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>; "Stefani, Catherine" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; "Lowrey, Daniel 
(DBI}" <daniel.lowrey@sfgov.org>; "Fessler, Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.fessler@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 1, 2014 3:14 PM · 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick Street 

To All Conce 
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')ick, Ilene (19) x4958 

From: Dick, Ilene ( 19) x4958 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, May 15, 2014 2;17 PM 
Whitehead I Nykamp: Broderick Street 

Subject: 

Ilene R Dick 
· Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

Russ Building 
.235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

· FW: 2853 Broderick Street · 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.com 

From:· Lowrey, Daniel (DBI) [mailto:daniel.lowrey@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2oi4 2:16 PM 
To: paulmaimai@yahoo.com· 
Cc: Sanchez, Scott (CPC}; .Hui, Tom (DBI); Strawn, William (DBI); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI); Venizelos, Thomas·(DBI); 
Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 
1ubject: RE: 2853 Broderick Street 

Hello Paul, 

DBI has reviewed your concerns about a possible conflict- of- interest with respect to Ms. Dick and have determined 
there is no conflict of interest situation here concerning 2853 Broderic;k St. 
Thank You ' 

From: Hui, Tom (DBI) 
Sent: Friday, May 09, 2014 8:53 PM 
To: Lowrey, Daniel. (DBI); O'Riordan, ·Patrick (DBI) 
Cc: Venizelos, Thomas (DBI); Strawn, William (DBI) 
Subject: Fwd: 2853 Broderick Street 

Hi Dan and Pat, 
Please, review this email and work with Scott in this case. 
Bye 
Tom 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: ."Sanchez, Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 
Date: May 9, 2014 at 8:27:17 PM PDT 

1 
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To: Paul Wythes <patilmaimai@yahoo.com>, "Hui, Tom (DBD" <tom.hui@sfgov.org>, 
"IDick@fbm.com" <IDick@fbm.com> 
Cc: "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, "Venizelos, Thoma~ (DBD" 
<thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org>, "Lindsay, David (CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfaov~org>, Irving Zaretsky 
<iiz@me.com>, Amanda Hoenigman <amanda@hoenigman.com>, Vince Hoenigm.an 
<vince@citymarkdev.coin>, Richard Goss <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, Karen Goss " 
<kbgoss@pacbell.net>, Arctiri Timothy <Timothy.Arcuri@cowen.com>, nancy leavens nancy· 
<nancYp.leavens@gmail.com>, Mai Mai Wythes <maitsai@yahoo.com>, "Stefani, Catherine" . 
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick Street 

Hello Paul, 

Thank you _for the email. This is a DBI matter, but from what I understand the Code Advisory 
Committee (CAC) is appointed by the Building Inspection Commission and makes technical 
recommendations on.code changes and rules/regulations to the Director of DBI. The CAC is advisory 

. only and does not manage or oversee DBI. The CAC is comprised of a variety of building-related. 
professionals (architects, engineers, attorneys, contractors, etc.) and I understand that these individuals . 
actively practice their professions in the City (their involvement in the CAC does not preclude them 
from doing so). As such, I don't believe that there is a conflict of interest, but I'm copying the 
Director of DBI to see if he has any concerns. I'm also copying Ms. Dick so she has the ability to . 
respond. 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator. 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Tel: 415.558.6350 
Fax: 415.558.6409 · 

E-mail: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Webpage: http://www.sfplanning.org . 

. Planning Information Center (PIC): 
415.558.6378 . 
Property Information Map (PIM): 

. http://propertymap.sfolanning.org 

On May 9, 2014, at 7:58 PM, Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Scott, 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

·From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dick, llene.(19) x4958 
Monday, May 12, 2014 8:44 AM 
'Sanchez, Scott (CPC)'; Paul Wythes; Hui, Tom (DBI); 'whiteheadwest@msn.com' 
Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Venizelos, Thomas (DBI); Lindsay, David (CPC); Irving Zaretsky; 
Amanda Hoenigman; Vince Hoenigman; Richard Goss; Karen Goss; Arcuri TJmothy; nancy 
leavens Mncy; Mai Mai Wythes; Stefi;.mi, Catherine · 
'RE: 2853 Broderick Street 

Scott, thank you for including me in this email so I can further explain to Ms. Whitehead's neighbors that my 
membership on·the Code Advisory Committee (CAC) does not preclude me from meeting with DBI staff or 
appearing before the Building Inspection Commission on behalf of clients.· Director Hui can confirm this as 
well. As a CAC member, I do not make or participate in any decisions regarding specific permits, projects or 
enforcement actions. There is thus no conflict or tinethical conduct when I work with City staff, including DBI, 
on project specific matters. I hope the below explanation, along with the relevant Building Code provisions, 
explains why i am pe~tted to represent Ms. Whitehead any other clients with DBI staff. 

I want to be clear that the CAC is not a "subcommittee" of the Building Inspection Commission (BIC). While 
appointed by the BIC,: the 17 CAC members are advisory to the BIC, the Board of Supervisors and DBI staff on 
issues related to DBPs administration and enforcement of the several Codes it administers (Building, Housing, 
Mechanical, Electrical ·and Plumbing) and other Municipal· Code provisions which involve DBI. I voluntarily 
serve as one of 3 public members of the CA.C pursuant to SF Building Code Section 1 OSA.4. As the name 
implies, the CAC's scope is limited to advising DBI staff and the BIC on code changes recommended by 
members of the Boar.~ of Supervisors, by DBI staff, other City agencies or by the State of California and its 
code-drafting agencies. See Section 105.A.4.2 below. The CAC does not make recommendations based on 
individual permits, specific projects or specific enforcement actions. Its sole function is to review Code and 
rule changes and make recommendations as a group tO DBI staff, the BIC and/or the Board of Supervisors. 

In addition to._ the 3 public.members, the CAes voluntary membership (n:one of us are paid for our time 
. preparing for or attending meetings) consists of a diverse group of 14 design and other professionals with 
designated expertise in.areas of DBI involvement (e.g., disabled access); concern (e.g., historic preservation) or 
a specific constituency (e.g. property management). See list of members' qualifications in Section 105 .A.4.3 .1 
below. The Board of Supervisors decided this representative and well-rounded group was necessary for DBI to· 
get the broadest feedback from a wide range of its "customers" as it considers the impacts of Code changes on 
plan review and Code implementation and enforcement.· Because of this approach, nothing in the Building 
Code or elsewhere in the Municipal Code precludes any CAC members from working with DBI staff or 
appearing before the BIC as part of their business or profession. If it did, there wouldn't be a CAC as currently 
constituted. That's because _such a prohibition would detrimentally impact each members' livelihood. 

I hope that by reviewing the actual SF Building Code provisions governing the CAC's role, Ms. Whitehead's 
neighbors are clear that I am not precluded by membership on the CAC from meeting with DBI staff on specific 
permit or project issues regar4ing 2853 Broderick. or any other property. 
************************************•***** 

105A.4 Code Advisory Committe.e. 
105A.4.1 Establishment. There is hereby created a Code Advisory Committee consisting of seventeen 
members who are qualified by experience and training to pass upon matters pertaining to the development and 
improvement of the content of this code and the San Francisco Housing Codes and their related rules and 
regulations as well as provisions of other parts of the Municipal Code that the ;I3uilding Official and the 
BUilrung Iilspeetion CommisSion determines hav-e an impaet on eonstmetion: petmits. · 

1 

.2521 



!:...··. ·-

~OSA.4.2 Functions. Its functions shall be:· 
1..To review recommendations for code changes made by the Building Official the Building Inspection 
Commission pursuant to Section 104A.2.11. . 
2. To develop, review and recommend code changes to the Building Official and the Building Inspection 
Commission . 

. 3. To review rules and regulations promulgated by the Building Official and the Building Inspection 
Commission.pursuaiitto Section 104A.2.1. · . ~ · . 
4. To recommend to the Building Official and the Building Inspection Commission, within 30 days after the 
effective date of a new edition of a code, which existing Section 104A.2 rules and regulations should remain in 
effect, be modified or be canceled. · 

. ' . 
105A.4.3.1 Members. In the event that a vacancy occurs during the term of office of any member of the Code 
Advisory Committee, a new member shall .be appointed in a manner similar to that described herein for new 
members. The membership shall consist of: · 
1. A licensed architect whose practice is primarily in the area of major commercial and institutional projects of 
Type I and II construction. . 
2. A licensed architect whose practice is primarily in the area· of smaller commercial and residential projects of 
Type III and V construction. 
3. A registered civil engineer whose practice is pritll.arily in the area of major commercial and institutional 
projects of Type I and II construction and who has the authority to use the title "Structural Engineer." 
4. A -registered civil engineer whose practice is primarily in the- area of smaller commercial and residential 
projects of Type Ill and V construction. 
~· A registered mechanical engineer or licensed mechanical contractor. 
6. A registered fire protection engineer who practices in the area of fire protection. 

· 7: A registered electrical engineer or licensed electrical contt;actor. . 
8. A representative of a licensed general contracto:i; whose work is primarily in the area of major commercial 
and institutional projects of Type I and II construction. . 
9. A representative of a licensed general contractor whose work is primarily in the area of alteration,s, ·. 
remodeling or restoration. 
10. A representative of a licensed general contractor whose work is primarily the construction of single- and 
multifamily residential.construction for its own account. 
11. A commercial property owner or a person practicing in the area of property management. 
12: A repre~entative of the general business community. 
13. A person qualified in the area of historical preservation. 
14. A person, preferably with a disability, who is knowledgeable about disability access regulations. 
15. Three at-large members _who lr,.ay, but need not, possess technical skills or knowledge. 

From: Sanchei, Scott (CPC) [mailto:scott.sanchez@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 09, 2014 8:27 PM · 
To: Paul Wythes; Hui, Toni (DBI); Dick, Ilene (1~) x4958 . 
Cc: Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Venizelos, Thomas (DBI); Lindsay, David .(CPC); Irving Zaretsky; Amanda Hoenigman; Vince 
Hoenigman; Richard Goss; !<aren Goss; Arcuri Timothy; nancy leavens nancy; Mal Mal Wythes; Stefani, Catherine 
Subject: Re: 2~53 Broderick Street · · 

Hello Paul, 

· . _Thank you for the email. This is a DBI matter, but fro~ what I understand the Code Advisory Committee 
(CAC) is appointed by the Building Inspection Commission and makes technical recommendations on code 
changes and rules/regulations to the Director of DBI. The-CAC is advisory only· and does not manage or 

. . 
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oversee DBI. The CAC is comprised of a variety of building-related professionals (architects, engineers, 
':ttomeys, contractors, etc.) and I understarid that these individuals actively practice their professions in the City . 
, their involvement in the CAC does not preclude them from dofug so). As such, I don't believe that there is a 
conflict of interest, but I'm copying the Director of DBI to see if he has any concerns. I'm also copying Ms. 
Dick so .she has the ability to respond. · 

Regards, 
Scott F: Sanchez 

. Zoning Administrator · 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Tel: 415.558.6350 
Fax.: 415.558.6409 

E-mail: scott.sanchez@sfaov.org 
Webpage: http://www.sfplanning.org 

Plfill!ling Information Center (PIC): 
415.558.6378 
Properly Information Map (PIM): 
http://propertymap.sfulanning.org 

0nMay 9, 2014, at 7;58 PM, Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Scott, · 

I n~ticed that in addition to representing Pam Whitehead, Ilene Dick also serves on DBl's Code Advisory Committee. 
From what I can tell, the Code Advisory Committee works closely with the Building Inspection Commission. 

Do you think Ms. Dick's presence at the April 16 meeting represented a potential conflict of interest? If not, can you 
please explain why? 

Thanks, 
PaulWythes 

From: "Sanch~z. Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 
To: Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>; "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>; "Venizelos, 
Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> 
.C~: "Lindsay, David (CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2014 3:16 PM 
Subject: RE: 2853 Brpderick Street 

Dear Mr. Wythes, 

Thank you for the email. In February, I suspended the permits for 2853 Broderick Street, but noted that the 
ro·ect s erform work necessary to secure/weatherize the building (in part because this building is . . 

3 

2523 



work beyond that to secure/weatherize the building may have been performed. On April 16, 2014, I met with 
representatives of the project sponsor (llen·e Dick- attorney; Stephen Antonaros - architect).and staff from DBI 
to discuss to discuss specific work which may be performed to secure/weatherize the building to ensure that all 
parties (project ·sponsor and City agencies) were clear on the limited work that may be performed. On April 22, 
2014, I authorized that DBI all.ow the following work: · 

Power washing walls and windows ~ 
-Repair and replace windows in-kind 
-Paint, prep, sand windows and all trim 
.. install downspouts and rain gutters . 
-Trench for drainage and to install the underground drain line.s, lateral and hook ups all related to 
sewer connection. 

Any work in excess of those stated above would be considered a violation of the suspension and re~ult in 
immediate enforcement. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-63501Fax:415-558-6409 
Email: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfulanning.org 

Planning lnfomlation Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
Planning lnfomlation Map (PIM): http:llpropertvrnap.sfolannlng.org 

<image001.png> <image002.png> <image003.png> <image004.png> <image005.png> 

·From: Paul Wythes (mailto:paulmaimai@yahoo.com1 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2014 4:25 PM · 
To: Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Venizelos, Thomas (DBI) 
Cc: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC) 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick Street 

Thanks for your help. I'm looking forward to hear your reply . 
. . 
Paul 

. From: "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> 

/ 
•/' 

)• 

To: Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>; "Venizelos, Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: "Sanchez, Scott (CP.C)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; "Lindsay, David {CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, May 5, 2014 9:49 AM · 
Subject: ~E: 2853 Broderick Street 

' 

I've copied the Zoning Administrator, who may have additional insight to yqur inquiry below. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner · 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. 
Direct: 415-558-61691Fax:415-558-6409 
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9/16/14 Submission to Planning Commission 
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Commissioner Cindy Wu 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94103 

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick 
Scheduled for Hearing September 18, 2014 

Dear Commissioner Wu: 

September 16, 2014 

On behalf of Mr. Tim Arcuri and myself, who are the two DR requesters, we would like-to 
request that this case not be heard on September 18th, but postponed. 

Mr. Zaretsky will be at the Hearing to personally make the request on behalf of the 
DR requesters and their neighbors. · · 

We are enclosing a letter that we submitted to Supervisor Mark Farrell, 
Supervisor David Chiu and to the entire Board of Supervisors as well as to City Attorney 
Dennis Herrera. We are requesting from the Board of Supervisors and from 
the City Attorney to address the issue of jurisdiction: who has jurisdiction 
to hear this case at this time; and to address the issue of the legal status of 
the permits, both the original permit# 201309247638, and its derivative addenda 
permits# 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727. The 
addenda permits, as derivatives of the original permit. granted by the Board of 
Appeals following a CEQA Hearing on September 4, 2012, depend for their 
validity on the legal status and validity of the original parent-permit. 

The issues of jurisdiction and legal status of the permits are threshold issues that 
must be determined prior to any review hearing dealing with the substantive design 
issues of the currently suspended permits by the Department of City Planning, the 
Revised Plans, and the submitted plans for future construction and permit applications. 

We have not submitted any written materials to deal with the substantive issues for the 
previously scheduled August 7, 2014 Hearing, nor have we submitted any written 
materials to the Commission that deal with the- substantive issues for 
the Hearing scheduled for September 18th for the following reasons: 

1. It is our position that the Permit issued by the Board of Appeals following the CEQA 
Hearing is not valid because the project sponsor failed to submit the Agreement 
documents voted on by the Board of Appeals to the Board and therefore the Board 
file for this case is empty of the physical documents as a whole. Since the original 
Permit was not properly issued it is not valid and fatally flawed. 

2. The neighbors in the 311 notification catchment area have been deprived of Due 
Process of law and deprived of a timely 311 notification prior to the addenda 

permits being issued .. The physical construction at the building site occurred a priori 
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to the issuance of 311 notification. 

What is emerging here is a matter of violation of Due Process and fundamental 
civil ·rights. 

Because the neighbors do not wish to waive their right to assert a challenge to the 
issues of jurisdiction and legal status of the Permits at any future judicial venues, 
we will not submit to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission on September 
18th and will wait for a written opinion from the Board of Supervisors and the City 
Attorney as to proper jurisdiction in this case and the legal status of the permits. 

The issue came up once before at the Board of Appeals Hearing on March 5, 2014. 
When the .Project sponsor admitted to the Board that she never handed in the 
complete Agreement documents voted on by the Board of Supervisors at the CEQA 
Hearing, and _it was pointed out to the Board of Appeals that whe·n they voted to issue 
the Permit there was essentially nothing for them to vote on (their file was empty of the 
complete Documents); the Board then voted to end the meeting and leave the matter 
to the call of the Chair. 

Because this Permits are the product of a CEQA appeal, technically neither the 
Board of Appeals nor the City Planning Commission has any jurisdiction in the matter 
since they lack jurisdiction over CEQA appeals. 

We await to see the written opinion of the City Attorney and the Board of Supervisors. 

In this case, as well, the Commission needs to postpone the Hearing pending a 
written decision by the City Attorney and the Board of Sup~rvisors as to jurisdiction 
and the legal status of the Permits. 

As this case proceeds down the administrative process, it is critical that it ripens along 
proper procedural lines that address the issues of jurisdiction so that the process 
does not proceed to the detriment of either party. 

Two additional technical matters in this case: 

1. I have received the material from City Planning that I requested ·under the Freedom 
of Information Act and the San Francisco Sunshine law. I not received yet the 
information that I similarly requested from the Department of Building Inspection, 
Therefore, we still do not have complete data to respond to the substantive issues 
in this case, 

2 Mr, Arcuri has still has not received an answer as to why his attendance at the · 
Hearing could not be accommodated. He has emailed you several times without a 
response. 

Respectfully, 
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cc: Commissioners 

Mr. Rodney Fong 
Mr. Michael J .Antonini 
Ms. Christine D. Johnson 
Mr. Rich Hillis 
Ms. Kathrin Moore 
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Supervisor David Chiu 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Members of the Board of Supervisors 
CityAttorney Dennis Herrera 
City Hall . 
San Francisco, California 

. . ' 

RE: 2853 - 2857 Broderick street 

September 17, 2014 

City Planning Commission DR Hearing September 18, 2014 
Permit issued by the Board of Appeals following a CEQA 
Appeal vote by the Board of Supervisor on September 4, 2012 

Dear Supervisors Chiu, Farrell, Members of the Board of Supervisors and City Attorney 
Herrera: 

On behalf of Tim Arcuri, myself and neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
we request that you investigate and give us a written opinion as to the matter of: 

1. Who has jurisdiction to hear the case at this time when the case is a product of a 
CEQA Appeal. 

2. What is the legal status and validity of Permit #201103252839 (and its derivative 
Addenda Permits# 201103111905, 201108031630, 201209260727, 201309247638). 

3. Is a 311 DR Hearing procedurally valid and jurisdictionally correct in light of the 
history of the case at the Board of Appeals in September 2012. 

4. There are serious violations of Due Process and a conscious effort to avoid and 
evade the rules in the Code. 

5. The current building stands as a non conforming structure lacking proper Permits, 

We, the neighbors of this project and within the catchment area of its 311 Notification, 
need to know whether the City Planning Commission has .jurisdiction to hear this 
case given the history of the case as a product of the CEQA appeal. The case may 
need to return to the Board of Supervisors. 

The issue came up once before at the Board of Appeals on March 5, 2014 when the 
same case was presented to the Board and the Board, after learning that the 
documents voted on by the Board of Supervisors on September 4, 2012 were not 
properly submitted to them, ended the meeting and left the matter up to the call of the 
Chair. 

It is our understanding that once the matter was voted on by the Board of Appeals 
in September 2012 it left their jurisdiction and cannot return for re-consideration. 
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The Permit and all the derivative Addenda listed above are currently suspended by the 
Department of City Planning and subject to a 311 DR scheduled for September · 
18, 2014 before the Planning Commission.· 

The City Planning Commission may not have jurisdiction in this case at this 
time because the Permits before them are all products of the original permit issued 
by the Board of Appeals, and to the extent that the Board of Appeals no longer 
has jurisdiction in this case, so might the Planning Commission lack jurisdiction 
over the original permit and its Addenda progeny. If the original permit #201103252839 
lacks validity as originally issued, so would all the permits to the present time .suffer the 
same status. 

FACTS -- THE SORDID STORY BRODERICKGATE 

1. Pam Whitehead (together with a partner), the project sponsor, purchased the subject 
property from the previous owner who suffered a fire in the home in 201 o and sold the 
home around April 2012. Ms. Whitehead bought the home with a Permit in process 
to restore the home to its original condition and add a garage. The Permit evolved 
through DR Hearings, appealed to the Board of Appeals and ended 'up on a CEQA 
Appeal at the Board of Supervisors. During the final stages of the Appeals at the 
City Planning Commission and beyond, Ms Whitehead adopted and modified the 
plans she .bought with the burlding and was represented by attorneys and consultants. 

Our District Supervisor Mark Farrell with the help of Catherine Stefani did an excellent 
job in mediating a resolution of the CEQA Appeal that resulted in an Agreement and 
an Appendix of plans, as one whole, non severable document and so designated within 
the body of the Agreement. The Agreement was drafted by Ms. 'Whitehead's lawyer, 
Mr. John Kev!in, and the plans were drawn by her architect, Mr. Stephen Antonaros, 

At her insistence, all the neighbors surrounding her property on the West side of 
Broderick street arid the South side of Filbert street signed the Agreement, It appeared 
to us that everyone was satisfied that a resolution was found. 

On September 4, 2012 Mr. Kevlin and Mr. Zaretsky met at Supervisor's Farrell's office 
abbut an hour before the Board meeting and initialed every page of the Agreement 
and plans. We handed the entire document to Supervisor Farrell and we went together 
into the Board of Supervisor's meeting. The Board .approved the entire document held 
in Mr. Farrell's hand. 

After the vote Mr. Kevlin asked Supervisor Farrell and myself if we would like him to 
run up the document immediately to the Board of Appeals because the Board would 
have to vote to accept the entire Agreement and to approve the Permit. 

We agreed that he would deliver the Agreement document and shook hands and Mr. 
Kevlin left with the Agreement in hand for the Board of Appeal?· 
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We found out on March 5, 2014 (some 16 months later) that he never arrived at the 
Board of Appeals. 

Ms. Whitehead admitted at the Board of Appeals Hearing on March 5, 2014 that Mr. 
Kevlin turned over the Agreement document to Mr. Antonaros, who stood up at the 
meeting · 
and said that he turned over the Agreement document to Ms. Whitehead. 

It turns out that it was Ms. Whitehead who turned over to the Board of Appeals only 
the Appendix of the Agreement without the main body of the Agreement. She took 
one whole non severable Agreement and only handed in the Appendix. She did not 
want to be bound by the Agreement she signed and by stealth did not hand it in. She 
never informed anyone (even to date) that she was the one who turned over the 
document to the Board of Appeals (and not Mr. Kevlin), nor did she notify that she 
only handed in· part of the Document and not all of it. She severed what is a non 
severable Agreement so delineated in the body of the Agreement which she signed. 

She thereby nullified the Agreement that was the basis for the CEQAAppeal resolution 
and left the Board of Appeals empty handed for their vote. A phantom Permit is born. 
The Board of Appeals never had placed in it the whole Agreement as approved by 
the Board of Supervisors. At a later date Ms. Whitehead looked through the file 
and could not find in it the whole document, only hearsay references to it. Of 
course she couldn't find it, she never handed it in. 

From September 4, 2012 to today neither John Kevlin nor Stephen Antonaros nor 
Pam Whitehead ever informed Supervisor Farrell, Catherine Stefani or any of the 
neighbors that she never handed in the full Agreement document to the Board of 
Appeals. Allegedly what we see here is a classic bait and switch scam. 

Inquiries with her lawyer yielded the response that he only represented her during 
the period of settlement negotiations and he no longer represented her. Never a word 
about not having turned in the documents to the Board of Appeals. 

The Board of Appeals, like the rest of us, except for Ms. Whitehead and her team, 
was totally unaware that they lacked the whole physical document in front of them when 
they voted to approve the Permit. It is like a judge rendering a decision on appeal 
without having been presented with or shown the entire lower. court decision which he 
is _reviewing. 

Essentially the Permit was a phantom permit, based on hearsay. Because the full 
Agreement document was never delivered to the Board of Appeals prior to its vote, 
it effectively could not vote on and approve something that was not before it. 

Even the Appendix' that was turned in was fraudulent and the plans that we signed 
on September 4, 2012 contained elements that were snuck in and that were never 
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part of the original plans or negotiations: An 8 x 1 O gardening shed in the back yard 
is shown and the driveway which required a review. Both of these were brought 
into the plans after the negotiations were compJete --another bait and switch maneuver. 

2, A couple of months later, around November 2012 Ms. Whitehead began a 
negotiation with City Planning claiming that the plans underlying the alleged Permit 
were never "her" plans but were the plans she bought with the home. She said that she 
never intended to use the plans and now she has her own plans and that she wished to 
convert the two flat rental building into a single family home. She wanted to make 
changes beyond what th~ original plans and Agreement provided for. She continued to 
disavow the original plans to the neighbors as well. 

C lty Planning told her that she would need to submit any new plans to a new 311 
Notification since the original pla.ns had undergone a DR review. She refused. A set of 
negotiations occurred between her and the Planning staff and the end product of which 
was that around March 6th Mr. Zaretsky and his sister, co-owners of the home next 
door, were asked by Ms. Whitehead to a meeting on March 7th to view proposals and 
thoughts she had for a new plan and drawings. The reason for the 
meeting sh_e said was that the former owner took back a note for the purchase price for 
3 years and she wanted to quickly re-do the house so that she can get new financing. 

As it turned out, this meeting was the product of collusion between Mr, Antonaros 
. and members of the Planning staff to use the meeting to elicit an emi;iil from Mr. 
Zaretsky that he saw the plans. · 

Mr. Antonaros approached the Planning staff and said that he wanted to avoid tMe 
n.eighbor (Mr. Zaretsky) and avoid a 311 Notification and any further Hearings. The 
Planning staff came up with the idea that if he could get a letter from Mr. Zaretsky· 
that he "saw" the plans and approved them, SUCH A LETTER WOULD BE IN LIEU . 
OF 311 NOTIFICATION. 

No one from City Planning ever contacted Mr. Zaretsky or any of the neighbors to inform 
them that a new plan was being introduced and that a meeting between Mr. Zaretsky 
with Ms. W~itehead and an email of approval· would substitute for a 311 Notification. 

Thus was born the case of entrapment and the nullification of 311 Notice to all the 
neighbors within the catchment area, as well as all the neighbd.rs who signed the 
Agreement of September 4, 2012. This was a blatant violation of our civil rights, 

For the next several months new permits were issued to Ms. Whitehead, piece meal, to 
accomplish her new plan which at all times City Planning protested that they needed 
311 notification because it went beyond her original plan which was the subject of a 
CEQA Appeal. Yet, the Permits were issued. 

Throughout this period the neighbors protested to City Pl~nning, Planning Commission 
and Board bf Appeals members and protest emails were sent. 
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In May-June 2013 DBI closed down the job and requested REVISED PLANS from 
Ms. Whitehead which required a 311 Notification to the neighbors. Ms. Whitehead 
waited for one year to present the 311 Notification and here we are today having 
that overdue DR Hearing on September 18th, 

In the meanwhile, for the past year Ms. Whitehead completed much of the construction 
to convert the two flats into a home and exceeded the envelope of the building in breach 
of the the plans and AGREEMENT approved by the Board of Supervisors and the 
Board of Appeals. · 

3. FALSE PLANS AND PERJURY 

Around February 2013 Ms. Whitehead began construction and lifted the building 
allegedly by 36". She breached her Agreement with us and never m_arked the building 
pre-lift so that the height could be verified., Mr. Zaretsky hired a surveyor and the 
building lift measured more than 36" as measured by the rules in the Code from the 
centerline of the curb. The building now stands over 40' at its North elevation. 
DBI and City Planning were asked to measure the building lift. DBI intended to but 
did not and informed us that it relied on the Project Sponsor measurements. The 
Zoning Administrator measured the lift but only from the highest point of the lot at 
the South elevation and not from the centerline of the curb. We provided a 
diagram that since the building is sitting on a 3'6" slope to get an accurate measure 
you must measure from the centerline of the curb. 

We also discovered that the building was designated throughout the Hearings as 34' 
in height. In fact, the building was nearly 37' in height. Mr. Antonaros stated that he 
never measured the building and the measurements that were designated by him 
were not based on any specific knowledge that he had. Essentially, the main issue 
in the Planning Commission DR in 2011, the building height, was based on fraudulent 
and fictional height numbers. Throughout all the Hearings Pam Whitehead and her 
representative committed perjury when they swore under oath that the information in the 
plans were true and correct. Both Mr. Antonaros and Ms. Whitehead knew that they 
never measured the building height and never knew the true height of the building. 

It was at.that time that we first began to suspect that allegedly a massive fraud is 
afoot and we discovered for the first time that the Agreement we signed on September 
4, 2012 was never handed in to the Board of Appeals in its entirety. 

Thereafter, we began to hear from the Planning staff that they were not going to enforce 
the Agreement, even though it was never before them. 

For the duration of time the Planning staff began to take a schizophrenic approach to 
the Agreement. At times they would acknowledge that it has to be complied with and 
at other times they called it unenforceable by the City. But at no time was the · 
Agreement before them since Ms. Whitehead never turned it in to the Board of Appeals. 
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4. STRADDLING MULTiPLE PERMITS 

Beginning in February 2013 Ms. Whitehead began construction by lifting the building 
under original Permit, to allow her a 40' height limit accepted by the Cow Hollow 
Association guidelines for multiple unit buildings~ Thereafter, she abandoned the 
original Permit and Agreement framework and began to construct the home as a 
single family home, where the Cow Hollow Association guidelines suggest a height · 
of 35'. Until today, the project is progressing while straddling several permits and 
contrary to the limits set in the original Permit voted on by the Board of Appeals. 

Ms. Whitehead treated the .original Permit as a DECOY Permit. She would refer 
to it in name only, while sub rosa she would work with the Addenda Permits to_ 
accomplish piece meal her desired plan which was never presented to the neighbors 
in the required comprehensive form and a DR review. 

5. PROJECT SPONSOR CONTINUES TO REJECT 311 REVIEW OF THE 
CONSTRUCTION 

In the wri:tten material that the Project Sponsor submitted to the Planning Commission 
are plans that show that the work done under the Addenda Permits are regarded 
as Existing Conditions and are claimed to be non reviewable because they were done 
under "permits". Yet, all the work is done under Addenda Permits when it should have 
been done under a submitted plan that comprehensively showed all the work and 
should have been submitted for a 311 Notification and a DR review prior to construction 
being completed and not after. 

6. UNIT MERGER 

Once Ms. Whitehead abandoned the original Permit and began to develop a series 
of Addenda Permits it was for the purpose creating structurally a home and to effectively 
finish the basic construction for the unit merger without filing for a permit and requiring 
to submit to a 311 Notification. Once the basic construction is finished, she filed 
fraudulent merger application that designated that no further construction is needed for 
the merger of units. 

The entire history of the Addenda Permits is simply to avoid notification to the neighbors 
and avoid any 311 Notification and further Hearings. She built the basic structure that 
she now calls EXISTING CONDITIONS and claims that these are no longer reviewable 
in a ~R because they were "done with permits".' 

This is but a skeleton description of the issues involved in this case. The documentary 
material we have is overwhelming and we are still waiting for more material that 
has not yet been supplied. 
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We look forward to fully cooperating with.the City Attorney and the Board of Supervisors 
in their investigation of this case and await their decision as to jurisdiction and legal . 
status of the Per its 

cc: Board of Supervisors 
Mr. Eric Mar 
Ms. Katy Tang 
Ms. London Breed 
Ms. Jane Kim 
Mr. Norman Yee 
Mr. Scott Weiner 
Mr. David Campos 
Ms. Malia Cohen 
Mr. John Avalos 

City Attorney:· 

Ms. Kate Stacy 
Ms. Susan Cleveland Knowles 
Ms. Marlina Byrne 
Ms. Brittany Feitelberg 
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EXHIBIT·1 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

This Settlement Agreement (the "Agreement") is entered info as of September cJ. 2012 
(the ''Effective Date"), by and between Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp ("Permit ffi;lder"), 
and Pat Buscovich, Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Polevol, Zeeva Kardos, Craig Jones, Michael 
Jaeger, Eric Reimers, Kelda Reimers, Rob Povlitz, Jennifer Povlitz, Don Morehead and Ann· 
Morehe;:id ("Appellant"). Permit Holder and Appellant are sometimes each referred to in this 
Agreement as a "Party" or "party" and collectively as the "parties." 

This agreement applies solely to Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 and to 
the CEQA appeal and BOA appeal as defined below. 

RECITALS 

This Agreement is executed with reference to the following facts: 

A. Permit Holder is the owner of the real property commonly known as 2853"2857 
Broderick Street, San Francisco, California, Block 0947, Lot 002 {the "Permit Holder Property"). 

8. Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Polevoi and Zeeva Kardos are the owners of the 
real property commonly known as 2845-2847 Broderick Street, San Francisco, California, Block 
0947, Lots 045 and 046 {the "Appellant Property"). 

C. The Permit Holder Property and the Appellant Property are adjacent and share a 
common property line ("Property Line"). Appellant has certain concerns and objections related 
to Permit Holder's work on the Permit Holder Property. 

D. Permit Holder desires to obtain a permit that will allow for the raising of the 
existing building on the Permit Holder Property by 36 inches and construction of a new garage, 
among other things, pursuant to Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 and the 
associated plans for the permit (collectively, the "Permit"). The Permit was issued on or about 
April 17, 2012. 

E. . On or about May 2, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the Permit with the San 
Franci.sco Board . of Appeals ("BOA Appeal") that set forth various concerns and objections 
Appellant has with the Project. The BOA Appeal was considered at a Board of Appeals hearing 
on June 20, 2012 and was ultimately denied on a vote of 4 to 0. 

F. On or about July 2, 2012, Appellant filed a request for rehearing of the· BOA 
Appeal with the San Francisco Board of Appeals. A hearing to consider the request for 

· rehearing was scheduled at the Board of Appeals on· July 25, 2012. On July 18, 2012,· 
Appellant filed a rescheduling request to reschedule the hearing until after September 19, 2012. 
The request was granted by the Board of Appeals on July 20, 2012, r~scheduling the hearing to 
September 12, 2012. 

G. On or about July 6, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued by the San Francisco Planning Department for the Project f'CEQA Appeal"), which set 
forth various concerns and objections Appellant has with the determination of categorical 
exemption from environmental review for the Permit 
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H. All parties now desire to settle their differences on mutually agreeable terms. 

NOW THEREFORE, for and in· c.onsideration of the promises, covenants, and releases 
hereinafter set forth in this Agreement, and for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and 
sufficiency of whiCh is acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 

1. Recitals 

The abOve recitals are incorporated herein by reference and are hereby made a part of this 
.Agreement. · 

2. Permit Holder Obligations 

Permit Holder hereby agrees to amend the Permit, and implement construction, such that it is 
consistent with, and as set forth in, the drawings dated August 22, 2012, and attached hereto 
and incorporated herein as Exhibit A Permit Holder will amend the permit by requesting the 
Board of Appe.als agree to a rehearing of the BOA Appeal and then requesting the Board of 
Appeals amend the Permit pursu·ant to the drawings attached as Exhibit A. In the case that the 
Board of Appeals· does not agree to the rehearing or to amend the Permit pursuant to the 
drawings attached as Exhibit A, Permit Holder shall amend the Permit pursuant to the attached 
drawings on her own. 

Minor modifications may be made ta said plans to satisfy Planning Department and/or 
Department of Building Inspection requirements for the building permit application. "Minor 
modifications" do not include, and are not limited to: 

s) Enlargement of the envelope of 2853~2857 Broderick Street; 

b) Any increase in the building height beyond a maximum of 36 inches from current 
conditions (whtch already includes any tolerance otherwise permitted by the Department 
of Building rnspectlon and Building Code); . 

c) Any modffications to the fire wall on the north elevation of the rear yard stair case. 

Any non-Minor Modifications may be made to the plans upon the consent of all parties to this 
Agreement. 

Permit Holder will mark the building prior to the lift so that once it is lifted it can be clearly 
determined that the lift was 36 inches. · 

Permit Holder releases any claims they may have against Appellants with respect to the 
approval and appeal process for the Permit. . 

3. Appellant Obligations 

As long as the .Permit to be issued remains, as set forth in the drawings attached, and is 
consistent with the drawings set forth on Exhibit A and as long as Permit Holder 'is not in 
breach of this Agreement, Appellant, including all individuals who have signed the BOA Appeal, 
the CEQA Appeal, or both, hereby agrees as follows: 

~2-
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a) Appellant will not. support the CEQA Appeal at the Board of Supervisors hearing on 
September 4, 2012, and will give testimony to the Board announcing a settlement of the 
matter. 

b) Appellants shall support the request for rehearing at the Board of Appeals hearing 
scheduled for September 12, 2012, for the purpose of having the Board of Appeals amend 
the· Permit pursuant fo the drawings attached as Exhibit A at the rehearing. Appellants 
shall also support the proposal to amend the Permit pursuant to these drawings at the 
Board of Appeals rehearing. · 

c) Appellant shall file no future appeals of Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839, 
as ~et forth in the drawings attached as Exhibit A, including, but not limited to, any 
appeals with any department, office, board or other body of the Clty and County of San 
Francisco or any California state court or U.S. Federal court. Thls does not ~ar Appellant 

·from filing any complaints against the Permit with the Department of Building lnspec~ion 
after the Permit is issued. · 

Appellants release any claims they may have against Permit Holder with respect to the approval 
and appeal process for the· Permit. · 

4. Successors and Assigns 

This Agreement shall inure to the · benefit of and shall be binding upon the parties to this 
Agreement and their respective heirs, successors, assigns or owners and their representatives, 
agents, shareholders, officers, partners, directors, employees, affiliates, subsidiaries, related 
corporations or entities. Each Party shall provide a copy of this Agreement to any successor, 
assign or new owner prior to transfer of their respective property. 

5. Representations and Warranties 

The persons signing this Agreement hereby warrant and represent that they have the power 
and authority to bind any party on whose behalf this Agreement is signed. Each party agrees to 
indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the other parties for any loss, costs, expenses, claims, or 
damages resulting from any breach of this paragraph. 

6. Attorneys' Fees 

The parties· acknowledge and agree that if any party commences arbitration or litigation to 
interpret or enforce the. terms of this Agreement, each party will be responsible for their own 
attorneys' fees. Appellants agree to not be represented by co~Appellant Kate Polevoi as an 
attorney in any arbitration or litigation relating to this dispute. 

7. Entire Agreement: Controlling Law 

This Agreement and all exhibits attached hereto and incorporated herein sets forth the entire 
agreement of the parties and any disputes concerning the subject matter of this Agreement1 and 
shall not be modified or altered except by a subsequent written agreement signed by the 
parties. The taws of the State of California shall govern the validity, interpretation and 
enforcement of this Agreement. Subject to Section 6, the parties expressly consent to 
jurisdiction in the courts of California for any dispute regarding or relating to this Agreement or 
any other matter or claim released herein. · 
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8. Counterpartsj Severability; Time is of the Essence 

This Agreement may be executed in m.ultiple counterparts and signatures may be exchanged by 
facsimile or electronically, each of which shall be deemed to be an original document, and all of. 
w.hich together shall constitute one and the same document. In the event ~hat any 
representation, warranty, acknowledgment, covenant, agreement, clause, provision; promise, or 
undertaking made by any party contained in this Agreement is deemed, construed, or alleged to 
be illegal, invalid, or unenforceable under present or future laws, in whole or in part, the parties 
acknowledge that each and every other term of this Agreement shall remain valid and 
enforceable. Time is of the essence for the completion of the acts described in and required by 
this Agreement. 

9. Advice of Counsel 

The parties represent and acknowledge that they have read and understood the terms of this 
Agreement and have had the opportunity to obtain the advice of counsel on the meaning and 
effect of this Agreement. The parties have had an opportunity ta fully participate in preparing 
this Agreement and acknowledge that it is the product of the draftsmanship of the parties. 
Accordingly, this Agreement shall not be construed for or against any party by virtue of their 
participation, or lack of participati~n, in the drafting hereof. 

[SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE} 
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Eric Reimers 
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Thi$ Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties. . 

-5-

Ap~ellant: . ~ 
l~~ // /_ ?.d;;
PatBus~ ~~~ 

Craig Jones 

Michael Jaeger 

Eric Reimers 

Kelda Reimers 

Rob Povlitz 

Jennifer Povlitz 

Don Morehead 

Ann Morehead 
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This Agreement is executed ~s of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Permit Holder: 
\ 
:~ 

Meflnda Nykamp 

t:' ·. . f 
" 

Appellant: 
' ' .f. .. 
: • (" f •• ~ '..' 

Michael ,Jaeger 

_.:;_ 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Suspension Request 
February 5, 2014 

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 
Department of Building Inspection 
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Building Application Nos.: 

Property Address: 
Block and Lot 
Zoning District: 
Staff Contact: 

Dear Mr. Hui, 

201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 
zo1309247i;3s 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 
0947/002 

· .RH-2/40-X 

Glenn Cabreros - (415) 558-6169 

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 

This letter is to request that the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) suspend Building Permit 
Application Numbers 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 201309247638 

(various scopes of work including verticaI/horizontal expansion) for the property at 2853-2857 
Broderick Street. 

Last year, .the Planning Department received complaints that the subject building is not being built 
according to approved plans, including an error in the depiction of the height of the building on 
approved plans. The Planning Department requested a revision to the approved plans to document 
the correct height of the building. In response, the Project Sponsor submitted Building Permit 
Application No. 201307010898; however, the project sponsor has yet to fully respond to Notices of 
Planning Department Requirements issued for this permit and submit complete and accurate plans for 
the project. The most recent revisions for the project (Revision 3) include an expansion of the subject 
building that is inconsistent with approved plans (which were adopted by the Board of Appeals). As 
such, the Planning Department is requesting suspension of Building Permit Application Numbers 
201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 201309247638 until such time that the 
Project Sponsor has been issued a consolidated building permit to 1) correct errors on the approved 
plans, 2) document the entire scope of work for the proposed project and 3) respond fully to Notices 
of Planning Department Requirements with a complete and accurate submittal. 

2551 

1650 Mission st. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Tom Hui, Director DBI 
Suspension Request 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
February 5, 2014 

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this l~tter to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) 
days after the date of the issuance of this letter. For further information, please contact the Board of 
Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room 304, or call 575-6880. 

Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

CC: Property Owner 
Daniel Lowrey, Deputy Director, Department of Building Inspection 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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"Sanchez, Scott" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>& February 5, 2014 1 :29 PM 
To: Pam Whitehead <whiteheadwest@msn.com>, 
"santonaros@sbcglobal.nee <santonaros@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: "Lindsay, David" <david.lindsay@sfgov.brg>, 1'Teague, Corey" 

. <corey.teague@sfgov.org>, "Arcuri, Timothy11 <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, 
"kbgoss@pacbell.net11 <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 11rvvgoss@pacbell.net'1 

. <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, "maitsai@yahoo.com" <maitsai@yahoo:com>, 
11michael@jaegermchugh.com 11 <michael@jaegermchugh.com>, 
11annabrockway@yahoo.com 11 <annabrockway@yahoo.com>, "ericreimers@gmail.com" 
<ericreimers@gmail.com>, 11dorinetowle@me.com11 <dorinetowle@me.com>,. 
"vince.@citymarkdev.com11 <Vince@citymarkdev.com>, Kate Kardos . 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 11cjones@forwardmgmt.com11 

<cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com 11 <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, 
11wmore@aol.com 11 <wmore@aol.com>, 11amanda@hoenigman.com 11 

<amanda@hoenigman.com>, Povlitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, nancy leavens nancy 
<nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, 11Will Morehead (11 <letsbond@gmail.com>, Geoff Wood 
<ggwood2@gmail.com>, "Brooke (lbrooke@lmi.net)11<lbrooke@lmi.net>, 11(elarkin@hill
co.com)'1 <elarkin@hill-co.com>, Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
11Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com 11 <cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com>, "merijohn@merijohn.com 
(" <merijohn@merijohn.com>, 11 Lowrey, Daniel" <daniel.lowrey@sfgov.org>, "Caltagirone, 
Shelley11 <shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org>, "Jpnes, Sarah 11 <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>, 
Irving <714515@gmail.com>, "Stefani, Catherine" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, Sweetie 
<mnykamp@msn.com>, Marri <marri61@sbcglobal.net>, ntede.<ntede@aol.com>, 
11dieter@hoppercreek.com 11 <dieter@hoppercreek.com>, 11Cabreros, Glenn" 
<glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, "Shah, Rahul11 <rahul.shah@sfdpw.org>, 11Elsner, Nick11 

<nick.elsner@sfdpw.org>, "Goldstein, Cynthia" <cynthia.goldstein@sfgov.org> 
2853-2857 Broderick Street - Request for Suspension of Building Permits 

Hello Pam and Stephen, 

Please see attached suspension request for active permits related to the project at 2853-2857 Broderick 
Street. Last year, neighbors highlighted inconsistencies with approved plans for the height of the subject 
project. Revision plans were requested and submitted in July 2013; however, since that time, you have not 
fully responded to Notices of Planning Department Requirements related to this permit. The most recent 
revision (R3 - received last week), inqludes an expansion of the building envelope and is inconsistent with 
the approved plans (which were adopted by the Board of Appeals). We are requesting suspension of 
existing permits for the property and request that you submit complete and accurate plans to address 
outstanding issues. 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
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EXHIBIT 2 

2554 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission SL 
Sulte400 

DATE: November 1, 2011 
San franclsco, 
CA !M 103-2479 

TO: Interested Parties 

FROM: Linda D. Avery 

Planning Commission Secretary 

RE: Planning Commission Action - No. DRA -- 0229 

Property Address: 
Building Permit Application No.: 
Discretionary Review Case No.: 

2853-2857 Broderick Sireet 
2011.03.25.2839 
2010.0394D 

I 

On October 6, 2011, the Planning Commission conducted a Discretionary Review hearing to consider the 
following project: 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lntonnation: 
415.558.6377 

2853-2857 BRODERICK STREET - west side between Filbert·and Union Sireets, Lot 002 in Assessor's 
Block 0947 - Request for Discretionary Review of Building. Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 
proposing to rajse the existing three-story-over-basement, two-unit building three feet to insert a two-car 
garage within the basement level, in ll!1 RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District and a 40-X Height 
and Bulk District. 

ACTION 

The Commission determined that no modifications to the project were necessary; however the 
Commission took Discretionary Review to emphasize the project shall not be raised more than 3 feet (3' -
O" absolute measurement). 

FINDINGS 

The reasons the Commission took the action described above include: 

The Commission recognized that are no extraordinary or exceptional circumstances in the case. While the 
Commission recognized enforcement of the building height at the time of construction is under the 
purview of the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and with the understanding that the Building 
Code allows for a plus/minus six inch (+/-0'-6") tolerance field measurement as compared to the plan 
dimensions, the Commi.ssion expressed that three feet (3' -0") shall be the absolute height the building 
shall be raised. 

Memo 
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Speakers at the hearing included: 

In su ort of the DR re uest 
Patrick Buscovich 
Irvin Zaretsk 

Ayes: Commissioners Olague, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Miguel, Moore and Sugaya. 

Nayes: (none) 

Absent: (none) 

Case Planner: Glenn Cabreros, 415-558-6169 

You can appeal the Commission's action to the Board of Appeals by appealing the issuance of the permit. 
Please contact the Board of Appeals at ( 415) 575-6880 for further information regarding the appeals 
process. 

c: Linda D. Avery 

GC G: \Oocuments\2010\0R \2010.03940- 2853-2857 Broderick\2010.03940 - 2853-2857 Broderick-Action Memo.doc 

SAN ffiANCISCO 
PLANNING OEP.AflTfolleNT 

2 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

August 16, 2013 

Irving Zaretsky 
3111 Jackson Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

MARTIN M. RON. L.S. (1923-1983} 

BENJAMIN B. RON, P.L.S. 

ROSS C. THOMPSON, P.L.S. 

BRUCE A. GOWDY, P.L.6. 

Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick Street, Assessor's Block 947, Lot 2 
San Francisco 

Dear Mr. Zaretsky: 

On July 5, 2012, before the remodel, our survey crew measured the height of the 
subject building at its southern end (roof peak) to be 36'-7 1/8". On August 9, 
2013, our survey crew re-measured the height of the subject building. At the 
southern end of the building, the height (roof peak) was measured at 39 feet, 
11-5/8 inches. At the centerline of the building, the height (roof peak) was 
measured at 39 feet, 11 :inches. At the northern end of the building, the height 
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, l-1/8 inches. The zero point for the 
height measurements is the top of curb at the center of the lot along Broderick 
Street. 

On July 5, 2012, before the remodel, our survey crew measured the elevation of 
the roof peak at the third story, the second story roof, the top of the first 
story cornice and the top of the window trim at the first story. All said 
elevation points were taken along the s~utherly building line of the subject 
property. These points were re-measured on April 30, 2013, and then again on 
August 9, 2013. We found the following changes in height: ' 

Top of 1st story window trim: 
Top of 1st story cornice: 
Second story roof: 
Roof peak at 3rd story: 

7/5/12 

0 
0 
0 
0 

4/30/13 

+3 1 -0 11 

+2'-11 3/4" 
+3 1 -0 1/211 

+3'-3 1/4" 

8/9/13 

+3'-1 3/411 

+3 1 -1 7/8" 
not measured 
+3 1 .:..4 1/2" 

On April 24, 2013, our survey crew set three settlement monitoring points on the 
axterior face of the subject building. These points were set along the south 
and east building faces, at the southeast corner of the subject property. On 
August 9, 2013, our survey crew re-measured said.three points and found that 
each point had moved up by 0'1-7/8". This upward movement explains the 
difference in measurements from 4/30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above table. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. If you· have any further 
questions, please feel free to call . 

. Very truly.yours, 

~~·~~ 
~'j B. Ron, Preslde:t • 

/mw 

859 HARRISON STREB, SUITE 200, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 •TEL (415) 543-4500 •FAX (415) 543-6255 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES. INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

May 7, 2013 

Irving Zaretsky 
3111 Jackson Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

MARTIN M. RON, LS. (1923-1983) 

BENJAMIN 8. RON, P.LS. 

ROSS C. THOMPSON, P.L.S. 

BRUCE A. GOWDY. P.LS. 

Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick Street, Assessor's Block 947, Lot 2 
San Francisco 

Dear Mr. Zaretsky: 

Regarding my correspondence to you dated May 3, 2013, please note we 
cannot certify that the subject building was raised by 36 inches, 
because we do not know the benchmark that was used as the starting 
point for said raising, and we do not know the initial as-built 
elevations before raising. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. If you have any 
further questio~s, please feel free to ca~l. 

Very truly yours, 

(6~?6.VNC. 
Benjamin B. Ron, President 

/mw 

859 HARRISON STREET. SUITE 200. SAN FRAMCISCO, CA 94107 •TEL (415) 54~:1-4500 •FAX (415) 543-6255 
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~-~~--....-uu.u. 
ml·lf:!1-t4'Jli-~ 
.....,,,..,,...,.Jl,,)OnMUllfl 

DearMr.SimdJe:c 

I~notrecelveda ~!romvPul'rlthregardtDthehelghtm~tof2853-2851Brodl!fidtstrutandlheaX\/lldlng l!'.'lderuthatctm1111Yemtastathe~ht:ofthebutld1ng lllt 

~l~~°i"~~~~~::,=~J~~~~tt:2~~~i~CC::~~~~~~:i:=!ln~~.e.~J!~!°J~2~rt11'rrr3 aneach(l al\a lfoot);&trlp 111'p~cedatlhuoutherlyhlghest 
Asycruelfl W,when the llltlsmeMOl'ed, M In strlp#2, attheC81b:rilneofthebulklng, lheJ&• 11ttwoukl result In th! bul!d!ng sitalgr;ubsl:antfal!y loweraft:ctthe Jlltthan lf')'DU ~VoW'~ltffoma base Point ;,sin strlp fl, at the 
soulherlyedgeQfthepro~whlchlsthehlghutpolntofthulope. ' · 

can you please let us knowVttiatlsthecorrectbasepolntfl1lmwi-.ch ID measurea l:tNdlng ntt:.umnlfnglD theDepartmert DfotyP\annlng, Is ltfromtheti:op Dflhi:Cllrl>atlhea:nt61lnet'l~ bulklinQ as ln:rtrlp 12, orlslt l'rcmenotherh<i5epolnta!D!lgthe 
property,aslnstrlplJ? • 

~11:::,1;;;&11:t~o:ro~Dl:st~~=~==='!:~~~tJ!i:Jtlh~~~J~~~~~t1iJ.e~hest~r::~a:~C~!:tt~;~ro~.the5eCOndpkture 

ThankvPU, 
lrvlngZaretsky 

BEFORE THE llFrROOF UtE 
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714515@gmail.com# 
(No Subject) 

September 16, 2014 6:16 PM 

·-···--· ·-··-··--·· ...... ----------·---·----·-------·--------------·---------------.:! Att_ach_f!.!.~nt,_!_~~ 

,'.'f 
... ~ 

• I ! ~ 
.;I 

CITY ;\"le CO\Jl'l!Y OF SAN FMNCl$00 
DEPARTifiENT O.F BUILOlNG lNSPECTlON 
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From: ggwood@aol.com 
Subject: 2853-57 Broderick Street - Height Issue 
Date: S~ptember 20,· 2013 11 :55:25 AM PDT 
To: joseph.duffy@sfgov.org 
Cc: iiz@me.com, brookesampson@yahoo.com, 
lorimbrooke@gmail.com, 
nancyp.leavens@gmail.com, rwgoss@pacbell.net, 
david.lindsay@sfgov.org 

Joseph Duffy 
Senior Building· 1 nspector 
415 558-6656 

Re: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Dear Mr. Duffy, 

. . 

As a neighbor and chair of the Zoning Committee of 
the Cow Hollow Association, I have been following · 
this case. While I find .Mr. Zaretsky's emails lengthy, I 
agree with his point that the project should not 
proceed further until the height issue is properly 
resolved by Planning or the Planning Commission. 

It is true that the house was raised three fe.et under 
earlier approval. However, if the approval to raise the 
house was based on incorrect existing and final 
height measurements all pro'vided by the sponsor-
which appears to be the case--the~ the approval w~s 
obtain~d incorrectly, perhaps falsely or fraudulently. It 
appears that the City did not check this incorrect 
information prior to the approval and is therefore as 
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responsible as the sponsor for any erroneous result. It 
is the .city's responsibility to correct this error now--not 
when the project is half built and Commission 
Members are loathe to correct irresponsible mistakes 
of city employees. 

I strongly urge you to stop the project ahd address 
these problems. It is your responsibility to do so now. · 
Allowing this work to go on tells the public that 
building rules have no teeth. 

Very truly, 

Geoff Wood 
Zoning Committee, Chair 
Cow Hollow Association 
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From: Stephen Antonaro_s 
<santonaros@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: Fw: Re: 2853-57 Broderick Building height 
Survey 
Date: April 25, 2013 ·9:35:38 AM PDT 
To: Whitehead Pam <whiteheadwest@msn.com>, 
Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net>, Vince Hoenigman 
<Vince@citymark.com> 
Cc: Scott Sanchez <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, 
Glenn Cabreros <Glenn.Cabreros@sfgov.org>, David 
Lindsay <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, · 
Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, catherine.stefani@sfgov.org, 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com, rwgoss@pacbell.net, 
michael@jaegermchugh.com, maitsai@yahoo.com, 
kbgoss@pacbell.net, annabrockway@yahoo.com, 
ericreimers@gmail.com, dorinetowle@me.com, 
Vince@citymark.com, Kate Kardos 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com, rpovlitz@yahoo.com, 
wmore@aol.com, amanda@hoenigman.com, 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com, lbrooke@lmi.net, 
brookesampson@yahoo.com, elarkin@hill-co.com, 
ggwood@aol.com .. 

To all concerned parties, 

It has been brought to my attention that there was 
li~ely a discrepancy in the noted dimensional height to 
the previously positioned ridgetop of the house at 
2853 Broderick. 
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If that is 'the case and since the building has been 
raised only 36" and no more, we will be able to_ 

· deduce 'the original, accurate height of the ridgetop 
from a survey. . -· ---

•, 

No survey has been conducted on the property by the 
property owner to determine the· height of the ridge 
now or before being raised, sincej_he proposal was 

. only to raise the existing and make no otnz:rr-t"'fl.g.RPW~
to the building envelope. 

But, once again, since the building was .only raised 
the approved 36" and no more then the survey data . ' . 

will establish more accurately the previously existing 
height of the ridge. The future application for 
alterations and addition behind and below the ridge 
top will show the survey height as it is now and will 
also clarify how Planning determines building height 
in general, which is not to the top of the ridge but to 
the average of a gable roof. 

Apologies for any concerns this may have caused 
neighbors. This is one reason ·a Pre-Application 
notice and meeting is set up in order to collect as 
much accurate information as possible flesh out any 
concerns and prior to a .formal submittal, allowing the 
Project Sponsor time to adjust plans prior to submittal. 
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John Kevlin <jkevlin@reubenlaw.com> May 29, 2013 5:54 PM 
To: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com>, James Reuben 
<jreuben@reubenlaw.com> 
Cc: 11Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org 11 <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "catherine.stefani@sfgov.org 
Stefani 11 <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, Povlitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, 
"kbgoss@pacbell.net'1 <kbgoss.@pacbell.net>, "michael@jaegermchugh.com" 
<michael@jaegermchugh.com>, 11maitsai@yahoo.com11 <maitsai@yahoo.com>, 
"rwgoss@pacbell.net" <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, "annabrockway@yahoo.com" 
<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, "ericreimers@gmail.com 11 <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
"dorinetowle@me.com" <dorinetowle@me.com>, Kate Kardos 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 11Vince@citymarkdeV.COm 11 <Vince@citymarkdev.com>, 
"cjones@forwardmgmt.com" <cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, "paulmaimai@yahoo.com" 
<paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, 11timothy.arcuri@cowen.com 11 <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, 
11amanda@hoenigman.com 11 <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 11wmore@aol.com 11 

<wmore@aol.com> 
RE: 2853-2857 Broderick Agreement of 9/4/2012 

Irving, 

Our firm was hired to help Pam through the settlement negotiations last summer. We are no longer 
representing Pam on this matter. Please direct all inquiries to her. Thank you. 

John 

From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 27, 2013 4:53 PM 
To: James Reuben; John Kevlin 
Cc: Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org Stefani; Povlitz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; Kate 
Kardos; vince@citymar.kdev.com; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; wmore@aol.com 
Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick Agreement of 9/4/2012 

Dear Mr. Reuben and Mr. Kevlin: 

I have had no response from Mr. Kevlin to my previous two letters to him, attached below, that requested clarification as to the documents 
signed by Mr. Kevlin on behalf of Pam Whitehead, myself and several neighbors surrounding 
the subject property. We are now joined by the neighbors on the East side ofBroderick who are concerned about the activities at 2853-57 
Broderick. 

I hope that Mr. Reuben may join in the conversation and help us understand the underpinning of the Agreement that we.all signed on 
September 4, 2012. 

We have two concerns that require clarification: 

1. The height of the subject property as represented by the plans submitted to all City Departments since 2011 and as represented to us in 
the documents that you presented to us for signature and that we signed on September 4, 2012; 2. the introduction into the signed plans of 
a room/shed in the rear yard of2853-57 that was never part of the plans as they went through all the Hearings (qty Planning, Board of 
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- - -
Permit Appeals, CEQA Board of Supervisors) and were never part of the negotiations and Agreement that we reached with Supervisor 
Farrell and Catherine Stefani. 

It has come to our attention through a survey that we conducted on May 3, 2013 that the subject property is currently at a height of39' 
l l ". On May 7, 2013 our surveyor informed us that he cannot certify that the building was lifted 
36" as the maximum height directed by the City Planning Commission. All previous plans submitted by your client and your office stated 
the building height was 34' prior to the lift and 3 7' after the lift. These numbers 
have been present on all plans since 2011 and were present on the documents that we signed. 

We learned on April 25, 2013 from the project architect Stephen Antonaros, who responded to all the neighbors, City Planning Department 
and Supervisor Farrell, that he never new the height of the building since " ... No survey has 
been condµcted on the property by the property owner to determine the height of the ridge now or before being raised, since the proposal 
was only to raise the existing and to make no other changes to the building envelope." · 
Could it be that the numbers on your plans are allegedly fictitious? invented? 

Yet on April 30, 2013 the project engineer Gregory Cook. issued a Height Certification that says that he surveyed the building in May 2012 
and again on April 30, 2013. So it appears that a survey was done almost 4 months 
prior to the signing of our Agreement and prior to our negotiations and the submission of the plans to the Board of Supervisors and the 
Board of Appeals. 

Either way, the plans submitted to the City Departments since 2011 and the plans submitted to us for signature contain false information as 
to the most material fact to a proposed building lift which is the height of the building 
prior to and post lift. It appears that either your client and you never knew the height of the building and submitted plans with numbers 
based on "guesswork" or that you knew the height of the building and that it differed from · 
the numbers stated on your submitted plans and you never bothered to inform us or correct the record prior to our signing and prior to the 
submission of the plans to the Board of Supervisors and the Board of Permit Appeals, 
or prior to the mailing of all 311 Notifications to the neighborhood. 

I am surer that you appreciate the significance of our inquiry and especially the impact that false information on plans that are sent subject 
to a 311 notification has on the community receiving such notification. How a community 
responds to the required Notification has to do with the content and truthfulness of the information presented. The content and information 
on plans submitted for a 311 Notification has the impact of screening the community for 
individuals who will respond. For a community subject to a 311 Notification to give informed consent, it must receive truthful information 
that allows it to become informed and.truly to give its consent. 

With regard to the room/shed that first makes its appearance in the signed documents of9/4/2013, you will notice that it appears as very 
faint dots on page A2 primarily visible to a plan checker. As you know, this delineation ofa room/shed was never present in any of the 
plans since 2011 that were present to all City Departments or to us as neighbors in the negotiations with you and Supervisor Farrell. They 
never appeared in the plans submitted to Ron Tom of the Building· 
Department when his approval was sought for rear yard set back to accommodate a second means of egress. After we all reached an 
agreement with the rear yard appearing free and clear of any new construction, your client · 
and you submitted plans for us to sign that contained "altered plans" as the architect Stephen Antonaros refers to them. 

Where and when did the new elements in the "altered plans" come from? you seem to have boot-strapped them onto an Agreement that 
never foresaw or discussed those elements. Your client appears to have introduced them de novo so 
that they can benefit from the protection canopy offered to the discussed elements in the Agreement without ever having them identified 

prior to the negotiation. · 

Can you please shed light on these two points and clarify why the height of the building was falsely stated and the room/shed became part 
of an Agreement that never knew of its existence or negotiated it in any way? 

My neighbors and I who are signatories to the Agreement would appreciate your kind reply. 

Sincerely, 

. Irving Zaretsky 
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From: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com> 
Subject: 2853-57 Broderick Street 
Date: May 20, 2q13 5:33:44 PM PDT 
To: John Kevlin <jkevlin@reubenlaw.com> 

Dear John: 

I need some clarification from you. On the signed 
plans that we both signed on September 4, 2012, 
there appears to be on page A-2 a drawing of the 
back yard of the property with a thinly penciled in 
square labelled 'shed' .. 

In all our negotiations regarding the property between 
you, Supervisor Farrell, Catherine Stefani, and me 
that issue of a 'shed' or 'room' was never discussed 
and the issue never arose. In all the plans that I saw 
sine 2011 for that 
property, the back yard was always free of any 
structure. How did this get in there? 

You brought all the documents to be signed to 
Supervisor Farrell's office. I asked you whether there 
were any changes in the drawings and you said NO. 
We reviewed the elimination of the side deck; the 

height requirement, . 
the rear yard back stairs, and everything was 
according to our negotiations and agreement. 

Now, we notice that this back yard structure seems to 
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have been introduced. This issue first came up in the 
pre-application meeting that Pam had with the 
neighbors on May 6, 2013. When she was 
questioned about the rear 
yard structure she responded "you have already 
agreed to it, you signed the plans." This came as a 
complete surprise to the neighbors who signed the 
agreement 

Now, you brought the plans with you for the signing. 
Do you have any idea how that element was 

introduced into the plans? You never mentioned that 
there were any changes? This element never existed 
through the Planning 
Commission's DR, the Board of Appeals, or the CEQA 
appeal. When was this 'red headed child' conceived? 

This is a most puzzling thing and needs to be 
addressed ASAP. 

Please let me hear from you, 

Irving 
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From: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com> 
Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick Building Lift 
Date: Apriil 22, 20.13 10:17:08 AM PDT 
To: John Kevlin <jkevlin@reubenlaw.com> 
Cc: Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, Catherine Stefani 
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, Pam Whitehead 
<whiteheadwest@msn.com>, · 
"timothy.arcuri@cowen.com" 
<timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, "kbgoss@pacbell.net" 
<k.bgoss@pacbel I. net>, 
"michael@jaegermchugh.com" 
<m ichael@j aegermchug h. com>, 
"maitsai@yahoo.com" <maitsai@yahoo.com>,· 
11rwg~ss@pacbell.net11 <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, 
"annabrockway@yahoo.com" 
<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 
"ericreimers@gmail.com" <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
11dorinetowle@me.com" <dorinetowle@me.com>, 
Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
11cjones@forwardmgmt.com11 

. 

<cjones@forwardmgmt.com>,' Povlitz 
<rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, "wmore@aol.com" 
<Wmore@aol.com>, "amanda@hoenigman.com" 

I ' 

<amanda@hoenigman.com>, 
"paulmaimai@yahoo.com11 

<paulmaimai@yahoo.com> 

Dear John: 

I hope you are well. I have requested from Pam 

. 2574. 



Whitehead to let us know where she marked the 
building for the. lift of 36 inches so that all the 
neighbors can have verification of compliance with the 
Agreement. Since you and 
your firm, Reuben, Junius & Rose, represented her 

·and negotiated the Agreement I hope-that you can 
help us in giving us the information or causing Pam to 

.. give us that information. I am specifically referring in 
the Agreement 
to Permit Holder Obligations (page 2, sub-paragraph 
'c'). · Can you please let us know WHERE the marking 
is and ,WHEN ·was it placed. To date we have not · 
seen any markings and the neighbors want to be able . 
to determine · 
the height of the. lift as per the Agreement. So far Pam 
has not provided us with the information, as was 
required of her by the Agreement, and we suspect· 
that to date no markings have been placed even 
though the building 
is lifted. 

I much appreciate your help in this since the building 
has been lifted weeks ago and prior to the pouring of 
the foundation and the tie-down of the building this 
needs to be verified. Any Inspection of the lif_t has be 
able to verify 
that the lift is per the Agreement which is the basis for 
the current permit. · 

Thank you, 
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Irving Zaretsky 

.1 am cc Supervisor Ferrell and Catherine Stefani who 
have worked so hard and so successfully· with both of 
us to get the Agreement implemented. 
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EXHIBIT.7 
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714515@gmail.com&> 
(No Subject) 

September 16, 2014 6:34 PM 

... · ·--· ··- -· . ·-- -· -·-- -----·--- ._ ........ ------··--·- ------------ -------~-----·----·-------· -----------·--·------·-_!_Atta~~~~!!.§~.-~~ 

2853-2857 Broderick 
Street: ID No. 6959 

DCP 1976 Register 

111/1983: 
HIST. SURV~lD 

2853 & 2857 Brodericlt Street 

Ownership ~tory: 

A,ccording to the following oral account from the 
current Resident and long-time owner of the property, Inge Conrad, the original builder 
of2&5J..57 Broderick Street was an Italian farmer who built it as a duplex for his 
extended fumlly. Likely construction date is around 1890. 

The duplex was built when Cow Hollow was stnl not a part of San Francisco, but 
was part of the Presidio. · 

According to Inge Conrad the houses all along the block were built for Filipino 
officers, before they were allowed to live in the Presidio and cotlllges, for their wives, 
were built in the back of the lots. The lots may have been much longer than. they 11re 
currently in order to accommodate tile construction of these 'kitchen houses' iri the back. 
Kitchen Houses were for the wives oftha Filipino officers. 

The next owner was William Hammond _Hall, surveyor/engineer of Golden Gate 
Park, who purchased the home SQlll.etime around 1930. After his death in 1934 the 
building passed to his dat1ghters. The Hall sisters were still residing in the upstairs fuit 
when John and Inge Conmd'move_din as tenants in the bottom flat in late 1954. 
John and Inge Conrad bought the building from the Hall sisters in l963 and have resided 
there continuously for 56 yealli. 

Oral history collected by Stephen AntoJUl!oS, August 02, 2010 
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EXHIBIT 8 
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11Cabreros, Glenn 11 <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org># October 4, 2013 10:39 AM 
To: Irving za·retsky <iiz@me.com>, 11Duffy, Joseph" 
<jos,eph.duffy@sfgov.org>, 11Fessler, Thomas" <thomas.fessler@sfgov.org>, "Lindsay, 
David" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, "Sanchez, Scott11 <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 
Cc: 11Rodneyfong@waxmuseum.com 11 <Rodneyfong@waxmuseum.com>, 
11cwu.planning@gmail.com 11 <cwu.planning@gmail.com>, "wordweaver21@aol.com" 
<wordweaver21@aol.com>, "plansf@gmail.com" <plansf@gmail.com>, 
11richhillissf@yahoo.com 11 <richhillissf@yahoo.com>, "mooreurban@aol .com" 
<mooreurban@aol.com>, 11hs.commish@yahoo.com11 <hs.commish@yahoo.com>, 
11info@cowhollowassociation.org 11 <info@cowhollowassociation.org>, 11elarkin@hill-co.com 11 

<elarkin@hill-co.com>, BrookeSampson Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
"lbrooke@lmi.net Brooke11 <l_brooke@lmi.net>, "ggwood@aol.com" <ggwood@aol.com>, 
11kbgoss@pacbell.net11 <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 11rwgoss@pacbell.net11 

<rwgoss@pacbell.net>, 11maitsai@yahoo.com 11 <maitsai@yahoo.com>, 
11michael@jaegermchugh.com 11 <michael@jaegermchugh.com>, · 
11annabrockway@yahoo.com 11 <annabrockway@yahoo.com>, "ericreimers@gmail.com" 
<ericreimers@gmail.com>, 11dorinetowle@me.com 11 <dorinetowle@me.com>, Kate Kardo~ 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, "Vince@citymarkdev.com" <Vince@citymarkdev.com>, 
11cjones@forwardmgmt.com 11 <cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, Povlitz · 
<rpovlitz@yahoo.co!il>, 11timothy.arcuri@cowen.com 11 <timothy. arcuri@cowen.com>, 
11amanda@hoenigman.com 11 <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com 11 

<paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, nancy leavens nancy <nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, 
11Stephen Antonaros (santonaros@sbcglobal.net)" <santonaros@sbcglobal.net>, "Pam 
Whitehead (whiteheadwest@msn.com)" <whiteheadwest@msn.com>, 11Joslin, Jeff11 

<jeff.joslin@sfgov.org> · 
RE: 2853-57 Broderick Street - Height Issue 

Mr. Zaretsky-
Thank you for your email. I'm currently continuing to review the dwelling unit merger application and building 
permit application related to the building height. · 

At this time, a hearing date has not been set. Addition information will need to be requested of the project 
sponsorto complete their application(s). I will.most likely complete my initial review by next week and send 
them a request for the additional information. 

At the time the applications are complete, a hearing date will be set and a 30-day public notification will need 
to be mailed out to notice the Building Permit Application. A separate hearing notice will also need to be 
mailed out. 

Please feel free to contact me with any comments/questions. 
Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner 
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Planning Department l City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6169 I Fax: 415-558-6409 · 
Emal!: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 

D ••. e 
From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 04, 2013 10:21 AM 

. To: Duffy, Joseph; Fessler, Thomas; Cabreros, Glenn; Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott 
Cc: Rodneyfong@waxmuseum.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com; plansf@gmail.com; 
richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; info@cowhollowassociation.org; elarl<ln@hill
co.com; BrookeSampson Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net Brooke; ggwood@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; rwgoss@pacbell.net; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; michael@jaegermchugh.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; 
dorinetowle@me.com; Kate Kardos; vince@citymarkdev.com; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; Povlitz; 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; nancy leavens nancy 
Subject: Re: .2853-57 Broderick Street - Height Issue 

Dear Messrs. Duffy, Fessler, Cabreros, Lindsay and Sanchez: 

We have not had a reply from you. we note that a new permit was issued to 2853 Broderick on October 3, 2013 
.to further continue with the building project. 

·When is this case going to be presented to the City Planning Commission? 

Please advise, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
On Sep 25, 2013, at 3 :09 PM, Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com> wrote: 

Dear Messrs. Joseph Duffy, Thomas Fessler, Glenn Cabreros and David Lindsay: 

We join in with the Cow Hollow Association Zoning Committee (forwarded email below) and request once 
again that you order the construction stopped at 2853-2857 Broderick pending the immediate scheduling of a 
Hearing before 
the Planning Commission to review the revised plans submitted by the Project Sponsor in pursuit of'a revised 
building permit. · 

On June 25, 2013 Mr. Duffy and Mr. Fessler iss4ed a Correction Notice to the Project Sponsor (attached below) 
to submit revised plans for the current project between 14 - 30 days from the issuance of the Notice. 
On July 1, 2013 the Project Sponsor submitted revised plans. On August 6, 2013 Mr. Cabreros informed us that 
he told the Project Sponsor and the Architect that a 311 (30 day) notification was necessary because the plans 
needed to go before the Planning Commission since the original plans were subject to a DR hearing. On 
September 18, 2013 Mr. Duffy informed us that he consulted originally with the Planning Department and a 
decision · 
was made not to issue a stop work order; however, if the height issue is not addressed than either DBI or 
Planning has a right to issue a stop work order. 

It has been three months since the Correction Notice was issued. It has been almost three months since the 

2581 



revised plans were submitted. Yet, there has been no 311 Notice sent out and a Hearing 
date has not been set. The Project Sponsor appears intent to finish her construction prior to the review of the 
plans by the City planning Commission. · 

It seems unbelievable to our Cow Hollow community that anyone in DBI or Planning would place himself as a 
gate-keeper to allow construction to go on and to prevent the rules from being followed; essentially, nullifying 
the previous decision by the Planning Commission and enabling the Project Sponsor to proceed with fraudulent 
plans. · 

This matter has been before the Planning Commission, the Board of Appeals, and finally received a CEQA 
appeal. From the Board of Supervisors it went back to the Board of Appeals. At all Hearings the Project · 
Sponsor · 
submitted false and allegedly fraudulent plans and finally signed an Agreement negotiated by Supervisor Farrell 
which was s·ubmitted to the Board of Supervisors and the Board of Appeals that contained, once again, 
misrepresented plans and fraudulent height information. While testimony was given under Oath, it appears that 
allegedly false testimony was presented on behalf of the Project. In addition, the Project Sponsor breached the 
Agreement. 

Due Process requires that the rules be followed and that a Hearing be immediately set before the Planning 
Commission. A stop work order should be issued. In ~ood faith we have informed all of you for several months 
now, 
ever since the Project was started, of the issues before you. We have had a surveyor survey the property three 
times: before the project started, after the building was put on temporary footings, and after the building was 
put on its current foundation. We have looked at the submitted revised plans. These plans are incomplete and 
only show the external height and notthe totality of the plans as originally submitted to the Commission 
Hearing. 

The Project Sponsor needs to submit complete revised plans which include all the work done to date as well as 
the proposed work, already presented to the Cow Hollow community, for her roof development and the removal 
of a unit from the rental market. What has been done to date is piecemeal submissions. 

Fundamental to the rule of law and to the maintenance of our City rules, no one should become a gate-keeper to 
prevent our community from redressing its grievances with its government in a timely and effective way. 

Sincerely yours, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick Street and Filbert Street 

<Correction Notice 2853.pdt> 
<GC 311 N otif .. rtf.> 

<JD Sept. 18.rtf.> 

Begin forwarded message: 
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"Cabreros, Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> April 19, 2013 12:59 PM 
To: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net> 
Cc: Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, "Pam Whitehead 
(whiteheadwest@msn.com) 11 <whiteheadwest@msn.com>, "Stephen Antonaros 
(santonaros@sbcglobal.~et)" <santonaros@sbcglobal.net>, "Lindsay, David" 
<david.llndsay@sfgov.org> 
RE: 2853-2857 Broderick 

Hi Irving-
The plans that were last approved by Planning remain consistent with the Board of 
Appeals action, but with some interior changes that retain 2 units in the building. I've 
copied Pam and Stephen so they may share the plans with you. 

Stephen/Pam has submitted a dwelling unit merger application to convert the building to a 
single-family residence. They will need to submit a related building permit. application 
which will need Section 311 notice for the change of use from 2 units to 1 unit. The 
building permit for the dwelling unit merger will be subject to the required no~ice and 
appeals processes. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco; CA 94103 · 
T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

-----Original Message-----. 
From: trying Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Friday, April 19, 2013 10:46 AM 
To: Sanchez, Scott; Lindsay, David; Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc: Kate Kardos 
Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick 

Dear Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Linds·ay and Mr. Cabreros: 

I am sorry to have to ask you once again to clarify for me and my neighbors what is the 
current situation with Pam Whitehead's permit. None of us is clear as what exactly City 

2583 



Planning approved in the recent addendum to the permit that was submitted by Stephen 
Antonaros and that is floating in the Building Department. None of us has ever seen the 
actual FINAL submission and the changes requested. I have previously had discussions 
with Pam and Stephen but am totally unsure of what actually was SUBMITTED and 
APPROVED by you. Many of the neighbors did not even know that Pam filed an 
addendum or had a new plan or was a signatory to an existing AGREEMENT. 

As you know, recently Pam began a campaign in the neighborhood to elicit support from 
neighbors on the East side of the block on Broderick Street for a new plan that she has for 
her building. The neighbors on the West side of Broderick, surrounding the property, are 
all signatories to our Agreement. There is total confusion and frustration as to what is 
going on. This is particularly so because there is an email correspondence between Mr. 
Cabreros and Stephen Antonaros around March 5th to the effect that if I were to provide a 
'letter' it would somehow substitute for a _proper 311 Notification for changes in the plan. I 
am not sure what are all the intricacies and issues of the correspondence around 'not 
involving the neighbor' (I guess that is me, and my neighbors who are signatories to the 
Agreement). Pam has provided incomplete and sometimes not compl.etely accurate 
information to various neighbors resulting to various people having different 
understandings of where things stand. Further, some are upset that there are efforts afoot 
to try to avoid proper Notifications to neighbors and an effort to shut them out of the 
process. r··. 

The bottom line for ~II of us is simple. Is the Agreement we all signed in effect? None of us 
understand why Pam began construction and lifted her building if she intended to totally 
revise her plans and abandon the Agreement. 
We suppose that she may have wanted to create an 'emergency' situation of having a lifted 
building and wanting to avoid all proper permit applications by claiming that she is. in a 
crisis mode with her building. Who in their right mind would lift a building if they are not 
sure what building plan they want to pursue? It appears to be a self inflicted wound to 
attempt to manipulate the system. 

There is beginning to be great mistrust that we have all been manipulated by Pam who 
simply cannot come forward and be frank about what h$r ujtimate complete plan is and 
follow the right format for presenting the entire plan to the community. We all suppose that 
piece-mealjng may attempt to get around Notifications and Hearings, but that will only 
result in an unnecessary and pointless community fight. Some of the issues have already 
been settled. · 
Are we supposed to revisit the fight again??? 

If there is anything in the 'addendum' that has been approved and is pending DBI review 
that undermines or invalidates the Agreement or bypasses the neighb_ors RIGHT TO 
KNOW, you may want to suspend your approval pending a determination of precisely what 
is going on with the building. The current permit is based on our AGREEMENT and has 
validity to the extent that it follows the requirements contained therein. No one expects 
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that minor modifications.would invalidate or eclipse the AGREEMENT, nor that such minor 
modifications (which you need to specify for us what they are/were) would open the door to 
piece meal changes that would totally undermine the existing AGREEMENT. We simply 
need to know, what does the addendum look like and we do we go fro~ here? 

Please advise, 

Irving Zaretsky 

cc: neighbors 
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EXHIBIT9 

2586 



From: Pam Whitehead <Whiteheadwest@msn.com> 
Subject: FW: 2853 Broderick - Board of Appeals No. 
12-056 (BPA# 2011.03.25.2839) 
Date: March 6, 2013 8:20:15 PM PST 
To: Irving <714515@gmail.com> 
Cc: 11santonaros@$bcglobal.net" 
<santonaros@sbcglobal.net> 

Hi Irving, 

Here is the correspondence as of today, things are, going 
backwards unnecessarily. As mentioned before, a letter from 
you confirming you have no issues with our interior plans. If 
you like the stair set up.Steve went over with you today, 
please feel free to tell them this as well. What he has come 
up with is actually more in character of the building as 
previous to the lift there was only one tiled stair up to the 
porch, the stairs that were approved that Glenn refers to 
below have never existed, and think Steve's new plan is less 
impactful as newly shown. 

Off subject and clearly not open for discussion with Glenn, is 
the gate vs. door, to accommodate a new interior stair. Most 
people walking or driving by I don't think would be able to tell 
the difference if this was a glass door or a gate as it 
presently i~. All other sides remain the same, a new transom 
above to mimic the door detail would look quite nice and 
befitting of the character, as the light from the existing 
window beyond adds dimension, in addition we are planning 
on painting the doors, trim, windows in a dark shades, which 
will blend with the weathering shingles, after power washing 
them and sealing them as we get closer to finishing the 
project. 
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If you are supportive of this, please mention, it can't hurt. . 

Than~s again for your time spent on this, 

Pam 

Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick - Board of Appeals No. 12-056 
(BPA# 2011.03.25.2839) 
From: santonaros@sbcglobal.net 
Date: Wed, 6 Mar 2013 18:40:09 -0800 
CC: david.lindsay@sfgov.org; scott.sanchez@sfgov.org; 
cynthia.goldstein@sfgov.org; whiteheadwest@msn.com 
To: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org; John.Rahaim@sfgov.org 

·Glenn, 

This is· really not OK. 

There was never any issue with the interior layout of the 
building by either the Appellant or the Board of Appeals or 
the Planning Department. The issue was always simply the 
exterior side stair to the rear that was removed at the Board 
and was the main and only subject of the Appeal. 

Your interpretation/understanding of the requirements that 
you say now apply to the permit or the interpretation by 
someone else in the chain of command is now complicating 
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the review process and as a result what should be a simple 
review is being extended unnecessarily. The neighbor who 
appealed is not interested in the interior layout of the 
building, and the Appeals. Board did not add conditions 
relevant to the interior. Please consult the City Attorney to 
confirm your understanding as I disagree that the permit is 
limited in this way. 

I would like to ·simply revise the plans you have now, to add 
the previously approved, raised steps to the exterior side 
porch back into the plans and change the interior to comply 
with an approvable two-unit layout. Those are the only items 
of substance that vary from the initialed set of the Board of 
Appeals plans. Other interior changes should not be at 
issue. 

Then at a later date, the owner wishes to submit a new, 
separate. permit for a dwelling unit merger,. which will have to 
follow the e_xpected public review process. 

Pl~ase let me know that this will be acceptable so that we 
can move to the next step in the process and so that the 
construction work now underway is not placed in further 
jeopardy. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third ·street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
( 415)864-2261 
wvv\v.antonaros.com 

On Mar 6, 2013, at 5:32 PM, Cabreros, Glenn wrote: 

Stephen: 
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Please refer to the plans that we're initialed and approved as 
part of the Board of Appeals decision. My understanding is that 
the addenda needs to reflect the plans approved the Board - this 
includes interiors with exception of revisions needed to meet · 
Building Code as part of the addenda review. 

If further revisions are desired beyond the. plans approved by the . 
Board of Appeals, they need be to submitted as a new building 
permit application (which will be subject to a new review 
process). Due to the appeal history associated with the 
property/project, the Department may not support additional 
changes that do not align with the Board of Appeals' decision, 
and you may also request the Department disapprove the new 
building permit application so you may appeal the disapproval to 
the Board of Appeals. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2013 5:05 PM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc: Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott; Goldstein, Cynthia 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick - Board of Appeals No. 12-056 (BPA# 
2011.03.25.2839) 

Glenn, 

I am confused. Are you saying there can be no INTERIOR 
changes to the Board of Appeals approved plans ?? 
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Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 
(415) 864-2261 
www.antonaros.com 

On Mar 6, 2013, at 4:52 PM, Cabreros, Glenn wrote: 

. Stephen-
! researched more into the history of the project. This should 
clarify matters. 

Not only is Historic Preservation staff not supportive of the 
changes to remove the exterior stairs at the side porch; more 
importantly the Board of Appeals decision of the permit appeal 
conditions their approval of the project based on adopted and 
initialed revised plans. As the recent addenda/plan revision to 
the site permit does not reflect the Board of Appeals decision, 
the Planning Department cannot approve the plan revision. 

In order for me to approve the subject building permit application, 
the plans must reflect the Board of Appeals decision. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Stephen Anton.ams [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
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Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2013 1:56 PM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc: Lindsay, David 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick 

Glenn, 

I ,need to hear soon from you regarding the steps at the side yard to 
the porch and Preservation's -response to that. The neighbor is 
apparently fine with the revised design and prefers the revision 
removing the raised ~teps. Please let me know as soon as possible. 

Thank.You. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
( 415)864-2261 
www.antonaros.com 

On Mar 5, 2013, at 10:48 AM, Cabreros, G 

Stephen-
If you don't want to involve the neighbor, then the plans need to 
revert back to the last approved plan set which has an open 
porch. 

Regardless of the porch being enclosed in its current sta , e -----revision is a change from the project that was publicly noticed . 
and approved. As such, the Zoning Administrator is requesting a 
letter from the neighbor indicating they have reviewed the 
revisions. 
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Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP. 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission S~reet, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

. T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 05, 2013 10:40 AM 
To.: Cabreros, Glenn 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick 

Glenn, 

The porch was already enclosed historically, and under the 
approved permit kept the enclosed glazing all around. Attaching 
photos to prove it. We are just installing a door instead of a gate. 
There is already another enclosure above the porc;h as you can see 
in the photos. 
I am ready to resubmit revised plans showing the steps as they 
·were approved (into an enclosed porch) and modifying the units to 
avoid the dwelling unit merger. Please confirm that I dont need to 
involve the neighbor. 

<imageOO 1.jpg> 
<image002.jpg> 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 
(415) 864-2261 
\\'\VW.antonaros.com 

On Mar 5, 2013, at 9:35 AM, Cabreros, Glenn wrote: 
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The letter is in lieu of a 311 notice for the enclosure of the 
covered porch and in light of the appeals/history of the project. 

breros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department 

. 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, March 04, 2013 5:59 PM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick 

Thanks Glenn; never made it done there, anyway; do call, I still 
have a question about the request for the letter from the neighbor 

Sent from mobile (415) 713-1501 

On Mar 4, 2013, at 5:33 PM, "Cabreros, Glenn" 
<glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> wrote: 
Hi Stephen-
! was at a counter shift. For this building permit application, 
please submit a formal revision to the Building Department (2 
sets). 

I can call you tomorrow too. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department . 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
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T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, March 04, 2013 3:04 PM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick 

Glenn, 

I would like to come down and make the revisions we discussed 
leaving the steps as approved and showing the units divided in 
such a way that is approvable as well. If I dont hear from you 
otherwise expect to see me soon. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2261. Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 
(415)864-2261 
www.antonaros.com 

On Mar , 013, at 11 :25 AM, Cabreros, Glenn wrote: 

Ste hen-
R garding the revisions to the project along the south fa9ade: 

1. The ZA is requiring a letter from the adjacent neighbor that 
t ey have reviewed the revised project. 
2 Historical Preservation staff is requiring that the project retain 
th previously approved configuration at south fa9ade: this I 
me s retaining the front steps to the covered entry landing/ 
porch. The entry porch may be enclosed with glazing that 
retains the ape of the existing openings. A glazed fron or 
may be also be 1 lied. The idea is to retain nsparency 
of the covered porch, wht e e covered porch to be 
enclosed with glazing .. 

2595 



3. Again, the project should keep the previously approved 
interior layout, or a Dwelling Unit Removal application be filed for 
the revised unit layout. 

Please let me know how you would like to proceeq. Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Cabreros, Glenn 
. Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2013 11:43 AM 
To: 'Stephen Antonaros' 

· Cc: Lindsay, David 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick. · 

Stephen: 
Yes - you may revert back to the previously approved 2-unit 
configuration to not require a dwelling unit merger. I would 
suggest.you await my review with the ZA and preservation staff, 

· so you can consolidate any comments. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
.San Francisco, CA 94103 
T: 415-558-6169 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
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Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2013 11:21 AM 
io: Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc: Lindsay, David 
Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick 

Thanks Glenn, 

The new owner does want to apply for a dwelling unit merger with 
a smaller unit (and this idea was floated with the neighbor who 
filed the appeal_; he has no problem with that) but we would like· 
that to be a separate permit. So, if its possible that I modify the 
addendum drawings to reflect an approvable two-unit plan more 
like what was approved prior, then the construction already 
underway can proceed. 

I will look at the elevation discrepancy you point out and look 
forward to hearing from you regarding Preservation and the ZA's 
take on the revisions. 

Stephen 

On Feb 26, 2013, at 11:16 AM, Cabreros, Glenn wrote: 

Stephen-
The originally approved project had a three-bedroom lower unit 
and a four-bedroom upper unit, the latest revision shows the 
lower unit now proposed as studio unit and a three-floor upper 
unit with 5 bedrooms. This· will require a dwelling unit removal 
application and a DR hearing before the Planning Commission. 

· Also, because of the variance/history on this project, I need to 
run the revisions by the Zoning Administrator and Preservation 
staff due to the infill of the entry porch along the south side 
fa9ade. 

Lastly, the side elevation (south side) is not consistent with the 
floor plans (refer to the window locations). 
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I hope to provide you additional information by next week. · 
Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 · 
8an Francisco, CA 94103 
T: 415-558-61 69 
F: 415-558-6409 

From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2013 10:31 AM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Subject: Fwd: 2853 Broderick 

Glenn, 

Any idea when you might get to this? 
thanks 
Stephen 

Begin forwarded message.: 

From: "Lindsay,· David" <david.lindsaY.@sfgov.org.> 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick 
Date: February 20, 2013 1 :57:20 PM PST 
To: Stephen Antonaros <santonaros@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: "Cabreros, Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org.> 

Stephen - it just arrived on my desk & I'll give it to Glenn to 
review 

David Lindsay, Senior Planner 
Manager, Northwest Quadrant 
Current Planning 
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San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

415.558.6393 (voice) 
4~5.558.6409 (fax) 

-----Original Message-----
From: Stephen Antonaros [ mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2013 11 :42 AM 
To: Lindsay, David 
Cc: Cabreros, Glenn 
Subject: 2853 Broderick 

David, 

· Just letting you know that the fmal Addendum to the Site Permit 
that was the subject of that CEQAAppeal late last year is now on 
its way back to Glenn for a (hopefully) quick check so he can get it 
back to Building for fmal approval as work is now underway. 
There are some minor window and exterior changes at the rear 

that do not increase the building envelope but mostly it is interiot 
structural alterations. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
(415)864-2261 
wvvw.antonaros.com 
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Stephen Antonaros <santonaros@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net>. 
Cc: Pam Whitehead <whiteheadwest@msn.com> 
Re: Glenn 

March 7, 2013 11:19AM 

;~i·~~:···-.----·-----·----·-····--·--·--·-·-----·----·--·-------···--·-:::::--=----~· . 

I 

Since part of the problem i at the Planning Department staff is especially cautious to \ 
approve ANYTHING re rding this project considering its history of having been through a\ 
CEQA appeal, it WO probably be best if they heard from you, first, in some manner, ) 
howev_er slight, befo e we ~ait for another c_autious and cou~terpro~uct_ive pronouncemeny 
on their part. If you could 1ust send an ema11· to Glenn, copying David Lindsay that you ~ 
at least aware of ch nges proposed that could be very Very helpful 

Thank you. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITEC 
2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 
(415) 864-2261 
www.antonaros.com 

On Mar 7, 2013, at 11 :02 AM, Irving Zaretsky wrote: 

Pam and Steve: 

Please let me know as soon as you hear from Glenn regarding his meeting with David 
Lindsay. I am head~d ~ow to Broderick with my sister. 

Thank you, 
Irving 
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EXHIBIT 10 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Glenn, 

Pam Whitehead 
Cabreros. Glenn 
santonaros@sbcalobal net: Sanchez Scott; Lindsay. DayJd 
2853 Broderick Street 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 7:19:55 AM 

I have been going thru the chain of emails regarding this project over the last several 
months ending with the most recent emails back and forth between Steve and yourself and 
other staff members. 
I wanted to let you know of my grave concern with your most recent decisions. I as the· 
project.sponsor, decided to move forward as one of two choices spelled out in an email 
from Scott Sanchez back in the beginning of August 2012. I opted to go thru and make 
certain that I had an agreement with the neighbors and plans that reflected the direction to 
where we were heading with the project. The basis for the agreement was to ensure we had 
all possibilities thought possible spelled out so to refer to it when and if in the future. I was 
very clear with my architect, neighbors, and my attorney that interior changes would 
absolutely take place. I also discussed this on the phone with the Board of Appeals the later 
part of August as to the reason we had decided to carry forth with all the hearings and I 
thought have a resolution so to have plans in place that I could at a future date have the 
abilit\r of modifying the interior floor plans under the non appealable permit. I went to great 
added expense to ensure this security measure for myself and family. 
To give you a history to why I intended to change the interior plans, was because the plans 
that went subject to the appeal process were not my plans, they were the previous owners, 
and what worked for them. This is not just a project for me, I intend to ·move into the 
building and live there with my partner and 2 children. I grew up-a-rotITTdll 1e co111eron:..__________ \ 

.... - "'.... Filbert and lived there for .many years. I was only able ;;.o--·plirchase the property because I · ' ) 
had known the owner since 1·was 4, and she loved,,ttle idea of us moving into the house. \ 

/' 
,..r·~ 

. / 

I am at a loss to why the planning departme·fit is not allowing us to significantly modify the 
. / 

interior plans under the umbrella of the-.approved appeal set addenda. This agreement was 
/ 

submitted and attached to the submittal plans and final appeal decision and spells out what 
we are to follow and how. This agniment was part to the overall settlement that was 
ultimately signed and should be~file with the Board of Appeals as a party to the plan set. 
The reason for the signed agree ent was to have something to follow, as the plans alone· 
cannot specify all conditions too r agreement re the neighbor issues we had. A week ago 
we followed those conditions ancl I met with the neighbors to go over all changes, some 

\ 
significant and some not, as per s~elled out in our filed Board of Appeals document ad 

my attorney confirm this to Scott l~'st Friday. From that conversation, I w~ that Scott 

had voiced to John Kevlin, my attorne-Y.; .... t~:_the " agre:.~e~~·-~Flmparty to the appeal fr 
set. This was news to me. I am then not sure WhyTspent money having an attorney write up ~ 
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such an agreement, and then further, why all neighbors needed to sign it, and then lastly 

was a party to the appeal's Board final decision? The plans alone show no clear guidance. 

They do not give me any security under an unappealable permit to make the interior 

changes that are necessary to this project, and lastly the effect no one outside to the 

building. Following the approved agreement, I requested the neighbors write an email 

confirming they are fine with our interior changes that deviate from the approved appeal 

set. 

I am at a loss to why the planning department is not allowing us to include our interior 

changes only within my secure non appealable approved permit. I can understand why the 

outside changes Steve submitted (dated Feb 4th, 2013), or unit size deviations from 

approved be denied under this permit, that is fine, however if the two later are followed as 

per approved I am personally requesting you to r~consider your position with interior 

changes that have no impact on planning previous decisions and follow the agreement that 

we painstaking revised and revised so all parties could live with it, and ultimately became 

part of the overall appeal documents. Again I chose to go to the end with all agencies to 

ensure an appealable permit. What you have suggested, places me in harms way 

unnecessarily. Based on this Steve has been forced to draw up plans and is ready to submit, 

one and then another of my interiors I really plan to do, this seems crazy and very confusing 

to my engineer and I am sure will be equally confusing to the building department plan 

checker. Currently my building is 3 feet off the ground rest on temporary supports, this is 

not a position that it sho.uld be in longer than it has to be. Clearly had I understood that the 

Planning department cared about my interior plans, or was not going to accept the 

encompassing neighbor settlement agreement that was included with all departments while 

going thru the final stages of the appeals process, I would have waited to lift the house. 

I want to feel as if the planning department cares about what the owner and neighbors are 

ok with, I want to feel that all the effort we put forth to have an agreement was not for not. 

I want to feel that the planning department is not so segregated that it is not willing to 

approve what had been a part to and approved with the Board of Appeals. It has been 3 

years since the fire happened, neighbors come by every day I am .at the property and ask me \' 
how long it is going to take ..... what if you absolutely insist that my interior changes cannot 

be apart to my appeals site permit, what if Irving decides to appeal my interior changes 

even though he has written he is good with them and he doesn't care, why did I go thru the 

process to. protect myself? Why was I told I would be able to make interior changes within 

this appeal permit? We live in earthquake country, please don't put me in a position to have 

to wait for yet another round of a submittal for interior changes only that is subject to any 

kind whim of any neighbor. We are about 2 to 3 weeks away from being able to pour 

concrete and stabilize the building, we need to have·your reconsideration to allow us the 

interior changes so that there can be a real comprehensive plan the building· department 
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looks at and then ultimately is not appealable so to secure the building safely, please. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Whitehead 

If you do not have a copy of the approved agreement r will send to you, or I am s.ure they 
have in the Board of appeal file as an attachment. See Page 2. 
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From: Irvjng Zaretsky 
To: 
Cc: 

Sanchez. Scott; Lindsay Davjd; cabreros Glenn 
Kate Kardos 

Subjei::t: 2853-2857 Broderick 
Date: Friday, April 19, 2013 10:46:23 AM 

Dear Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Lindsay and Mr. Cabreros: 

I am sorry to have to ask you once again to clarify for me and my neighbors what is the current 
situation with Pam Whitehead's permit. None of us is clear as what exactly City Planning approved in 
the recent addendum to the 
permit that was submitted by Stephen Antonaros and that is floating in the Building Department. None 
of us has ever seen the actual FINAL submission and the changes requested. I have previously had 
discussions with Pam and . 
Stephen but am totally unsure of what actually was SUBMITTED and APPROVED by you. Many of the 
neighbors did not even know that Pam filed an addendum or had a new plan or was a signatory to an 
existing AGREEMENT. 

As you know, recently Pam began a campaign in the neighborhood to elicit support from neighbors on 
the East side of the block on Broderick Street for a new plan that she has for her building. The 
neighbors on the West 
side of 8roderick, surrounding the property, are all signatories to our Agreement. There is total 
confusion and frustration as to what is going on. This is particularly so because there is an email 
correspondence between · 
Mr. Cabreros and Stephen Antonaros around March 5th to the effect that if I were to provide a 'letter' it 
would somehow substitute for a proper 311 Notification for changes in the plan. I am not sure what 
are all the intricacies 
and issues of the correspondence around 'not involving the neighbor' ( I guess that is me, and my 
neighbors who are signatories to the Agreement). Pam has provided incomplete and sometimes not 
completely accurate 
information to various neighbors resulting to various people having different understandings of where 
things stand. Further, some are upset that there are efforts afoot to try to avoid proper Notifications to 
neighbors and an effort · · · 
to shut them out of the process. 

The bottom line for all of us is simple. Is the Agreement we all signed in effect? None of us understand 
why Pam began construction and lifted her building if she intended to totally revise her plans and 
abandon the Agreement. · 
We suppose that she may have wanted to create an 'emergency' situation of having a lifted building and 
wanting to avoid all proper permit applications by claiming that she is in a crisis mode with her building. 
Who in their right 
mind would lift a building if they are not sure what building plan they want to pursue? It appears to be 
a self inflicted wound to attempt to manipulate the system. 

·There is beginning to be great mistrust that we have all been manipulated by Pam who simply cannot 
come forward and f?e frank about what her ultimate complete plan is and follow the right format for 
presenting the entire plan to the 
community. We all suppose that piece-mealing may attempt to get around Notifications and Hearings, 
but that will only result in an unnecessary and pointless community fight. Some of the issues have 
already been settled. 

· Are we supposed to revisit the fight again??? 

If there is anything in the 'addendum' that has been approved and is pending DBI review. that 
undermines or invalidates the Agreement or bypasses the neighbors RIGHT TO KNOW, you may want to 
suspend your approval 
pending a determination of precisely what is going on with the building. The current permit is based on 
our AGREEMENT and has validity to the extent that it follows the requirements contained therein. No 
one expects that 
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minor modifications would invalidate or eclipse the AGREEMENT, nor that such minor modifications 
(which you need to specify for us what they are/were) would open the door to piece meal changes that 
would totally 
undermine the existing AGREEMENT. We simply need to know, what does the addendum look like and 
we do we go from here? 

Please advise, 

Irving Zaretsky 

cc: neighbors 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Pam: 

Irving Zaretslsv 
pam Whitehead 
Sanchez. Scott; Lindsay. David: Cabreros. Glenn: stefaoj Catherine; timothy arc11ri@cowen com: 
kbgoss@oacbell.net; rwgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; majtsai@yahoo.com; 
annabroc!sway@yahoo com; ertcrelmers@gmail com; dodnetowle@me com; vjoce@cJtymarkdev cpm; Kate. 
~ dones@fmwardmgmt.com; paulmaimai@vahoo.com; fQl!l.llz.; amanda@hoenjgman.com; 
wmore@aol com 
Fwd: 2853- 57 Broderick 
Tuesday, April 23, 2013 5:22:04 PM 
l!ndsay 4313.rtf 
antonaros 3713 rtf 
Document1.docx 

On March 7, 2013 My sister and I met you at yours and Stephen Antonaros' requests 
to hear your proposal for changes to your plans. You and Stephen asked 
me to write to City Planning because City Planning was not prepared to accept your 
proposed addendum without indication from me 
that I was aware that you requested changes. At all times I told you, and. did write 
to City Planning, that in principle we can see your . 
wanting to make interior changes but we must receive from you a copy of the 
ACTUAL plans that you file so that we may respond to 
them prior to City Planning taking action. We never received those plans and still do 
not know what has been approved. You purposefully confuse our response to hear 
you out with our consent to plans that you submitted and we · 
never saw. I still do not know what ACTUALLY has been approved. 

For some reason you refuse to tell us whether you marked the building prior to the 
lift so that we can determine its current height. What is difficult about that? 

At no time did I represent to you that the meeting that my sister and I had with you 
on March 7, 2013 was anything other than a meeting to simply hear you out on 
proposals that you were thinking about. I indicated to you, and, later to City 
Planning, that all the signatories to the Agreement need to be informed and that you 
need to send us all a copy of the ACTUAL filed plans before City Planning reviews 
them. ' 

If you refµse to show us plans what is the purpose of the meeting on May 6th? if 
you refuse to tell us where you marked the building so that we can verify height, 
what are we to discuss on May 6th? 

Please find attached below the email I received from Stephen Antonaros 3/7 /13 
requesting that I contact City Planning to allow you to proceed with filing your plans. 
I was not asked to give my consent, on my behalf or anyone else's, simply 

to say that i had knowledge that you wanted to make changes. 

Please find attached my email to David Lindsay and Glenn Cabreros of April 3, 2013 
in which I requested to be provided with your filed plans, sent to all the neighbors, 
so that we can respond before City Planning takes action. . 

Up to date these plans have not been shown to us. 

Thank you, 

Irving 
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Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pam Whitehead <Wbjteheadwest@msn.com> 
Subject: 2853- 57 Broderick 
Date: April 23, 2013 3:25:24 PM PDT 
To: "david.lindsay@sfgov.org" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, "Cabreros, 
Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgoy org>, scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
cc: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com>, Stephen Antonaros 
<santonaros@sbcglobal.net>, Pam Whitehead 
<whiteheadwest@msn.com> 

Dear Scott and Planning Department, 

I am writing in response to Mr. Zaretsky's last email to you directly. We have been in contact 

with Mr. Zaretsky throughout this entire project. I have included the letter he wrote to you 

back when he had received a printed version of the plans directly from Stephen Antonaros, 

as well as had a site meeting with myself, our contractor, and his family. He represented to 

me at that time that he was fine with any interior changes, and he was speaking for the 
other neighbors as well, as he did in the past involving the CEQA list and appeal. Neighbors 

that at this point I have emailed a few emails on separate oc~asions, have seemed to not 
have anything negative to say and only welcoming us back to the neighborhood. 

I welcome and have welcomed any neighbor that has issue with our interior changes to 

voice their concerns. 

Regarding the height question that Mr. Zarestky has recently addressed concern over, I have 

contacted my Licensed Surveyor who originally was at the property last May 2012 and shot 

whatever data required at that time based on our lifting plans, he is scheduled to verify 

within the next month and will provide the City with an elevation certificate standard to the 

industry. 

I would like to think we can move on from this. I need to focus my energy elsewhere, as well 
as I am sure City officials do as well. The original appeal issue here was the side egress stairs, 

that do not exist an.d will not exist. As we all know, I won the appeal 4-0, and only conceded 

to a settlement with Mr. Zaretsky because Supervisor Farrell hinted that he would delay our 
project. This has been a time sensitive project, as there are seismic insurance requirements 

that need fulfilling for the previous owners final payout, I could not at that time, chance 
another time delay, so I settled. It was unfair at best. Regardless, I am living with that 

decision, and have fulfilled all my duties per the agre.ement. 
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Mr. Zaretsky has a hard copy of the plans, I have emailed him the relevant changes that the 

Planning department ultimately approved. I have offered to meet with Irving and go over the 

plans in person. Mr. Zarestky continues to ignore my offer and continues to send emails to 

everyone. 

Moving forward I will contact and request from Stephen to put together the approved 

.current version thru planning that relates to Mr. Zarestky's questions and concerns, in the 

meantime I will email Mr. Zarestky directly and again offer a meeting with him going over 

whatever questions he might have personally. 

Sincerely and once again thank you for your time, 

Pam Whitehead 

Irving feel free to forward this emafl to any and all neighbors you might have reason to 

believe are concerned, so once again they can know that I am available and ready to meet 

with them. Thanks. 
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From: 
To:· 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Pam: 

Irving Zaretsky 
pam Whitehead 
Sanchez Scott; Lindsay DaYid; Cabreros Glenn; Stefani Catherine; timothy.arcurl@cowen.com; 
kbgoss@pacbell.net; rwgoss@pacbell.net; michael@!aegermchugh.com; ma!tsaf@yahoo.com: 
annabrockway@yahoo com; edcre!mers@ginail.com; dorioetpw!e@me.com: yjnce@cjt;ymarkdey com; Kill:e 
~ ciones@forwardmgmt.com: paulmaimai@yahoo.com; ~ amanda@hoenlgman.com: 
wmore@aol.com 
Fwd: 2853- 57 Broderick 
Tuesday, April 23, 2013 5:22:04 PM 
lindsay 4313.rtf 
antonaros 3713.rtf 
Documentl.docx 

On March 7, 2013 My sister and I met you at yours and Stephen Antonaros' requests 
to hear your proposal for changes to your plans. You and Stephen asked 
me to write to City Planning because City Planning was not prepared to accept your 
proposed addendum without in.dication from me · 
that I was aware that you requested changes. At all times I told you, and did write 
to City Planning, that in principle we can see your 
wanting to make interior changes but we must receive from you a copy of the 
ACTUAL plans that you file so that we may respond to · . 
them prior to City Planning taking action. We never received those plans and still do 
not know what has been approved. You purposefully confuse our response to hear 
you out with our consent to plans that you submitted and we 
never saw. I still do not know what ACTUALLY has been approved. 

For some reason you refuse to tell us whether you marked the building prior to the 
· lift so that we can determine its current height. What is difficult about that? 

At no time did I represent to you that the meeting that my sister and I had with you 
on March 7, 2013 was anything other than a meeting to simply hear you out on 
proposals that you were thinking about. I indicated to you, and, later to City 
Planning, that all the signatories to the Agreement need to be informed and that you 
need to send us all a copy of the ACTUAL filed plans before City Planning reviews 
them. 

If you refuse to show us plans what is the purpose· of the meeting on 'May 6th? if 
you refuse td tell us where you marked the building so that we can verify height, 
what are we to discuss on May 6th? 

Please find attached below the email I received from Stephen Antonaros 3/7 /13 
requesting that I contact City Planning to allow you to proceed with filing your plans. 
I was not asked to give my consent, on my behalf or anyone else's, simply 
to say that i had knowledge that you wanted to make changes. 

Please find attached my email to David Lindsay and Glenn Cabreros of April 3, 2013 
in which I requested to be provided with your filed plans, sent to all the neighbors, · 
so that we can respond before City Planning takes action. 

Up to date these plans have not been shown to us. 

Thank you, 

Irving 
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Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pam Whitehead <Whiteheadwest@msn.com> 
Subject: 2853- 57 Broderick 
Date: April 23, 2013 3:25:24 PM PDT 
To: "david.lindsay@sfgov.org" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, "Cabreros, 
Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Cc: Irving Zaretsky'<iiz@me.com>, Stephen Antonaros 
<santonaros@sbcglobal net>, Pam Whitehead 
<whiteheadwest@msn.com> 

Dear Scott and Planning Department, 

I am writing in response to Mr. Zaretsky's last email to you directly. We have been in contact 

with Mr. Zaretsky throughout this entire project. I have in(:luded the letter he wrote to you 

back when he had received a printed version of the plans directly from Stephen· Antonaros, 

as well as had a site meeting with myself, our .contractor, and his family. He represented to 

me at that time that he was fine with any interior changes, and he was speaking for the 

other neighbors as well, as h'e did in the past involving the CEQA list and appeal. Neighbors 

that at this point I have emailed a few emails on separate occasions, have seemed to not 

have anything negative to say and only welcoming us back to the neighborhood, 

I welcome and have welcomed any neighbor that has issue with our interior changes to 

voice their concerns. 

Regarding the height question that Mr. Zarestky has recently addressed concern over, I have 

contacted my Licensed Surveyor who .originally was at the property last M.ay 2012 and shot 

whatever data required at that time based on our lifting plans, he is scheduled to verify 

Within the next month and will provide the City with an elevation certificate standard to the 

industry. 

I would like to think we can move on from this. I need to focus my energy elsewhere, as well 

as I am sure City officials do as well. The original appeal issue here was the side egress stairs, 

that do not exist and will not exist As we all know, l won the appeal 4-0, and only conceded 

to a settlement with Mr. Zaretsky because Supervisor Farrell. hinted that he would delay our 

project This has been a time sensitive project, as there are seismic insurance requirements 

that need fulfilling for the previous owners final payout, I could not at that time, chance 

another time delay, so I settled. It was unfair at best Regardless, I am living with that 

decision, and have fulfilled all my duties per the agreement. 
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Mr. Zaretsky has a hard copy of the plans, I have emailed him the relevant changes that the 

Planning department ultimately approved. I have offered to meet with Irving and go over the 

plans in person. Mr. Zarestky continues to ignore my offer and continues to send emails to 

everyone. 

Moving forward I will contact and request from Stephen to put together the approved 

current version thru planning that relates to Mr. Zarestky's questions and concerns, in the 

meantime I will email Mr. Zarestky directly and again offer a meeting with him going over 

whatever questions he might have personally. 

Sincerely and once again thank you for your time, 

Pam Whitehead 

Irving feel free to forward this email to any and all neighbors you might have reason to 

believe are concerned, so once again they can know that I am available and ready to meet 

with them. Thanks. 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

ItYlng Zaretsky 
Cabreros. Glenn 
Lindsay. payjd; Sanchez. Scott; Farrell Mark; jnfo@cowhollowassocjatlon.org; e!ark!n@h!ll-co com; 
brookesampson@yahcio.com Sampson; ggwood@aol.com; Stefanj. Catherjoe; wrnore@aol.com; 
kbgoss@pacbell.net; mlchael@jaegermchugh com; maltsal@yahoo.com; rwQoss@pacbell.net; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; erjcreJmeJ'li@amail.com; dorlnetowle@me.com; yjoce@cjtymarkdey.com; ~ 
~ cjones@forwarrlmgmt corn; pau!majmaj@yaboo corn; fmdi!z; amanda@boenjgrnan.com; 
tlmothy.arcurj@cowen.com; Whitehead Pam; Stephen Antonaros 
2853-57 Broderick Plan revisions 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 5:34:18 PM 
revised o!an 2853 Brod rtf 
2853-7 Brod. agreement.pdf 
2853-7 Brod. agreem. signatures.pdf 
2853-7 Brod. sjgned drawjngs pdf 
antonaros 3713.rtf 
aritonaros 3713.rtf 

Dear Mr. Cabreros: 

Your email is non-responsive to my request to see a copy of the revised plans that you approved. It is 
contrary to your email of April 19th which you copied to Pam and Stephen to request that they share 
the plans with us. 
You are attempting to keep the approved revised plans a "secret" from the community that has a right 
to see them. Where do you find authority within the Codes to prevent the community, who has a right 
to know, from seeing a 
submitted plan that has been approved? 

City Planning has to bt? accountable and transparent in its actions. 

I attach below a copy of the Agreement which is the basis for the original permit approved by the Board 
of Supervisors and then by the Board of Appeals which outlines a procedure by which changes to the 
Permitted Plan · 
can be addressed. The Agreement required all non-minor changes to be ·presented to all the signatories 
and to receive consent from all. Please advise us when was this done? 

I attach below the_ email correspondence during February 20 through April 3, 2013 between your 
Department and Stephen Antonaros which shows that you colluded to subvert the process outlined in 
the Agreement and that is also required by Code. 

Please advise where do you find within the Board of Appeals approved plan cover to keep your approval 
process secret and out of the review of the neighborhood community? Where do you find in the Board 
of Appeals 
a basis for your statement: "Interior changes to the two units that do not enlarge the exterior building 
envelope as permitted by the Board of Appeals." 

I believe that.you are borrowing words I used in an email that was sent to you in response to a request 
by Stephen and Pam based on a conversation I had with them about minor changes to the interior in 
general, and . 
never specific as to any actually submitted plan. In fact I specifically wrote to you and them that we 
wanted to be given a copy of any actually submitted plan so that we may respond to it prior to the 
Planning Department's 
review. At no time did your Department or Stephen and Pam ask me for a letter whose specific purpose 
was to give you blanket consent to actual submitted plans that I never saw. At all times that I met with 
Pam and Stephen 
they always indicated to me that they DID NOT HAVE final plans to be submitted and all plans are still 

·being worked on. No email that I ever sent to you was supposed to be such a letter! 

In fact, in your March 6th email to Stephen you write: " .... more importantly the Board of Appeals 
decision of the permit appeal conditions their approval of the project based on adopted and initialed 
revised plan~. As the recent 
addenda/plan to the site permit does not reflect the Board of Appeals decision, the Planning Department 
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cannot approve the plan revision11
• 

Later that day you write: 11Please refer to the plans that we're initialed and approved as part of the 
Board of Appeals decision. My understanding is that the plans need to reflect the plans approved the 
Board --this includes · 
interiors with revisions needed to meet Building Code as part of addenda review. If further revisions are 
desired beyond the plans approved by the. Board of Appeals they need to be submitted as a new 
building application 
(which will be subject to a new review process). Due to the appeal history associated with the 
property/project, the Department may not support additional changes that do not align with the Board 
of Appeals decision ..... " 

Your correspondence with Stephen Antonaros shows that you are intimately familiar with the Code, 
Agreement and its. provisions. See your email of February 26 in which you point out that the application 
requires a DR review by the 
Planning Commission. See your email of March 4 requiring a 'letter' from the 'neighbor', which neighbor 
are you referring to since there are 11 neighbors who signed the Agreement and many more who are 
part of the 311 Notification 
catchment area. 

Between March 4 and March 7 you cooperated with Stephen Antonaros to find ways of "not involving 
the neighbor11 and then devising your own invented solution of asking for a letter in lieu of a 311 
Notification without notifying 
the 'neighbor' from.whom you are requesting such a letter. 

Your email of March 5 claims that the alleged letter is in lieu of a 311 Notification and review. Where do 
you find authority in the Code that a letter from a neighbor can substitute for the required 311 
Notification to an entire 
neighborhood or from a DR review? If a letter is supposed to reflect "consent" from a neighbor should 
not that consent be "INFORMED CONSENT"? Is your Department not required to contact the 
11neighbor" directly and fully inform him/her that a letter is being requested that can stand in lieu of a 
311 Notification or a DR review? Where is due process for the 311 Notification community who might 
not agree with that and wants to have its fair Hearing? · 

Please look below at the March 7, 2013 email from Stephen Antonaros to me requesting that I write 11in 
some manner, however slight11 to you. Was this supposed to constitute the alleged "letter" in lieu of a 
311 Notification or a 
DR review? 

Mr. cabreros, when did you request of me a writing to say that such a letter should replace a 311 
Notification and review? When did anyone from your Department ever contact me to request a letter to 
address the specific 
revision plans that you were reviewing? When did you ever inform me directly that any communication 
from me is supposed to substitute the provisions of the Agreement outlining the process of revising the 
Plans. 
If you want a letter from me you have to ask me directly and not just discuss it with Stephen Antonaros 
privately. Yet you rely on a writing I sent you at the request of Stephen in connection with a general 
conversation 
I had with him and Pam. 

How do you know what Pam and/or Stephen discussed with my sister and I at a meeting? tf you want 
a letter for a particular purpose you have to contact the "neighbor" yourself to inform him of what you 
want 
and thereby get INFORMED CONSENT. 

Is this a precedent for the Planning Department that a Planner may dispose of a review process and 
"not involve the neighbor" upon the request of any applicant who is proposing a project? 

I request once again that you immediately send to all the signatories to the Agreement and to 
Supervisor Ferrell a copy of the submitted plans that you approved. 
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Thank you, 
Irving Zaretsky 

On Apr 24, 2013, at 4:08 PM, "Cabreros, Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> Interior changes to the two units that do not enlarge the exterior building envelope as permitted by 
the Board of Appeals. 
> 
> 
> Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
> San Francisco Planning Department 
> 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
> San Francisco, CA 94103 
> T: 415-558-6169 
> F: 415-558-6409 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
>Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 12:18 PM 
> To: Cabreros, Glenn; Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott 
> Cc: Kate Kardos 
> Subject: 2853-2854 BRODERICK 
> 
>Glenn: 
> ' 
> I still have not received a copy of the actual submitted plans which you approved: What specifically 
did you approve? · 
> 
> Please advise. 
> 
> Irving Zaretsky 
> 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 

Sanchez, Scott 
"Irving Zaretsky": Cabreros. Glenn 
Lindsay David; Farrell Mark: jofo@cowhol!owassociatlon.oro; elarl<in@hHl-co.com; brookesampson@yaboo.com 
~ ggwood@aol.com; stefanj. Catherine; wmore@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; 
mjcbael@jaegermcbugh.com; maltsaj@yahoo com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; annabrockway@yahoo com; 
erlcrejmers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com: vjnce@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; · 
<jones@fotwardmgmt.com; paulmaimaj@yahoo.com; £m1lilz; amanda@hoenjgman com; 
timothy.ara.Jrj@cowen.com: Whitehead Pam; Stephen Antonaros 
RE: 2853-57 Bro~erick Plan revisions 
Monday, April 29, 2013 7:08:00 PM 

Dear Mr. Zaretsky, 

Thank.you for the email. ·First, I find the tone of-your email to Mr. Cabreros to be completely 

inappropriate. l\llr. Cabreros responded directly to your question.and informed you that the 

Planning Department approved a revision to the interior work of the project which did not result in 

any exterior changes to the scope of work approved by the Board of Appeals. I would not that 1) 

the interior changes do not require neighborhood notification and 2) on March 7, 2013, Mr. 

Cabreros received an email from you in which you stated "with regards to the interior plans for the 

residence, we support her proposed design and really do not. have much to say about her floor plan. 

There is nothing about her interior design that affects the envelope orfoot·print of the building as it 

currently exists." I find it unsettling that you are now alleging that the. Planning Department has 

been inappropriate in our review of this project in favor of the project sponsor. While this has been 

a frustrating permit process for all parties, I can assure you that the Planning Department has 

properly reviewed this matter. 

In regards to your allegation that the building has been .raised more than 36", I performed an 

unannounced site visit on Friday morning and measured the building. While compliance with 

approved plans is under the purview of the Planning Department, my measurement confirmed that 

the building has only been raised 36". 

In regards to your allegations that the pre-application meeting notification excluded relevant 

parties, I explained (in a separate email) that notifications are only required to be sentto abutting 

property owners/occupants {including those across the street) and relevant community groups. 

In regards to your allegation that the Planning Department is not enforcing your private agreement, 

please note that this is a PRIVATE agreement. The City is not party to your agreement and is not 

responsible for its enforcement. 

In regards to your concerns about the proposed revisions to 2853-57 Broderick Street that the 

property owner is proposing. It is my understanding that these changes will be reviewed at a pre-

application meeting with neighbors on May 5th. If the property owner decides to proceed with 

these changes, the Planning Department will review any such application against the requirements 

of the Planning Code. 

Thank you. 

Regards, 

2617 



Scott F. Sanchez 

Zoning Administrator 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Tel: 415.558.6350 

Fax: 415.558.6409 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pic@sfgov.om 

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap sfplannjng.orn 

------------·----------R---·------·R------------
From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2013 5:28 PM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc: Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott; Farrell, Mark; info@cowhollowassociation.org; elarkin@hill-co.com; 
brookesampson@yahoo.com Sampson; ggwood@aol.com; Stefani, Catherine; wmore@aol.com; 
~bgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; 
Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; Povlitz; amanda@hoenigman.com; 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; Whitehead Pam; Stephen Antonaros 
Subject: 2853-57 Broderick Plan revisions 

Dear Mr. Cabreros: 

Your email is non-responsive to my request to see a copy of the revised plans that you approved. It is contrary to 
your email of April 19th which you copied'to Pam and Stephen to request that they share the plans with us. 
You are attempting to keep the approved revised plans a "secret" from the ·community that has a right to see them. 
Where do you find authority within the Codes to prevent the community, who has a right to know, from seeing a 
submitted plan that has been approved? 

City Planning has to be accountable and transparent in its actions. 

I attach below a copy of the Agreement which is the basis for the original permit approved by the Board of 
Supervisors and then by the Board of Appeals which outlines a procedure by which changes to the Permitted Plan 
can be addressed. The Agreement required all non-minor changes to be presented to all the signatories and to 
receive consent from all. Please advise us when was this done? 

I attach below the email correspondence during February 20 through April 3, 2013 between your Department and 
Stephen Antonaros which shows that you colluded to subvert the process outlined in the Agreement and that is also 
required by Code. 

Please advise where do you find within the Board of Appeals approved plan cover to keep your approval process 
secret and out of the re~iew of the neighborhood community? Where do you find in the Board of Appeals 
a basis for your statement: "Interior changes to the two units that do not enlarge the exterior building envelope as 
permitted by the Board of Appeals." 

I believe that you are borrowing words I used in an email that was sent to you in response to a request by Stephen 
and Pam based on a conversation I had with them about minor changes to the interior in general, and 

· never specific as to any actually submitted plan. In fact I specifically wrote to you and them that we wanted to be 
given a copy of any actually submitted plan so that we may respond to it prior to the Planning Department's 
review. At no time did your Department or Stephen and Pam ask me for a letter whose specific purpose was to give 
you blanket consent to actual submitted plans that I never saw. At all times that I met with Pam and Stephen 
they always indicated to me that they DID NOT HA VE final plans to be submitted and all plans are still being 
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worked on. No email that I ever sent to you was supposed to be such a letter! 

In fact, in your March 6th email to Stephen you write: " .... more importantly the Board of Appeals decision of the 
permit appeal conditions their approval of the project based on adopted and initialed revised plans. As the recent 
addenda/plan to the site permit does not reflect the Board of Appeals decision, the Planning Department cannot 
approve the plan revision". 

Later that day you write: "Please refer to the plans that we're initialed and approved as part of the Board of Appeals 
decision. My understanding is that the plans need to reflect the plans approved the Board--this includes 
interiors with revisions n.eeded to meet Building Code as part of addenda review. If :further revisions are desired 
beyond the plans approved by the Board of Appeals they need to be submitted as a new building application 
(which will be subject to a new review process). Due to the appeal history associated with the property/project, the 
Department may not support additional changes that do not align with the Board of Appeals decision ..... " 

Your correspondence with Stephen Antonaros shows that you are intimately familiar with the Code, Agreement and 
·its provisions. See your email of February 26 in which you point out that the application requires a DR review by 
the 
Planrung Commission. See your email ofMarch 4 requiring a 'letter' from the 'neighbor', which neighbor are you 
referring to since there are 11 neighbors who signed the Agreement and many more who are part of the 311 
Notification 
catchment area. 

Between March 4 and March 7 you cooperated with Stephen Antonaros to find ways of "not involving the 
neighbor" and then devising your own invented solution of asking for a letter in lieu of a 311 Notification without 
notifying 
the 'neighbor' from whom you are requesting such a letter. 

Your email of March 5 claims that the alleged Jetter is in lieu of a 311 Notification and review. Where do you find 
, authority in the Code that a letter from a neighbor can substitute for the required 311 Notification to an entire 
neighborhood o.r from a DR review? If a letter is supposed to reflect "consent" from a neighbor should not that 
consent be "INFORMED CONSENT"? Is your Department not required to contact the "neighbor" directly and 
fully inform him/her that a letter is being requested that can stand in lieu of a 311 Notification or a DR review? 
Where is due process for the 311 Notification.community who might not agree with that and wants to have its fair 
Hearing? 

Please look below at the March 7, 2013 email from Stephen Aritonaros to me requesting that I write "in some 
manner, however slight" to yolL Was this supposed to constitute the alleged "letter" in lieu of a 311 Notification or 
a 
DR review? 

Mr. Cabreros, when did you request of me a writing to say that such a letter should replace a 311 Notification and 
review? When did anyone from your Department ever contact me to request a letter to address the specific 
revision plans that you were reviewing? When did you ever inform me directly that any communication from me 
is supposed to substitute the provisions of the Agreement outlining the process of revising the Plans. 
If you want a letter from me you have to ask me directly and not just discus.s it with Stephen Antonaros privately, 
Yet you rely on a writing I sent you at the request of Stephen in connection with a general conversation 
I had with him and Pam. 

How do you know what Pam and/or Stephen discussed with my sister and I at a meeting? If you want a letter for a 
particular purpose you have to contact the "neighbor" yourself to inform him of what you want 
.and thereby get INFORMED CONSENT. . 

Is this a precedent for the Planning Department that a Planner may dispose of a review ·process and "not involve the 
neighbor" upon the request of any applicant who is proposing a project? 

I request once again that you immediately send to all the signatories to the Agreement and to Supervisor Ferrell a 
copy of the submitted plans that you approved. 
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Thank you, 
Irving Zaretsky 

On Apr 24, 2013, at 4:08 PM, "Cabreros, Glenn" <glenn cabrerosl@.sfgoy org> wrote: 

> Interior changes to the two units that do not enlarge the exterior building envelope as permitted by the Board of 
Appeals. 
> 
> 
> Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
> San Francisco Planning Department 
> 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
>San Francisco, CA 94103 
>T:415-558-6169 
>F:415-558-6409 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Irving Zaretsky [miliito·ijz@me com] 
>Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 12:18 PM 
> To: Cabreros, Glenn; Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott 
> Cc: Kate' Kardos 
> Subject: 2853-2854 BRODERICK 
> 
>Glenn: 
> 
> I still have not received a copy of the actual submitted plans which you approved. What specifically did you 
approve? 
> 
> Please advise. 
> 
> Irving Zaretsky 
> 
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From: 
To: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Irvjng Zaretsky 
Farrell. Mark; StefanL Catberlne; Goldstein. c:Ynthia;. Pacheco. Victor; plann!ng@rodneyfuog.com; 
cwu.plannlng@gma!l.com: wordweaver:ll@aol.com; plansf@gmall.cpm; richhmissf@yahoo.com: 
mooreurban@aol com; hs.commjsb@vahoo.com: jnfo@cowhol!owas50ciation.org; ggwood@aol.com; 
elarkjn@h!l!~co.com; brookesampson@yahoo.com Sampson: lbroOke@lmLnet Brooke; 
µmanda@hoenigman.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; mjchae!@jaegermchugh.com; cwgoss@pacbell.net: 
majtsaj@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com: erlcrejmers@gmajl.com: dorinetow!e@me.com; 
yjnce@cjtymari<dey com; Kate Kardos; cjanes@forwprdmgmt.com; pau!majmal@yahoo.com; wmore@µol.com; 
.Pm!!llz; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; Whitehead Pam; Stephen Antonaros; Sanchez. Scott; Lindsay. Dayid; 
Cabreros Glenn; Marr! A I emalre: ben@martinron.com 
2853-2857 Broderick building lift 
Friday, May 03, 2013 1:14:17 PM 
Ben Ron Survey.odf 
Qty Pl. DR.pdf 
2853-7 Brod. agreement.pdf 
2853-7 Brod agreem signatures pdf 
2853-7 Brod. signed drawlngs.pdf 
Proposed Plan 2853-57 Broderick.pdf 

Dear Supervisor Farrell and members of the Board of Supervisors, members of the City Planning 
Commission, members of the Board of Appeals, Zoning Administrator Scott Sanchez, Planner Glenn 
Cabreros, Board of Directors 
of the Cow Hollow Association: 

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Discretionary Review case No: 2010.0394D 

We hereby request Scott Sanchez, the Zoning Administrator, to enforcethe Decision of the City Planning 
Commission and the currently APPROVED PLANS, the Board of Supervisors CEQA appeal settlement and 
the Board of Appeals Permit with regard to the lifting of the structure at 2853-57 Broderick Street. 
(attached below are the Decision of the Planning· Commission and the CEAQ appeal Settlement and 
Board of Appeals ratification of the Settlement document, 
and the submitted plans by the Project Sponsor.) 

We hereby enclose the result of the Suivey conducted by Ben Ron of the Martin M. Ron Associates, Inc 
of 2853-3857 Broderick. The Ron Company measured the building before the lift and after the lift. In 
response to Mr. 
Scott Sanchez site visit to the property on April 26, 2013, the Ron Company team returned to measure 
the property once again. 

Since compliance with approved plans is under the purview of the Planning Department, we submit the 
Ron M. Martin Co. report, which we received this morning, to all of you for your review and action. 
Currently the Project is in . 
violation of the APPROVED PLANS AS REPRESENTED BY THE DRAWINGS SUBMITTED BY THE PROJECT 

·SPONSOR. . 

It appears that at all times, the Project Spons9r and the architect, Stephen Antonaros, submitted for 
approval to the Department of City Planning, to the Department of Building Inspection, to the Board of 
Supervisors, to the Board of Appeals, throughout all the Hearings and.Appeals, building plans that 
misrepresented the height of the structure both prior to the lift and after the lift. This misrepresentation 
was also visited upon the neighbors of the Project both on Broderick Street and on Filbert Street. 
Throughout the entire process of Hearings and Appeals, the Project Sponsor and the Architect submitted 
what we can only assume are/were bogus, phantom, or false numbers as to the Building's height. 

The Ben Ron report addresses the height measurement issue. 

The Project Sponsor is further in violation of the CEQA SETILEMENT, attached below, which was also 
ratified by the Board of Appeals as the basis for the current Permit. On Page 2 under Permit Holder 
Obligations: 

"The Permit Holder will mark the building prior to the lift so that once it is lifted it can be 
clearly determined that the lift was 36 inches" 
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The Permit Holder failed to comply with that provision. Therefore it has been impossible for anyone to 
know, neither Scott Sanchez, nor the neighbors, nor the Surveyor, what was the base line point from 
which the Project Sponsor 
and her Building Mover, Fisher Bros.; measured 36 inches for the lift. The building sits on the 2800 
block of Broderick which is sharply sloped from South to North, with the high point on the South side. 
The building property is 
sloped 3 feet, 4 inches, from the Southern boundary line (the high point) to the Northern boundary line 
(the low point). The building lift measures 36 inches from the South point of the property boundary (the 
hight point). We do 
not know what was the base line mark from which the building lift was actually measured. 

The main fact is that all the plans APPROVED FOR THE PERMIT show the pre-lift total height of the 
building to the peak to be 34 feet, and a total height for the post-lift to be 37 feet The actual height 
currently, as measured by 
Survey is 39 feet 11 inches. The Ron Company measured the pre-lift height to be 36 feet, seven inches. 

We have asked the Project Sponsor to shed light on these facts and to disclose what is the base line 
from which measurements were taken for the lift (as required by the SPA approved plans) and what 
was the basis for the numbers 
and measurements being shown on their submitted plans. We have been stonewalled. 

Ironically, the Project Sponsor indicated to the neighbors that she was physically present at the site 
when the building was lifted. We asked for the Building Movers logs so we can determine the building 
lift measurements and base line 
marks and we have been stonewalled by the Project Sponsor. We asked the architect Stephen 
Antonaros for documentation on the building height, and we have been told us that there never was a 
survey and that he does not know 
what the building height is now or was prior to the lift. 

Yet plans were submitted for Permit Approval with specific heights designated that now prove to be 
. bogus, phantom, or false. 

The Project Sponsor is currently in violation of the APPROVED PLANS and Permit. 

The Project Sponsor is now in the process of lowering the Building from cribbing and putting in a 
foundation. We request your immediate attention to this matter. · 

Sincerely yours, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Zeeva Kardos 
Kate Kardos 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

· Sanchez, Scott 
Cabreros. Glenn; Joslin Jeff 
Lindsay. pavjd 
RE: 2853-2857 Broderick building lift 
Monday, May 06, 2013 1:09:00 PM 
image001.png 
image003.png 
jmage005.png 
image007 .png 
jmage009.pnq 
jmage011.png 
lmage012.pog 
!mage013.png 
jmage014.png 
image015.png 
Ben Ron Survey.pdf 

Thanks, Glenn. I will try to respond later today and address various issues (height, pre-appllcation 

meeting, private agreement, etc.}. I've already addressed these in my email from last week, but I 

don't think anyone bothered to read it. I will also ask DBI to perform a site visit and confirm how 

much the building was raised. I measured 3' on April 26, the project engineer measured 3' on April 

30, and Irving's surveyor also measured 3' on April 30 (see end of paragraph 3). They also need to 

keep in mind that the building is still on temporary shoring and not sitting on its foundation. 

Do you know the status of the addenda? Also, do you have access to a full size set of the plans? I'd 

like to investigate Irving's claim about the existing height dimension being inaccurate. 

Cheers, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct; 415-558-6350 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: scott.sancbez@sfgoy.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pic@sfgov:org 
Planning Information Map (PIM); http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 

-------·--·---------------------------------
From: Cabreros, Glenn 
Sent: Monday, May 06, 2013 10:58 AM . 
To: Sanchez, Scott; Joslin, Jeff 
Cc: Lindsay, David 
Subject: FW: 2853-2857 Broderick building lift 

Scott/Jeff-

1 wasn't going to provide a response to Mr. Zaretsky'~ email below. But is it necessary for someone 

(above my position) to respond to the issue of the last paragraph r.egarding the Pre-Application 

meeting? -- particularly as Supe Farrell's office and the PC Commlssio.ners have been copi.ed as well. 

I'll leave it in your hands as to what's appropriate, but would be happy to discuss. 
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( 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner· 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6169 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgoy.org 
Web: www.sfolannjog.org 

f'iililj :'.mt< 
:;~{, .~~~-

From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 06, 2013 9:26 AM 
To: Farrell, Mark; Stefani1 Catherine; Goldstein, Cynthia; Pacheco, Victor; planning@rodneyfung com; 
cwu.plannjng@gmail.com; wordweaver2l@aol.com; plansf@gmall.com; ggwood@aol.com; 
richhjllissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aof.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; 
jnfo@cowhollowassociation.org; elarkjn@hill-co.com; brookesampson@yahoo.com Sampson; 
lbrooke@lmi.net Brooke; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; mjcbael@jaegermchugb.com; 
rwgoss@pacbell.net; majtsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; erjcrejmers@gmail.com; 
dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com: amanda@hoenjgman.com; Povlitz; Stephen Antonaros; 
Whitehead Pam; Sanchez, Scott; Lindsay, David; Cabreros, Glenn; Marri A Lemaire; mnykamp@msn.com 
Subject: Fwd: 2853-2857 Broderick building lift 

Dear All: 

The CEQA Appeal Settlement was a public document that was submitted to the Board of 
Supervisors and to the Board of Permit Appeals. Pam also insisted that the Document be 
signed by all 
the neighbors surrounding her property. We and the neighbors signed it. The Document was 
signed and each page of the plans was signed to form the packet that was submitted to the 
Board of Supervisors and the Board of Appeals. What is interesting 
about Pam's email below is her argument that if it is a private agreement which she implies 
she can breach it, but if it was a public document there would be a different standard. Pam 
does not believe that her signature is her bond. 
Further, she believes that the City cannot enforce the agreement and the plans. attached to it. 
It will be now up to the Board of Supervisors, the Board of Appeals and City Planning staff 
to deal with this question. The City Planning staff has always been informed about and was 
conscious of the CEQA appeal documents, and the staff knew about them because they 
are public and were sent to the Board Of Appeals to act upon, which the Board of Appeals 

· did on September 19, 2012. On March 6, 2013 Glenn Cabreros wrote to Stephen Antonaros: 

"I researched more into the history of the project. This should clarify matters. 
Not only is is Historic Preservation staff not supportive of the changes to remove the 

exterior stairs at the side porch; more importantly the Board of Appeals decision of the permit 
appeal conditions their approval of the 

project based on adopted and initialed revised plans. As the recent addenda/revision to the 
site does not reflect the Board of Appeals decision, the Planning Department cannot approve 
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the plan revision. 

In order for me to approve the subject building permit application, the plans must r~flect 
the Board of Appeals decision. n· 

City Planning is aware of the CEQA appeal Settlement and the signed document and plans 
that were submitted to the Board of Appeals. The issue may need to be further reviewed by 
the City Attorney. · 

We will take this up with the Board of Supervisors and the Board of Appeals. 

We would like to see the survey, done by Pam's surveyor who provided the certificate. We 
want to see his evidence that the building was raised 36 inches, when we have a measurement 
of 36' 4" from the southern (highest) 
point of the property, and what was the base line point from which he measured. Secrets and 
public disclosure do not make good companions. We are asking the Zoning Administrator to 
enforce the decision of the 
City Planning Commission and to address the issue that the plans contain false and fictitious 
measurements and numbers, and that the public has thus far been deceived by the mailings 
sent out in pursuit of City Planning regulations and notifications dealing with neighbor 

.. notifications, reviews, hearings and appeals. 

A fundamental requirement of government is accountability.and transparency. 

We are waiting to hear :from the Zoning Administrator and from the City Planning 
Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and the Board of Appeals. 

I urge everyone to raise all the issues that concern the neighbors at tonight's Pre-application 
meeting. Censorship by the Project Sponsor on what topics of discussion are acceptable to 
her is not anticipated by the rules and regulations of the City Planning Department regarding 
Pre-application meetings. 
All issues that are raised by the Project Sponsor's proposed plans involve building height, rear 
yard setbacks, merger of the units into a single family home, removing rental units from the 
market, removing a dwelling unit 
:from the San Francisco housing stock, breaching the historical use of our historic block. If 
Pam refuses to give us information, we will simply document it and move forward with our 
efforts and seek redress with the appropriate 
City departments and officials. 

Thank you, 

Irving 
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From: 
To: 

Arcuri. Timotby 
Farrell. Marl< 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Sanchez. Scott; Cabreros Glenn; Meeta Amid: Rieb Goss (rwgoss@pacbell.net): Karen Goss 
(kbqoss@pacbell.net); Paul and MajMaj Wytbes Cpaulmaimaj@yahoo.com): dodnetowle@me.com 
2853-28S7 building lift 

Date: Monday, May 06, 2013 '6:53:53 AM 
Attach men~: Re 2853-57 Broderick Bulldjng height Survey.msg 

Ew Re 2853-57 Broderick Bu!ldjng height Suryey.msg 

Mr. Farrell -

As the neighbor at 2832 Broderick St (across the street from this project), I am deeply concerned 

about a few aspects qf this process. 

Most importantly, per one of the attached emails, Stephen Antonaros (the architect on the project 

since inception) is acknowledging some inconsistencies in some of the height measurements of the 

ridgetop used to estimate the original building height. The original building height seems critical in 

consideration of the original permit to raise the building 36". As I understand it, the Historical 

Preservation guidelines are what limited the raise to 36" (again, per the attached email), however, if 

the building was actually taller than represented in the permit process, this seems an important 

consideration for the Planning Dept and potentially grounds for another hearing on this original 

permit. 

All of the communication is hard to follow, and I apologize for the email directly to you, but some 

clarity on the facts surrounding this permit and the represented height of the building would be 

helpful. 

Thank you for your time. 

Tim and Meeta Arcuri 

2832 BroderiCk St 

Timothy M. Arcuri 
Managing Director 
Semiconductors/Semi Cap Equipment 
Cowen and Company, LLC 

555 California St, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Tel: 415-646-7217 
Mobile: 415-710-5550 
tirnothy.arcuri@cowen.com 

·coWEN 
If you value the service we provide, your vote(s) in the Institutional Investor Poll 
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{Technology - Semiconductors, or Technology - Semiconductor Capital Equipment} is 
greatly appreciated/ 

41st Annual Technology, Media & Telecom Conference 
May 29-30th, 2013 at the New York Palace Hotel, New York, NY 

Please follow this link to register for the conference: 
https ://cowenresearch .secure.force.com/ 

This message and any attachments are confidential. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please notify the sender immediately and destroy this email. Any 
unauthorized use or dissemination is prohibited. All email sent to or from our system 
is subject to review and retention. Nothing contained in this email shall be 
considered an offer or solicitation with respect to the purchase or sale of any 
security in any jurisdiction where such an offer or solicitation would be illegal. 
Neitber Cowen Group, Inc. nor any of its affiliates (11Cowen 11

) represent that any of 
the information contained herein is accurate,_ complete or up to date, nor shall 
Cowen have any responsibility to update any opinions or other information contained 
herein. 
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From: 
To: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Sanchez, Scott 
"Irving Zaretsky"; Farrell. Marl<; StefanL Catherine; Goldstein. Gyntbja; Pacheco. Victor; 
pl9pnfng@rodneyfung com; cwu.p!ann!ng@grnai!.com; wordweaver21@aol.com: p!9nsf@grnajl.com; . 
ggwqod@aol.com; cichh!llissf@vahoo.com; rnooreurban@aol.com; hs commish@vahoo.com; 
!nfo@cowbollowassociation.oro; e!arkjn@hill-co.com; brookesarnpson@vahoo.com SamPSQn; lbrooke@lrnj net 
.6r.®ke.; tlmotby.arcuci@cowen.com; kbgoss@oacbe!I net; mfc!Jae!@!aegerrnchugh com; cwgoss@pacbe!I net; 
rnaitsai@yahoo.com; annabroclsway@vahoo.com; ericrejrnets@gmajl.com; dor!netowle@me.com; 
yjnce@cjlymatkdey.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@fotwardmgmt.com; pau!malmaj@yahoo.com; wmore@ao! com; 
amanda@hoenlgman.com; £mditz.; Steohen Antonaros; Whjtehead Pam; Lindsay David: Cabreros. Glenn; Mani 
A Lemaire; rnnykamp@rnsn.com 
RE; 2853-2857 Broderick building lift 
Monday, May 06, 2013 4:42:00 PM 
hejght cert 2853 pdf 
Ben Ron Survey.pdf 
!mageOOl.png 
jmage002 png 
image003,png 
!mage004.png 
jrnageOOS.png 

Dear Mr. Zaretsky, 

Thank you for the email. Please see the following responses to the issues you have raised: 

Building Height 

As noted in my previous email, I performed a site visit to 2853-2857 Broderick Street on Friday, April ' 

26, 2013 and found that the building had been raised 36". Since that time, both you and the project 

sponsor have submitted additional information. On April 30, 2013, Gregory Cook (project engineer) 

provided a letter stating that the building had been raised 36"- (see ~ttached). On April 30, 2013, 

Benjamin Ron (your surveyor) provided a letter stating that the building had been raised 36" (see 

attached - paragraph 3). As such, it appears that the project is in compliance with the Planning 

Commission's decision to raise the building 36". 

Approved Plans 

As noted in my previous email, the revision plans approved by the Planning Department did not 

result in any exterior changes to the scope of work approved by the Board of Appeals or change the 

number of units in the subject building. The revisions were limited to changes that do not require 

neighborhood notification. On March 7, 2013, Mr. Cabreros received an emciil from you in which 

you stated "with regards to the interior plans for the residence, we support her proposed design 

and really do not have much to say about her floor plan. There is nothing about her interior design 

that affects the envelope or foot print of the building as it currently exists." 

Private Agreement 

As noted in my previous email to you, the referenced agreement between you and the project 

sponsor is a PRIVATE agreement. The City is not party to your agreement and is not responsible for 

its enforcement. 

Pre-Application Meeting 

As noted in my previous email, it is my understanding that the project sponsor is proposing changes 

to the project that will be the subject of a pre-application meeting this evening. The plans have not 

been submitted to the Planning Department for review, so we cannot comment on any proposed 

changes.· If the property owner decides to proceed with these changes, the Planning Department 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Stephen Aqtonaros 
Sanchez. Scott 

Subject: 
Pam Whitehead; Cabreros Glenn: Lindsay. Dayjd; Taeb. Ozzje; Guy. Keyjn 
Re: 2853 Broderick Street 

Date: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 7:21:11 AM 

Scott, 

The correction permit was submitted yesterday and routed to Glenn. Application 
number 2013.0702.0898. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
(415)864-2261 
www antonaros com 

On Jun 27, 2013, at 3:52 PM, Sanchez, Scott wrote: 

Hello Stephen, 

It is my understanding that you will be submitting a revision permit for 2853 Broderick 

Street to show the correct existing/proposed heights for the subject building. When 

you submit this permit, can you please ensure that it is routed to Glenn Cabreros. for 

review (and not processed over-the-counter) and notify us that you have submitted 

the permit? 

Thank you. 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6350 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning,org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pjc@sfgov.ora 
Planning Information Map (PIM): http:/lpropertymap.sfplannjng.org. 

<image001.png> <image002.png> <jmage003.pog> <image004,png> 

<imageOOS.png> 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: . 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Stephen-

Cabreros. Glenn 
Stephen Antonaros (santonaros@sbcglobal.netl; Pam Whitehead (whjteheadwest@msn com) 
I indsay David: Sanchez, Scott 
2853 Broderick - height correction and dwelllng unit merger (OUM) 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 9:58:38 AM 
jmage011.pnq 
Image012.png 
jmageOl 3.png 
image014.png 
jmage01!}.png 

. The ZA and I reviewed your plans (BPA No. 2013.07.01.0898). The existing and proposed buildings 

are both depicted taller than the previous public notice under Section 311. As such, another public 

notice will be required to properly notice the project. 

As you have DUM application submitted, and since the DUM application requires the filing of 

building permit application, you should fold the work proposed under the DUM into the permit 

application {2013.07 . .01.0898) that proposes to correct the height measurement. In doing so, the 

DUM and the height correction will receive one public notice, rather than going through two 

separate public notices if separate permit applications are to be filed. 

I'm about to start review the DUM application. I'll let you know if there's anything else that needed 

to complete my review. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner 

Planning. Department I City and County 0f San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 41,5-558-6169 \Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplannjng.org 

••• ·'· ,_ .... .[g 
.;, . ·. ·, < .. 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Dear Scott, 

Pam Whitehead 
Sanchez. Scott 
Stephen Antonaros; Cabreros Glenn; Lindsay. Dayjd; Josljn. Jeff 
Re: 2853 Broderick - height correction and dwelling unit merger (DUM) 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 4:42:21 PM 
lmage001.png 
lmage002.png 
jmaqe003.png 
image004.png 
jmageOOS.png 

Obviously this is disappointing news for me the new owner. Clearly the past 
submittals were not submitted at the time I owned the building. In fact, I purchased 
the building under the impression that I had a building permit ready to go. The time 
of closing of the property purchase was within days of Irving's appeal. I have never 
been thru such an ordeal, nor did I know even possible to have the permit after 
issuance appealed. Learned big lesson on this. 

Our goal as a family has been to at some point in the near future live in the 
property, not as 2 units, but as a house. 

I would prefer if possible to address the height correction, as a separate matter. Due 
to the nature of my neighbor, Irving, I have no doubt that he will use all avenues 
possible to make his point. . 
I have spoken to many neighbors and even Irving at one point, and it does not 
appear that any of my neighbors have any problems with changes to the property to 
a SFR, in fact, some I talked to already were under the impression that it was. 

So not to cause further delay for me as the new property owner, I wanted to write 
you and formal.ly request that the DUM I have submitted 3 months ago move 
forward as its own process. As within this submittal there are minor interior wall 

· changes, that should be cause for alarm with Mr. Zaretsky. 

Additionally, we do have a revised plan to submitfrom what was submitted re the 
roof changes, in keeping with one neighbors concerns we have addressed their 
concerns, and could indude and add those plans within the height correction 
submittal. 

So my request is .... so to limit more costly delays, to have 2 submittals, one for DUM, 
and one for height correction and roof plan changes. We have as mentioned above 
made changes to the plans we showed the neighbors in May at our neighborhood 
pre application informal meeting. 

I am hopeful that this process will be acceptable to your department. 

Thank You, 

Pam Whitehead 

Sent from my big iPad 

On Jul 17, 2013, at 7:06 PM, "Sanchez, Scott" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> wrote: 
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Hello Stephen, 

Thank you for the email. Both permits (height correction and DUM} require notice and 

are susceptible to DR and appeal. It does not seem efficient to process the permits 

separately, but we will discuss internally. Additionally, we will likely require.that the 

height correction permit go back to the Planning Commission because the previous 

permit was reviewed under DR and the Planning Commission was adamant about the 

building only being raised 36". l understand that the building was only raised 36"; 

however, the.error on the plans (showing a lower existing building height of 34') is a 

material change. 

Regards, . 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6350 i Fax: 415-558-6409 

·Email: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.oro 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pjc@sfgov.org 
Planning Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 

<irnage001.png> 

<image002 png> <image003.png> <jmage004 png> <imageOOS.png> 

From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 3:39 PM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc:· Pam Whitehead (whiteheadwest@msn.com); Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott 
Subject: Re: 2853 B.roderick - height correction and dwelling unit merger (DUM) 

Glenn, 

The permit to correct the height has nothing to do with the request for a Dwelling 
Unit merger so I respectively request that those two notices not be combined. 

When it comes down to it, the neighbor most interested has an issue with me 
personally/professionally and not the project sponsor since the error was first 
shown on plans for the permit sponsored by the prior owner and I therefore I 
need to keep that issue separate. 

The re-notice re:the height should also not be appeal-able or open to a DR since 
the notice is simply for information only. Is ~at not correct? 

Thank you. 

Stephen 
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Ste'phen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
(415)864-2261 
www.antonaros com 

On. Jul 17, 2013, at 9:58 AM, Cabreros, Glenn wrote: 

Stephen-

The LA and I reviewed your plans (BPA No. 2013.07.01.0898). The existing and 

proposed buildings are both depicted taller than the previous.public notice under 

Section 311. As such, another public notice will be required to properly notice the 

project. 

As you have OUM application submitted, and since the OUM application requires the· 

filing of building permit application, yo'u should fold the work proposed under the . 

OUM into the permit application (2013.07.01.0898) that proposes to correct the height 

measurement. In doing so, the OUM and the height correction will receive one public 

notice, rather than going through two .separate public notices if separate permit 

applications are to be filed. 

I'm about to start review the DUM application. I'll let you know if there's anything else 

that needed to complete my review. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner 

Planning Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA .94103 
Direct: 415-558-6169 I Fax: 415-558-6499 
Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.orn 

<image011 png> <image012.png> <image013.png> <image014 pog> 

<image015.png> 
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From: Cabreros. Glenn 
To: Irving Zaretsky: SBnc:hez. Scott: Lindsay. David 

Cc: t!mothy.arcutl@cowen com; kbgoss@pacbel! net; mlcbael@jaegermchugh com; majtsaj~hoo com; 
rwgoss@pacbell.net: annabrockway@vahoo.com; erjcreimers@gmaU.com; dorinetowle@me.com: 
yjnce@citymarkdey.com; Kate Kardos; !jones@forwarclmgmt.com; paulmalmaj@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoenjgman.com: EQvlltl.; Wiii Morehead 

Subject: RE: 2853-2857 Broderick 
Date: · Tuesday, August 06, 2013 10:05:41 AM 

Mr. Zaretsky-
The Department is in receipt of the drawings that make corrections to the height. We have advised the 
applicant and architect that .new 311 (30-day) notification will be needed for these revised plans. Also, 
as the previous application to lift the building was approved under the Commission's review at a DR 
hearing, the project will need to go back to the Commission for their consideration. 

Please let me know when you would like to review the plans, so I may leave them out under your 
name. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner 

Planning bepartment:City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6169ifax: 415-558-6409 
Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 

-----Original Message-----
From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 05, 20P 7:54 PM 
To: Sanchez, Scott; Lindsay, David; Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc: timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
rwgoss@pacbell.net; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; 
vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; 
wmore@aol.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; Povlitz; Will Morehead 
Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick 

Dear Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Lindsay and Mr. Cabreros: 

I have been informed by DBI that they require the Project Sponsor of 2853-2857 to file for a Revision 
Permit because the architect has informed them that the original drawings upon which the current 
permit is based have stated false information on the building measurements. 

Can you please inform me when will we be notified that drawings have been filed and when will we 
have an opportunity to view these drawings and to request a Hearing should we deem it necessary. 

As you know not only has the building height been falsified, but the lifting of the building has been 
greater than 36 inches.which was the height allowed by the City Planning Commission. 

Please let us know. 

Thank you, 
Irving Zaretsky 
.Neighbors on Broderick Street and Filbert Street 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 

IJYlng Zaretsky 
Cabreros. Glenn 
timoth,v.arcuri@cowen.cpm; kbgpss@pacbell.net; m!chael@laegermcbugh.mm ; ma!tsaj@yahoo.com: 
iwgoss@pacbel! net; annabrockwav@yahop.com; erlcrelmers@gmall.com; dpdnetowle@me com; 
yjoce@citymarkdey com: Kate Kardos; c;jones@foiwardmgmt.com; paulmajmaj@yahoo com; wmore@aol com: 
amanda@boenigman.com; ~ Lindsay David; Sanchez. Scott 
Re: 2853-2857 Broderick 
Sunday, September 15, 2013 5:33:37 PM 

Dear Mr. Cabreros: 

Thank you for allowing us to view the revised plans submitted by the Project Sponsor. Immediately 
after viewing the permit, we asked our surveyor to re-survey 2853 Broderick. On August 9, .2013 our 
surveyor did a third survey. 
He first surveyed the property prior to construction on July 5, 2012. He surveyed a second time after 
the building was lifted on April 24, 2013. He finally surveyed it on August 9, 2013 after the building 
was placed on its current 
foundation. 

His findings are that the building is now well above 40 feet, as you move from South to North, at the 
North elevation. The building lift is well above 36" as properly measured from the sidewalk center. The 
building as actually been 
lifted twice from the pre-construction height to the current height on its new foundation. One lift 
occurred initially and a second one occurred as the building was transferred to its current foundation. 

. ' 

The new revis~ plans are inaccurate and the height is misrepresented. It appears to be stated as 37 
feet pre lift and 40 feet post lift in order to falsely accommodate the 36" lift permitted by the Planning 
Commission. In fact, 
we show the building to be under 37 feet pre lift and above 40 feet post lift. 

The Project Sponsor did not submit any of her surveys as she was supposed to do according to Joseph 
Duffy at DBI. The plans that she submitted are incomplete in that they show only the height of the 
building and not the 
entirety of the plans of all the work done to date that was approved based on the previous 
misrepresented plans. The entirety of the plans must be reviewed by the Planning Commission because 
all permits and approvals 
were done based on the alleged fraud .that is embodied in the original plans. Further, the entirety of 
the plans must be presented, including the forthcoming additions, because as a CEQA Appeal case, the 
Court has ruled 
that all permits requiring public notice must be submitted in their entirety and not to be submitted piece 
meal. · 

We have filed a formal complaint with DBI and await their response. The Project Sponsor must re
submit accurate drawings with accurately stated heights and must immediately submit the postage and 
fees to allow City 
Planning to send out Notices for a Public Hearing. She must also file her own survey results as 
requested by DBI. 

The Hearing before the Planning Commission cannot await the Project Sponsor finishing her 
construction. That would be a clear case of the violation of Due Process and Equal Protection. It would 
be a direct . 
act of Discrimination against the neighbors and the Cow Hollow Community. Public Hearings based on 
purposefully misrepresented plans lack the requisite Due Process. Accurate plans must be submitted 
before permits · 
are issued and Permit Revisions must be issued before a building is constructed and finished. 

Please advise, 

Irving Zaretsky 
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Neighbors on Broderick street and Filbert street 
On Aug 6, 2013, at 10:05 AM, "Cabreros, Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> Mr. Zaretsky-
> The Department is in receipt of the drawings that make corrections to the height. We have advised 
the applicant and architect that new 311 (30~day) notification will be needed for these revised plans. 
Also, as the previous application to lift the building was approved under the Commission's review at a 
DR hearing, the project will need to go back to the Commission for their consideration. 
> 
> Please let me know when you would like to review the plans, so I may leave them. out under your 
name. 
> 
>Thank you. 
> 
> Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
> Planner 
> 
> Planning DepartmentiCity and County of San Francisco 
> 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
> Direct: 415-558-6169/Fax: 415-558-6409 
> Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
>Web: www.sfplanning.org 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
> Sent: Monday, August 05, 2013 7:54 PM 
>To: Sanchez, Scott; Lindsay, David; Cabrerosr Glenn 
> Cc: timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; 
dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@foiwardmgmt.com; 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; Povlitz; Will Morehead 
> Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick 
> 
> 
> Dear Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Lindsay and Mr. Cabreros: 
> 
> I have been informed by DBI that they require the Project Sponsor of 2853-2857 to file for a Revision 
Permit b~cause the architect has informed them that the original drawings upon which the current 
permit is based have stated false information on the building measurements. 
> 
> Can you please inform me when will we be notified that drawings have been filed and when will we 
have an opportunity to view these drawings and to request a Hearing should we deem it necessary. 
> 
> As you know not only has the building height beer.i falsified, but the lifting of the building has been 
greater than 36 inches which was the height allowed by the City Planning Commission. 
> 
> Please let us know. 
> 
>Thank you, 
> Irving Zaretsky 
> Neighbors oh Broderick Street and Filbert Street 
> 
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From: 
To: 

Stephen Antonaros 
Cabreros Glenn 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Whitehead pam: I jodsay. Dayld: Sanchez. Scott 
2853 Broderick 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Monday, September 23, 2013 2:43:59 PM 
285?Broder!ck.92313.rearframlng.A1 pdf 
2857Broderlck.92313.reatf@mlng.A2..pdf 

Glenn, 

As you may recall the building at 2853-57 Broderick was subjected to fire damage which precipitated 
the whole renovation now underway. As part of a regular inspection, there was a correction notice 
made to obtain a new permit to allow partial replacement (up to 50%) of the fire damaged framing that 
was not discovered or noted to be there on the approved plans but discovered after removal of surface 
materials. 

This work is all required in the rear of the building where the fire damaged framing has been found and 
the scope of the permit (attached plans) is to merely replace in kind, framing at the rear. 

We attempted to obtain this permit over the counter but were told you should be OK with it first (given 
the permit _history, etc., etc.) So a note in the computer or a call to you to give the OK to issue is what 
we are requesting. 

So please, look this over and let me know that it can be cleared for an over the counter permit so this 
structural work which is now in limbo can be completed as part of the already approved plans, all work 
to be replaced in kind. 

Thanks. 

Any questions please call. 

Stephen 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
(415)864-2261 
www.antonaros.com 
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From: 
Toi 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Irving Zaretsky 
Duffit Joseph; Cabreros. Glenn 
timothy arcud@cowen corn; rwgoss@pacbell.net; rnjchael@jaegeanchugh.com: rnajtsaj@¥ahoo.com; 
kbgoss@pacbell.net; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericre!rners@gmall.com: dorinetowle@me.com: Kate Kardos: 
yjnce@cjtymarlsdey,com; <jones@forwardmgrnt.com; £mdllz; paulmajmaj@yahpo com; 
arnanda@hoenioman.com: fess)er. Thomas; Lindsay. Davjd: Sanchez Scott; ggwood@aol.com: elatl<jn@hm
gw;Qfil; Jbrooke@lml.net Brooke; brookesamp50n@yahoo.com Sampson; jnfo@cowhollowassociation.oro 
Re: 2853-2857 Broderick street--New Permits issued 
Sunday, October 06, 2013 3:20:35 PM 
New permits 2853 Brod .. pdf 
NOV 2853 Brod.pdf 

Dear Mr. Duffy and Mr. Cabreros: 

In response to the Sept. 28, 2013 email below, we are requesting that you suspend the permit at 2853 
Broderk:k and cause the work to stop pending resolution of the height issue and the 311 notification 
and Hearing before the City 
Planning Commission. 

We just found out that a new permit has been issued to the project sponsor (attached below) and the 
NOV issued May 20m 2013 has not been fully addressed. The height clarification has been under review 
by Scott Sanchez · · 
since July 16, 2013. It is now almost three months and no action has been taken. 

Application #201309247638 to rework the back of the property, the deck reconstruction and new 
framing was APPROVED on October 3, 2013 by DBI and by Glenn Cabreros at City Planning 'on 
9/24/2013. 
Application #201309066151 to remove and reduce steps at the north and south porticos and change 
doors with transoms at both locations has been submitted on 9/6/2013. 
Application # 201307010 to clarify height of building and to comply with Correction Notice 6/25/2013 is 
still under review by Scott Sanchez since 7/16/2013. 
Complaint # 201305201 NOV issued by Thomas Fessler on 5/22/2013-- the building lift non-compliant 
with plans, permit and City Planning Commission ruling i? still outstanding for over 4 months. 

We do not understand how a new permit could be issued when you do not have a set of plans with 
credible building measurement values. If you issued the permit based on the original plans, you know 
that'it has been acknowledged 
that those plans are false. If you issued the permit based on the revised plans, you are aware that the 
revised plans are false as well. We have previously indicated to you that .the height values are not as 
indicated on the plans 
but rather that the original building was less than 37' in heigj1t and the current height is over 40' at the 
northern elevation .. None of these plans have been submitted yet on a 311 notification to the neighbors 
and then reviewed by 
City Planning Commission on a DR basis as required by the rules. The project sponsor and the architect 
have refused to submit surveys by licensed surveyors to verify the revised plans as required by Joseph 
Duffy. 

Please advise, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 

On Sep 18, 2013, at 12:42 PM, "Duffy, Joseph" <joseph.duffy@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> Dear Mr. Goss and Mr. Zaretsky 
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> 
> Thank you· for your email .When DBI was made aware that there was a difference in height with the 
building we investigated the matter .We had site visits and meetings with the architect and a correction 
notice was issued .A revision permit was submitted to reflect the proper height of the building .At that 
time the architect acknowledged that there was an error with the existing height as shown on the 
approved plans .The building had already been raised .We decided along with The Planning 
Department at that time not to issue a stop work order .That decision was made because the error on 
the drawing would usually not warrant a full stop work order .In addition to that the Architect did 
cooperate with us and did file a revision permit to correct the error .I have contacted the Planning 
Department and if there is a delay in getting the height issue addressed then Planning or DBI may 
suspend the permit .I am waiting to hear back from Planning staff and then we can decide what our 
course of action will be .A lot of times we get criticized for our actions and in this case although you 
may not agree I believe we have been consistent in our process 
> 
> If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me . 
> 
>Thank you 
> 
> Joseph Duffy 
> Senior Building Inspector 
> 415 558-6656 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Richard Goss [mailto:rwgoss@pacbell.net] 
> Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2013 12:15 PM 
> To: Irving Zaretsky 
> Cc: Duffy, Joseph; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; 
vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; 
wmore@aol.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; Povlitz; Will Morehead; Fessler, Thomas; . 
info@cowhollowassociation.org; elarkin@hill-co.com; BrookeSampson Sampson; ggwood@aol.com; 
lbrooke@lmi.net Brooke · 
>Subject: Re: 2853-2857 Broderick street 
> 
> Thank you Mr. Zaretsky for addressing this matter so eloquently. It is far past time that someone 
should address this issue. It is inconceivable to me that the City & County of San Francsico can tum a 
blind eye to the gross violations and outright untruths in the applications thus far submitted. While the 
rest of the neighborhood is held to a standard that is consistent within the parameters of the rules of 
the Department of Building Inspections, this project seems to flaunt the system and has irreparably 
changed the atmosphere and skyline of the street. The violations of the rules and constantly changing 
nature of the project indicate that this project and the manager have no interest in acting in accordance 
with the regulations of the City & County of San Francisco. I trust that the DBI will make every effort 
to sort this matter out and ensure that the standards of the City & County are being met. Thank you 
again for your efforts in this matter. It seems that you are the only one interested in preserving the 
nature of this neighborhood. Karen and I stand with you. 
> 
> 
> Richard Goss 
> rwgoss@pacbell.net 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> On Sep 15, 2013, at 4:23 PM, Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com> wrote: 
> 
>> Dear Mr. Duffy: 
>> 
>>On behalf of the neighbors on Broderick street and Filbert street, I 
>> hereby request that you immediately suspend the permit for 2853-2857 Broderick street due to the 
failure of the Project Sponsor to proceed with the Hearing that City Planning has requested bf her in 
light of her submission of the revised plans for a Revision Permit. The Project Sponsor has proceeded in 
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bad faith to continuously violate the permitted height limits set by the Planning Commission for the 
building lift and for the overall height of the building. 
>> 
> > DBI and you have permitted the Project Sponsor to proceed with the 
>>completion of her building project prior to her submission of the 
>>revised plans to the Planning Commission. That makes the entire Hearing process before the 
Planning Commission a moot point and assures that alleged fraud is allowed to continue with impunity 
to the detriment of the neighborhood, and. it makes a mockery of the legitimacy of the review and 
Hearing process. Once the building is fully completed, what is the point of the Hearing. You are 
enabling a wrong doer to flourish in her wrong doing and to show that alleged fraud is the way to 
succeed. 
>> 
>>We, the neighbors in Cow Hollow, believe that one can build a building without fraud. Does DBI 
share our fundamental belief? 
>> 
>>We all have reviewed the Revised Plans submitted by the Project 
>>Sponsor to City Planning. On August 6th we reviewed all the plans and 
>>documents. On August 9th our surveyor surveyed the property once again. Our surveyor has 
surveyed the property three times now: on July 5, 2Q12; on April 24, 2013; and, again, on August 9, 
2013; and at each stage of the building process: prior to the lift of the building; after the lift of the 
building; and after the building was set on its current foundation. 
>> 
» WE HEREBY INFORM YOU THAT THE CURRENT REVISED PLANS .SUBMITTED BY THE PROJECT 

. SPONSOR TO DBI AND THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT ARE INCORRECT AND MISREPRESENTED, ONCE 
AGAIN. 
» THE STATED HEIGHT OF THE PRE-LIFT HEIGHT AT 37 FEET AND THE POST LIFT HEIGHT AT 40 
FEET ARE WRONG. THEY ARE ALLEGEDLY PURPOSEFULLY STATED THUS AND MISREPRESENTED TO 
GIVE THE ILLUSION THAT A 36" LIFT HAS OCCURRED WHEN IN FACT THE LIFT HAS BEEN WELL 
ABOVE 36". THESE PLANS ARE 'MADE AS INSTRUCTED'. . . 
>> 
>>Our survey shows that: 
>> . 
>> 1. The building is currently well ABOVE 40 feet in height as it moves from South to North, at the 
Northern elevation, 2. The building has been raised well above 36 inches as permitted by the Planning 
Commission. 3. At each stage of the construction from pre-lift to its present height the building has 
been CONTINUOUSLY RAISED AT EVERY STAGE AND THROUGHOUT THE CONSTRUCTION. 
>> 
>>In reviewing the paperwork submitted with the Revised Plans, the 
> > Project Sponsor did not submit her own survey measurements, as you suggested she would in the 
email below. The Project Sponsor has now refused to submit her own survey at every stage of the · 
inquiry. While you promised to have your Department do its own sur\iey, ,that never materialized. 
Therefore, we brought in our own surveyor. 
>> 
>>The original permit drawings were allegedly fraudulent as to building 
>>height measurements. It was not simply a scrivener's error, rather it 
>>was purposeful misrepresentation since the architect admitted (in previously submitted emails to 
you) that neither he nor the Project Sponsor ever secured height measurements and essentially just 
plugged in false numbers. Allegedly, this was done to distract the neighbors from the truth and to keep 
the submitted plans as 'low profile', literally and figuratively. 
>> 
> > The end result of that falsehood is that every Hearing that was 
>>noticed to the public from Planning Commission, through the Board of Appeals, through the CEQA 
Hearing at the Board of Supervisors, deprived the Community of Due Process. The false information 
acted as a filter to deflect concerned citizens from showing up and expressing their concerns when they 
could have, had the true measurements been known at the time. 
>> 
>>the current revised plans that the Project Sponsor submitted are incomplete. They only show the 
height measurement correction, but they fail to show all the other work that has been permitted along 
the way to date which would 
> > need to be reviewed by the Planning Commission. All the permits and approvals to date were given 
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based on FALSE INFORMATION AND ALLEGED FRAUD. 
>> 
» > It is the understanding of our neighborhood that TRUTHFUL AND ACCURATE 
>> PLANS ARE SUPPOSED TO BE HANDED IN BY THE PROJECT SPONSOR BEFORE A PERMIT IS 
RECEIVED. IT IS FURTHER OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT PERMITS ARE SUPPOSED TO BE ISSUED 
BEFORE A BUILDING IS BUILT AND COMPLETED AND NOT AFTER. 
>> 
> > By allowing the Project Sponsor to continue to complete her building . 
> > and then submit the issue to the Planning Commission, you are essentially saying that a Hearing is 
nothing more than a ministerial act by the PLANNING COMMISSION to rubber stamp a 'done deal' and 
to institutionalize the wrongful conduct for posterity as a precedent. 
>> 
>>The Projei::t Sponsor has had now nearly two months to submit her plans 
> > and submit the postage and filing fee to City Planning so that a Hearing would be set for the revised 
plans. She has refused to do this because she does not want to face the fact that, ONCE AGAIN, she 
has misrepresented the building measurements on her plans. 
>> 
>> She has done the same thing now to the Department of Public Works. 
> > For the last two months she has not submitted her postage so that notification can be sent to the 
neighbors for a Hearing. She is relying on your allowing her to finish her building so that once done she 
will be allowed to remain with the alleged fraud in tact. · 
>> 
> > Not only are the neighbors now deprived of DUE PROCESS, but by 
>> allowing her to complete her construction you are depriving the neighbors of the EQAUL 
PROTECTION OF THE LAW. Once the faulty plans are discovered and we are deprived of a Hearing in a 
timely manner you thereby deprive us of our right to be correctly informed of the plans prior to 
Hearings and prior to the building's completion. You are permitting the Project Sponsor to complete her 
building, on the one hand, but, at the same time, you are depriving us of the right that the rules give 
us to have Hearings· based on truthful documents and notices to the public in a timely way before the 
building becomes an accomplished fact. 
>> 
>>WHY THE DISCRIMINATION??????? ARE THE NEIGHBORS AND THE COW HOLLOW 
>>COMMUNITY A BUNCH OF USELESS, IRRELEVANT TAX PAYERS WHO HAVE NO RIGHTS????? WHY 
THE CONTEMPT FOR THE RIGHTS OF THE NEIGHBORS???? . 
>> 
>> EVERY DAY THAT GOES BY THAT YOU ALLOW THE PROJECT SPONSOR TO GO ON WITH 
CONSTRUCTION, AFTER SHE ONCE AGAIN SUBMITTED INCORRECT AND INCOMPLETE PLANS. AND TO 
FINISH HER BUILDING, WHILE WE, THE NEIGHBORS, ARE DEPRIVED OF OUR RIGHT TO A FAIR 
HEARING, IS A DAY DURING WHICH YOU ARE CHIPPING AWAY AT OUR FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS AND 
TO OUR DETRIMENT. 
>> 
>>THE CONSTRUCTION SHOULD BE HALTED IMMEDIATELY. THE PROJECT SPONSOR HAS BEHAVED 
ONCE AGAIN IN PROFOUND BAD FAITH .. 
>> 
> > We, the neighbors, have patiently waited for nearly two months for the 
>> Project Sponsor to do the right thing and immediately, upon receiving 
>>your NOTICE, submit revised plans for a Revision Permit and allow hearings to proceed promptly. 
We have demonstrated OUR GOOD FAITH IN THE PROCESS THAT YOU PROPOSED. We did not contact 
you or bother you and allowed you to see to it that the process had integrity and truthfulness, The 
Project Sponsor looked at it as simply an opportunity to progress ever forward without any 
accountability and without having to respond to your NOTICE in a timely way. 
>> 
.>>.THERE HAS TO BE FAIR PLAY IN THE APPLICATION OF THE RULES!!!!!! 
>> 
>>We respectfully request that you immediately suspend the permit for 
>> 2853-2857 Broderick and order the Project Sponsor to proceed with the 
>> public notice for a Hearing in front of the Planning Commission. We further request that the Project 
Sponsor submit a FULL SET OF PLANS of all the work that has been done to date and all the intended 
work for completion. THERE SHOULD BE NO PIECE M.EAL APPROACH TO THE PLANS. The Courts have 
ruled in previous CEQA cases, which we have previously cited, that the plans for public review be 
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submitted in their ENTIRETY AND NOT PIECE MEAL. 
>> 
» We have waited patiently and in good faith for DUE PROCESS to proceed with integrity and 
truthfulness, we are waiting for you to see to it that it does. The ball is now in your Court. 
>> 
> > Respectfully yours, 
>> 
>>Irving Zaretsky 
>>The neighbors on Broderick street and Filbert street 
>> 
>> 
>>On Jun 28, 2013, at 10:37 AM, "Duffy, Joseph" <joseph.duffy@sfgov.org> wrote: 
>> 
> > > Dear Mr Zaretsky 
>>> 
>>> Thahk you for your email .I am sorry for the delay in getting back to you .I had to take some time 
off recently to deal with personal matters. I spoke to the architect and he did acknowledge that the 
height of the existing building had been stated incorrectly on the approved drawings. I indicated that a 
revision permit would be required with Planning Department approval .We will issue a correction notice 
to document this errqr. We typically give between 14 and 30 days for a permit to be filed. I have seen 
this error occur before on approved plans and the same action is taken by DBI.I believe that the 
existing building height is stated wrong by 2 feet plus or minus. In regards to measuring the building it 
really is not necessary at this time because of the stated error on the drawings .DBI will make sure that 
the proper height is shown on the revision permit .This height probably should be done by a survey by a 
licensed surveyor. I will consult with my supervisors at DBI next week about the height issue .I will also 
be stopping by the site next week with Tom Fessler to check on the progress .The building has been 
raised 3 feet as you know .The work may proceed the project sponsor will take the risk that the building 
is approved by The Planning department at the corrected height. · 
>>> ' 

. >>>If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me. 
>>> 
> > > Thank you 
>>> 
»> Joseph Duffy 
>>> Senior Building Inspector 
»> 415 558-6656 

'>>> 
>>> -----Original Message-----
>» From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
>>> Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2013 9:55 PM 
>>> To: Duffy, Joseph 
>>> Cc: Fessler, Thomas; wmore@aol.corn; kbgoss@pacbell.net; 
>>> rwgoss@pacbell.net; maitsai@yahoo.com; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
>>> annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; 
>>> vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; 
> > > paulmaimai@yahoo.com; Povlitz; amanda@hoenigman.com; 
>>> timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; Will Morehead 
» > Subject: 2853-57 Broderick 
>>> 
>>> Dear Mr, Duffy: 
>>> 
>>>Will Morehead has informed the neighbors that he has heard from Inspector Thomas Fessler that 
you have not measured the building but that you spoke with the Project architect and that he confirmed 
that the building is NOT 37' tall as the Plans show but is 39' 11" tail as our survey shows. The Project 
Sponsor still refuses to show the building surveys referred to in her Certificate of Height prepared by her 
engineer, Gregory Cook. 
>>> 
» > Mr. Fessler indicated that the Project Sponsor will haye to apply for a REVISION PERMIT. Can you 
please tell us when is this going to happen. Work continues on the Project even though the plans, as 
they currently appear, misrepresent the physical height and physical reality of the building. 
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>>.> 
> > > Please let us know as soon as possible, 
>>> 
>>> Irving Zaretsky 
>>> The concerned neighbors on Broderick and Filbert Streets 
>>> 
>> 
> 
> 
> 
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11/12/14 Email re Continuance 
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From: Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014.11:53 AM 
To: '714515@gmail.com'; Mark Farrell; joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Cc: Catherine Stefani; Povlltz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; miChael@jaegermchugh.com; maltsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorlnetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmalmal@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead(; dod.fras~r@gmail.com; 
ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; Scott (CPC) Sanchez; 'Pam Whitehead' · 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick Hearing NO\.~ember 25th 

Sup. Farrell, we represent Pam Whitehead, the permit holder for 2853 Broderick Street. As you know, 
this fire damaged, vacant building has been subject to 2+ years of ongoing review by City agencies and boards, 
arising primarily from Mr. Zaretsky's continuous oversight of this project. For the reasons set forth below and 
the attachments to this email, we request that you not grant Mr. Zaretsky's request to continue the November 
25th hearing on Mr. Zaretsky' s appeal of the July 3, 2014 Categorical Exemption. Rather than detail the 
circuitous and complex permit/administrative history of this project, to facilitate your consideration of our 
position, I have attached excerpts of pertinent administrative documents and highlighted the relevant portions 
for your convenience. · 

To be clear, Mr. Zaretsky is asking for a continuance of the appe.al hearing he requested on the Class 1 
Categorical Exemption. The reason for the delay- to wait for issuance of the building pennit that is the focus of 
that very same Categorical Exemption -is based on bis erroneous understanding of pennit review under CEQA. 
Moreover, he states that he does not know what work the building permit will allow. In fact, this is the very 
same building permit for which he sought and was denied Discretionary Review (DR) by the Planning · 
Commission in September. Given his DR request and testimony before the Planning Commission, he is well 
aware of the scope of work authorized by this building permit. 

As you know, CEQA applies only to "discretionary actions". Review by DBI or other City agendes that 
review and sign off on the pending building permit application are not "discretionary actions"· under CEQA. 
Only the issuance of the permit by DBI constitutes an approval subject to CEQA, requiring a CEQA 
determinatfon. Here, a CEQA detennin;:ition has been made for this building permit (and the proposed sc<?pe of 
work) under the Categorical Exemption that Messrs. Zaretsky and Arcuri have appealed. However, due to the 
appeal, DBI cannot issue that building permit unless. and until the Board of Supervisors acts on the appeal. 
Once the Categorical-Exemption is upheld, then the building permit can be issued. To do otherwise, would 
result in an discretionary action without a final CEQA document.. Thus, what he is requesting is' not legally 
possible. · · -

The appeal hearing should proceed as it was requested by Mr.· Zaretsky based on facts that he was well 
aware of, including the pending issuance of the building permit by DBI. He should not be able to manipulate 
further the administrative review of actions needed for this building to become a livable home. Accordingly, 

- we respectfully request that the hearing on the appeal of the Categorical Exemption filed by Messrs. Zaretsky 
and Arcuri be held on November 25, 2014 as scheduled. 

1 
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RELEVANT FACTS 

-The Categorical Exemption before the Board of Supervisors on appeal was issued on July 3, 2014. It covers 
only the scope of work under the building peon.it th·at Mr. Zaretsky· seeks to have issued before the Board of 
Supervisors' hearing on his appeal of the Categorical Exemption. 

-This building permit is a "new" pennit, legally distinct and independent of any previously issued permits. That 
is. precisely why it was subject to its own CEQA review and DR. Mr. Zaretsky is thus wrong when he states 
that the CEQA appeal before the Board of Supervisors "includes the Permits reinstated by the Zoning 

·Administrator on October 15, 2014,,, To :further substantiate that the pending building permit is independent of 
any prior permit, the Planning Department scheduled a DR hearing on this permit. Mr. Zaretsky received by 
email the attached DR notice of this peon.it, with a detailed description of the proposed scope of'work, on July 

. 2, 2014. He and Mr. Arcuri filed DR Requests of that permit. The Planning Commission approved this permit 
at its September 18, 2014. As noted on the DR notice and on the Commission's agenda, the Commission's 
approval of the building permit was an "Approval Action" for appeal of the CEQA document. Messrs. Zaretsky 
and Arcuri chose to file their appeal based on the Commission's approval of the permit. They should not be 
able to bend the CEQA appeal process so painstaking modified in 2013 by the Board of Supervisors. 

-The Categorical Exemption on appeal makes clear the "project" or the scope·ofwork authorized by this 
permit It does not cover the breadth of work Mr. Zaretsky thinks it does. Mr. Zaretsky fails to acknowledge 
that much of that work was doJ:J.e under previously-issued permits that were themselves subject to the 
Categorical Exemption issued in 2012. The Board of Supervisors upheld that Categorical Exemption on an 
appeal brought by Mr. Zaretsky. 

-Contrary to Mr. Zaretsky's assertion, penrtlt review will not involve significant changes to the project by DBI 
or any other agency. Thus, there is no reason to expect that the plans that were approved by the Planning 
Commission on DR will be modified during plan check. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of our request. Please feel free to call or email me. 

Regards, 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

0 FARELLA BRAUN+ MARTEL LLP 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Stre~t 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.com 

From: 714515@gmail.com [mailto:714515@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, ·November 11, 2014 7:26 PM 
To: Mark Farrell; joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Cc: catherlne Stefani; Povlltz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@iaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; erlcrelmers@gmall.com; dorlnetowle@me.com; vlnce@cltymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos;· 
ciones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmalmai@yahoo~com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead(; dod.fraser@gmail.com; 

---e·thtJrston@qmeihee~Q@aebmm;.-Soott (CPC) SaAchez;_D.lck,..Ile:....._~.J-=~l-----~-------1~
u ~e : 

2 
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Dear Supervisor Farrell and Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board: 

We the Appellants, Tim Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, request a postponement of the Hearing for the project 2853-57 Broderick street 
pending the issuance by DBI of Pennitno. 201307010898 wfilchhas been routed to DBI for · 
review by the Zoning Administrator on October 16, 2014. See attachment below. 

The current appeal to the Board of Supervisors only includes the Pennits reinstated by the Zoning Administrator on October 15, 2014. 
Permit no. 201307010898 was routed to DBI on October 16, 2014 and is technically not . 
yet part of the Hearing. It has to be reviewed and issued by DBI. The Zoning Administrator stated at the Planning Commission 
Hearing that this is a NEW PERMIT which is composed of all past plans and pennits issued · 
for the job, all past executed work, all plans and permit applications for future work. It is supposed to be a comprehensive Permit of 
past plans, construction and pennits as well as future plans. Therefore, the issues relevant 
to the CEQA Hearing are contained within the NEW PERMIT as well as new plans which may have direct impact on the CEQA 
issues for revfew. 

We had hoped, in good faith, that the Pennit would have been issued by now and would allow us to see wb,at it :finally contains that is 
relevant to the issues for review by the Board of Supervisors. We have requested of DBI 
to let us know what the status of the Permit is but have not heard to date. 

The review by DBI of the permit may introduce new issues that impact the CEQA review. This happened in 2012 when Permit no. 
201103252893 was before the Board of Supervisors. Frequently the Building Code requirements 
are at variance with the City Planning, historical Preservation and environment issues. Such differences may require further CEQA 
review. 

Since it is in everyone's interest to have the Hearings bring :finality to the issues on appeal, it is necessary that the New Permit be 
issued by DBI and we can all learn what the :final content of that Pennit is and how it impacts . . 
the very issues currently before the Board of Supervisors. We do not want to be in the position that after the Board of Supervisors' 
. CEQA Hearing is complete that we then discover that the New Permit introduces new issues. 
that are eligible for CEQA review. · 

This predicament has come about because the reinstated pennits were addenda permits to the original permit 201103252893. They 
were issued piecemeal between September 2012 and February 5, 2014. Had the project 
sponsor submitted all her permit applications and plans at one time when she was asked to submit revised plans by the Notice of 
Correction issued on June 28,2013, we could have addressed all of these issues a year ago 
at one time. when such plans were required to be submitted to a 311 notification and processed through Hearings at that time. The fact 
that the current pennits have been split into reinstated pennits and a brand NEW PERMIT 
is the cause why we need to have the New Pennit issued and thereby have a complete and comprehensive picture of the issues that 
need to be addressed at the Board of Supervisor's CEQA Hearing. The NEW PERMIT . · 
contains all the elements currently before review and in addition new material that has to be reviewed in tenns of new CEQA issues 
which may arise. 

Again, we request to postpone the Hearing pending the issuance by DBI of Pennit no. 201307010898 that will allow us to have a full 
and complete view of what has been done and what is yet to be done in this project that 
requires a CEQA review and Hearing. 

Sincerely, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Tim Arcuri 
Appellants 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
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·SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission. Street Suile 40.0 San Francisco. CA 94103 

~. 'NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION . (SECTION 311) 
On July l, 2013 the Appiicant named below filed BP A No. 2013.07.01.089!htith thtl Cil:y and County of San Francisco. 

2853 Broderick Street 
FilbertJUnlon Streets 
0!1411002 
RH·l/40-X 

Applicant 
Address: 
City, Slate: 
Tele hone: 

Stepheri.Anton;i,ros, Arcltite~t 
2261 Market Street. #324 
San F~m:;isc11, CA ·94114 
415 864-2261 

You are receiving this notke as a property owner or resident within 150 feet o[ theptoposed project. 'You are notrcquired to 
take •my action. For more infomuition about the p.ropost!d project, or ~oexpress ccmcems about the project, plea.'*! ccmt;u:t lhe 
Applicant listed a})ove or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe ·that there arc exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances assodah:d with theprojed, you may request the Planning Commission to use its di~ionaty 

powers to review this application at a public: hearing. Appllcatlo~ requesting: a.Discretionary Review bearing must be filed 
during the 30-day review period, prior to tlu'!close of business.on the Expiration Datcsbown below, or the next business.day if 
that date is on a week-end or a legal hollday .H no l{equests fot Discretionary Revil~w are filed, this prOject will be approved 
by the Planning 1?epartment after the Expiration Date. 

Mem.bets of the public are nOl required to provid,e personal identifying. infm:mlitlun when they' communicate With the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral"i::ommunications, including submitted pexsonal ccmlacj:infonnation, .lll'o/ 
be made available to th~ public for inspetHon and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in' 
other public documents. 

' · · · '· . " ·. . : :·· . ., . P R 0 J E C:: T S C 0 PE . -~ .. ~ ': -.. 

D Demolition 
x Change or LJse 

x Rear Addition 
PROJECT F~A1'URES' 
Building Use 
Front Setback 

Side Setbacks 
Building Depth 
Rear Yard 

Buildlnn Height 
Number of Slorie5 
Number of Dwalllng Units. 
Number of Parking Spaces 

' 

D New Construction 

x Fayade Altemtlon(s) 

x Side Additlon 
AS APPROVED'! AS BUlt.T 

Two-family dwelling I No Change 
10 ~ti 1-0 feet 
6'@south & 2'@ north I No Change 
57 feet I No Change 
13 feet I No Change 
37' fo rid!Je / 40' lo ridge 
3 over garage/ ·~~o Change 

21 No Change. 
2/No Change 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

x Alteration 

D Front Addition 

x Vertical Additlon 
PROPOSED··, ... 
Slngle-famfly residence 
No Change 
2' @south & 2' @ north side· 
No Change 

. No Change 
No Change 
Na Change 
1 
No Change. 

•Undsr prevloosly r:1pproved BPA#2011.03.25.28~9, th¢ $ubject building was lifted 3 feet to the As.Built (~isling) condition at the 
subject property. During conslructlon It was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned helgnts disclosed under 
8PA#2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly slated and were deficient by 3 feet. The subject permit application has been filed to 
demonstrate that Iha subject building was lifted 3 Feet to a height of 40 feet. rather than to 37 r~1 as staled rn 
BPA#2011. 03.25.2839. The subject pennit application also proposes addilional work intjuding a dwelfing uni! merger from 2 lo 1 
unit and side and vertical additions to !he exlslfng buflding. A Discretlona()' Revlevt hearfrig, Cas.e No.. 2013.0433D, forthl!' prnJect 
is schedul~ fpr t2:00 p.m. on Thursday, AUg\lst.T. 2014 at ClltMall; 1 Dr. CarltJ:lO B. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San f tanclsco, 
CA Tueissu:ance of lhe building permit by the o:epartnient of Building lnspecitlon !)rthe Planning CommlsslM project.approval al 
a discretionary review hearinfl would constitute as the Apprmral Action for the project for the. purposes of. CEOA, pursuant to 
Section 31.04 of lhe Sah Francisco AdminlslratlveCode_ 

Fonnore inionnation, please cont.a cl Planning Deparfnlenl slalf: 
Planner: Glenn Cabreros 
Telephone (415) 558-ti169 
E-mnil: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.otg 

r-F :tc ~ riil ~Ii lt: (415) s1s .. 9010 

Para informacion en Espanol Ila.mar al: (415) 575-901 O 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address BJ ock/Lot(s} 

2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

IZJ Addition/ Ooemolition ONew . I 0PtojectModification· 
Alteration (requires. HRBR if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

,Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alterations: new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing dormer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

{ 

Nol~ If neit11er class auulies, an Uwironment'1l'Ermlmdfon .Awlicaticn iueqt1.lred. 

[Z] Class 1-Existing Fadlititis. mterior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principallv'Pennitted or with a CU. 

0 Class 3 -New ConstruC!tion. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling 'IUlits 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.. 

D dass_ 

- -~ 
STEP 2: CEQAJMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BYPROJECTPLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Applicntian is reqnired" 

D 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new p.irldng spaces or residential units?. 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer lo EP ..,ArcMnp > CEQll Cnlux De1en11inntlon Lnyers;. Air Pallulion Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map ot is suspected of 
containing hauirdous materials (based on il previous use such as gas station, auto rep11irJ dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
involve soil disturbance of 11ny amdunl or a mange of use from industrial lo . 

D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Departmen~ of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such docu.mentation must be appended to thlsfonn. ln all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit 11n 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap.:.. Maher layer.) 
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Historic Resource evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposetf Project 0 Demolition 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Oescrlplion 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853·2857 Broderick Street 

!8I Alteratlon 

The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to -the house, in~Judlng the construction of two roof decks, 
construction of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteratfon oHhe main entran.ce to lower the threshold 
approximately 1' and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear fac;ade. 

Please note that the pennit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
r.ermits regarding: height notal:ion and drawing accuracy. These correctlons do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. 

Project Evaluation 
1f the propurty h,;s been determz'ned lo be ff hisforical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
would materia11y impnir the resource 1md identifi; any modificatians lo ihe proposed project that may reduce tn' 

avmd i1ffpacts.. . 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

(g'.I The p:roject will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as propos'ed. 

0 The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

califomia Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

IEJ The project will not .cause a significant adverse impact tli a Califomla_ Rf!gister·eligible historic district. 
<:ft context as proposed. 

0 The project will ciuse a sigpificanl: adverse impact to a California Regis ter·eligible historic district or 
context as proposed. 

Proj ed Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet l:he Secretary of the Interior Standards for Mtabilitation and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853·57 Broderick Street or to the surround.ing 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Hisf;ork District such that the significance of the resource {the district) 
would be-materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. 

Stamlard 1. A. property will be used as it was historim1Jy or be given a new use that requires mi11im111 
change wits dfatinctive mnterfri.ls, features, spaces, mul spatlnl relationships. 
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SAN. FRANC1SGO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENc: 

Wl2 AUG 21 PM 4: IS 
Categorical E~emptio~ Ap_peal tlil.d"" 

1650 Missltlll st 
- .. Sulta40lJ 

2853~2857 Broderick· Street 

DATE: August 27, 2012 , · · 

San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2-479 

ReoepUon; 
415.658.6378 

FaX: ' 
TO:· 
FROM: 

Angela Calyillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisor~ 
Tina Tam, $ertlor Pr.e5ervati.on Platmer- Planning Department {~15) 558~6325 ' 
Sheller Caltagirone, Case Planner - Plarinlr\g Department ( 415) 558-6625 

'415.558:640~ 

RI:: 

HEARING PATE: 
ATTACHMENTS: 

APl:LICANT: 
APPELL.Aw:TS: 

· INTRODUPTION 

BOS File No. 120781 (Planning Case No. 2010.0394E] 
;Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 2853-2857 Broderick Street , 
SePtember 4, .2012 ' . 

. 
A. Planning· Department Categorical · Exemption Certificate including Historic 

~esourca Evaluation Re?ponse ~o · 
B; Photo~hs and Plans 
A. Appeal Letter 

Stephe;-t Antonaros, Ar~utect- 2261 Market Street, .#324 · 

Kate Polevoi, Zeeva Kardos & lrvjng ,Zaretsky- 2845-2847 Broderick S.treet' 

Craig Jones & Iv.!'icbael Jaeger - 28~7-2839 Broderii:k Street' 
Erle & Kelda Reimers ~ 2865 Broderick Street 
Rob & J enrrifer Povlitz - 2869 BroderiCk St:Ieet 
Don & Ann Morehead - 2715 Filbert Street 

This memorandum and the attached docmnents are a response to the letter of app~ru to the Board of 
~ Supervisots (t:l:i.e "Boar!F.)· regarcling"t:he P1ann1ng·Departmenf~ _(the ''Deparbnenf') issuani;:e of a 

Categorical Exemption under the California Environmental Quality 'Act.{"CEQA Determination") for a 
project at 2853--2857"Bro'derick Street (the.f'Proje~l''). ' . 

The Department, pursuant to Title .14 0£ the CEQA Guidelines, issued <! Categorical Exemptibn' for 2853-
28&7 Broderick-Street on :February13, 2.011, finding that the proposed project will not have an adverse 
impact to a hlstoric resource. · . · · · . ' . · 

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold :the Departm~t's" de_claion to issµe a ~ategorlcal 
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Depa:rb:nent' s decision to issue a categoFical exemption 
and retuln. the project to the Deparlment staff for additional. environmentai :r.eviewi. · 

SITE. DESC;RIPTlON & PRESENT USE 

·Tue project site contains a tbree-st.ory-ove;r-bas'ement buildmg containing !:Wo dwelling units. The fust 
£1.oor aboV"e the pasement level ~i:ttams one dwelling unit ·with~ imtry along the south side fa9ade. ?Ji.e 

~·sw£afnmg.org 
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Board of Superv!$ors Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date~ September 4, 2012 

CASE NO. 2010 • .03S~e 
2853-2857 Broderick .street 

- second and' thb;~ floors are oc.arpied by the second dwellng unit with its. own entry on .the northern side 
: of the front fa~ade. The project lot measures approximately 34.5 :feef-wide by $0 fee~ deep with an area of 
2,760 square feet. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal mvolves raising the building by·approximatelr, thr.ee (3) £eet to insert a garage at the grotind 
floor level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb 
cut The project would ad,d approximately 680 square feet (sf) of residential space to the existing 3,774-sf 

. building resulting in 4,454 total sf. . . . 

BACKGROUND 

Jan~ary 17, 20±1 

February S, 2011 

Aprll 27, 2011 

.· 

Octebei-6, 2011 

:N'ovettLber17,2011 

June W, 2012 

. ' 

Historic Resource Evaluatlon Response was issued stating a historical resource 
was identified and finding. that the project would not cause significant adverse 
impacts to the resource. 

The Department detemrlned. ihat the proposed project is ·exempt/excluded ·from 
environmental reyiew, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class Qne -
Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, ·(e) Additions to e:x:islfug ~dutes· 
provided that the addition will nof resuit :i:n an ·ku:tease of mere than 10;000-
square feet). · 

The Zoning A~ 1te1d a public hearing on Varianre-Ap-plli:a.tion ·Nlli 
2010.0:394V. Per Planning Code.Section 3~ public notlficafion for the associated 
building pemilt application,. No • .2.011.03.25.2839, was cOnduct:ed from June 1~ 
2011 to July: 13, 2011. On July 1, 2.011, a request for Discrettoriary Review reque&t 
Case No, 2P10.0394D, was filed by the owner of the adjacent building directly 

. south of the stibject Jot. From August BJ 2011 to September 6, 2011, the: project 
was re-not;f-ced purf>l;lanf to Section 311 to cottect ~ error regar~g the height 
limit as depicted on the plans mailed with the original notice. The project sc.ope
of-w6rk was not revised betw'een the time of the initial notice and the re.-notice. 

The Planning Commission held a Discretionaty Review ~earlng (Case No. 
· 2010.03940} and approved the building permit application for the pr-oposed 

project per Discretionary Revie\l\r Action No. DRA~229. 

Variance decision letter isst;ted/grante~ by Zoning Administrator. 

:{ssuance of Building Petmit appealed to the Eoard 0£ Appeals. Board. of Appeals 
upheld issuance of ~uilding permit. 
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2656 

2 



2012 Motion Upholding CatEx 

2657 



~ I .. : I .. • • 

FJLE NO. 120782 MOTION NO. 

1 [Affirming the Exemption Determination - 2853-2857 Broderick Street} 

2 

3 Motion affirming the determination by the Planning Department that a project located at 

4 2853-2857 Broderick Street is exempt from environmental review~ 

5 

6 WHEREAS, The Planning Department has determined that a project located at 2853· 

7 2857 Broderick Street is exempt from environmental review under the Calffornia 

8 Environmentaf Quality Act C'CEQA'1, the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative 

9 Code Chapter 31. The proposed project involves raising the building by approximately three 

10 feet to Insert a garage at ground level, expanding the ground floor level and creating a new 

11 curb cut. By letter to the Clerk of the Board, Kate Polevoi, on behalf of Zeeva Kardos, Irving 

12 Zaretsky, Craig Jones, Michael Jaeger, Eric and Kelda Reimers, Rob and Jennifer Povlitz, 

13 and Don and Ann Morehead (Appellants), received by the Clerk's Office on July 10, 2012, 

14 appealed t.he exemption determination. The Appellants provided a copy a Certificate of 

15 Determination, Exemption From Environmental Review, issued by the Planning Department 

16 on July 3, 2011, finding thiq proposed project exempt from environmental review under CEQA 

17 Guidelines Class 1 (14 Cal. Code. Regs. §15301); and 

18 WHEREAS, On September 41 2012, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to 

19 consider the appeal of the exemption determination filed by Appellants, and foilowing.the 

20 public hearing affirmed the exemption determination; and 

21 WHEREAS, In reviewing the appeal of the exemption determination, this Board 

22 reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeal fetters, the responses to 

23 concerns document that the Planning Department prepared, the other written records before 

24 the Board of Supervisors and all of the public testimony made ln support of and opposed to 

25 the exemption determination appeal. Following the concluslon bf the public hearing, the Board 
Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 

8/30/2012 
originated at: v:\legrs support\electronlc attachments\2012 - ad files\120782.doc 

revised on; 8/30/2012- v:\legis support\ele.ctronlc attachmen!s\2012 - ad files\ 120782.doc 
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1 of Supervisors affirmed the exemption determination for the project based on the written 

2 record before the Board of Super\risors as wen as all o'f the testimony at the public hearing in 

3 support of and opposed to the appeal. The written record and oral testimon'y in support of and 

4 opposed to the appeal and deliberation of the· oral and written testimony at the public hearing 

5 before the Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in supp·ort of and opposed to the 

6 appeal of th~ exemption determination ls in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 

7 120781 and is incorporated in this motion as though set forth in its entirety; now therefore be it 

8 MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County·of San Francisco 

9 hereby adopts as its own and incorporates by reference in this motion, as though fully set 

1 O forth, the ~xemption determination; and be it 

11 FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that based on the whole 

12 record before it there a.re no substantial project changes, no substantial Changes in project 

13 circumstances, and no new information of substantial importance that would change the 

14 conclusions set forth in the exemption determination by the Planning Department that the 

15 proposed project is exemptfrom environmental review, and be it 

16 FURTHER MOVED, That after carefully considering the appeal of the exemption 

17 determination, including the written information ?Ubmitted to the Board of Supervisors and the 

18 public testimony presented to the Board of Supervlsors at the hearing on the exemption 

19 determination, this Board CQncludes that the project qualifies for a exemption determination 

20 under CEQA. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

2659 

Page2 
8/30/2.012 

ort\electronlc attachments\2012 - ad tiles\120782.doc 



I . • ·. ~.::· .. • ··-·· ... I " : •.. ... -
.. . ' 

City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 
Motion: M12-103 

City Hall 
l Dt. Cl!tlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94 l00-4!>8!> 

F11e Number: 120782 Date Passed: September 04, 2012 

Motion affirming the determination by the Plannin9 Department .that a project located at 2853-2.857 
Brodetick Street is exempt from envlronmenlal review. 

September 04, 2012 Board of Superv(sors - APPROVED 

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Bsbemd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Olague 
and VViener 

File No. 120782 - l hereby certify that the foregoing Motion · 
was APPROVED on 9/4/2012 by the Board of 
Supervisors oftha City ahd County of San 
Francisco. 

City and Coun(V of Srm Frm1clsco Ptinted ot 11 :1fi ll/11. (111. 'l/5/JJ 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING .DEPARTMENT 

Case No.~ 
Praject Title: 
Zonii1g: 

Certificate of Determination 
Ex.emption from Environmental Review 

2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
RH-2 (Residential, Housei Two--Family) 
40-X Height and Bu1k District 

1650 Mission St.· 
SUilll400 
San Francisco, 
CA 941D3·247ll 

Re~aption: 

416.558.6378 

F~ 
415.55B.B409 

Black/Lot: 
Lot Sfuir. 
Project Sponsor. 

0947/002 
2,7fi/ square £eet 

· Plar\nlng 
lnlormaii!lli: 
415.55B.6317 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCR.lPTlON: 

Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
(415) 864-2261 
Shelley Caltagirone- (415) 558-6625 
shelley .cal!agirone@sfgov.org. 

The proposal involves raising 1;he building by approximately three (3) feet to insert a garage at t1;ie ground 
floor level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of lhe building.. and creating a new curb 
cut. The project wouln add appro'Fimately 680 square feet (sf) of residential space to the existing 3,774-sf
bwlding resulting in 4,454 total sf. The project site is lo.cated on a block bounded by Filbert Street, Union 
Street, Broderick Street, and Baker Street in the Cow Hallow neighborhood, 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (Stale CEQA Guidelines Section 1530l( e}(l) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

1 do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Bill Wycko 
Environmental Rev ew Officer 

~ Stephen Antonaros, Architecti Project Sponsor 
Inger Conrad, Property Owner · 
Shelley Caltagirone, Prl!servation Planner 
Supervisor Farrell (via Clerk of the Board) 

' 

2662 

i7? J.;2D// 
Date 7 

Vkna Byrd, M.D.F. 
Distr1butlon List 
Historic Preservation Distdbutlon List 



Exemption from Environmental Review 

REMARKS (continued): . 

Case No. 2010.0394E 
2~3-1857 Broi:lerlck Street 

In evaluating whether the proposed project WotJld be exempt from environmental review under the 
. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the buildings 
located on the project site are historical ·resources. The·subject p10perty is included on the Planning 
Department's .1976 Architectura1 Survey with a rating of "1" and was listed as a c0ntributor to a historic 
district in the National and California Registers in 1983 according t6 the Planning Department's Parcel 
Information Database (register form cannot be located). Under the Planning Depar~ment's CEQA Review 
Procedures for H.istorlc Resomces, the property is considered a "Category A" known historic resource. 

N; described in the Histork Resource Evaluation (ERE) MemorandUD:)1 (attached), the 2853-2857 
Broderick Street property is listed on the National Register as a contributing bttikling within a historic 
district. 11te :register form could not be located; how.ever, based upon a review of the surtounding 
architecture, the district appears to be ~ignificantunder Crltetlon 3 (Archi'tecture) as a collection of late 
19u.~ and early 201h-cent:my buildings dating from the earliest period of :residential development in the 
c;ow Hollow/Paclftc Heights neighborhood. The majority oHhe buildings are 2-3 stories in scale; are dad 
in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of. building forms mcludlng a defined base, 
body, and cornice; .display punched window openings, often· containing wood-framed windows; and 
dil!play .rich·architectuial deta1ls and ornamentation. The pedod of significance for this disMct appears to 
be approximately 1870-1930. The construction date oJ. the subject b\1i1ding places it Within the period of 
significance identified fo:r the surrounding historic district. Furthermore, the property retalns sufficient 
historic integrity to convey their historic significance. As such, the property is considered a historic 
resour.aefor the pmposes of CEQA. 

Since the building wu d.etei;mined to be a histol'fo resource, the Planning Department assessed whether 
the proposed.project would materlaUy impair the resource. ~Department determined that tbe project 
would not cause a subsl:antial advei:$e.change .in the resource such that the significance of the resource 
would be materially .impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project's potential to impact 
the historic resource, 

'* The propo~ed pto/et:I would retain the historic residential t1se at the site and would not alter the 
liullding in~ way that would harm its ability' to 'corivey its significance as a First Bay Ttaditlon
style building dating from the Colv Hollow/Pacific Hei~hts earliest period of development. 

• No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples Of craftsm;inship 
would be affec:ted._l)y the· proposed project. Whil~ lfle height of the ground floor !eve.I wiJJ be 
increased by approxlmately three ·(3) feet, the change would not significantly impact the overall 
proportions of the three-story fa\<\de, The new' garnge door opening would occur at the new 
raised· portion of the building and would not cause the removal of historic material. Although i:he 
entry stairs would be exlended to accommodate the new height; they are not original to. the 
building so that theit replac:emen! would not remove historic material. 

' MernOJ.'andum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Plrumer, 
Major Environmental Analysis, January 14, 2011. 

2 . 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

MBA Pla11mm Breu Bollinger 
Projecf Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Block/Lot: 0947/002 
Case No.: 2010.03.94£ 
Date of Review; January 14, 2011 
Plnmting Dept. Reviewer; Shelley Caltagirone 

(415) 558-6625 J shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.o~g 

PROPOSED PROJECT D Demolitl~n 123 A Iteration 0 New Construction 

PROJECT DESCR1PTION 

1650 Mlsslqn St. 
Stliln40D . 
San Francisco, 
<iA94108·2479 

Recepllon: 
415.558.6378 

Fai 
415.558.6409 

PJannina 
lnfnmrallcn: 
415.558.6377 

The proposal involves raising the building by apptoximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor 
levei expanding the ground floor level tow:rrds the rear of the building, and creating a new cuxb cut. The 
project would add approximately 680 square feet of residential space to the existing 3,774-square-foot~ 
bui!di~g resulting in 4,454 total square feet. 

PRE·EXISTtNG HISTORIC RATING f SURVEY 

The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 A.rchitectu;raI Survey with a rating of 
"l'r and was listed as a contributor to a hlstor.ic district in the National and California Registers i.n 1983 
accotding to the Planning Department's Parcel Infurrnation Database (register form cannot be located). 
The property is considered a "Category A" (l<nown Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the 
PJanning Department's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} review procedures. 

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The 2,757-square·foot parcel is located on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets, The 
property is 1ocated wlthin the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an 1.m-2 {Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zon!~ D.!strlcl: and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The area includes a range of residenli.al . 
buflding types, including larger ~ing.le-family detached residences at the higher elev'ations and two

fam-ily residences or multi.family structul'~ ott corner Jots and at lower elevations. The houses iu-e 
designed in a variety of styles dating from the late 1911. .:and early 2().lh-century, which reflect the. various 
stages of development within the neighborhood. Visual continuity is. mixed in terms of style; however, 
there is a strong pattern of massing and ~a.terials along the immediate block. 

The Pacific Height-s/Cow Hollow Area was incorporated into San Francisco in 1850 as part of the Western 
Addifion annexation. Up Until the 1870s1 the. area included the scattered vacation homes of the. wealthy 
but was c.omprised mainly of c;lairj .farms, grazing land, and windswept dunes. Beginning in the 1870s, 
the neighborhood's proximity to the downtown, the extension of graded streets and cable cars, as well as 

. the dramatic bay views made this area one of the most prestigious enclaves in San Francisco. By 1900, the 
area ~as well known as the City's most fashionable neighborhood. This notoriety attracted many 0£ the 

www.s:fplanning.org_ 
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Exemption from Envitorunental Review Case No. 2010.0394.E 
2853·2.857 Broderick Street 

" Th·e proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the 
building ~r the siie as it wouid be cons.tructed at the rear 0£ the building, which is not visible 
from the adjacent public rights-of~way, The proposed garage door at the fron\ fa~ade would be 
placed flush with the p lone of the fa~ade so as to retain the volume of the building at its base. The 
door would also be constructed of solid wood and details to be compatible with the historic 
design. 

The proposed project would involve the addition of ;ippr.rodmately 680 sf of residential space to the 
. existing 3,774-sf-building resulting in 4,454 total sf. CB'.QA State Guidelines Section lo301(e}(l), or Class 1, 
provides for additions to existing &tructures provided that the addition would not result more than 50 
percent of the floor area of-the structure before lhe addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The 
proposed project would make alterations to an existing s!ruc~re and add approximately 680 sf to the 
existing 3,774-sf ol bu!ldfng area. The proposed project therefore meets the criteria of Class 1. 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall m~t be used for an 
activity where there is a :reasonable poss!bility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. Section 15300.2(f) specifically st<1tes that a categorical 
·exemption shall not be used for a projed that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historkal .resource< As described above, the proposed project would not cause a subst<1ntial adverse 
change in the significance 0£ the historical resource under Section 15300,2(£). Given this fact and the 
nature of the proposed project, the exemption provtded for in CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e), or 
Class 1, may be used. Th.ere are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the proposed project iliat 

. would suggest a reasonable possibility of a simificant environmental effect. The project would be exempt' 
under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt 
from environmental review. 

SAN ~RANCISCO 
l'LANllllNG DEPARTMENT 3 
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SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 
(CONTINUED FROM REGULAR MEETING OF AUGUST 7, 2014 WITHOUT HEARING) 

Date: 
Case No. 
Project Address: 
Permit Application: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact; 

Recommendation; 

PROJECT DESCRtPTION 

September 11, 2014 

2013.0433DDD 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 

2013.07.01.0898 
RH-2 [Resid~ntlal House, Two-Family] 
40-X Height and Bulk District 

0947/,00:2 
Stephen Antonaros, Architect. 
2261 Mark~t Street, #324 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
Glenn Cabreros - ( 415) 588-6620 

glerin..cabreros@sfgov.org 

Do not take Discretionary Review and approve 

The project proposes to clarify a height discrepancy approved under Building Permit: Application No. 

2011.03.25.2839, \Vhich p_er.rl1itted the existing three-story-over-basement, two-m1it building to be lifted 3 
feet to insert a two-c~ g~r~ge within the baserne~1t levei. Tl~at project w.a~ considered and approved by 
the Planning Commission in 2011 tmder Case No. 2010.0394D, The current project also proposes 

a\iditional ·work including a dwelling unit merger from 2 units to 1 unit, a side horizontal addition at the 

south side fai;ade, and vertical additions and rear foi;ade alterations to construct dormers and a deck at 

the roof/attic level. 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND.PRESENT USS 

The proj.ect site contains a three-story-over-basement building containing two dwelling units. The first 
floor above the basement level contains one d·welling unit with an entry along the sou th side fai;ade. The 

second and third floors are occupied by the second dwelling unit with its own entry on the northern side 

of the from fa~ade. The project lot measures !lpproximately 34.5 feet wide by 80 feet deep with an area of 
2,760 square feet; 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The circa 1900 subject building is one of a group of four detached buildings that have similar massing, 
scale, side setbacks and architectural expression. The adjacent building to the norf4 is a three-story-over

basement, fy!ro-unit building at the intersection of Broderick and Filbert Streets with. a two-car garage 

accessed from Filbeit Street. The adjacent building to the south is a two-story-plus-attic-over-basement, 

vvww.sfplan n ing.org 
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Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
September 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street . 

tvvo-unit building. In general, the subject block face is ch!}l'acterized by three-story-over-basement/garage 
buildings, while the opposite block £ace is characterized by .:four•story structures {two, two-story building 
do exist on the opposit~ block face, but closer towards Unior;, Street). The subject block face is within the 

RH-2 Zoning Disl:rict, while the most of the opposite block face is wit:h.in the RH-1 Zoning District. The 
subject property is wi.thjn the Cow Hollow neighborhood and subject to the Cow Hollow Design 
Guidelines. 

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 

311 Notice 30days July 7, 2014, -August6, 2014 April 9, 2013 August 7, 2014 

The DR File Date above reflects the filing date of the Dwelling Unit Merger application, Case No. 
2013.0433D. 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

Posted Notice 10 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days 

PU,BLIC COMMENT 

Other neighbors on the block 
or directly across the street 

July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 dayS' 

July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 days 

DR re uestors & various nei hbors 

The previous DR reque,stor (Case No. 2010.0394D), Irving Zaretsky, owner of 2845-2847 Broderick Street, 
directly south and adjacent to the project, who opposed the original building permit application that 
approved the lifting of the puilding 3 feet, continues to be opposed to the currept project 

DR REQUESTORS 

The subject DR request, Case No. 2.013.0433D, is. a Mandatory DR request as the project was previously 
heard by the Commission as a publicly-filed DR request under Case No. 2010.03940. 

Due to the appraised value of eam of the two dwelling units proposed to be merged to result in a single~ 
family residenee, the proposed dwelling unit merger is exempt from a Mandatory DR hearing as each 
dwelling unit is above the affordability thresholds of Planning Code Section 317. 

2 

2668 



Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
September 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

In addition to the Mandatory DR cases al;iove, two Discretionary Review requests were filed by members 

of the public: 

Irving Zaretsky, owner of 2845-2847 Broderick Street, direc!:ly south and adjacent to the project. (Mt. 

Zaretsky is the original DR request.for the projed that proposed to llit the building thl'ee feet under DR 

Case No. 2010.0394D.) 

Timothy Acuri, resident of 2853 Broderick Street, across Broderick Street from the project. 

PUBLICLY-FILED DR REQUESTOR1S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Mr. Zaretsky' s issues: . 
Issue #1: With regard to the physical envelope of the proposed project, Mr. Zarestsky states that the 

height and lift of the existing building exceeded the scope of the original permit. He also has concerns 
regarding the additional expansion of the building and the merger ofthe two dwelling units into a single
family· residence. Mr~, Zaretsky would like to see the building lowered and the proposed expansions 
removed from the project to allow the building to be restored to its original condition. 

Issue #2: Mr. Zaretsky is concemed tha.t the project will remove historic materials. The current. proposal 
has been reviewed by Environmental and Historical Preservation staff. The project is found: to be 

appropriate, and was issued a Categorical Exemption per CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act). 

Issue #3: M:r. Zaretsky has concerns regarding excavation and drainage. Excavation and drainage issue/?· 
do not fall under the purview of the Planning Code or the Residential Design Guidelines, as such issues 
are under the jurisdiction of the Birllding Code. 

Mr. Acuri's issues: 
Issue #1: Mr. Acuri states that he did not have the opportunity to review the revised plans and that due 
process was not served in obtaining the original permit application which proposed to lift thf:l building. 

J.<eference the Discretionary Review Applications for additional information. The Discretionary Review 
Applications from the publicly~filed DRs are attached_ documents, 

ISSUES AND CONDSIDERATIONS 

Height Correctio:ll! Under previously approved Building Permit Applica~on No. 2011.0325.2839, the 

subject building was lifted 3 feet to the As·Built (existing) condition at the subject property. During 
construction it was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned heights disclosed on the plans 

under "Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly stated, and the dimensions 

stated on the plans were deficient by 3 feet. The subject pennit application has been filed to demonstrate 
that tlie subject building was lifted 3 feet, however to a height of 40 feet, rather than to 37 feet as stated in 
BPA No. 2011.03.25.2839. 
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Discretionary Review - FuH Anafysis 
September 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013,{14330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

2 to 1 Dwelling Unit Merger: Per the apprai~al s:ubmitted by the applicant, the dwelling unit merger 
may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator as each dwelling unit is above the 

affordability tlll'esholds of Planning Code Section 317 and not subject to a Mandatory DR heru:ing. 

Additional Alterations beyond Original Approv.tl: As part of the subject permit application, the project 
sponsor (a new owner of the project) has consolidated all desired work at the property into the subject 
permit application. As vie·wed from the public right-of-way, the Deparhnent finds l:he proposed side 
horizontal additions would retain the side spacing pattern that is created by the existing buildings on the 

subject block face of Broderick Street. The Deparbnent is supportive of the alterations at the allic/roof 
level, as i:he altera:1ions are within i:he existing building fOotprlnt, include a reduction of the building 

envelope and the alterations at the roof level are behind the main roof ridge th~t is parallel to the front 
fa\:ade and therefore the roof alterations would be minimally visible from the public right-of~way. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
.. 

The consolidation of all work into one project/permit application required additional Environmental 
Review per Case No. 2013.04338. On July 3, 2014, the Department determined that the proposed project 

is exempt from environmental review. See attached Categorical Exemption Certificate, 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

Upon review of the subject permit application, the Department recommends the Commission not take DR 

and approve the project based on the following: 

• The correction to the building height as dimensioned on the plans should be approved, as the 
building was lifted 3 feet, which is consistent with the Commission's prior approval of BP A No. 

2011.03.25.2839 per Case No. 2010.0394D. 

• The proposed side additions would retain the existing development pattern as viewed from the 
public right-of-way. 

• n1e proposed vertical additions are proposed within the existing building footprint and would 

be minimally visible from the public right-of-way. 

• The proposal has be.en reviewed as one consolidated project, including Environmental Review of 
the project in its entirety for the purposes of CEQA. 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take Discretion.iry Review and approve the project. 

Attachments: 

DR Applications submitted by Irving Zaretslq1 and Timothy Acuri 
Categorkal Exemption Certificate 
Section 311 Notification for current project (BP Aft 20132.07.01.0898) 

DR Report, Case No. 2010.0394D, dated September 29, 20ll 

DR Action Memo, DRA-0229, dated November 1, 2011 

Project Sponsor Submittal: Response .to Discretionary Re-view and Reduced Plans 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

November 17, 2014 -= : -----·-&-----·· 
·Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning 
Department 

RE: Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 2853-2857 
Broderick Street; Assessor's Block 0947, Lot .002 
Plarutlng Department Case No. 2013.0433E 

HEARING DATE: November 25, 2014 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 4DG 
San FrantiSco, 
CA 94103-2:479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
· Information: 

415.558.6377 

Attached is the Planning Department's memorandum to the Board of Supervisors regarding 
the appeal of the categorical exemption for 2853-2857 Broderick Street. We have also mailed 
copies of the memorandum to the pr~ject sponsor and appellant. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Shelley Caltagirone at 415-558-
6625 or shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org. 

Tharikyou. 

Memo 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

' 1650 Mission St. 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 
ATTACHMENTS: 

Categorical l;xemption Appeal 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 

November 17, 2014 

· Angela Calvillo, Cl.erk of the Board of Supervisors 
Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer - (415) 55~9048 
Shelley Caltagirone - (415) 558-6625 

Planning Case No. 2013.0433~ 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
November 25, 2014. 

Attachment A- October 20, 2014 Appeal Letter from Irving Zaretsky and Tim 
Arcuri (Exhibit A of Letter of Appeal is the July 3, 2014 Exemption from 
Envi!onmental Review and June 24, ·2014 Historic Resource Evaluation 
Response) 

PROJECT SPONSOR: StephenAntonaros, Architect, (415) 864-2261 

APPELLANT: Irving Zaretsky, (415) 559-68~5; Tim Arcuri, (415)710-5550 

INTRODUCTION 

SuitB400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.55&.6377 

'This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors (the "Board") regarding the Planning Department's (the ''Department") issuance of a 
Categorical Exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA Determination") for the 
proposed 2853-2857 Broderick Street project (the "Project''). 

'The Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a Categorical Exemption for the 
Project on July 3, 2014 fui.ding that the proposed Project is exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality.Act (CEQ;A) as a Cl.ass 1 categorical exemption. 

The decision pefore the Board is whether to uphold the Department's decision to issue a categorical 
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department's decision to issue a categorical 
exemption and return the project to the Department staff for additional environmental review. 

SITE DESCRIPTION & EXISTING USE 

The project site contains a three-story-over-basement building containing two dwelling units. The first 
floor above the basement level contains one dwelling unit with an entry along·the south side fa~de. The 
second and t:hlrd floors are occupied by the second dwelling unit with its own entry on the northern side · 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: November 25, 2.014 

CASE No. 2014.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

of the front fa\;Clde. The project lot measures approximately 34.5 feet wide by 80 feet deep with an area of 
2,760 square feet 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

' The Project calls for a dwelling unit merger from two units to one unit, exterior changes to the house, 
·including the construction of two roof decks, construction .of dormers on the horth and south slopes of 
the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry 
porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; alt~ration of main entry steps to reduce the height; 
alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold approximately 1' and addition of a transom above 
the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear fa~ade. 

Please note that the permit plans associated with this Project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits· regarding height notation and drawing accuracy.1 These correction5 do not conStitute physical 
changes to the property. 

BACKGROUND 

On March 2, 2014, the Department determined that the Project was categorically exempt under CEQA 
Oass 1 - Existing Facilities, and thaJ no further environmental review was required. 

On October 20, 2014, an appeal of the Categorical Exemption Determination was filed by Irving Zaretsky 
and Tim Arcuri. 

CEQA' GUIDELINES 

Categorical Exemptions 

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code requires that the CEQA Guidelines identify a list of 
classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and aie 
exempt from further environmental review. 

In response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found that certain -classes of projects, which 
are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through i5333, do not have a significant impact on the 
environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requirement for the. preparation of further 
environmental review. 

The CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(2), or Oass 1, provides an exemption from environmental 
review for additions to existing structures :erovided that the addition will not result in an increa8e of 
more than 50 percent. of the floor area of the structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, 

" Under ~previous permit process, the building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the 

ground floor level was·expanded 680 square feet towards the rear of the building. A Oass 1 CEQA exemption was issued on July 3, 

2011 and the work was reviewed and approved by the Dep~ent in 2011 under Case No. 2010.0394R 

SAN FRANCISCO 2 
PL.ANNINO DEPARTMENT 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: November 25, 2014 

CASE No. 2014.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street. 

whichever is less. The Oass 1 Categorical Exemption also allows for demolition and removal of 
individual small structures including up to three single-family residences. Therefore, the proposed 
dwelling unit merger and building addition would be exempt under Oass 1. 

In· determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA State Guidelines 
Section 15064(£) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects 
shall be based on substantial evidence ll;l the record of the lead agency. CEQA State Guidelines 15604(£)(5) 
offers the following guidance: "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence 
that is clearly inaccurate or erroneolis, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial 
evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and 
expert opinion supported by facts." 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The concerns ·raised in ·the October 20, 2014 Appeal Letters are cited below and are followed by the 
Department's responses. 

Issue 1: The Appellants c<;mtend that "the 36-inch permitted lift was a height that was negotiated 
ba.sed on the wrongful statement that the building was 34-feet in height." 

-
Response 1: Please note that the Planning Department is not a signatory to the cited Agreement and is 
not responsible for enforcing its terms. The permit plans associated with this project did rectify 
discrepancies in previous permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections did 
not constitute physical changes to the existing property. Nonetheless, this is not a CEQA issue. Whether a 
previously-approved permit contained discrepancies is not a CEQA impact, as the Categorical Exemption 
issued for that permit remains valid. Work recently completed at the project site resulted in raising the 
building approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fac;ade. This work, in. combination with the 
currently proposed work, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a 5ubstantial adverse 
change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding Cow Hollow First 
Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) would be materially 
impaired.. The building still retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its 
significance as a Fiist Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early p~e of development 
within the Cow Hollow neighborhood. 

Issue 2: The Appellants contend that the Project design would materially impair the historic integrity 
of the home and negatively impact adjoining historic resources. 

"The current construction and the planned construction have a significant effect on the subject property 
and other historic resources that adjoin the property to yield an overall negative impact on the Cow 
Hollow environment The height of the subject property has taken it out of all proportion to the height 
profile of the block and to the skyline of Broderick street (see photograph). The planned encroachment 
into the South side set back impacts negatively the building design plan of the First Bay Tradition of 

. leaving wide alleyways between the buildings. The encroachment into the back yard and the virtual 

SAN fl!AffCISCO 3 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: November 25, 2014 

CASE No. 2014.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

elimination of the open space impacts negatively the entire historical building design of leaving large 
open space in the center of the quadrant bounded by Broderick, Baker, Filbert and Union streets. The 
alteration of the dormers and the facade of the structure has a negative impact on the historic integrity of 
this almost 125 year old home. The elimination of the West elevation porch has materially impaired.the 
structure and deprived the neighborhood environment of one of the unique examples of the ornamental 
details of the First Bay Tradition building style. The West elevation porch was unique to the entire 
Broderick block and to the entire quadrant of his.toric homes. 

The current exterior construction and planned development distort the original proportions and the 
structure _and negatively impact adjoining historic resources." ' 

Response 2: The Plarming Dep.arbnent reviewed all aspects of the proposed design for compliance with 
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and found that none of th~ changes would cause a 
substantial adver8e change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. 

• The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would ~ its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residet1-tial development 

• No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmariship 
would be affected by the proposed project 

• All original elements of the primi;rry fa~de would be retained. While the entry threshold would 
be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would not detract from the character of 
the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 

• The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 
the overall character of the building or district 

• The proposed side and rooftop additions, including f!:i.e decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining features of the biril~g or. the site as they would be constructed . 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property and district as viewed by the public would be retained. 

• The proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with contemporary 
windows and detailing such that they are distinguished as contemporary features. 

• If the proposed. additions were to be removed, then the roof and south wall of the subject 
building would require repair, but this removal would not impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource, 
and the proposed project was appropriately exempt from environmental review. 

Issue 3: The Appellants object to the elimination of a housing unit by merger of the previously 
approved two-unit building into a single-family home. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Hearing Date: November 25, 2014 

CASE No. 2014.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

"The planned Dwelling Unit Merger impacts the building design plan of the First Bay Tradition of 
providing two units in each of the structures on the West side of Broderick to allow affordable housing 
and to bring in a diversity of population to occupy buildings in the neighborhood. 

The current plans prevent the structure from having. a second unit with ·a secondary means of egress and 
substitutes that egress, through the garage as approved in the original permit on September 19, 2012, with 
an elevator to service the entire proposed single family home from the garage to the roof development." 

Respons~ 3: The· appellant states that the proposed dwelling unit merger would impact the First Bay 
Tradition of providing two units in each of the structures but does not include what physical impacts 
would result from the merger. The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District's significance is 
reflected through the cohesive massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic elements in the First Bay 
Tradition style, and, as the character-defining features do not include unit count, the dwelling unit 

~ merger would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the building or the site. 

Additionally, Cl.ass 1 Categorical Exemption allows for demolition and removal of individual small 
structures including up to three single-family residences. in urbanized areas, this exemption applies to 
duplexes and similar structures where no more than six dwelling units will be demolished. Effects 

. analyzed under CEQA mus.t be related to a physical change m the environment. The appellants do not 
state how this would result m an adverse physical change m the environment, and therefore no further 
response is required. 

CONCLUSION 

No substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a significant .environmental effect may occur as a 
result of the prpject has been presented that would warrant preparation of further environmental review. 
The Department has found j:hat the proposed project is consistent with the cited exemption. The 
Appellants have not provided any substantial evidence or expert opinion to refute the conclusions of the 
Depar~ent. · 

For the reasons stated above and in the July 3, 2014 CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination, the 
CEQA Determination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the Project is appropriately exempt 
from environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The Department therefore recommends that 
the Board uphold the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination and deny the appeal of the CEQA 
Determination. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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ATTACHMENT A 

October 20, 2014 Appeal Letter from Irving Zaretsky and Tim Arcuri . 
(Exhibit A of Letter of Appeal is the July 3, 2014 Exemption from Environmental Review and June 24, 

2014 Historic Resource Evaluation Response) 
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so·ard of Supervisors 
Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 9-:i-102 

RE: 2853-2857 BRODERICK STREET (subject property) 
Lot 002 Block 0947 
Permit: 201307010898, 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 

. 201209260727, 201309247638, 201309066151. . 
· Previously heard by: 
· Planning Commission DR Review Hearing September 18, 2014 · . , 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination by Shelley Caltagirone July 3, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response by Shelley Caltagirone July 2, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E · · 
Project Evaluation by Tina Tam July 2, 2014 (for Drawings dated May 1, 2014) 

APPELLANTS: 

Irving Zaretsky (Zeeva· Kardos, Kate Polevoi)" 
Tim Arcuri 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

We are requesting a CEQA Hearing for the above captioned subject property. The 

City ~fanning Department has issued a CEQA CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 

DETERMINATION (CASE NO. 2013.0433E- Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation 

Planner) on July 3, 2014 based on HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 

RESPONSE (Case No. 2013.0433E) issued June 24, 2014 and PROJECT 

EVALUATION issued by Tina Tam on July 2, 2014. 

., 

We are hereby appealing the City Planning Department Exemption based on its stated 
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conclusions: 
I 

1. "that the proposed project would not cause. a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of the resource to render it materially impaired~; and 

2. " ... the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on off-site resources 

such as adjacent historic properties." 

3, That the proposed project will nQt have a significant e~ect o_n the environment. 

The Planning Department was in error in granting tlie Exemption and we are requesting 

that the Departmenfs Decision to issue a Categorical Exemption be returned to the. 

Department for additional environmental reyiew by the staff. 

NEIGHBORHOOD BACKGROUND. 

The subject property is located in the Cow Hollow neighborhood on Broderick street 

bounded by Filbert street on the north and Union street on the south. That block of 

Broderick and the adjoining Filbert and Union stre~t ~locks are part of the residential 

building design and architectural style of the First Bay Tradition between the period 

of 1870 and 1930. This property was built around 1890 and is reputed to be the original 

farm house of the farm that was subdivided into the various currently existing homes. 

The property is about 125 years old. 

The subject property at 2853-2857 Broderick is 125 'years old. and is reputed to be the 

original farm house th~t preceded the other historic resources adjoining it and existing · 

in the quadrant of Broderick, Baker, Filbert and Union streets. It is the clearest example 

of the First Bay .Tradition building style and residential building plan for r:nixed housing . 
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of single family homes and two unit flats that characterized the development of Cow 

Hollow between 1870 and 1930. 

The residential building pattern of the block consists ~f single family, two and three 

story homes on the East side of aroderick street and the South side of Filbert 

street; and two and three story multi residence buildings, consisting o~ two flat$ 

each, on the West side of Broderick and on th~ North side of Filbert street. 

While the single family homes on the Eas~ si.de of Broderick are attached, the distinct 

·style of the two family flats on the West side of Broderick are unattached structures 

with wide separation of almost eight feet between each structure. These wide 

alleyways allow each st~cture to be fully. viewed from the· adjacent public walkways 

and roadway so that every aspect of the building from side_set back to roof top are. 

visible in their various details to all passers by. These wide set backs allow for air, light, 

privacy_ and safety between each building structure. Historically, the subject property, 

as well as all other two flat structures on the West side of Broderick, were rental housing. 

with affordable rents for mid.die class renters who were either married .couples {with or 

without children), room-mates, or single individuals. The rental units were consistent . , 

with the affordability of Marina apartments and somewhat more affordq.ble than the 

Pacific Heights apartments. This diversity of housing options together with the diversity 
. . . 

of populations occupying the structures contributed to the overall living environment of 

this section. of Cow Hollow, both architectural-ly and socially. The two combined 

inseparably_ to impact the physical structures in style, feel, and overall neighborhood 

character. Many of the flats were owner oc~upfed with the remaining flat rented out. 

The most visible characteristic of the flats on the West side of Broderick was the scale 
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of the buildings and how they fol_lowed th~ slope of the hill. The roof lines have been 

staggered to follow the descending slope. This is a characteristic of many sloped 

streets with historic homes in San francisco. 

The characteristic for which the entire block bounded by Broderick, Baker, Union and 

Filbert streets is known for is the backyard gardens of the structures that collectively 

create an enormous lush open space that is unique. The backyard ·open space 

quality _has been one ~f the features emphasized by the Cow Hollow Guidelines. 

None of the historic adjoining homes have roof decks. None. of the. 

homes have encroached on the side yru:d set backs. All the homes have maintained 

subl?tantial back yards. 

The garage openings, of those structures with garag?s, have been kept to a height 

betWeen 6'9" and 7'2" for the most ~ecently created garages. The su_bject property. 

created an 8' 3" garage opening. 

None of the roof dormers have been altered and the entry systems in the facade of the 

adjoining buildings QaVe been kept as ori_ginally designed. 

The historical physical and social characteristic of the· blocks of Broderick and Filbert 

streets lies in large measure due to the history of the Presidio and the need, historically, 

to create overflow housing for those who were not accommodated in the Presidio. 

The architecture, physical building d~sign, allocation.of planned living spaces into 

flats and single f~mily houses contribute to the total environment of this part of Cow 

Hollow. 
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BACKGROUND TO 2853-2857 BRODERICK 

· This structure was originally built as two flats with a one level flat at 2853 Broderick and 

a duplex flat at 2857 Broderick. The building was always owner "occupied at 2857 

Broderick and a rental lower flat at 2853 Broderick. 

The· Conrad family who sold the building to Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp lived 

in the building for about fifty- years. They were originally renters of the lower flat at 

2853 Broderick and a few years after moving in they purchased the building with the 

furniture of the upper flat from the family of the previous owners. They moved Lip 

to the duplex flat at 2857 Broderick and rented out 2853 Broderick. That lower flat 

had been continuously, and without interru.ption, rented out at hif1hly affordable rents 

for families, couples, room-mates or single individuals. 
. . 

Aro~nd March of 201 O there was a fire in :the building caused by arson. Since that 

time the building has been vacant. The previous owner wanted to r~pair the structure 

and move back into it, but a variety of contractors gutted the building, and lack of proper 

insurance compensation along with the old age issues of Mrs. Conrad caused.her. 

to sell the structure to its current owners. 

A variety of permit issues, from garage installation to development matters, have been 

going o_n since that time. The current oyvner~ bought the building in about May of 

2012, although they had been in the pro.cess of buying the prop~rty since about 
. . 

March of 2012 (as related·by Mrs. Conrad). The purchase price was $1,800,000 

with the current owners paying a down payment of $50,00b and the seller taking 

back a three year mortgage of about$1,750,000. 
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Once the new owners took over the property they took over the btlilding plans in ·place 

and the architect stayed on. 

A series of Hearings were held dealing with the plans which concluded with a 9EQA 

Hearing set for September 4, 2012. Supervisor Farrell negotiated a S~ttlement 

Agreement (enclosed) which was signed by the ~urrent owners and, at their dem~d, 

by all the adjoining neighbors on the West side of Broderick street and south side 

of Filbert street. 
.. -.. 

The Agreement is a one document and appendix of plans which is rion-severable 

and provided a road map of how to amend the Agreement. In addition it focused 

on three elements: The building was to be raised only 36" as measured from the 

center top curb of the Broderick street facade; The rear stairwell was to be left . . 

intact and the firewall left as is; the south side set back was to be left as is with no 

· expansion or encroachment of any kind~ Through the work of City Planning, 

Historical Preservation and Building Department, a second means of egress was 

created for the flat at 2853 Broderick through the garage with adjustments made to the 

entryways of both flats. 

It was agreed, and so maintained by all sigm~tories, that the exterior envelope of the 

building was to remain in tact and not fo be increased nor increase the footprint. of the 

building. 

The Ag~eement was si_gtied at Supervisor Farrell's office on September 4, 2012 and 

the Appella~ts withdrew their CEQA appeal so that the eonstruction could begin 

ASAP according to the agreed upon plans and Agreement (one, non-severable 

document). 
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The Board of Appeals approved and issued.Permit No. 2013070108908. 

Six months later the current owners lifted the building under this permit and then 

abandoned it for the remaining issued .permits as ADDENDA tQ that permit. 

lt was discovered after the building was lifted that the original stated height of 

the building was not 34' as stated on the plans but nearly 37' and that the lift 

of the building resulted in an overall height of over 40' on the North elevation of 

the roof line. 

Once the height of the building was discovered~ by a survey that the neighbors 

commissioned, to be 37' the neighbors complained to City Planning and the 

Building departments . 

. The Building Department issued a Notice of Correction on June 23, 2013 and required 

that Revised Plans be submitted by the project sponsor-

Such plans were submitted in July 2013 and City Planning inforn:ied ths project sponsor 

that ti:e revised plans had to be submitted to a 311 neighborhood notification just ,as 

the original plans Vi!ere subject to such notification. 

The project sponsor and City Planning failed to submit the plans to a timely 3.11 

notification and instead, abandoned the plans of Permit 201307Q10898 and began to 

operate. with Addenda plans that essentially nullified the permit and the Agreement and 

plans upon which it was based. 

· ln a Hearing before the Board of Appeals in March 2014 with regard to DPW issuing a. 

permit for curb cuts, City Planning admitted that the Addenda permits issued were not 

the appropriate venue to deal with Revised Plans and that a 311 notification had to 
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take place. So in July 2014; a full year after the Revised· Plans were submitted by the 
. . . .. . 

. . 
proJectsponsor, AND.AFTER CONSTRUCTION WAS COMPETED UNDER T~E 

ADDENDA PLANS, 311 notification was sent out so that retroactive approval of the 

Addenda permits can be se~ured under the guise of issuing a new Permit based 

on Revision Drawings. 

This CEQA appeal request follows Hearings that deal with the Revi_sed Plans and the 

interim Addenda plans that re-introduce several of the issues that caused us to· file a 

CEQA appeal in 2012 and that was scheduled for a Hearing September 4, 2012. 

While we thought that those issues were resolved by the Agreement and plans we 

signed on September 4, 2012 and that formed the basis for the Board of Appeals 

issuing the Permit on September 19, 2012, it turns out that the original issues have 

been resurrected. 

APPELLANTS ARE APPEALING THE FOLLOWING ISSUES: 

1. BUILDING HEIGHT: According· to Appellants' commissioned survey submitted 

to City Planning and DBI, the subject property was lifted at least 36" and exeeeds that . . 

. lift by several inches as measured from the center top of th~ curb and the ~uil~ing 

height exceeds 40 ' at the North elevation. 

Appellants were misled by the fnitiaLheight designation on the original plans that the. . . . 

building was 34' in height and that ~rongful information acted as a fiifer to cause 

many neighbors not to protest the original plans. 

Appellants contend that the 36" permitted lift was a height that was negotiated 

based on the wrongful statement that the building was 34' in height Had the true 

height of the building been known at the time .. a different lift amount would have been · 
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negotiated. There is nothing magical about a 36" lift. It is a figure arrived at based 

on the stated wrong information that the building was 34' ·in height prior to the lift. 

2. ENCROACHMENT INTO SOUTH SIDE SET BACK: . 
Appellants are appealing the proposed plans to encroach into the Solith side set 

back for the creation of a new bay window in the dining room for the purpose of creating 

a fireplace development. 

3. ALTERATION OF DORMERS: 

Appellants are appealing·the alteration of roof dormers since all dormers are clearly 

visible from tlie adjacent walkways and roadways and right of ways due to the wide 

spaces separating each building on the West side· of !3roderick. 

4. HEIGHT OF GARAGE OPENING: 

Appellants are appealing the creation of a garage opening that is 8' 2" in height which is 

a foot taller than any garage opening on the block, including reeent new garage 

construction. 

5. DWELLING UNIT MERGER: 

Appellants are appealing the elimination of affordable housing and the merger ·of the 

pre'-'."iously approved two unit building into a single family home. The current market 

value of each .unit is below the level that allows the Zoning Administrator sole discretion 

in assessing the m~rger of the dwelling units. This merger must be addressed by the 

Board of Supervisors. The appraisal of v.alue and Valuation report submitted by the 

project spans.or to date provide a statement of value based on future projection 

of the project "as ~o be improved" and is not based on the current value of the 

building as of the date of the appraisal and valuation. Tue project sponsor's appraisp.I 
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is totally speculative and i.s based on inaccurate comparisons to existing 

buildings. The sole purpose ~f such an appraisal and Vafuation Report appears 

· to be only for the purpose of avoiding a review of the Dwelling Unit Merger by 

the Board of Supervisors and l~aving it to the discretion of the Zoning Administrator. 
. . . 

The current application by the project sponsor states that no additional construction 

is required for the merger. The construction was done piecemeal under the addenda 

permits and prior to any 311 notification. The current Hearing is simply to ratify 

what has already been constructed as an accomplished fact. 

6. ENCROACHMENT INTO J"HE BACKYARD: 

Appellants are appealing the expansion of the West elevation of tlie building and the 

decking system further into the backyard and essentially eliminating the yard altogether . 

. 7. GARDENING SHED OR ADDITIONAL ROOMS IN THE BACKYARD: 

· Appellants are appealing the ~reation of a 8' x 1 O' g~rdening shed in the backyard as is 

shown on the permit approved by the B~ard of Appeals on September 19, 20.12. 

That development continu·es to be available to the project sponsor even without a 

permit and the project sponsor indi~ated that she, or anyone who purchases the 

structure from her; has a right to. build and essentially cover the entire lot. 

8. ROOF DECK : 

Appellants are appealing the roof deck development and its alteration of existing 

historical dormers, the squaring of the roof and ~e reduction of light to adjoining 

properties. 

PERM!} APPROVED ON SEPTEMBER 19,.2012 VS. THE NEW PERMIT 
201309010898 
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The original negotiated plans' between the project sponsor and the neighbors provided 

for the renovations of the interior of the buil(fing to accommodate a two flat historic 

structure w"!_erein the project sponsor stated that she would occupy the upper unit 

at 2857 Broderick and Would provide 2853 Broderick as a rental unit The exterior 

envelope of the building would not be altered ~ith the exception of lifting the 

building to accommodate a garage. At the time that the permit was apprm~ed by 

the Board of Appeals no one knew that the· building plans provided false information· 

as to tne height of the building. That was discovered only after the building was initially 

lifted and the discrepancies b~tween the stated height of 34' became inescapably clear 

to be false and the building appeared to be six feet higher and closer to 40' and above. 
. . 

Since that time, February 2012~ until City Planning ·suspended all permits referred to 

above on February 5, 2014, the project sponsor refused to submit 

th_e revised plans to the required 311 notification and to the Hearings that WC?Uld have 

allowed the neighbors to voice their concerns over the CEQA issues that the Addenda 

permits and subsequent construction presented to the neighborhood. City Planning 

did not complete the CEQA·checklist and the review of Categorical Exemptions· 

and historical preservation issues until July 3, 2q14. The neighbors had to wait 

to appeal that determination until after the Planning Commission Hearings held 

on September 18, 2014. 

In March of 2014 City Planning declared to the Board of Appeals that the Addenda 

Permits issued to the project were not the appropriate vehicles for the construction 

that was done and that the plans were always subject to and must b~ submitted 

to the neighbors on the basis of .a 311 notification with the right to appeal hearings. 
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· Nonetheless, construction had already occurred and the current hearings appear 

to be intended to simply ratify constructio~ that has already taken place to the 

irrepara~le detriment of the Cow Hollow neighborhood. 

. The current construction and the planned construction have a significant effect on · 

the subject property and other historic resources that adjoin the property to yield 

an overall negative impact on the Cow Hollow environment. The height of the 
. •' . 

subject property has taken it out of all proportion lo the height profile of the 
. . 

block and to the skyline of Broderick street {see photograph). The 

planned encroachment into the South side set back impacts negatively the 

building design plan of the First Bay Tradition of leaving wide alleyways between 
. 'r . 

the butldings. The encroachment into the back yard and the virtual elimination· 

of the open spaee impacts negatively the entire historical building design of leaving 

large open space in the center of the quadrant bounded by Broderick, Baker, Filbert 

and Union streets. The alteration of the dormers and the facade of the structure 

has a negative impact on the historic integrity of this almost 125 year old home. 

The elimination of the West elevation porch has materially impaired the structure 

and deprived the· neigh~orhood environment of one o~ the uniq_ue examples of the 

ornamental details of the First Bay Tradition building style. The West elevation 

porch was unique to the entire Broderick block and to the entire quadrant 

of historic homes. 

The current ·exterior constru~tion· and planned. development distort the original 

proportions and the structure and negatively impact.adjoining historic resources .. 

The planned Dwelling Unit Merger impacts the building design plan of the 
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First Bay Tradition of providing two units in each of the structures on the West 

side of Broderick to allow affordable housing and to bring in a diversity of 

population to occupy buildings in ·the neighborhood. 
. . . 

The current plans prevent the structure from having a second unit with a secondary 

means of egress and substitutes that egress, through the garage as approved 

in the original permit on September 19, 2012, with an elevat~r 

to setvice the entire proposed single family home from the garage to the roof 

development. 

There will be additional evidence presented to the Board of Supeivisors eleven 

days prior to the Hearing date as provided by the Rules. 

EXHIBITS FOLLOW 
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EXHIBIT A 
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SAN FRANCfSCO 
P.LANN·ING· DEPARTMENT.·. 

CE~ Categorical° Exen:iption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCR! PTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) . 
2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

[{)Addiiion/ Ooemolition 0-Jew l 0ProjectModification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project descriptipn for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing corm er. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TOBECOMPLETEDBYPROJECTl'LANNER 

dass 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft; change . 
of use if · ci all "tted or with a CU. 

D dass 3 - New Consl:mclion. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one buil • commercial( office structures; utili extensions. -

D Class_ 

STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is check~d below, mEmlironmental Evaluation Application is required. 

0 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian an.df OT bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (speci.fkally, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwel;lings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArtMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Matexials: Any project ~e that is locate9- on ttie Maher map or is suspected of 
con~g hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station,-~uto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground ~rage tanks): Would the project 

. involve soil di~bance_.of any amount or a change of use .from industrial to 

D . commercial/residential? If yes, shoµld the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Franciseo Deparl:II1ent.of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need "to be checke~ but such documentation must be appended to this fo~ In all 
other circ:wnstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site.Assessment and/or .file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Soil Disfmbance/:M.edi:ficati011: Would the project result m soil dis!:urbance/modfficaiion greater 
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non
~cheological senstive area? (refe:r tD EP _Arc.Mizp > CEQA Cata Determination Layers> Archeologica! Sensitive 
~ 

Noise: Does the project include new IJ.oise-sensiti.ve recepto.i:s (sdtools,-day care facilities, hospitals, 
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in ihe noise 'mitigation 
area? (re.fer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Lttyers >Noise Mitigation Area) ·· 

Sttbdiv¥cm/Lot Line Adjustment Does th~ project site involve a subdi:visioµ or on a lot with a 
slope average of 20% or niore? (refer to EP ~ > CBQA Catex Ddmninaticn.Layers >Topography) · 

Slope = or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than.1,000 sq. ft, shoring, underpinning, retairri:rlg wall work, or grading 
on a lo~ with a sJ.ope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do nat chedc box for wqrk peifornwl on a 
pre:oiously keel.oped portion of site, $fairs,. patio, deck,, ur fence work. (refer to BP _.ArcMap > CEQA Cate:.c: 
Detmnination Layers> Topography) If box is ~d,. a geoteclmical :report is :required and a. Ce:rt:ificafe o:r 
'higher level CEQA do~re~d . . . 

Seismic Landslide 2!one: Does the project mvolve excavafion of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
.square footage expansion greater th.an 1,000 sq. ·a, shoring, Undexpimtlng, :i:etaming wan work, 
grading:..~duding eXcavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San F~co 
General Piaru 'E:=:pf:i.ons: do not check box for workpe:rfarmed.on a preuiously ilerlelapei!. portion ef fhe. 
site, stairs,. paffa, deck, or fence wwk. (Te.far to EP _A.n:Map > CEQA Cata Detenni:na:tion Layus >Seismic Hazard · 
Zones) If box is checke.fl,. a geotedmicalrepcn:l:is :required and a Ce:rf:ifica.fe or higher level CEQA do=eitt 

:ceq:irl:red 

Seismic: Liquefactfo.n.Zone: Does the projed:involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil~ more,. 
square foota~ expansion greater than 1000 sq_ .fl;. shoring, unde:i:pinning, retaining wall wo:tl<, or 
grading ori a lot in a liquefaction zone? ExceptiOns: do not check box for work peiformed on a pre:ofuusly 
deqeloped portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to .EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Dd:ennination !Ayers> Sdsmir: Hazard Zanes) If box is checked, a geotedmical rej>o:rf: will~ be reqmred. 

Serpentine Rocle: Dqes the prpjectinvolve.any excavation on a property contaicing serpentine 
rock? Exceptions: do nat check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining wall$, or fence Wo1fc. (refer to 
EP _,AraMap > CBQA Catex Determino.tion La!Jers >Serpentine) · 

If no boxes are checked above,, GO TO STEP 3. If one 'or more boxes axe checked above, an En:oi-rmr:mental. 
Eualua:ti.on Ap,plica:t:ion is required. - · · 

Pxoj ect can proceed w:U:b: ca~gorkal exetnplion .review. The project does not t:dgger any of the 
CEQA impacts" list-ed above. 

Co~ents and Planner Signatm:e (Gpti.onal}: 

No ex.cavation. Jeanie PoOng 3/3/14 

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

SAN fflAlltlStO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED 'BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

l J 1. Change of use and new COI1$trud:ion. Tenant improvements not .included. 

D a. :Regular maintenance or repair to correct cir repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Wmdow Replacement S~ndan:Is. Does nof: include 

storefront window alterations .. 

D 5. Garage work. A new op~ that meets the Guidelines for ~ing Garages and Curb Cuts, arid/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opercing fhat meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6. Deck, tenace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. Dormer installation ~t meets the requirements for exemption from public notification ~er Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer W.indows. 

9. Additi.~n(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond. the floor _level of the top story of the structure-or-is only a 
single sfury in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50~ larger than that of the original · 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectiµal sigi:iificant roo.fing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

D Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

h1 Project does nof: conform to the scope5 of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

D Project involves less than .fo~ work descrfptionS. GO TO STEP. 6. 

STEP 5; CEQAIMPACTS-ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW· 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Categm:y A) as determined.by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work ched<l.ist in Step 4. 

0 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.. 

D 3: Window replacement of original/historic windows that~ not"in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic character. . 

rvr 4. Fa~de/storefront aiterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

m' 5. Raising the building in a manner that does n,ot remove, alter, or obscw:e dlaxacter-~g 
features. 

D 6. Resto:rati.on based upon documented evidence of a building's historic conditi.op. such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

g 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are :olinirnally visl'ble from a public right-of-way · 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Relia.bi/ittztian_ 
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8. 0th.ex 'woik corisistent wifh the Secrda:ry of the Interiar Standards far w Treatment of HistotU Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

@( 
5e.e... rFR£"K ~w G/~J.t (tt/ 11'\~ 

' 

D 9. Reclas.sific::aiion of p:raperty statas to Category C. (R.t;quires approval 77y Senior Preseroation 
Pl.iznne.r!Preserwfun Coordinator) 

a. Per HRER dat:ed: (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): .. 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is clieCked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

D Further environmenfal review required. Based on fu.e infonnation provided., the project :requires an 
Erruironmental Evaiua.f:ion Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

if Project ca:n p:roceed with ca.tego:tlcal exemption :review. The project has been :reviewed by the 
' P:rese:rvation Planner and can proceed "With ca:tego:rical exemption revie'W. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (opti.onal): 
. 

Preservation f'lanner Signil.f:u:re: . 1/ // (:.// . 
F 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COl'v.fPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D Farthei: enviromnental review required. Proposed pro)ect does not meet scopes of wo:ck in either (check 
all that apply): 

D Step 2- CEQAimpacts . 
D Step 5-AdvancedHistorlcal Review 

STOP! Must file an Etr:oinmmental Eval:u.a:ii.onAppT.i.catiOn. 

[j No :fa:rther environmental review is :required. The ~reject is categorically exempt under CEQA. .. 

Planner Nam~ Skdl~ GJ-k · Signature or Stamp: 
.'( \ !'tll\C. 

Project Approval Actionl -
Select One 

·~ ~ . 7/-.sfq "lfDiscrelionaIY Review before the Planning 
Commlssion is .requested.. the Disaetia=y 
Review beating is theApprovalActionfor1he 
project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated,. this doc:ument constitutes a categorical e.xempti~ ptUSWmtto CEQA Gtiidelines 
and O:tapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 
Jn accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption dete:a:ninalion 
can only be filed within 30 days of th~ project receiving the first approval action. 
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June 24., 2014 (Part II) 
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40-X Height and Bulk District 

0947/002 
Shelley CaltagD:one, Preservation Planner 
(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sf.gov.org 

~ 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description 

1650 Mission st 
Suite40D 

. San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is loca.~ed on Broderick Street between Filbert· and Union Streets. The 

. property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood man RH-2. (Residential, House, 

Two-Family) Zoning DiStrict and a 40-X Height and Bulk Districl:IThe subject building was constructed 

circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Traditio:;t.-style. . 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 

"1." Jn the Jantiary 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed m the National 

and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 
Department evaluated the pfoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
distri,ct significant under C:titerion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from i;he neighborhood's first 
wave of development Smee then, ~e Department has discovered that tb.e Planning Department's Parcel 

Information Database mcorrectl.y·identified the property's historic status .. Although not formally listed, 

the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listing on the California Register as 
a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildlngs dating from the neighborhood's 

first wav-e of development Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a ''Category 

A!' (Known Historic Resource) property for the purpo~es of the Planning Department's California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted b:\ part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement 

.·prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted. _by. tJ:.te City, the study provides 
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 

property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 

the Golden Gate. Geographically, the area is nestled between the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 

and the low-lying Ma:rina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to 

www .sfplanning.org 
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the no~ Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness 
Avenue to the eaSt. The topography of.the neighborhood~ which ascends to the south, offers sweeping 
views of the San FranciSco Bay and. the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography 8.lso playe~ a significant 

role m the neighborhood's developmen~ both ar~tecturally and socially. 

Historically~ the area was part of the Westem Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 
Ness Or&nan:ce. The neighborhood was originally ki:i.Qwn as uspring Valley" during the early American 
pe:rio~ because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area: As that name ~eCam.e eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood. adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, local conb:'ac::tor George Walker promoted the area as "Cow 
Hollow," in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery district, although it had been known by the name 
locally since the 1880s. 

Cow Hollo~ s :r;nost ~ti.al peiiod of development began in the 1880s, following the opening of the 
first cable car line m. the area, along Union Street This not only prompted ~ :inf.lux of visitors to the 
already existing attractions of Harbor View, but a spur in residential development. By the mid-1880s, the 
moniker of "Cow Hollow" had taken root in what was formally kno~ as Spring Valley, r~gularly being 
published in the San Francisco Chronicle. and other local papers. At the same time, g.i:owing de\relopment 
pressures and the demands of the Deparbnent of Public Health, approxnnately thirty dairies and 
associated tanneries that had earned Cow Hollow its name relocated to the south in Hunter's Point by . 
1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. 

· ~e establi$ment of the Presidio and Ferries cable car line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up, but the pace of growth was :i;elatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 
years after the opening of the ~.line, few blocks were fully developed with new real estate. According to. 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Unfon 
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streets. M'any lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street. 

The.1899 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 
the area, primarily along the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets to the north. To the west, the area remajned undeveloped aside from a 
small tract ~f homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at this time was fo~ed on single-family residences, often m dense rows. 
Building types varied from ~gle-story cottages and small flats, most often found north of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular styles from the 
1860s through the tum of the century were Italianate and Sti.ck~Eastlake, which were common throughout 
Cow Hollow. 

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate 
the urgent City-wide· housing needs, ti:mlti-unit flats· were increasingly constructed in all residential 
neighborhoods, :as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow followmg the. disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was '. 

used as _a: fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 

extensive damage, with rail lines along Uroon Street rendered useless and many. structures rendered 
uninhabitable. 
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The citywide building boom that began in inid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War.LA 

~ti.onwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and 
enacting of the City's first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible 
land uses. The operrlng of streetcar tt.i.nnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow 
Hollow. The economic crisis preclpitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening. 
effect on construction in San Francisco, which didn't pick up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 
programs and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity r~ted in massive Works 
Progress Administration public works projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. · 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little damage, such as Co~ Hollow, not only hosted refugee 
camps for the two years following the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay in the area rather 
than relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the records o~ the Assessor, 670 Sttuctures 
were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the PaD.ama-Pacific 
International Exhibition took place. During this period, many two- to slx-unit flats were constructed 
throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cross streets, where 
commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Reil Estate Circul.ar had called 
"the least stirring section of [San Francisco's] real estate market," had become an increasingly populax 
neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as '~surprisingly" active despite its lack of 
infrastructure and transit. 

J?uring this period, the area bounded by Lombard Street to the no~ Lyon Street to the west, Green 
Street to the north arid Pierce Street to the east had clearly become a popular enclave for midd.le-cl?ss 
families, with the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on: most. Flats were 
consttucted along the western face of Broderick Sfreet and at occasional comer lots. Residential 
arcltltectur~ at thiS time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are 
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bemar<l; 
Maybeck. 

Bay Region Tradition 
Coined ·in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 
architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Ar~ that is woodsy, informai and anti-urb.an. The Bay 
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years· and has since beer). classified into FirSt, Second and Th.frd 
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The Fiist Bay Tradition. influenced later Modernists (ie. 

· architects associated· with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the· regional vernacular of 

redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the 
Bauhaus and the IntemationaI Styl~ Transitional architects that bridged the first and second Bay 
J;'raditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. 

The First Bay Tradition, spanning roughly from the 1880s to ~ly 1920s, was a radical reaction to stai~ 

Classicism of ~eaux-.Axts historicism. Eschewing the highly oina.mented Victori~-era styles also popular 
at that time, First Bay Tradition architects developed a building vernaCular linked tO nature, site and 
locally sourced materials. Within ·this stylistic category, bungalows and houses constructed between the 

1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Cxaftsman. Bungalow, Prairie and 

Califo:rnici Bungalow. The First Bay T~dition is characterized by sensitivity to na~al materials and 
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landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 
exhibit both p~onal desfgn approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 
Bay Traditions of the.1930's and later derivati~es of the 1950s and 1960s are clear desi:endants of this 
style. ' ' · 

I• 

A few hoi;nes, were designed with sp~cious front porclies supported by scPiare; buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as £icld stOne 
and river sto~ were popular for claddiii.g the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in 
pi~ resi9.ences were characterized by tripartite Windows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting · ~ 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionally uqing clinker. brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 
thi,s stjle. 

CEQA Historical Resource{s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resou:rce if ii is "listed in, or determfued to be 
eligible fo.r listing in, the California Register of HtStorical.Resources. n The fact tliat a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historici/. Resow-ces or not included i:n a lqcal 
register of hiStorical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qurilify 
as a historicaI resource under CEQA. 

Individual Historic Distci.ctf Context 
Prop~ is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California 
Califomia Register under one or more of the Re~er Historic District/Context under one or 
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:_ 

q:iterion ~ - Event 0YeslZ!No Criterion 1 - Event 0Yes!Z!No 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 0YeslZ!No Criterion2 - Persons: OYesfZ!No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: OYeslZ!No Criterion s'-Architecture: IZ!Yes0No 

·Criterion 4- Info. '.Potential: 0Yesl81No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0YesfZINo 

Period of Significa!).ce: Period of Significance: 1888-1914 
IZJ Contributor D Non-Contributor 

In 2011, the Department found that the property appeared to ·contribute to a historic district significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first wave of development 
with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Department has gathered further information 
about the .Cow Hollow neighborhood,. which has aliowed us to further refine our fir:ldings. The 
Department continues to find that the subject property contributes to a historic district; however, the 
boundaries, histori~ association,. and period of signIBcance haven been mor~ narrowly defined based 
upon the new :information provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow study. The Department now 
finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a histori~ district under Criterion 3 for both its 
associ~tion with the nei.ghborhood!s first large wave of developm~t and with the First· Bay. Tradition. 
architec;tural Style. The period of significance for this C;ow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is 

1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to thee~ Vallejo to the 
sou~ and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis below. . · 
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· Criterion 1: It is associated with eoents that have made a significant contribi_mon to the broad patterns 
. of local or regional history, or the ctiltural heritage of California or the United States~ 

There is 'no informati.~n provided by the Project Spoi;isor or located in the Planning Departinent' s 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject building. AlthougJ:i 
construction of the subject building was part of the prima:ry patterri. of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 19th century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, "or the nation. Furthermore., there are no 
specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject 
building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated wiih the lives of persons important in our local, -regional or national past; . 
The information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories :indicate that 
William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant.person in San 
Francisco's history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall.is listed in 
.the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in.1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear J:ha.t.he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that the 
property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 
with the Hall's career as ~ engineer~ No other significant persons are associated with the subject 
building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible l.ttld~ this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distincti:ve ckara.cleristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
consiru.ction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; · 

. The subject building appears to contn."bute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic Disb:ict eligible 
for listing on the CaJifornia Register for embodying both the distinctive characteristics of the first period 
of large scale.architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 
Tradition sfyle. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in 
the First Bay Tradition style. The general ·characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified 
geometric. forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), 
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmeb:ical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding 
with no interruptions at come:rS, an~ simplified omam~t and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay 
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 
historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 19th -and early 
20th.-~entury building~ dating fron;i. the earliest perlod of residential development in the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. Many of the bwldings from this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, which ~ 
unique to the region. As SU.ch, this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
~ctive characterlStics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of significance for this 

district !lppears to be approximately 1888-1914, rel'.3-ting to the construction boom and the partio:tlar use 
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of signific~ce 
identified for the surrounding historic· district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the squth, and Lyon to the west 
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Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information p.[ovided by 1he Project Sponsor or located in the Planrting D~partment' s 
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better 

understanding o_f prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligi"ble 
under this criterion.. 

Step B: Integrity . 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the Ctilifarnia 
Register of Historiciil Rfsources criteri!ly but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the rru.thentici.ty of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during~ property'S"· 
period of sigrdficance." Historic integrity enabl~ a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
. qualities do not need to be present as 1.ong the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subj.~ct property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A:. 

Location: lZJ Retains 
Association: !ZI Retains 
Design: !ZI Retains 
Workmanship: 181 Retains 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

Setting: 
Feeling: 
Materials: 

IZ! Retains 
IZ!Retains 
lZ! :Retains 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess mtegrity m terms . of material, design and workmanship, 
particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District buildings 
retain a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal omamen.tation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windC?WS is· also coinm.on. Few 
horizontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
integrity of feeling, .setting, location., and association. Contributo~s remain single-family, are sited at their 
original location, ~dare surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family houses. 

SubjectP1·operty 
The subject building has not been significantly altered since its original construction. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 
Department in 2010-2011 under Case No. 2010.0394E. Raismg the building required. replacement of the 
front stair, which was not part of the original construction. This slight alteration ,in height has not unduly 
changed 1he original scale of the buildfug or the building's relationship to its setting witlrin the historic 
district. The.work also did not remove any character-defining features of the building. The buildiilg, 
therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a First 

Bay Tradition-style building constructed during 1he early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. · 

Step C: Cha.ia.cter Defining Fea~es 
If the subject property has been det_ermined to have significcmce and retains integrity, please list the character
defining features of the building(s) tmdlor property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to comJey its historic identity m order to avqid significant adverse impac:ts to the resource. These essential. 
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features f!.Te those that define both why a property is significant and whin it was significant, rmd without which a 
property ca:n no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

. · The Cow Hollow First Bay Tra~tion Historic District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 
~sing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic eleinents in the First Bay Tra~tion style. The character

defining features are: 

• Two-three story scale; 
• Pictuxesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation; 

• Emphasis on simplified geometric forms; 
• Front and side setbackS; 
• Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 
• Locally sour~d,, natural materials, often incluqmg shingle cladding, ruSt:ic lap siding, and brick; 
• Multi-light, wood-framed windows;, 
8 RaiSed entries; and; 
• Simplified ornament and details including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 

incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

fg] IBstorical R~urce Present 
D Individually-eligible Resource 
fg]contributor to an eligible Historic District. 
D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic Disbi.ct 

0 No Historical Resource Present 

SAN FRANClSCO • 
PLANNING DEP.MiTMENT 7 

2707 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project D Demolition 

. Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

~ Alteration 

The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to the house, including the construction of tw"o roof decks, 
construction of dormers on the north and south slope5 of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of fl:le side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of the main ·entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately~' and add a tr~om above the existing door; and, rem0Val. of stairs at the rear fa~de . 

. Please note that the permit plans associated. with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 

. changes to the prop~. .. 

Project Evaluation 
1J the property has been d.etermined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
w_ouL:l material.Ly impair the resource t:md identify a:ny modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or 
avoid -mpacts. 
Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

IZ! The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact tq the historic resource as proposed. 

Califomia Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

IZ! The project will not cause a signifi~t adverse impact to a California Register-eligiole historic district 
or context as proposed. 

D The project will Ca.use a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible hiptoric district or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts_ . 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rihabz1if:.a.tirm and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853--57 Broderick Street or to ·the ~ounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is. an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 

· S~dards. 

Standard 1. A property wi.1l be used. as it was historicaI.ly or be giiJe:n. a new use that requires minimal 
change to its disti:n.ctive materials, features, spa.ces, and.spatidl reI.atirmships: 

L 

SAN l'RANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . 2708· ' 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part 11 
June 24, 2014 · 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The proposed .project would retain the historic: r~denti.al use at the site and would not alter the 

building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Traditi.on

style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of resid~tial development. -
I 

..... Stanif.ar.d 2 The historic aui;.acter of a property will be retained·~ preserved.. The rem.o11a1. of distincti'oe _ 
materials or aJ.teration of features, spaces, and spaf:iaJ. relationships that char~e a property wz7l be 
a:ooi.ded. . 

No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
·would be affected by the proposed project All original elements of the primary fa~de would be 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change 

would ~ot detract from the cha:racter of the entry and the dom: woul~ be retained or replicated. 
The proppsed. alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 
the overill character of the building or district. · 

Standard 3. Each property wi.11. be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Oumges tlui.t 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Conjectural eleinents are not are not a part of the proposed project All contemporary alteratic~ns 
. and additions would be constructed of new, yet compab."ble, materia.Js . . . "" , . . 

Standard 5. Distincti.ve materials, features, finis_1ies, and constru.cf:ion techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property wfll be preserved. 

The proposed project would not result in the loss of distinctive features. · 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior aJ.terati.ons, O! related new construction will not. destroy historic 
materials, . .features, tm.d spatial relati.onships th.a} characterize the property. The new work wi1l be 
differentiated from the old and will be compat£ble with the histori.C materials, features, _size, scaJ.e tm.d 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property tm.d its enmronment. 

The proposed side and rooftop additions, incl.ti.ding the decks and dormers, would not negatively. 
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the .character of the property 'and district as viewed by the public would be retained.. 
Moreover, the proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with 

\... contemporary windows and detailing such that they a:re distinguished· as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
th~ alteration$ would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
character of the builrung or disb:ict. 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related nw construction will be undertaken in such a. 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic properl:tj and its 
environment would be unimpaired. -

&AN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DISPARTMElll'I' 9 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

If the proposed additions were to be removed, then the roof and south wall of the subject 
building would ·require repair, but this removal would rtot impair the integrity of the historic . . 
property. 

Cumulati've bnpactAssessment 
The proposed work must al.$0 be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 
property and historic district Work recently completed at the project site resulted m raising the building 
approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fa~de and constructing a rear addition. This wqrk, in 
combinatipn with the cunently proposed vrork, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse dtaitge to the contn"buting building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition IDstoric District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be. ~tenally impaired. The building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its significance as a FirSt Bay T;radition-style building constructed during the early 
phase of .development within the Cow B;ollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to 
the res~urce. ; . · · 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 
.:: . , 

Signature; ~ ~ Date: 7~ .2~ A-o; i 
Tina Tam,, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: V:ir.naliza Byrd,. Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G:\DOCUMBNTS\ Cases\ CBQA \HRBR Mentos \2.013.0433B_2857 Broderick.doc 

SAN FRANCISCO 
, Pl.ANNING DEPARTllllBl1T 
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EXHIBITB 
-· 

Wide alleys betwe-en building on West side of Broderick Street 
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EXHIBIT C 
2853 Broderick building lift above skyline of all adjoining 

properties. 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

HEIGHT CERTIFICATION 

Oct~ 20, 2014 

~o: Department of Bui1dinq :tnspecti'on 
· 1660 Mission Street 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

MARTIN M. RON, LS. (1923-1983) 
BENJAMIN B, RON. P.LS. 

ROSS C. i1-IDMPSON. P.LS. 
.BRUCE A. GOWDY, P.LS. 

S'Cbject: Residentia1 Remode1 at 2853 & 2857 Broderick Street 
.Assessor's Block.947, Lot 2 1 San F:ranc:isco 

Dear.Sir: 

On Jul.y 5, 2012, be£o:re the remode1, our sw:vey c:cew :inea.sw:ed the height of the 
subject building at. its southern end {roof peak) to be 36' -7 1/8". On August 9, 
2013 1 our survey cu:ew re-measured the height of the subject building. At the 
southern end of the buil.di.ng, the height (:roof peak} was meas=¢ at 39 feet, 
ll-5/8 inches. At the cantarl.ine of the bui.l.cling, the height {roof peak) was 
measured. at 39 feet, 11 inches. At the nor-the= end Of the building, the height 
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, 1-1/8 inches. ~e zero point for the 
height :meas=ements is ehe top of· Cw:b at the center of the 1ot along Broderick 
Street. 

On Jul.y 5, 2012, before the remode1, our su:z:vey cu:ew measured the el.evation of 
-th\3 :z:o.;f peak at the third sto:cy 1 the second sto:cy roof, the top of the first 
sto:ry co=ioe and the top of the window t:ri:m at the f:U:st sto:ry. All said 
el.evation points were taken along the southerly building l.ine of the S'llbject 
p:rope:r:ty. These pointS were :re-measured on Ap:ri1 30, 2013 r and then again on 
August 9, 2013. We found the following cha:o.ges i:n height: 

7/5/12. 4/30/13 8/9/13 

Top of 1st sto:ry Window trim: 0 +3'-0" +3'-1. 3/4" 
:!!op of 1st sto:z::Y co=ice: 0 +2'·-11 3/ 4" +3'-1 7/S" 
Second sto:i:y roof: 0 +3'.,...0 1/2" not measured 
Roof peak at 3rd sto:ry: 0 +3'-3 1/4n +3'-4 1./2" 

On A;p:ril 24, 2013, our survey =aw set three settlement monito:ri:ng points on the 
exta:r:io:r face of the s'Cbject building. ~ese points we:re set al.ong the south 
and east bui.l.ding faces, at the southeast corner of the subject p:roperty. On 

August 9 1 20.13, o= so:rvey =ew re-meas=ed. said three points and found that 
each point had moved u.P by 0 1 1-7 /8". This upward mo"lrelllellt expl.ai.D.s the 
difference in measurements f:rom 4/30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above tab1e. 

O= measurements concluda that along the s01.1the.rly building 1.ine. the building 
was raised between 3 feet, l-3/ 4 inches and 3 feet, 4-1/2 inches. 

859 HAAR!SON STRi:Er. SUITE 200, SAN FP.ANCISCO, CA 94107 • TE. (415} 543-4500 • FAX(415) ~ 

..... '.'.•"1.._, I".;..'.• • 
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Department of Building Inspection 
l?age 2 
October 20, 2014 

:! reviewed. a 1etter by G:z;egocy Cook, the P:z::oject Enginee:z; for the :residentia1 
:r:emodel. dated April. 30, 2013, that was addressed to the Department cf Building 
J:nspection. The 1etter states that Mr. Cook's measm:ements deteJ:mi.ned tl;iat the 
subject bui.1cling was raised by three· feet. Since the 1etter did no;t ipcl.uda 
details of how the measurements we:z;e date=ined, :i:·coul.d not verify his xesuJ.,ts. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. If you have any further 
questions, pl.ease feel. free to ca1l. 

Vecy tru;Ly yours, 

~~~~me. 
( ~;-J!~li::~ ~·. 

(m.w 

. -; ·- ~--:--·-.--·-- .... ·-·-·--···-·.·-;-·-·- ........ ·.··:"' ........... _________ ·-·:-. -
. : 
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April 30, 2013 
·,' .· 

. TO: City and.c®nty nf.S.an f~ .'. . · ·: . 
1660 Mission:.s:treet.: · · · . 
san :F~seo~ CA94l03 . · · . . 
Attm.De}>~tqf:ij~~~·. : 
• • •• •• • ••••• .• • • =: .... : • 

. PROJEcr,: ~~.A,ltei.atl®. · . .. · 
. . . 2&5:(,~,g~t~~~i!~~~t,.5,; ·'. ·:·: ., : : ··>. . ·· ... ·· 

Brock.0941; r.ot:oo2·· ·· · ·· · · · · · 
~: • •. ': : : • I : • ·~;-i;•. .. •' :: : • ~ ' :- -

San Fr:;n~ .CA 94123 

.·~·.··. .. .. 
· .. · .. :1.:: . 

. · · ~ .. ~~~::.~-~·::.~: }~~::~.3·1s.io . 
. .···. ·· .. -.. ~~~~). :· .. ·: .. 

. -· 

: : . 
. · ... : . · ......... . 

. ..... 

. .· 
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EXHIBIT D 
2853 Broderick West elevation porch on recessed third floor 

demolished. 
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··.EXHIBIT E 

2 8 53 Broderick expansion of West Elevatj.on.into back yard after 
· porch demolished 

~I 
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EXHIBIT F 
Permit History 
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:>ep~itment ci'f'suildlng Inspection 

: i 

Permits, Complaints and Bo~ler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

10/19/201412:16:58 PM 

201309247638 

3 
0947' / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST· 
0947 / 002 / o 2857BRODERICKST 

10/19/14 12:35 PM· 

Description: 

REMOVE FIRE DAMAGED AND UNSOUND FRAMING DISCOVERED DURING 
ALTERATIONDNDERWAY(2011-03-25-2839) REMOVE &REPLACEALL FLOOR& DECK 
JOISTS & EXTERIOR WALL FRAMING AT 2ND 8i:3RD FLOORS ONLY, REPLAC BAYS & 
WINDOW OPENINGS IN KIND • .ALLNEWEX.TERIOR ELEMENTS IN KIND. 

Cost: $18,400.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28-2FAMILYDWELLING 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Ar.lion Date Stage Comments 
9/24/2013 TRIAGE 
9'24/2013 FILING 
9/24/20J:3 FILED 
10/3/2013 PLAN CHECK 
10/3/2013 APPROVED 

10/u/2013 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's reanest on 2/5/2olA. 

'lo/16/2014 REINSTATED ner DCP'srequestletter dated io/16/2014 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 
Nam~ .OWNER.OWNER 
CompanyName: OWNER 
Address: OWNER* OWNER CA 00000-0000 
Phone: 

Addenda Details: 
Descrintion: 

Step Station !Arrive Start Im Out . 
Finish Checked By IBold Description Hold !Hold 

1 
BID-

9/24/13 9/24/13 9/24/13 
IVENIZELOS 

INSP !THOMAS ' 
12 CPB 9/24/13 9/24/13 9/24/13 CHAN.AMARIS 

~ CP-:ZOC 9/24/13 9/26/13 9/26/13 
CABREROS Approved. Rear facade alterations: exterior 
GLENN imaterials to be replaced in-kind 9/26/13 (gc). 

14 BLDG 9/27/13 9/30/13 9/30/13 10/1/13 LE THOMAS 

6 PPC lOf 3/13 10/3/13 10/3/13 
SAMARASINGHE 

110/3/13: to CPB.grs GILES 
6 CPB l0/3/13 10/3/13 10/11/13 SHEKKATHY ho/3/"JS: .APPROVED. KS . . 
This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096 • 

Appointments: 1 

[APPoin1ment DatejAi)pointment.AM{PMIAppointment Code!Appointment TypelDescriptioDJTilD'e SlotSI 

Inspections: 

!Activity DatelfuSPectorlinspection Description®;ection Status! 

ttp:/ / dbiwetJ.sfgov .erg I dbipts I defau lt.aspx?page= PermitDetails Page 1 of2 
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~. '~ . 
)epartment of Building Inspection 10/19/1412:36 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

' Permit Details RepQrt 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Addr~(es): 

10/19/201412:17:58 PM 

201209260727 

3 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICKST 
0947 / 002/ 02857BRODERICKST 

Description: 9/26/12: BOA.#12-056 DATED 06/20/12. REF: APPL#2011/03/25/2839-S. 
Cost $io,ooo.oo · 
Occupancy Code:
Builcling Use: · 

R-s . 
i!l-2 F.AMILYDWELLING 

Disposition/ Stage: 

:Acl:ion Dare Stage Comments 
9/26/2012 ITRIA.GE 
9/26/2012 FILING 
9/26/2012 FILED 
10/l2/20l2 PLAN CHECK 

·10/12/2012 I APPROVED 
l0/l2/2012 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND · Per DCP's rPmrest dated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 !REINSTATED ;oer DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Co:o:tact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 

Descrhrtion: 

Step Station IArrive ~ 
[n Out IFinish Checked :Sy tHold !Hold 

11 BLDG 9/26/l2 9/26/l2 9/26/12 DANG DENNIS 
12 CPB 9/28/l2 9/28/12 9/28/12 irAN BRENDA · 

Hold Description 

·-, 

3 CP-ZOC 9/28/12 'rJ..0/1/12. 10/1/12 ILINDSAYDAVID approved per Board of .Appeals Decision 
IA-;.;;.,eal No.12.056 

14 PPC 10/2/12 10/2/12 110/2/12 THAI SYLVIA 
5 CPB 10/2/12 10/12/12 10/l2/l2 !YAN BRENDA 10/l2/l2APPROVED BYKS 
This permit has been lSSUed. For information pertainlng to this permit, please caD. 415-558-6096 . 

.Appoin1m.ents: 

Appointm.entType Description 

Clerk Schednled RElNFORCINGSTEEL , . 

Inspection Status 
REINFORCING STEEL 

Special Inspections: 

!Addencbi. No.ICompleted. Date\Inspected.By\IllSPection CodelDescci.pti.olljRemarksl 

For :infm:m.a:tion, or to schedule an inspection, call 5584)570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

e 
Slots 
1 

1ttp:/ /dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails · PagelofZ 
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)epa~ent ot'Building Inspection 

Permits~ Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Nmnher: 
Form.Number: 

Address( es): 

201108031630 
3 
0947 / 002. I 02853BRODERICKST 
0947 / 002 / o 2857BRODEIUCK$T 

10/19/14 12:37 PM 

Description: 

TO COMPLYW /NOV 201003592 & 201054J.4. REPLACE 2~1 1/FLRFRAMING, REPL 
1NTR WALL FINISH ENTIRE{2 UNITS).REPLACE BATHRM &KITCHENS-2UNITS.REPL 
ELECT&MECH(SEP.ARATE PERMrrJ.INTRALTERN POST FIRE DAMAGF.S.:ADD NEW 
BEDRM&BA.THAT GRD/FLR).INSTAIJ..NEW 
INSULN,SHEETR.QCK,SPRINKLER&KlTCHEN&BATH F.IX&CABINET. 

Cost $32o,ooo.oo 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28- 2 FAM!LY DWELLING 

Disposition I Stage: · 

IAction Date Stage Comments 
8/3/2011 . TRIAGE 

8/3/2011 FILING 
8/g/2on FILED 
2/3/20J2. PLAN CHECK 
2/3/20J2. !APPROVED 
2/8/2012. trsSUED 
2/6/2014 ml° SPEND roer DCP's recmest dated 2/5/2014 
l0/16/2014 !REINSTATED ner DCP's reqnest letter dated l0/16/2014 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

License Number. 
Name: 
~any Name: 

Address: 

Phone: 

Addenda Details; 
Desccintion: 

lstep Station IArri.ve 

1 
BID-

8/3/n INSP 
2 CPB 8/3/11 

3 CP-ZOC "S/3/11 

4 !BLDG 9/6/11 

~ ~ 9/22/11 

940335 
J.ASON LANDIS BLOCH 
BLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC 
239 BRANNAN ST* SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107-
0000 

!Start In Hold Out !Finish Checked.By Hold 

8/3/11 8/3/n IWALLSMARK 

18/3/11 8/3/11 SHEKKATHY 

CABREROS 
8/22./11 8/22/11 9/2/11 9/2/11 GLENN 

9/14/11 9/22/11 i/27/12 PADARODOLFO 

10/21/11 'rlo/24/n ln/8/11 LAI JEFF 

6 SFPUC 10/24/11 'rll/17/11 11/17/11 TOM BILL 

r 

!Hold Description 

!APPROVED 9/2/u - no change bldg envelope 
or bldg height. (gc;) 8/22/11-Reqesl: for 
lbuildmg section 
01/27/20JZ Approved. Route to PPC and 
!route back to planning to re-stamp newplan 
sheets. R. Pada 
10/24/11: comments issued &route to ppc. 
'rll/8/n.-recheck #1.APPROVED &: ROUTE TO 
IPPC. · 
!Reviewed & assessed for capacity charges. 
150% paid with permit fees; balance due withi· 
12 months of permit issuance date.. See invoic 
attached to application.. Route Site & S1 
IAddendum.snbmittalsto PPC11/17/n. 

ttp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/defa.ult.aspx?page=PennitDetails Page lof2 
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)epartment ~f Bu~ldlng Inspection 10/19/14 12:37 PM 

2/2/u: to CPB.grs 1/30/12:to CP ZOO for 
stamp on revised setgrs u/18/11: plans in 
HOLD BIN; sntu/8/n: Back to SFPUC.grs 

PPC 8/23/11 8/23/11 2/2/12 
SAMARASINGHE i:J./7/n: retrieved from SFPUC for J. Lai Back 

7 GILES to J.Lai when retamed.grs 10/24/n: to 
SFPUC.grs 9/22/n: to MECILgrs 9/6/n: to 
BLDG.grs 8-23-11: Applicant submit Revision 
1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn.Cabreros. sif 

8 CPB 2/2/12 2/3/12 2/8/12 YAN BRENDA 02/03/12.APPROVED BYKS . . . . . .. 
This permit has been lSSUed. For information pertaming to this permit, please call 415-s58-6096 . 

Appoinbnents: 

IA.ppoinbnent !Appointment Appointment !APPointmentType nescclption ~e 
Date IAMJPM· . Code Slots 
11/6/2013 lAM cs Clerk Sched:nled. ROUGH FRAME 1 

5/24/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 2 
5/6/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 1 

12 

Inspections: 
~ '" •. Date Inspector Inspection Description Y---~onStatus 

u/6/2013 rrhomas Fessler ROUGH FRAME REINSPECT REQUIRED 
5/24/2013 Christopher Schroeder REINFORCING STEEL K H .• ·~ H"- RCJNG STEEL 
5/6/2013 .JnsenhYu REINFORCING STEEL [IBINSPECT REQUIRED 
ll 

Special Inspecli.ons: -. . . Completed Inspection 
No. !Date Inspected By Code Description Remarks 

0 l 
CONCRETE (PLACEMENT&. rfc=gooo psi-j drive s.AMPUNG) 

0 2 BOLTS INSTALLED IN· 
CONCRETE 

0 4 
REINFORCING STEEL AND 
PRETRESSING TENDONS 

0 sAI. SINGLE P.ASS FILLET WELDS< 
5/16" 

0 24E WOOD FRAMING 
SHEAR W.ALI.S AND FLOOR 

0 119 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 
DIAPHRAGMS 

0 20 HOLDOWNS 
0 24A !FOUNDATIONS 
0 2.4B STEEL FRAMING 

0 18A BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
EXISTING CONCRETE 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call·558-6570 between8:go am and3:00 pm. 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

If you need help or have a queStion about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

Con.tact SFGov .Accessil>ility Policies 
City and Councy orf San Francisco ©2000-2009 

ttp:/ /dbiweb.sfgov.org/dblpts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails Page 2 of 2 
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lepattment ofBuilding lnspectio.n 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Applicatlon Number: 
Form Number: 

Ac1.dress(es); 

10/19/2014 l2:2o:zt.PM 

201103252839 
3 
0947/002/02853BRODERICKST 
0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/1412:38 PM 

Description:_ 

Cost; 

VER.TICAL/HORZONTAL.ADDmON, RAISE BLDG 36", BUILD NEW GARA.GE &.ROOMS 
DOWNFOREXPANSION, NEW CURB CUT. 
$5,000.00 

Occupancy Code: R-s 
Buildlng Use: 28- 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

·Disposition I Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
3/25/2on TRIAGE ' 

?,/25/2011 FILING 
3/25/2011 FILED 
3/30/2012 PLAN CHECK 
3/30/20l2 !APPROVED 
4/17/2012 !ISSUED 
5/8/2012 SUSPEND byBPA ltrdd.5/2/12 
10/16/2012 REINSTATED reouested by BPA- email dd 10/12/12, PA#201209260727U;sued on 10/12/12 
2/8/2013 ISSUED 
2/6/2014· SUSPEND Per DCP's request dated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED perDCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 
Name: OWNERO~ 
Company Name: OWNER 
Address: OWNER* OwNERCA. 00000-0000 
Phone: 

Addenda Details: 
D escrmtion.:SITE 

Step Station I.Arrive Start IIn Out Fmish Checked By Hold Description tH:old Hold 

l 
IBID-

1(3/25/11 3/25/ll 3/25/ll DUFFY JOSEPH IINSP 
2 CPB 3/25/11 i:>./25/u 3/25/n IYANBRENDA 

3 CP-ZOC 3/25/11 3/28/11 3/28/11 2/1/12 2/1/12 CABREROS GLENN iAPPROVED per case 2010.0394DV. 3/28/u:. 
Notice #1 mailed (GC). 

4 CP-MP 6/13/11 6/14/11 9/6/11 
Section 3ll Mailed:6/14/n Ex:p;'J/1:3/ll 

CABREROS GLENN (Milton Martin) RE-NOTICE Mailed;S/08/11 
Exn:9/06/u (Milton Martian) · 
Reviewed & assessed for ca.pacify charges. 

5 SFPUC 1(3/5/12 s/19/12 
50% paid yii.th. permit fees; balance due within 

3/19/12 TOM BILL 12 months of permit issuance date. See invoice 
attaclied to application. Route site submittal 
to PPC 3/19/2ol2.. 
Site permit approval, plans route to PPC for 
cEstr. JYU 03292012 Plans in hold pending 
AB-005 for stair way rail..03262012 jsyu... 

5 BLDG 2./2/12 2/28/12 '.(2./28/12 3/29/12 YU JOSEPH Changes to exterior af entry stairs require 
h'n~ll...tTlJ"llJ l>l""""""'h~nl.-.. ...... ~.,.,.....M 

ttp:f fdbiweb.sfgov.orgfdblptsfdefault.aspx?page=PermitDetalls Pagel of 3 
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)epartment o{Building Inspection 10/19/1412:38 PM 

Cot,t'J:"•V•UAf.1,1 ""-.., • .t.~.U.U.t'"~'°""'"""""".LL~ 

to JYU after DCP review. jyu 03012012 call to 
architect for r'h~n11es to Dlans. 

!Approved.Site only! DPW/BSM shall not 
release construction addenda until complete· 
application and plans for Street Improvement 
&: MSE l\finor Encroachment for warped · 
driveway/concrete step are submitted. and 
approved Please submit application with all 

5 
DPW-

3/1/'J2. 3/5/12 13/5/12 CYLIONGTIAN 
(SI) requirements at 875 Stevenson Street, 

BSM IRM. 460, and Tel. No. (415)-554-5810. Your 
construction addenda will be on hold, until all 
necessaiyDPW fBSM permits are completed, 
or the receiving BSM plan checker-
recommencling sign off Note: Please contact 
Urban Forestryto applyfortree permit and 
landscape Dermit@ 415-554-6700 

16 CP-ZOC 3/19/12 3/23/12 3/23/12 CABREROS GLENN Ito Pl~nnin.;:to review revision; snt 

7 DFCU 3/26/12 3/26/12 3/26/u 
!BLACKSHEAR 
!JOHN 

'13/26/w. No :impact fees. No F'n:st Source 
Im,.;,.;.,. A.,.,.eementremrl™ -JB 

3/29/w. to CPB; snt 3/27 /lZ Per J. Yu. 
•emoved end date and placed plans m HOLD 
BIN.grs 3/26/12: to Joe Yu; snt 3/19/12: to 
Planning, Glenn Cabreros; snt 3/15/12: Rlo 
:received. Combined with planS at PUC. Will 

8 i'PC '4/7/ll '417/ll 3/29/12 THAI SYLVIA route to CP ZOC next.gm 3/5/m: to PUC; snt 
3/1/12: to .BSM; snt 7.-22-U: .A,pplicant submit 
Revision 7to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. sjf 7-15-
n: Applicant submit Revision 6 to CP-
~/Glenn Cabreros. sjf 4-7-11: .Applicant 
submit Revision 1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. 
sjf 

9 pPB 3/29/l2 3/30/12 4/17/12 SHEKKATH.Y '13/30/l2: approved. SFOSD req'd. need 
contractor's info. l!:S . . . Tlrls permit has been ISsued. For informatton pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096 • 

· Appointments: 

lfuointm.en.t Dat:etAppointn:i.en.tAM.f PM!Al)pointment Code!Appointm.entTypelDescriptionlTime Slots! 

: · Inspections: 

IACtiVitY DatelillBPector!IDSpection Desecipti.onlIDSPection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

!Addenda Completed~ 
- ed.By lrnsPection !Description IR.emmks INo. !Date Code 

l 24B STEEL FRAMING 
1 24A !FOUNDATIONS 
1 . 20 HOLDOWNS 

SHEAR W.ALI.S AND FLOOR 
l 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 

DIAPHRAGMS 
l 24E lwoon FRAMING 
1 1/8/2014 IITCHIU l2 SHOTCRETE 
l 1/8/2014 IX'l..WU lsBs MOMENT-RESISTING FRAMES 

1 tl/8/2014 IYrCHIU lsA1 SINGLE PASS FILLETWELDS < 
5/1611 

l/8/2014 
REINFORCING STEEL AND 

1 1.0."\;.t:UU 4 IPRETRESSING TENDONS 

11 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 12 iBoLTS INSTALLED 1N · 
CONCRETE 

11.2 

For information, or to schednle an fuspection, _call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

ttp:/ / dblweb.sfgov.org / dbipts/ default.aspx?page-=PermitDetails Page 2 of 3 
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··, 
)epartment of Building Inspection 

~ . 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address{ es): 

10/19/201412:2:1.:11PM 

2ouo3m905 
8 
0947 I 002 I 0 2853 BRODERICK ST 

0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12~39 PM 

Descrlptioll: 
REMOVE SHEETROCK, LATH &PLAST.ERFROM SMOKE DAMAGED FLOORS. :REMOVE 
KITCHEN' .AND BATHAPPUANCES .AND CABINETS -AIL ON STRUCTURAL (SOFrDEMO 
ONLY)· 

Cost: $is.ooo.o6 
· Occupancy Code: R-3 

Building Use: 28-2F.AMILYDWELIJNG 

Disposition/ Stage: 

1Action Date Stae:e Comments 
~/11/2011 TRIAGE , 
3/11t2on FIUNG 
19./11/2011 !FILED 
3/11/2011 !APPROVED 
3/11/2011 ISSUED 
12/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's request dated 2/5/2014 
110/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 

634865 
TIMOTHYW. MORTENSEN 
STREAMLINE BUILDERS 

.A.ddress: 1ll1 CAMPBELL er* RFSCUE CA 95672-
0000 

Phone: 

Addenda Details: 
D esc:rmtton: 

Step Station !Arrive Start IIn Out IF'mish Checked By !Hold Hold 

1 
BID-

3/9/11 3/9/11 3/9/11 FESSLER THOMAS IINSP 
1~1 rl\Tl\.Tti' 'T 

2 !BLDG 3/9/11 3/9/u 3/9/11 iMrCHAEL . 
3 

IDPW-
13/11/11 3/11/11 3/11/u h..mJT ~ 'l\TQ DANNY 

BSM 
4 CPB 3/11/11 3/11/11 - 3/ll/11 GALIZADEUA 

!Hold De$Crlption 

.. This permit has been lSSUed. For information pertammg to this permit, please call 415-s58-6096. 

Appointments: 

IAPpointmentDate!Appointm.ent.AM/PM!APpointment CodelAPpointmentT;ype!])eseciptionlTime Slotsl 

Inspections: 

)ACtiVity Date!IilSPectorlinspection Description!IDSpection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

tttp:/ f dblweb.sfgov.org f db lpts I defau It.aspx?page=PermitDetails Page lof2 
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)epartment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

M&ess(es): 

io/1.9/201412:22.:57 PM 

201309066:151 
8 
0947 / 002 / o 2853BRODERICKST 
0947/002/02857BRODERICKST 

10/19/14 12:39 PM 

Description: 
REMOVE STEPS PROPOSED TO BE.ADDED AT NORTH SIDE ENTRY PORCH UNDER PA# 
201103252839, REDUCE NO. OF ~PS AT SOUTH, FRONT ENTRY, ADD NEW DOORS 
WITH TRANSOMS Kr BOTH LOCA.TIONS. 

Cost: $1.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
BUllding Use: 28-2 FAMILY DWELLING 

Disposition I Stage: 

IAetion Date Stae:e 
9/6/2013 TRIAGE 
9/6/2013 FILING 
9/6/2013 IFILED 
l0/16/2014 [WITHDRAWN 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

.Addenda Details: 

2 CPB l0/16/14 0/16/14 

Appointments: 

Co:ooments 

Out 
Hold Finish ~ecked Phone 

CHUNG 415· 
9/6/13 · JANCE 999· 

9999 

old Descripti<!ll 

10/16/14! Wrtb.drawn Per Request. Customer 
lost application & took plans. Duplicate 
application mad.e.ay 

IAPPointment Datel.Appointment.AM/PMIAPiloin1ment Code!Appointinent TypelDescripii.oil\Time Slots I 

. Inspections: 

IACtivityDatelIDSPector)InspectionDescripl:ionllnspeetionStatusl 

Special Inspections: 

!Addenda N~.IC.Ompleted Datel!nspected :sy!lllSPeetion CodelDes~tion/Remarksl 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, can ssB-6570 between. 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

· Online Permit and Complaint Trac'\dng home page. 

,ttp:/ [dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx:?page=-PerqiitDetails Page 1 of2 
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)ep~rtmenr of Building Inspec:tion 10119/1412:41 PM 

Permits, Complaints anc( Boiler PTO Inquiry 

· Permit Details RepQrt 

Report Date: · 10/19/201412:23:25 PM 

Application Number: 
Fo=Number: 

Address( es): 

-·. 
Description: 

Cost 
Occupancy Code: · 
Building Use: 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Comact Details: 

Contractor petails: 

Addenda Details: 
D •• CSl'MT>fion: 

Step Statlon Arrive 

l· CPB 7/1/13 

2 CP-ZOC 17/1/13 

3· CP-DR 

4 CP-NP 

5 BLDG llo/15/14 

DPW-6 BSM 

7 PPC 

8 CPB 

201307010898 . 
3 
0947 I 002 I 0 2853 BRODERicKST 
0947 I 002 I 0 2857BRODERICKST 
TO COMPLYW/ CORR NOTICE DATED 6/25/13. ALSO TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG 
BEFORE&AFTERBEING RAISED 36" UNDER201103252839 &TO CORRPREV SHOWN 
HEIGHTS· TO ROOF RIDGE TOP .DWELLING UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDmONS TO 
SIDE,REAR&4/FL.REVISE 201103m905, 201103"-52839, 201108031630, 201209260727 
&201309247638. 
$LOO 
R-g 
28-2FAMILYDWELLING 

Comments 

' 

Start ten Out Fmish Checked Phone Hold Description IHold Hold fRv 

7/l/13 
CHEUNG 415-

1/1/13 WAI.FONG 558-
6070. 

!API>roved per Case No. 2013.0433DDDE. 

1415-
Correct height dimensions. Dwelling unit 

7/16/13 7/16/13 10/15/14 10/15/14 
CABREROS 

1558-
merger from 2 to 1 unit. Side, rear and 

GLENN !vertical addtions.10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR#1 
6377 !mailed 7/10/13 (gc): Pending review with ZA. 

7/16/13' &c). 

415-. DRAPPLICATIONTAKEN IN ON 

110/15/14 
OROPEZA 7/29/2014 APPUCATION COMPLETE.AND 

tl/29/14 !EDGAR 558- t:I'.A:KEN IN BY EDGAR OROPEZA, PIC 
6377 STA.FF 

CABREROS 415- Mailed 3ll Cover Letter 6/27/14 (Vlad) 

!GLENN 558- MailedsnNotice 7/7/14; Expired 8/6/14 
6377 (Vlad} 

415- . I 
COUNTER.l. ssS-

6133 
415-
1558-
6060 

io/17/14! backto OTC bin; snt.10/17/J.4: 

rnw 415- Plans routed to Stephen .Antonaros hold for 

is'YLVIA 558- Building review . .AL 10/17/14: Plans routed to 
6133 OTC hold for Building review. AL io/15/14: 

~oBSM;siJ.t 
10/17/14: UPDATED DESCRIPTION OF 

Y.AN 1415- WORK&: IS A2 UNITS MERGER TO l 
:Q"Din.:rT\A, ss8- UNIT, NO STRUCTURE PLANS & CHl\NGE 

.tip:// dbiweb.sfgov.org / dblpts/ d efault.aspx?page=PennitDetajls Pa!;le 1 of2 
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)epartment of Building Inspection 10/19i14 12:41 PM 

I l r". "'""''""u 16070 !FOLL TO SITE PERMIT REQUEST BY 
_ _ ~CANT. OKBYWF. BYAN. 

Appointments: 

IAI>Poin1ment DatelApPOintment.AM/PM!Appointm.ent CodelAiJPOintment TypejDescciptionlTime Slots!' 

Inspections: · . 

!Activity Date@SPeCtOr!IDSPection Descriptlonlinspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

IA?idenda No.ICompletedDatel!nspected Bylmspeetion CodelDescriptionlRemarksl 

For information, or to schecbtle an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and.3:00 pm. 

Online Pei:mit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Supportfor Online Services 
If you need help or have a question about this servii:e, pieasevlsit: our FAQ area. 

Contact SF~ Accessr"bility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©200Q-2009 . 

.., 

ttp:// dbiweb.sfgov.org/~bipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetalls Page 2 of 2 
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EXHIBIT G 

Correction Notice 6/25/13 to provide revised plans, within 30 days,. 
to be followed by 311 notification .. 

N dtification was not provided until 1 year later 

In the ~nterim addenda pe~its were issued which were suspended -
on 2/5/14 

) 

2'740 
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CllY AND couN"TY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
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EXHIBITH 
Agreement, September 4, Z.012, on the basis of which: appellant 

· with9-reV\_7the CEQA appeal in 2012 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

This settlement Agreement (the "Agreement") is entered into as of September d 201; 
(the "Effective Datej, by and between Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp ePerrnlt io1der"), 
and Pat Buscovich, Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Poleyol, Zeeva Kardos, Craig Jones, Michael 
Jaeger, Eric Reimers, Kelda Reimers, Rob Povfitz. Jennifer Poviitz, Don Morehead and Ann 
Morehead ("Appellant"}. Permit Holder and Appellant are sometimes each referred to in this 
Agreement as a "PartY' or "party" and colle_ctively as the ''parties." 

·This agreement applies solely to Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 and to. 
the CEQA appeal and BOA appeal as defined below •. 

RECITALS 

This Agreement is executed with reference to the following facts: 
' 

A. Permit Holder is the owner of the real property commonly known as 2853-2857 
Broderick Street, S.an Francisco, California, Block 0947, Lot 002 (the "Permit Holder Property"). 

B. Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Polevoi and Zeeva Kardos are the owners of the 
real property commonly known as 2845-2847 Broderick Street, San Francisco, California, Block 
0947, Lots 045 and 046 {the "-Appellant Property") .. 

C. The Permit Holder Property and the Appellant Property are adjacent and share a 
common property line ("Property Uhe0

). Appellant has certain concerns and objections related 
to Permit Holder's work on the Permit Holder Property. 

D. Permit Holder desires to obtain a permit that will ·allow for the raising of the 
· existing building on the Permit Holder Property by 36 inches and construction of a new garage, . 
among other things, pursuant to Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 and the 
associated plans for the permit (collectively, the "Permit"). The Permit was issued on or about 
April 17, 2012 

E. On or about May 2, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the Permit with the San 
Francisco Board of Appeals ("BOA Appeal") that set forth various concerns and objections 
Appellant. has with the Project. The BOA Appeal was considered at a Board of Appeals hearing 
on June 20, 2012 and was ultimately denied on a vote of 4 to 0. 

F. On or about July 2, 2012, Appellant filed a request for rehearing of the BOA 
Appeal with the San Francisco Board of Appeals. A hearing to consider the request for · 
rehearing was scheduled at the Board of Appeals on July 25, 2012. On July 18, 2012, 
Appellant filed a rescheduling request to reschedule the hearing until after September 19, 2012. 
The request was· granted by the Board of Appeals on July 20, 2012, rescheduling the hearing to 
September 12, 2012. 

G. On or about July 6, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued by the San Francisco Planning Department for the Project ("CEQA Appeal"), which set 
forth various concerns and objections Appellant has with the determination of categorical 
exemption from environmental review for the Permit. · 

-1-
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H. All parties now desire to settle their differences on mutually agreeable terms. 

NOW THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the promises, covenants, and releases 
hereinafter set forth in this Agreement, and for good and valuable consideration, the recelpt and 
sufficiency of which is acknowledged, the p~rties agree as follows: 

1. Recitals 

The above· recitals are incorporated herein by reference and are hereby made a part of this 
~~~ . 

2. · Permit Holder Obligations 

Permit Holder hereby agrees to amend the Permit, and implement construction
1
, such that it is 

consistent with, and as set forth in, the drawings dated August 22, 2012, and attached hereto 
and incorporated herein as Exhibit A. Perinit Holder will amend the permit by requesting the 
Board of Appeals agree to a rehearing of the BOA Appeal and then requesting the Board of 
Appeals amend the Permit pursuant to the drawings attached as Exhibit A In the case that the 

· Board of Appeals does not agree to the rehearing or to amend the Permit pursuant to the 
·drawings attached as Exhibit A, Permit Holder shall amend the Permit pursuant to the attached 
drawings on her own. 

Minor · mocflfications may be made to sald plans ,to satisfy Planning Department and/or 
Department of Building Inspection requirements for the building permit application. "Minor 
modificationsg do not include. and are not limited to: 

a) Enlargement of the envelope of 2853-2857 Broderick Street;; 

b} Any increase In the building height beyond a maximum of 36 inches from current 
conditions (which already includes ~ny tolerance otherwise permitted by the Department 
of Buifding inspection and Building Code); . 

c) Any modifications to the fire wall on the north elevation of the rear yard stair ca~e. 

Any non-Minor Modifications may be made to the plans upon the consent of all parties to this 
Agreement. · 

Permit Holder will mark the building prior to the lift so that once it is lifted it can be clearly 
determined that the lift was 36 inches. · · 

Permit Holder releases any claims they may have against Appellants with respect to ·the 
approval and appeal process for the Permit. 

3. Appetlant Obligations 

As long as the Permit to be issued remains, as set forth in the drawings attached, and is 
consistent with the drawings set forth on Exhibit A and as long as ·Permit Holder is not in 
breach of this.Agreement; Appellant, including all individuals who have signed the BOA Appeal, 
the CEQA Appeal, or both, hereby agrees as follows:. . . . 

-2-
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.· . 

a) Appenant will not support the CEQA Appeal at the ·Board of Supervisors hea~ng on 
September 4, 2012, and will give testimony to the Board announcing a settlement of the 
matter. 

. . 
b) Appellants shall support the request for rehearing at the Board of Appeals hearing 

scheduled for September.12, 2012, for the purpose of having the Board of Appeals amend 
.the Permit pursuant to the drawings attached as Exhibit A at the rehearing. Appellants 
shall also support the proposal to amend the Pennit pursuant to these draWings at the 
Board of Appeals rehearing. · 

c} Appellant shaU fife no future appeals of BuHding Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839, 
as set forth in the drawings attached as Exhibit A. including, but not limited to, any 
appeals. with any department, office, board or other body of the City and County of San 

· Franci~co or any calffornia state court or U.S. Federal court. This does not bar Appellant 
from filing any complaints against the Pennit with the Department o'f Building inspection 
after the Pennit is issued. 

AppeUants release any claims they may have against Permit Holder with respect ta the approval 
and appeal process for the Permit. · 

4. Successors and Assigns 

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and shall be binding upon the parties to this 
Agreement and their respective heirs, successors, assigns or owners and their repr-esentatives, 
agents, shareholders, officers, partners, directors, employees, affifiates, subsidiaries, related 
corporations or entities. EaOli Party shall provide a copy of this "Agreement to any successor, 
assign or new owner prior to transfer·of their respective property. 

5. . Representations and Warranties 

The persons signing this Agreement hereby warrant and represent that they have the power 
and authority to bind any party on whose behalf this Agreement is signed. Each party agrees to 
indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the other parties for any loss, costs, expenses, claims, or 
damages resulting from any breach of thjs paragraph. 

6. Attorneys' Fees 

The parties ·acknowledge and agree that if any party commences arbitration or litigation to 
interpret or enforce the terms of this Agreement, each party will be responsible· for their own 
attorneys' fees. Appellants agree to not be represented by ca-Appellant Kate Polevol as an 
attomey in any arbitration or litigation relating to this dispute. 

7. Entire Agreement; Controlling Law 

This Agreement and all exhibits attached hereto and incorporated herein sets forth the entir!9 
agreement of the parties and any disputes concerning the subject matter of this Agreement, and 
shall not be modified or altered except by a subsequent written agreement signed by the 
parties. The laws of the State of California shall govern the validity,. interpretation and 
enforcement of this Agreement. Subject to · Section 6, the parties expressly consent to 
jurisdiction in the courts of California for any djspute regarding or relating to thls Agreement or 
any other _matter or claim released herein. 

-3-
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8. Counterparts; Severability; Time is of the Essence · 

This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts and signatures may be exchanged by 
facsimile or electronically, each of which shall be deemed to be an original document, and all of 
which together shall constitute one and the same document. In· the event that· any 
representation, warranty, acknowledgment, covenant, agr~ement, clause, provision, promise, or 
undertaking made by any party contained in this Agreement is deemed, cbnstrued1 or alleged to 
be illegal, invalid, or unenforceab!e under present or future laws, in whole or in part, the parties 
acknowl~dge that each and every other term of this Agreement shall remain valid . and 
enforeeable. Time ls of the essence for the completion of the acts described in and required by 
this Agreement · 

9. Advice of Counsel 

The parties represent and acknowledge that they have read and understood the terms of this 
Agreement and have had the opportunity to obtain the advice of counsel on the meaning and 
effect of this Agreement. The parties have had an opportunity to fully participat.e in preparing 
this Agreement and acknowledge that it is the product of the draftsmanship of the parties. 
Accordingly, this Agr~ment shall not be construed for or against any party·by virtue of their 
participation, or lack of participati~!1· in the drafting hereof. 

[SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOLLOW bN NEXT PAGE} 

-4-
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· This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Appellant: ~ 

f7~~~J.- «-.4-
PatBus~ ~·/~y . 

Craig Jones 

Michael Jaeger 

Eric Reimers 

Kelda Reimers 

Rob Povlitz 

Jennifer Povlitz 

Don Morehead 

Ann Morehead 

2747 



This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Eric Reimers 

Rob Povlitz . 

-5-
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This Agreement is. ~~eel>i:ed as of the Effective Date by the p8rties. 

Permit.Holder: 
·i 

Metinda ~ykiamp 

.. I I 
{.-!I . .. ' 

I/ 1// j i : I i' ""',r_ _ _.. 
J • 

·f·· ·-· .. ; .. 

{ l .. 

Appellant 
~· . / _,J ':'--

/" ... I;"»", ./:. • • , • - '> / ... 
~.,- r· . I"·~~ .. r:..1---~::r / L;.r:--:r"'.~'.I }"*-"-'~•. <; 

Pat Suseovich 7 • · / ... ~ 1 

-/ 

/ 

_______ , ____ _ 
Craig Jones 

Michael Ja~;;----·--

Errc: Reimers-··----·----

Don Morehead --- ·- -··-
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-Al.. 
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EXHIBIT'A' 
August2.2, 2012 
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ExHIBIT'A' 
August22, 2012 
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August 22; 2012 

-.AD 



--·-- --; -. 

PAYT01HEORDEROF ***DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING*** 

***Five hundred forty-seven dollars and no cents*** 

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A.. 
3431 CALIFORNIA ST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 
FOR INQUIRIES CALL (480) 394-3122 

• • • ~":. • : J' .. • 

. t· ::... :: ·::: J' • 

v·.:october·20, 2014· ~- : 
,. • J'.J : : N•: J' 

**$547 .00** 

VOID IF OVER US$ 547.00 

_µ_/~~ 
CONmOLLER • 

.. . . .... .. ... .. -- . -- .. -......... _ .. ----- .. - . ··- ·-·· ·-. -- . ··-- ·-. ·-- -- --·· --· -. -. -- . --- --·· --------
• 
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Board of Supervisors 
Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
City H8.ll, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

2ul4 DC"f 20. PH 12= OS 

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick St (subject property) 

October 20, 2014 

Lot 002 Block 094 7 
Pennits:2013070i0898,201103111905,201103252839,201108031630, 
201209260727,201309247638,201309066151 

Previously heard by: 
Planning Commission DR Review Hearing September 18, 201_4 
CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination by Shelley Caltagirone July 3, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E · 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response by Shelley Caltagirone July 2, 2014 
Ca.Se No. 2013.0433E 
Project Evaluation by Tina Tam July 2, 2014 (for Drawings dated May 1, 2014) 

APPELLANTS: 
Irving Zaretsky {Zeeva Kardos, Kate Polevoi) . 
Tim Arcuri . 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am fully in support of the letter submitted by Irving Zaretsky regarding our request for a CEQA 
Hearing. There are a host of irregular issues concerning this project that I feel the Bqard of 
Supervisors needs to consider to protect property owners both in Cow Hollow and elsewhere in 
the City. The project sponsor has positioned Mr. Zaretsky as the primary opponent to the project 
·This could not be farther from the truth as many other neighbors - including myself- are gravely 
concerned about the process by which the project has arrived at its current status. 

This project is ultim~tely a very clear "how to" roadmap for future developers to circumvent the 
rules by submitting plans in piecem~ fashion (with erroneous facts) in order to minimize 
neighborhood concerns and move certain aspects of the construction to "existing" status before 
the facts are updated, neighbors realize the entirety of the project, and generate opposition~ 

~yointt./) 
:~ k 
Appellant 

~: ///~-:7/ZJ- S-~cJ 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYOl=!S 

HEIGH~ CERTIFICATION 

October 20, 2014 

~o: Department of Building inspection 
1660 Mission Street · 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

MARTIN M. RON, LS. (1923-1983) 

BENJ..r.MIN B. AON, P.Ls. 
ROSS C. iHOMPSON, P.LS. 

BRUCE A. GOWDY, P.LS. 

~'Object: Residential. Remodel. at 2653 & 2857 Brode:z:i.ck Street 
Assessor's Block 947, Lot 2~ San Francisco 

Dear Sir: 

On July 5, 2012, before the relllode1, our survey crew measured. the height of the 
subject building at its SOUthern end (roo:f peak) to be 361 -7 1/8" • Qn August 9 I 
2013, our survey crew re-mea.su.red. the height of the subject building. At the 
southm end of the building, the height (roof pecik) was :measured at 39 feet, 
11-5/8 inches. At the centerl.ine of the building, the height (roof peak) was 
measured at 39 feet, 11 inches. At the northern end of the buil.ding, the height 
(;roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, 1-1/8 inches.. ~ zero point for the 
height mea.s=em.ents is -ehe top o:f'cw:b at the center of the :t,ot al.ong Broderick 
Street. 

On J1.l1y 5, 2012, before the rel!lodel, our survey c:r:ew :measured. the elevation cf 
the roof peak at the third sto:cy, the second story ;roof; the top of the first 
.story cornice and the top of tJ;e window tri:m. at the first story. A11 said 
elevation points were taken al.ong the southerly buil.cling line of the subject 
property. !J!h.ese points were :re-:ineasured on April 30, 2013 r and thEtn again on 
August 9, 2013. We found the following changes in height: 

7/5/12 4/30/13 8/9/13 

Top of lst sto:i:y window trim: ·O +3'-0" +3'-1 3/4" 
~op of 1st sto:i:y co=ice: 0 +2'-11 3/4" +3'-1 7/8" 
second story roof: 0 +3 1 -0 l/2n not :measured 
Roof" peak. at 3rd stOry: 0 +3'-3 l/4n .+3'-4 1/2" 

On Apr:il 24, 2013, our survey crew set three settlement monitoring po:i.n.ts on the 
e:x:teJ::ior faca of the stlbject bni J ding. ifhese points were set along the south 
and east building faces, at ·the southeast co=er of the stlbject property. On · 
August 9, 2013, our survey crew r&-measured said three points and found that
each. point had moved up by 0' 1-7 /8". This upward :movement explains ·the 
difference in measurements f:r:Olll. 4/30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above table. 

O= :measurements conoJ.uda that al.ong the southerl.ybtl.ilding l.ine the ;building. 
was rai.sed. between 3 feet, 1-3/ 4 i;:tches and 3 :feet, 4-1/2 inches. 

El.."9 HARRISON 5rREET. SUITE 200, SAN FP.ANClSCO. CA 94107 • Ta {415) 543-4500 •FAX (415) 543-6255 

'• - -- •• - --~ •,- - -·•- .. • ·--• -• --.- -..--- .,.._-~- .,._.._ ----r---·-~-·.,-- •,-••- -·- '""-:- -.-·--.·-----:;: ... ,•o;.•-·,•-••-, -·~ "':<"'::.•';-•-;;•-: •.-:-• •,•: -·--
• ... • •• ... • • • • • .... :. -· • •• •• :. .... ,. • ••• ·: :,· lof .... ·:_, ••• ~ ! - • ;. • "1· .•· ...... 
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Depa.rbnent of Bu:ilding :Inspection 
Page 2 
October 20, 2014 

• ·-· - ··- -· •• - ... ;.. ...... ~··· ... ·-··-· -· ••• ·c. ....... ··- ....... . 

:r reviewed a J.etter by· Gregory Cook,. the Pl;oject Engineer for the resideintial 
remodel. dated Apxil 30, 2013, that was addressed to the Department of Building 
Inspection. 'fhe letter states that Mr. Cook's measurements dete:cnined that the 
s'Ubject buil.ding was :raised by three feet. Since the lette.:i: did not inc1ude 
details of how the .measurements were det:e:c:m.ined, :r coul.d not ver:i;fY his resul. ts. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. I£ you have any ful:ther 
questions, pl.ease feel. free to· call.. 

- -=-== .. .• ....... - ........ ,.. .. --::--... "";- --.. --·-= ~····-
. ······· : ... · .. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part lI 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick street 

!£ the proposed additi~ns were to be removed,, then the roof and south wall of the subject 
building wciuld require repair, but this removal would rtot impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cumulati:oe Impact Assessment 

The proposed work must also be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 

· property and historic ~ct. Work recently completed at the project site resulted in r~ing the building 
approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fa~de and constructing a rear addition. This wqrk, in 

combination with the currently proposed work,. meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the coninouting building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrmmding 
Cow Hollow F:irst Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The building would retafus all elements of historic inh\,arity so that if 
r • • . 

cbntinues to convey its signi£cance as a First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early· 
phase of development within the Cow E;ollow neighborhoo~ The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to 
the resource. · 

PART 11: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 
< 

Signature: ~ ~ 
Tina Tam, Senior Preseroation Planner 

.cc: V:irnaliza Byrd, F.nvironmental Division/Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: (;: \DOCUMENTS\Cases \ CEQA \HRER.Memos \Z013.04..33B_2857 Broderil±dpc 

SAN fllANCISCO 
, PLANNING DEP.ARTMENT 10, 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 . 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition
sty~e building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

Standard 2. The historic aw_;acter of a property will be retained and preseroed. The remO'Oal. of distinctive . 
materials or ilterati.on of fef#u.res, 11paces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be 
avoided.. 

No distinctive materials, features, ~hes, ·construction tecmuques or examples of craftsmanship . 
would be. affected by the proposed project. All original elements of the primary fai;ade would be: 
retained. While the entry thresh.old would be lowered to match the mainJloor height, this change 
would not detract from th~ character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 
The pro~osed alterations would occur at secondary. and tertiary fu.cades that do not contribute to· 
the overall character of the building or district. 

Standard 3. Each property wil.l be recognized as a physical record. of its ti:me, place, and use. Oumges that 
create a filse sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken.. 

Conjectural elen'l:ents are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alteratio_ns 
. . and additions would·be constmcted of new, yet compatible, materials. · . "' ,. . . . 

'i. ·.... • .. 

Standard 5. rytincti:oe materirils, features, finishes, 'and. constru.Ction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that cha:racterize a property will be preserved. · 

The proposed project would not result :in the loss of distinctive features. . 

Stan~fl: 9. Ne:w additi.cms, exterior alterati.ons, or related ne:w construqion will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and 11patial relationships th.a! characterize the property. The new work will be 
dijfer'e:ntiu.ted. from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, fea.fu.res, size; scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

The propos~d side and rooftop additions, :including the decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the cha!acter-defin:ing_ features of the.building or the site as they would be cqnstructed 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property 'and district as viewed by the public would be retained. 
Moreover, ·the proposed p.ddition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with 
contemporary windows and detailing such that they are distinguished' as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
th~ alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contnbute to the overall · 
character of the builmng or district. 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertiken in such a 
manner that, if removed. i:n ~future, the essential Jann a:nd integrity of the historic property a:nd its 
envirOJ'f-ment would be unimpaired. 

-----s-Ai'tfl!ftN~isea 
PLANN!NG DEP~ 9 
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· Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project D Demolition 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 

· CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

lgj Alteration 

The pr~posed project·calls for.exterior changes to the house, including the construction of two roof decks, 
construction.of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately~, and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear fa~de. 

. . 
. Please note that the permit plans associated. with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regardlng height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. \. 

Project Evaluation 
If th.e praperty has been determined to be a. histori.c.al resource in Part 1., please check whether the praposed project 
woul.d. materia.ZZy impair the resource a:n.d identify (I1'1.y modifications to the praposed project that may reduce ar 
avoid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

lZi The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact tQ the historic resource as proposed. 

Califomia Register-eligible Historic District ?t Contexf: 

lZf The project Will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic distnct 
or context as proposed. 

D The project Wl cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible hl,storic district or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contnoutirlg building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to.the ~ounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be.materially impaired. The following is an analysis of th~ proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. . 

Standard 1. A property will be used. as it was historicall.y or be given a nw use that requires mini:mal 
cha:n.ge to its distincti:oe ma.terial.s, features, spaces, arnl..spatial relationships. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNJNG DePARTI'4ENT 8 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24~ 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

feature5 a:re those that define both why a properi:'f is significa:nt and when it was significant, a:nd without which a 
property can no longer be identifi.ed as being associated with its significance. 

The Cow HOllow First Bay Tradition Historic District's significance is reflected through the ~~hesive 
massing, articulatio~ form,, setback, and stylistic ele:inents m the First Bay Tra~tion style. The character
defining features are: 

• Two-three story scale; · 
• Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation; 

• Emphasis on_ Simplified geometric forms; 
• Front and side setbacksi 
• Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 
• Locally sourced, natural materials, often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick; 
• Multi-light wood-framed windows;, · 
• RaiSed entries; and, 
• Simplified omament and details ID.chiding projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 

incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

i:gj Historical R.esource Present 
D Individually-eligible Resouxce 
lZ!Conb:ibutor to an eligible Historic District 
D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

0 No Hist~rical Resource Present· 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Historic Resource Evatuatif)n Response; Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that the subject property is lik;ely tq yield information important to a better 
understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore deter;o:rlned not to be eligible 

under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be sf;.own to be significa:nt under the California 
Register of Historiciil Resources criteria, but it rilso must ha:oe integrity. Integrity is defin'ed as "the authrmtici.ty of 
a praperty' s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical cha:racteristics that existed during the property's 
period ef significance." Historic integrity enab~ a property to iil:ustrate significant aspects of its past. All seoen 
. qwlities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time a.n.d place is eoident. 

The subj~ct property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A:. 

Location: [gj Retams 
Association: · 181 Retains 
Design: l8I Retains 
Workmanship: 181 Retains 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
.0Lacks 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 

' 

Setting: 
Feeling:. 
Materials: 

[gj Retains 

l81Retains 
lZ!Retains 

0Lacl<s 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient infegrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workmanship, 

· particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District buildings 
retain a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic diVided light .wood-sash windows is also coinnion. Few 
horizontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributors remain single-family, aie sited at their 
original location, and are surrounded by residences of similarly sca1ed single-family houses. -

Subject Property 
The subject building has not been significantly altered since its original construction. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the rea:r of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 
Department in 2010-2011 under ~e No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required replacement of the 
front stair, which was·not part of the original construction. This slight alteration in height has not unduly 
changed the origin.al scale of the building or the building's relationship to its setting within the historic 
district The. work also did not remove any character-defining features of. the building. The building, 
therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a First 
Bay Tradition-styl-e building co~cted during the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow . 
neighborhood. · 

Step C: ~acter Defining Features 
lf the s.ubject property has been de~ed to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character- · 
defini:ng fea.tu:res of the building(s) a:ndlor property. A property must retain the essmtial. physical. features that 
enable iJ; to cpnvey its historic identity in order to avoid si.gnificant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 

SAN FRANGJSCO 
PLANNING DEPMrr1'4ENT 

6 

2766 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part U 
June 241 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contn."lmtion to the broad patterns 
of local-or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 
There is 'no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated. with the subject building. Althougll 
construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the "late 19th century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 
context of the history of. the neighborhood, the City, the State, 'or the nation. Furthermore, there are no 
specific histori~ events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the Subject 
building .as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criteri.on 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or nationalpast; . 
The .information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate th,at 
William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in San 
Francisco's history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall.is listed in 
the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that the 
property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 
with the Hall's care~ as an· engineer. No other significant. persons· are associated with the subject 
building. ·The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under. this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the if.istincti'Oe chl1J'acteristics of a type, periodr region, OT method of 
• construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 

The scl,ject building appears to contribute to a Cow'Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible 
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distirictive characteristics of the first period 
of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 

Tradition stjle. The subject building was construc!:ed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in 
the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on ,simplified 
geometric forms, naf:ural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), 
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding 
with no interruptions at comers, and simplified omament and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay 
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 
represent the· work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 
historic integrity of <l:esign. However, the building.,. does contribute to a collection of late 19th -and early 
20!:h..century buildings dating froi:q the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. Many of the buildings from this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, which ~ 
unique to the region. As such, this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distinctive characteriStics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of significance for this 
district f.ppears to be approximately 188B-1914, relating to the construction boom and the particular use 
of the style. 'The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of signifiCC!llce 
identified for the surrounding historic district The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

lq,n.dscape, appreC:i.cition of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 

exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 

Bay Traditions of the 1930's and later derivatives of. the 1950s and 1960s are clear descendants of this 
style.. · 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porclies supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
bouider and brick pi~s. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field stbne 

and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in 
plan, residences were characterized by tripartite Windows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 
beams. Stucco and brick occasioDally using cl.inker brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 

~style. 

CEQA Historical Resource(s} Evaluation 
Step A! Significance- . 
Under CEQA sectidn 21084.1, a praperty qualifies as a hiStoric resource if it is '1.isted in, ar determined to be 
eligi"ble far listing i:n, the Cal:iforni:a Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determi:ned to be eligible far listing in, the California Register of Historical Resoii.rces or not included. in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from dete:nni:ni:ng whethir the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. ' 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for ~usion in a California 

~rnia Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or 

followmg Criteria: more of the following Criteria:. 

Criterion 1- Event 0YesigJNo Criterion 1-Event 0Yes!ZINo 
Criterion2- Persons: OYes!ZINo Criterion2- Persons: 0Yes!ZINo 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0YesigJNo Criterion 3 ·_ Architecture: !ZIYes0No 

·Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: OY~gjNo Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes!ZINo· 

Period of Signifi~ce: Period of Significaru:e: 1888 -1914 
!ZI Contn0utor D Non-Contributor 

. . 
In 2Dl1, the Department found that the property appeared to ·contribute to a historic district significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating fr6m the neighborhood's first wave of development 
with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Department has gathered further information 
about the Cow Hollow neighborhood, . which has allowed us to further refine our ~clings. The 
Department continues to find that the subject property contributes to a historic district; however, the 

boundaries, historical association, and period of signilicance haven been more narrowly defined based 
upon the .new information provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow study. The Department now 
finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a hist0ric district under Criterion 3 for both its 

association with the neighborhoodfs first large wave of development and with the FirsfBay Tradition. 
archite<;tural style:. The period of significance for this c_ow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is 

1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the ~, Vallejo to the 
souiflt and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis bclow. . 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNlNG DEP.ARTMENJ' 4 .. 
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·Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 · 

.· 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued 'nearly Unabated until World Wa:r. LA 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building booz:p. in San Francisco and 
enacting of the City's first Planning Code in 1921, ntandating the geographic sep'.ll"ation of incompatible 
land uses. The opening of streetcax tunnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of i:nass automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying a:reas of. the City, incluciing Cow 
Hollow. The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock M:arket Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening 
effect on construction in ·san Francisco, which didn't pick up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 
prograttlS and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity resulted in massive Works 

. Progress Administration public works ·projects and economic incentives for construction-related 

acti.vitie5. 

Areas that had survived the earthquak~ with little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only hosted refugee· 
camps for the two years following the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay in the area rather 

than relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the records o~ the Assessor, 670 Shuctures 

were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the Panama-Pacific 
International Exluoition took place. During this period, many .two- to six--unit flats were constructed · 

throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cross streets; where 
commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Real. Estate Circu.lar had called 
"the least stirring section of [San Francisco's] real estate market," had become an increasingly popular 
neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as '~surprisingly'' active despite its lack of 
infrastructure and transit. 

During this period, the area bounded by Lombard Street~ the north, Lyon Street to the west, Green 

Street to. the north and Pierce Street to the east had clea:r.ly become a popula:r. en~ve for middle-class 

families, With the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on most. Flats were 
constructed along the western face of Broderick Street and at occasional comer lots. Residential 
architectur~ at thiS.time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition.;. and many of.the homes are 
decorated with redwood shingles on a craft:sm.an-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard 
Maybeck. 

Bay Region Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 
architec:tt.Ue endeinic t<? the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, i:Oformal, and anti-urban. The Bay 
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and haS since been classified: into First, Second and Third 
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Ttadition influenced later Modernists (i.e. 
architects associated with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular of 
redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the 
Bauhaus and the Internatiorutl Style. Transitional architects that bridged the ffyst and second Bay 

Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Huqson Thomas. 

The First Bay Tradition, spanning roughly from the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 

O.assicism of ~eaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 
at that time, First· Bay Tradition architects d,eveloped a building v~cular llilked to nature, site and 

locally sourced materials. yVitbin this stylistic category, bungalows and hou5es constructed between th~ 
1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 
California Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and 

SAN FAA116IS&B 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2769 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick street 

the north,. Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van.Ness 
Avenue to thee~ The topography of·the neighborhood, which ascends to the south,. offers sweeping 

views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden: Gate. This drama.tic topography ;mo played a significant 
role in the neighborh~od' s development, both architecturally and socially. 

Historically, the area was part oflhe Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 

Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known a,s "Spring Valley" during the ea::ly American 
period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name ~eCam.e eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the ard s views of the bay. In 1924,. local contractor George Walker promoted the area as ;,Cow 

Hollow," in honor of its history as a dairy. and tannery dis:trict, although it had been known by the name 

locally since the 1.880s. 

Cow Hollow' s :r:nost substantial peri~d of development began in the 1880s, follo"Wing the opening of the 
. first cable car line in the area, along Union Street This not only prompted an influx of visitors to. the 

already existing attractions of Harbor View, but a spur in residential development. By the mid-1880s, the 

moniker of "Cow Hollow" had taken root in what was formally known as Spring Valley, regularly being 
published in the San Francisco Chronicle. and other local papers . .A.t the sa:i;ne time, t7.owing development 
pressures and the demands of the Department of Public Health, approximately thirty dairies and 
associated tanneries that had eamed Cow Hollow its name relocated to the south in Hunter's Point by 
1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable car line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked upr but the pace of growth was relatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 

years after the opening of the car line, few blocks were fully developed with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire :insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Unfon 
line, most prominently betvveen Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green S'f:reets. Many lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided througho~t the area west of Steiner Street 

The 1899 ·Sanborn Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 
the area, primarily al<;mg the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert ~d Green~ch Streets to "the north. To the west the area remained undeveloped aside from a 
small tract of homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at this time was focused on single-family residences, often in dense rows. 
Building types varied from single-story cqttages and small flats, most often found north of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular styles from the 
1860s through the~ of the century were Italianate and Stick-Eastlake, which were common throughout 
Cow Hollow. · 

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommod.ate 
the urgent City-wide housing needs, multi-unit flats were increasingly constructed in all residential 
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was 

I 
used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert 

Street; Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However~ the neighborhood experienced. 

extensive damage, with rail lines along Union Street· rendered useless and many structures rendered 

uninhabitable. 
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HISTORIC RESOURCE STATU$ 

Building and Property Description 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
. 415.558.6409 

Planning 
lntormation: 
415.558.6377 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderii::k Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residentialr House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject buildfug was constructed 
circa 1890 and, designed by an unknowp. architect in the First Bay Tradition-style. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is ip.cluded on the Planning Deparbnent' s 1976 Ardrltectuxal Survey with a rating of 
"1." In the January 14, 2011, the·Pl.anrrlng Department isstied a Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as. a contributor to a historic district listed in the National 
and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 
Department evaluated the pfoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
district ~gnificant under ciiterion 3 as a .collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, "!he Department haS discovered that the Planning Department's Parcel 
~ormati9n Database incorrectly.identified the property's historic status. Although not fonnally listed, 
the Deparlment continues to find that the property >yould qualify for listing on the California Register as 
a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildfu.gs dating from the neighborhood's 
fir~ wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the_property a "Category 
.A:' (Known Historic Res?urce) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's California 
Environmental Qu~ty Act (CEQA) review procedures. · 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted. in part fr.om a draft Co~ Hollow Historic Context Statement 

. prepared by the Department in 2013. While not fon:nally adopted by the City, the study provides 
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 

property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the S~ Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
the Golden Gate. Geographically, the ~ea is nestled between the slopes of Pacific H¢.ghts to the south 

and the low~lying Marina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to 
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P.LANN-IN·G .. -DEPARTM-~NT 

· . CEQA Categ<:).ricp~ Exen:iption p.~t~rmfnat~o~ 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRlPTION 

Project Address I Block/Lot(s} -
2853-:-2857 Broderick St 0947/0.02 

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

(Z] Addition/ []Demolition ~ew l 0Pro~ Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project descripti.o~ for ~g Department appr.oyal. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks~ ne~ dormers; aJter exisfu:Jg .tloimer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE CO:MPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an 13mJironmeirtai E17a1uafian.A1!itlica.tion is reauired. 

Ill CTass 1-Existing Facilities. Interior anQ. exterior alterations; additions under 10,00.0 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principally nermitted or\vii:h' a cu. . . . 

D Class 3-New Coristruction.· Up to three (3} ne.W single-family residences or·six·(6) dwelling units 
in one building; comm~al/o.ffice structures; utilify ~=- · 

D Oass....:... 

STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPI..ETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an ~q.1..Evfifaa:ti:on.Appli{:ation is required. 

0 
. Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parl<lng.spa,ces Qr resi4~ units? 
Does the project have. the potential to adversely affect transit, -pede,slrian mid/or bicycle safety 
(hazards} or the adequacy of nearby transit,. pedestrian and/or bicycle fadllii.es? · 

D 
Air ~ty: Would. the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, school.S, day :care 
facilities, hospitals, resid~tial dwellings, and senior-~ facilities) witbin-<!ll·fili polli,i.tionhot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Cnta: Detamination Layas >Air Pollution HobSpots) 

Haza:rdoJXS MateriaJ.s: ,Arty ptoject gte that is locataj. on tl;te Maher map· or is susp,~ed of 
co~ hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, ~uto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site wi~ <md~qxmd ~rage~ Would fl:i.e project 
involve ~il ~bance_ of any amount or a change of use fro.m industrial.to · · . 

D· commercial/residential? ~ Y7-5' sho~d ,the .applicani; pres~t P,ocumei;i.tation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the S~ F;ran.ds~ Depa.rt~-i_~ of-PublicHea.li;h.(DPH), this 
box does n?t n~ \o. be -chec;:ked, bu~ such.documentation must he ippen~~ to this £6n;n. )It all _· 
other .circumstances,.this box must be checked and the project appli~t muSt ~ m::t 

Environmental Application with a Phase I Enviro:pmental Site.Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP _AxcMap >Maher layer.) 
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many existing TAC sources near receptors, then the cumulative threshold will be reached sooner 
than it would in another area with fewer TAC sources. 

The single-source threshold for receptors is provided to address the possibility that within the 
area defined by the 1,000 foot radius there can be variations in risk levels that may be significant, 
below the corresponding cumulative threshold. Single-source thresholds assist in the 
identification of significant risks, hazards, or concentrations in a subarea, within the 1,000 foot 
radius. 

Increased Non-Cancer Risk to MEI 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs result in an increased 
chronic or acute Hazard Index (HI) from any source greater than 1.0. This threshold is unchanged 
under Tiered Thresholds Option. 

A HI less than 1.0 represents a TAC concentration, as determined by OEHHA that is at a health 
protective level. While some TA Cs pose non-carcinogenic, chronic and acute health hazards, if 
the TAC concentrations result in a HI less than one, those concentrations have been determined 

·to be less than significant. · 

Increased Ambient Concentration of PM2.5 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would ·be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of PM2.s from any source would result in an 
average annual increase greater than 0.3 µg/m3

• Under Tiered Thresholds Option, within 
Impacted Communities as defined through the CARE program, the significance level for a PM2.5 
increment is 0.2 µg/m3

• . . 

If one applies the concentration-response of the median of the EPA consensus review (EPA 
2005, BAAQMD 2010) and attributes a 1 percent increase in mortality to a 1 µg/m3 increase in 
PM2.5, one finds an increase in non-injury mortality in the Bay Area of about 20 excess deaths per 
million per year from a 0.3 µg/m3 increment of PM2.5• This is consistent with the impacts reported 
and considered significant by SFDPH (2008) using an earlier study (Jerrett et al. 2005) to 
estimate the increase in mortality from a 0.2 µg/m3 PM2•5 increment. 

The SFDPH recommended a lower threshold of significance for multiple sources but only 
considered roadway emissions within a 492 foot radius. This recommendation applies to a single 
source but considers all types of emissions within 1,000 feet. On balance, the ·Air District 
estimates that the SFDPH threshold and this one, in combination with the cumulative threshold · 
for PM2.5, will afford similar levels of health protection . 

. The PM2.5 threshold represents the lower range of an EPA proposed Significant Impact Level · 
(SIL). EPA interprets the SIL to be the level of ambient impact that is considered to represent a 

· "significant contribution" to regional non-attainment. While this threshold was not designed to be a 
threshold for assessing community risk and hazards, it was designed to protect pubiic health at a 
regional level by helping an area maintain the NAAQS. Since achieving and maintaining state and 
federal AAQS is a reasonable goal at the local scale, the SIL provides a useful reference for 
comparison. · 

This threshold for an individual new source is designed to ensure that the source does not 
contribute a cumulatively significant impact. The justification for the Tiered Thresholds Option 
threshold of 0.2 µg/m3 for new sources in an impacted community is that these areas have higher 
levels of diesel particulate matter than do other parts of the Bay Area; the threshold at which an 
individual source becomes significant is lower for an area that is already at or near unhealthy 
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levels. However, even without a tiered approach, the recommended thresholds already address 
the burden of impacted communities via the cumulative thresholds: specifically, if an area has 
many existing PM2.5 sources near receptors, then the cumulative threshold will be reached 

. sooner than it would in another area with fewer PMz.5 sources. 

The single-source threshold for receptors is provided to address the possibility that within the 
area defined by the 1,000 foot radius there can be variations in risk levels that may be significant, . 
below the corresponding cumulative threshold. Single-source thresholds assist in the 
identification of significant risks, hazards, or concentrations in a subarea, within the 1, 000 foot 
radius. 

Accidental Release of Acutelv Hazardous Air· Emissions 

The BAAQMD currently recommends, at a minimum, that the lead agency, in consultation with 
the administering agency of the Risk Management Prevention Program (RMPP), find that any · 
project resulting in receptors being within the Emergency Response Planning Guidelines (ERPG) 
exposure level 2 for a facility has a significant air quality impact. ERPG exposure level 2 is 
defined as "the maximum airborne concentration below which it is beli~ved that nearly all 
individuals could be exposed for up to one hour without experiencing or developing irreversible or 
other serious health effects or symptoms which could impair an individual's ability to take 
protective action." 

Staff proposes continuing with the current threshold for the accidental release of hazardous air 
pollutants. Staff recommends that agencies consult with the California Emergency Management 
Agency for the most recent guidelines and regulations for the storage of hazardous materials. 
Staff proposes that projects using or storing acutely hazardous materials locating near existing 
receptors, and projects resulting in receptors locating nearfacilities using or storing acutely 
hazardous materials be considered significant. 

. The current Accidental Release/Hazardous Air Emissions threshold of significance could affect all 
projects, ·regardless of size, and require mitigation for Accidental Release/Hazardous Air 
Emissions impacts. 

3.2.3. Cumulative Risk and Hazard Thresholds 

Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan 
Proposed projects would be considered to be less than significant if they are consistent with a 
qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan (CRRP) adopted by the local jurisdiction with 
enforceable measures to reduce the community risk. 

Project proposed in areas where a CRRP has been adopted that are not consistent with the 
CRRP would be considered to have a significant impact. 

Projects proposed in areas where a CRRP has not been adopted and that have the potential to 
expose sensitive receptors or the general public to emissions-related risk in excess of the 
following thresholds from the aggregate of cumulative sources would be considered to have a 
significant air quality impact. 

The conclusion that land use projects that comply with qualified Community Risk Reduction Plans 
are less than significant is supported by CEQA Guidelines Sections .15030(a)(3) and 15064(h)(3), 
which provides that a project's contribution to a cumulative problem can be less that cumulatively 
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure 
or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 

Page I D-42 

2774 

Bay Area p.jr Quality Management District 
CEQA Guidelines Updated May 2011 

BAY AREA 

AIRQgALlTY 

MANAG!iM,EN'i 

DISTRICT 



BAY AREA 

AIRQ1!ALITY ~~~~~~~~~~~-A~p~p_e_n_di_x_D_._T_hr_e_s_ho_l_d_o_f_S~ig_n_ifi_ca_n_c_e_J_u_~_ifi_1c_a_tio~n 

MANAGEMENT 

DISTRICT 

Increased Cancer Ri~k to Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) , 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations ·of carcinogenic TA Cs from any source r~sult in an 
increased cancer risk greater than 100.0 in one million. 

The significance threshold of 100 in a million increased excess cancer risk would be applied to 
the cumulative emissions. The 1 OD in a million threshold is based on EPA guidance for 
conducting air toxics analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and 
community-scale level. In protecting public health with an ample margin of safety, EPA strives to 
provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) 
by limiting risk to a level no higher than the one in ten thousand (100 in a million) estimated risk 
that a person living near a source would be exposed to at the maximum pollutant concentrations 
for 70 years (NESHAP 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989; CAA section 112(f)). 
One hundred in a million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in 
the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on the District's recent regional modeling. 
analysis. 

Increased Non-Cancer Risk to MEI 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs result in an increased 
chronic Hazard Index from any source greater than 10.0. 

The Air District has developed an Air Toxics Hot Spots (ATHS) program that provides guidance 
for implementing the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information· and Assessment Act (AB 2588, Connelly, 
1987: chaptered in the California Health and Safety Code§ 44300, et. al.). The ATHS provides 
that if the health risks resulting from the facility's emissions exceed significance levels established 
by the air district, the facility is required to conduct an airborne toxic risk reduction audit and 
develop a plan to implement measures that will reduce ~missions from the facility to a level below 
the significance level. The Air District has established a mm-cancer Hazard Index of ten (10.0) as 
ATHS mandatory risk reduction levels. The cumulative chronic non-cancer Hazard Index 
threshold is co~sistent with the Air District's ATHS program. 

Increased Ambient Concentration of PM2•5 

Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
sigAificantwhere ground-level concentrations of PM2.5 from any source would result in an 

. average annual in.crease greater than 0.8 µg/m3
. · . · 

If one applies the concentration-response function from the U.S. EPA assessment (U.S. EPA 
2006) and attributes a 10 percent increase in mortality to a 10 µg/m3 increase in PM2.5, one finds 
an increase in non-injury mortality in the Bay Area of about 50 excess deaths per year from a 0.8 
µg/m3 increment of PM2.5• This is greater than the impacts reported and considered significant by 
SFDPH (2008) using an earlier study (Jerrett et al. 2005) to· estimate the increase in mortality 
from a 0.2 µg/m3 PM2.5 increment (SFDPH reported 21 excess deaths per year). However, 
SFDPH only considereq roadway emissions within a 492 foot radius; This threshold applies to all 
types of emissions within 1,000 feet. In modeling applications for proposed projects,. a larger 
radius results in a greater number of sources considered and higher modeled concentrations. On 
balance, the Air District estimates that the SFDPH threshold and this one, in combination with the 
individual source threshold for PM2.5, will afford similar levels of h~alth protection. 

The cumulative PM2.5 threshold represents the middle range of an EPA proposed Significant 
Impact Level (SIL). EPA interprets the SIL to be the level of ambient impact that is considered to 

. ·represent a "significant contribution• to regional non-attainment. While this threshold was not 
designed to be a threshold for assessing community risk and hazards, it was designed to protect 
public health at a regional level by helping an area maintain the NAAQS. Since achieving and 
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maintaining state and federal MQS is a reasonable goal at the loeal scale, the SIL provides a 
useful reference for comparison. Furthermore, the 0.8 µg/m3 threshold is consistent with studies 
(Kleinman et al 2007) that e~amined the potential health impacts of roadway particles. 

3.2.4. Plan-Level Risk and Hazard Thresholds 

Staff proposes plan-level thresholds that will encourage a programmatic approach to addressing 
the overall adverse conditions resulting from risks and hazards that many Bay Area communities 
experience. By designating overlay zones in land use plans, local land use jurisdictions can take 
preemptive action before project-level review to reduce the potential for significant exposures to 
risk and hazard emissions. While this will require more up-front work at the general plan level; in 
the long-run this approach is a more feasible approach consistent with Air District and CARS 
guidance about siting sources and sensitive receptors that is more effective than project by 
project consideration of effects that often has more limited mitigation opportunities. This approach 
would also promote more robust cumulative consideration of effects of both existing and future 
development_ for the plan-level CEQA analysis as well as subsequent project-level analysis. 

For local plans to have a less-than-significant impact with respect to potential risks and h~ards, 
overlay ZOfleS would have to be established around existing and proposed land uses that would 
emit these air pollutants. Overlay zones to avoid risk impacts should be reflected in local plan 
policies, land use map(s), and implementing ordinances (e.g., zoning ordinance). The overlay 
zones around existing and future risk sources would be delineated using the quantitative 
approaches 'described above for project-level review and the resultant risk buffers would be 
included in the General Plan (or the EIR for the General Plan) to assist in site planning. 
BMQMD will provide guidance as to the methods used to establish the TAC buffers and what 
standards to be applied for acceptable exposure level in the updated CEQA Guidelines 
document. Special overlay zones of at least 500 feet (or an appropriate distance determined by 
modeling and approved by the Air District) on each side of all freeways and high volume 
roadways would be included in this threshold. 

The threshold of significance for plan impacts could affect all plan adoptions and amendments 
and require mitigation for a plan's air quality impacts. Where sensitive receptors would be 
exposed above the acceptable, exposure level, the plan impacts woul~ be considered significant 
a,nd mitigation would be required to be imposed either at the plan level (through policy) or at the 
project.IE;lvel (through project level requirements). ' 

3.2.5. Community Risk Reduction Plans 

The goal of a Community Risk Reduction Plan would be to bring TAC and PM2.5 concentrations 
for the entire community covered by the Plan down to acceptable levels as identified by the local 
jurisdiction and approved by the Air District. This approach provides local agencies a proactive 
alternative to addressing communities with high levels of risk on a project-by-project approach. 
This approach is supported by CEQA Guidelines Section 15030(a)(3), which provides that a 
project's contribution to a cumulative problem can be less than cumulatively considerable "if the 
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mit,igation measure or measures 
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact." This approach is also further supported by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), which provides that a project's contribution to a cumulative effect 
is not considerable "if the project will comply with the requirements in a previously approved plan 
or mitigation program which provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially Jessen 
the cumulative problem." · · 
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Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plans 
(A) A qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan adopted by a local jurisdiction should include, at 

a minimum, the following elements. BAAQMD's revised CEQA Guidelines provides the 
methodology to determine if a Community Risk Reduction Plan meets these requirements. 
Define a planning area; 

(B) Include base year and future year emissions inventories of TACs and PM2.5; 

(C) Include Air District-approved risk modeling of current and future risks; 

(D) Establish risk and exposure reduction goals and targets for the community in consultation 
with Air District staff; 

(E) Identify feasible, quantifiable, and verifiable measures to reduce emissions and exposures; 
. . 

(F) Include procedures for monitoring and updating the inventory, modeling and reduction 
measures in coordination with Air Dis¥ict staff; 

(G) Be adopted in a public process following environmental review. 
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Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Friday, November 14, 2014 12:44 PM 
whiteheadwest@msn.com; mnykamp@msn.com; IDick@fbm.com; BOS-Supervisors; BOS
Legislative Aides; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Starr, Aaron 
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Caltagirone, 
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Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS Legislation (BOS); Lamug, Joy; 
Carroll, John (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Appeals of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review for 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
- Permit Holder's Response Brief 

141083 

~lease find linked below a brief received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Irene R. Dick, attorney for Farella 
Braun+ Martell, LLP, representing the project sponsor, concerning the 2853-2857 Broderick Street CEQA Appeal. 

Project Sponsor Letter -11/14/2014 

You are invited to re.view the matter on our Legislative Research Center by fpllowing the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 141083 

·The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on Tuesday, November ·. 
25, 2014. 

Regards,· 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I {415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disc/osur<; under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communicatidns that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does· 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, ' 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. - . 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

rom: 
dent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

IDick@fbm.com 
Friday, November 14, 201411:10 AM 
Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy; Hoard of Supervisors (BOS) 
whiteheadwest@msn.com; mnykamp@msn.com 
2853 Broderick: Permit Holders Appeal Brief for 11/25 Hearing on Categorical Exemption 
2014-11-14 Response to CEQA Appeal.pdf 

Joy and John, attached is the Permit Holder's brief. 

Thanks for distributing to the Board members and parties. 

Best, 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

(~ FARELLA BRAUN+ iV1ARTEL ur 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Streel 
San Francisco I CA 94 i 04 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954. 44SO 
1tvww.lbm.com 

This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by 

· reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you. 

Farella Braun + Martel LLP 
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FARELLA 
BRAUN+MARTELLLP 

November 14, 2014 

Via Messenger and Email (bos.legislation@sfgov.org) 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

ILENE DICK 
ldick@fbm.com 
D 415.954.4958 

~· 

I 
{ ·. ~ ·-·~ 

I f',.) "--· ·.• ' 
Re: 2853-2857 Broderick c.=.~ :·-~J 

Appeal of July 3, 2014 Class 1 Categorical Exemption 
Hearing Date: November 25, 2014 

Dear President Chiu and Members: . 

We represent Pamela Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp, the owners of the above 
referenced property that is a historic resource under CEQA. The only issue before you is 
whether the Class 1 Categorical Ex~mption issued by the Planning Department on July 3, 2014 
("Categorical Exemption") is supported by substantial evidence. Appellants have not offered 
any substantial evidence1 to challenge the Planning Department's determination that the work 
being proposed wili not have a significant impact on the historic resource. In fact, their focus is 
entirely on issues related to the construction and past permitting of the project, neither of which 
is relevant to the Board of Supervisors' review of the adequacy and appropriateness of the 
Categorical Exemption issued for this Project. Accordingly, this letter will focus solely on the 
Categorical Exemption. 

The Categorical Exemption correctly found that the Project will not result in any 
significant impacts to a historic resource. Appellants will be unable to provide any substantial 
evidence to show otherwise. The appeal should be denied and the Categorical· Exemption 
upheld. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The currently fire-damaged, vacant 4-story building contains approximately 4,526 square 
feet (sf) and 2 units. The building permit for which the Categorical Exemption was prepared 
includes both exterior modifications and the merger of the 2-bedroom lower unit to create a 

1 Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(b),' "substantial evidence" 'ihclude[s] facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts." Appellant's opinions and speculation are not 
"substantial evidence". · 

Russ Building • 235 Montgomery Street • San Francisco, CA 94104 • T 415.954.4400 • F 415.954.4480 

SAN FRANCISCO s2.7t8fi.ENA www.fbm.com 

-· .. 



President David Chiu· I~ FARELLA 
,., BRAUN+ MARTELLLP 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
November 14, 2014 
Page2 

4-bedroom, single-family home with garage ("Project").2 The proposed alterations are quite 
modest. 

The Categorical Exemption describes the Project as follows: 

The proposed project calls for exterior changes to the house, including the 
construction of 2 roof decks, construction of dormers on the north and south 
slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a bay at the south 
elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and 
door; alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of main 
. entrance to lower threshold approximately 1' and add a transom above the 
existing door; and removal of stairs at the rear fa9ade. 3 

These alterations were evaluated by the Planning Department to determine whether, 
independently or collectively, they would cause any potentially significant impacts to the historic 
resource. No such impacts were identified by the Planning Department. 

A. Appellants efforts to expand the scope of the Project should be rejected. 

Appellants want this Categorical Exemption to include all previous work that was already 
analyzed in prior CEQA documents for this property. Their effort to "relitigate1

' CEQA review 
for work done and/or approved should be dismissed. The "physical changes" analyzed in the 
Categorical Exemption are correctly limited to those that have yet to receive a discretionary 
approval from the City. 

The only physical changes remaining to be done under an approved permit are shown in 
the plans for the building permit authorizing construction of the Project ("2014 Permit"). These 
·plans clearly show the remaining scope ofwork.4 The intent of the 2014 Permit is to consolidate 
under one permit and one set of plans, work approved by the Issued Permits ("as built/as 
approved"), work required by the Board of Appeals as a result of Mr. Zaietskty's 2012 appeal, 
and work that had not been proposed on any permit application. It is the latter work that is the 
sole focus of the Categorical Exemption because the other "physical changes" described in the 
2014 Permit have received CEQA clearance. The 2014 Permit has yet to be issued by DBI.5 

2 Appellants filed separate requests for Discretionary Review of the building permit that is the subject of the 2014 
Categorical Exemption. On September 18, 2014, the Planning Commission denied both requests for Discretionary 
Review and approved the building permit. The September 18, 2014 decision is the "Approval Action" for this 
appeal under Administrative Code Section 31.16. 
3 See Case No. 2013.0433E, July 3, 2014 Categorical Exemption, attached as Exhibit A, p. 8. 
4 See Exhibit B. These plans were prepared in response to the Zoning Administrator's suspension of 5 previously 
issued permits ("Issued Permits"). Appellants have appealed the release of the suspension of the Issued Pem:rits to 
the Board of Appeals. See Exhibit C. The appea;I hearing is scheduled for January 14, 2015. 
5 See Exhibit D. Because the 2014 Permit is the Project analyzed in the Categorical Exemption, DBI cannot issue the 
building pemllt for the Project until this appeal is final. 

2781 



President David Chiu 
· San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
November 14, 2014 
Page 3 

I"~ FARELLA 
•• BRAUN+ MARTEL LLP 

Despite the fact that the Categorical Exemption is properly limited to a discrete scope of 
work not approved by any prior permits, Appellants devote a great deal of their appeal letters.to 
arguing that the Categorical Exemption is defective because it does not treat the permitted 
change in building height as a significant impact to the historic resource. That height change 
was authorized by the February 8, 2013 site permit, which is one of the Issued Permits.6 In 4011, 
the Planning Department issued a Class 1 Categorical Exemption ("2011 Categorical 
Exemption") for the Issued Permits. 7 It found that the increase in building height of 3' 
authorized under the site permit would not have a significant impact to the historic resource. The 
Categorical Exemption dismisses Appellants' assertion that it should address the height change 
as a potential significant impact. It states that "the permit plans associated with this project also 
rectify discrepancies in previous permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. 
These corrections do not constitute physical changes to the property."8 (Emphasis added.) The 
Board of Supervisors agreed with the Planning Department's assessment and denied the appeal 
brought by Appellant Zaretsky in 2012.9 Indeed, many of the grounds upon which the pending 
appeals are based are the same grounds that were rejected by the Board of Supervisors in 2012. 

In denying the appeal to the 2011 Categorical Exemption, the Board of Supervisors found 
that there was sufficient and reliable substantial evidence supporting the Planning Department's 
conclusion that that project would not cause any significant impacts to the historic resource. By 
implication, the Board of Supervisors concluded that the then-Appellants had not offered any 
substantial evidence to refute the 2011 Categorical Exemption's conclusions. The pending 
appeal should be, denied for the same reasons. Appellants have not offered in their appeal letters, 
and will be unable to provide at the hearing, any substantial evidence to refute the Categorical 
Exemption's analys.is and conclusions. · 

The 2014 Permit is a new and independent permit application. The Categorical 
Exemption correctly analyzes only the potential significant impacts to the historic resource from 
work proposed for the first time under the 2014 Permit. This work constitutes the Project subject 
to the Categorical Exemption. Appellants' attempt to broaden the scope of the "physical 
changes" that should be analyzed in the Categorical Exemption is a "back-door" effort to include 

6 The Planning Commission denied Mr. Zaretsky's request for Discretionary Review for this permit in 2011. He 
then appealed the permit to the Board of Appeals. The modifications to the scope of work by the Board of Appeals, 
shown in the plans at Exhibit B, were a result of this appeal. 
7 See Exhibit E., Case No. 2010.0394E, dated January 14, 2011, p. I. The Project analyzed in the 2011 Categorical 
Exemption involved: 

raising the building by approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level, expanding the 
ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb cut. The project would add 
approximately 680 square feet of residential space to the existing 3, 77 4-square-foot building resulting in 
4,454 total square feet. . 

Note that the Categorical Exemption on appeal states that "[t]his slight alteration in height has not unduly changed 
the original scale of the building or the building's relationship to its setting within the historic district. The work 
also did not remove any character defining features of the building." Exhibit A. p. 6. 
8 See Exhibit A, p. 8. 
9 See Exhibit P, Motion No. M12-103, dated September 5, 2012. 
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all the assertions previously made and properly rejected in the appeal of the 2011 Categorical 
Exemption. The Project description is correct and should not be changed. · 

II. THE CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION CORRECTLY FOUND THAT THE 
PROJECT WOULD NOT ADVERSELY IMP ACT A IDSTORIC RESOURCE. 

In contrast to Appellants' unsubstantiated statements, Planning Department staffs 
conclusion that the Project will not cause any substantial adverse impact to the historic resource 
rests on a detailed analysi~ .of the facts and the application of the proper CEQA standards to 
those facts. Staffs analysis and conclusions constitute substantial evidence.10 

· 

The Categorical Exemption includes a detailed analysis of the building's architectural 
features, separate from and as part of the broader pattern of historic neighborhood development. 
Based on these features, the Planning Department found that the building's "association with the 
neighborhood's first large wave of development and with the First Bay Tradition architectural 
style" 11 cause it to be deemed a historic resource. Due to the grounds upon which the building 
was determined to be historic, the Planning Department could more easily identify the building's 
character-defining historic features. It is those features that the Planning Department considered 
when determining whether the Project would cause a substantial adverse change to the building. 

To do that analysis required assessing .the Project's compliance with the Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation ("Standards"). The Standards are used to determine 
whether the Project could result in any potential significant impacts to the building's historic 
features. ~2 The Categorical Exemption applied the relevant Standards to the Project's scope of 
work. It reasonably concluded, based on substantial evidence, that the Project satisfied the 
applicable Standards. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3), because the Standards 
were met, the Planning Department could legally find that undertaking the Project would not 
cause any significant impacts to the resource. On that basis, the Planning Department correctly 
issued the Categorical Exemption. 

Despite Planning Department staffs conclusions that the Standards were met, Appellants 
erroneously contend that the exterior modifications to the roof and rear would adversely impact 
the historic resource. The Categorical Exemption specifically dismisses those contentions. The 
Categorical Exemption found that 

10 An agency may also rely upon the opinion of its staff in reaching decisions, and the opinion of staff has been 
recognized as constituting substantial evidence. (Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 
852, 866.) 
11 See Exhibit A, Categorical Exemption, pp. 4-9. 
12 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) provide that 

Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties ... ·shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical 
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The proposed side and rooftop additions, inclu~ing the decks and dormers would not · 
negatively impact the character-defining features of the building or the site and they 
would be constructed towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the 
adjacent public rights-of-way. Moreover, the proposed additions, dormers and roof decks 
would be constructed with contemporarr windows and detailing such that they are . 
distinguished as contemporary features. 3 

Emphases added. 

In contrast, Appellants do not provide any legal or factual support that the above
described alterations would cause a significant impact to the historic resource. All Appellants 
offer is their opinion. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15.384, their opinion is not "substantial 
evidence." There is thus nothing in the record to support a finding that the Project woul~ result 
in any significant impacts to the historic resource. 

Planning Department staffs thorough analysis-the second of two Categorical 
Exemptions on the same building within three years - is based on conclusions drawn from the 
facts and Planning Preservation staff's expertise and experience in identifying potential impacts 
to historic resources. Their analysis more than adequately supports the conclusion that there is 
no potential significant impact to the historic resource as a result of building the proposed 
exterior alterations. Given the thoroughness of the Planning Department's review, Appellants 
cannot possibly provide any substantial evidence that there would be a significant impact to the 
resource from constructing the alterations. Under CEQA, Appellants' opinion that there "might 
be" an impact is not substantial evidence in support of a potential significant impact. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Based on the above, the appeal should be denied and the Categorical Exemption upheld. 
The legal standard applied to a challenge to a Categorical Exemption is whether there is 
substantial evidence in the record that the project will not have a significant effect on the 
environment. The Categorical Exemption provides extensive substantial evidence in support of 
the conclusion that the Project will not result in a significant impact to the historic resource. 
Appellants have offered no substantial evidence to support the few allegations they make that the 
Categorical Exemption is inadequate. Rather, they devote a considerable portion of their appeal 
letters to the permitting issues that they have unsuccessfully dogged for the past two years. 

The Categorical Exemption is based on a detailed and fact-laden analysis by Planning 
staff. In this two-step analysis, staff first identified the potential bases for determining that the 
building is a historic resource. Next, the Project's physical changes to the building were 
analyzed under the applicable Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. The 
conclusion that the Project will not cause a substantial adverse change to a historic resource is 
based on substantial evidence. When as here, a Categorical Exemption is based on extensive 

13 See Exhibit A, p. 9. 
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substantial evidence that there would be no potentially significant impacts to the historic 
resource from the Project, the Categorical Exemption is adequate and must be upheld. 

ID:ec 
cc: Pamela Whitehead (Via Email) 

Melinda Nykamp (Via Email) 

30197\4639583.3 

~. 
Ilene Dick 
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SAN FRANGISCO 
PLANNiN.G DEPARTMENT 

Historic R~·spurce Evaluati·o:n Response.· 
Date Reviewed: 
Case No.: 
Project Addres~: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Staff Coi:itact: 

June 24, 20H (Part Il} 
2013.0433E-
2S53~2ss7 Broderick Street 
RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family} Zoning District; 
40-X Height .and Bulk District · · .. . 

0947/002 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
(4l5) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

·Building and Property Description 

,· 

'®13®'·' 
1650 Mis slon st. 
Suile40D · 
San Francisco, · 
CA 94103·2479 

RecepUon: 
415.558.6378 . 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning · 
lntormallan: 
415.558.6377:. 

Th~ ·2,7S7-square-{oot parcel is located on Broderick Street between' Filb~rt and Union Streets. The 
property is located within the PadficHeights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
: Tw~-Family} Zoning District and a 40~X Height and·Bulk District. The subject building was constructed· 
circa)890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay TraditiOf\"~tyle. 

Pre-Existing HistQric Rating J Survey 
·The ~ubject prop~ty is includea°-on the Planning Department's 1976Ar~hitecturaLSurvey with a rating of 
"1/; -In· the January 14,_ 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic- Resource Evaluation Response 

· Memo .th.at mistakenly identified the.property as a contributor to a historic district. listed in the National · 
. ~nd Caiifomia Regist~rs. At the time, no regi~ter fori:n ·could be locatecrto. confirm. the listing, so the 

Pepartment evaluated· the property -separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
distrid·significarit under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating froi:rt the neighborhood's first 
wav~·9£ developm~t. Since then, tlie Department has discovered th~t-the.Planning·Department's Pa.reel 
Information Database incorrectly identified the property's historic statu~~ Although_ not formally listed, 
the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listin!? on the California_ Register as 

. a contributor to a hislork district representing a collection of buildings·dating from tl;l.e neighborhood's . 
first wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property. a "Category 
A" (~own Historic Resource) property for the purposes of thid.'lann:ing DepartIJ!ent's California 
Enviro~ental Quality Act (CEQA) :review procedures, 

Neighborhood Context 
·The following histOric context is excerpted in part .from a draft Cow Holl~w Historic Context Statement 
·prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted by the. City,· the study provides 
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 
property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the north_ern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
the ·colden Gate. Geographically, the area is nestl~d b.etween the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 
and the low-lying Marina District _to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded. roughly by ~ombard Street to 

www.s 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 · 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness 
Avenu~ to the. easl The topography of the neighborhood, which ascends to the south, offers sweeping 
views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden .. Gate. This dramatic topography also played a signi£icant 
tole in the neighbOrhood's development, both architecturally and socially. · . . . 

Historical1y, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 
Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring Valley'' during the early American 
period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name became eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, local contractor George Walker promoted the area as "C.Ow 
HolJow," in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery distric~ although it had been known by the n!lfile 
locally since the 1880s. · 

Cow Hollow' s most substantial period of development began in the 1880s, following the opening of the 
first cable car line in the area, along Union Street. This. not only prompted an influx of visitors to th~ 
already existing attractions of Harbor View; but a spur in r~dential deveiopment. By the mid-1880s, the 
moniker of "Cow.HoJlow" had taken r()Ot.in wha~ was formally known as Spring Valley, regularly being 
published in the San Francisro Chronicle.and othet Jotai papers. At the same time, growing development 
pressures and the demands of the Departinent tif Publi~ Health, approximat~ly :frrlrty dairies and 
assQCia.ted tanneries that had earned Cow Hollow its name relOca.ted to the south in Hunters Point by 
1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable c~ line led to a sustained P.eriod of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up, bufthe pace of.growth was relatively-modest. By 1893, .thirteen 
years after the openirig of the car line, few blocks were fully develqped with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance m·ap, development had clearly clustered along the Union 

· line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green· Streets. Many lots 
remai11.ed µndeveloped, although parcels had been ·su?divided throughout the area west of Steiner Streel 

The 1899 S~bom Fire Insurance maps depict that multipie-unit flats were already b~ing coristructed in 
the art;~ primarily along the crosi; streets that cilt through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets· to the north. To the west, .the area remained undeveloped asi,de from a 
small trad .of homes along Greenwicli Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at. this tlme was focused On single-family tesidences, often in dense rows. 
Building types vai;ied from single-story cottages and. small flats, most often found nor\'4 of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular sMes from the 
1860s through the tum of the century were Italianate and Stick-Eastlake, which were .common throughout 
Cow Hollow. · · 

Rebuilding of the City be~ within months of the 19.06 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accoµlmodale 
the: urgertt City-wide housing needS, multi-unit .flats were incr~asingly con8tructed· in all residential 
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Net;s Avenue was 
used as a. fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most-houses east of the avenue and ~outh of Filbert 
Str.eet, Cow Hollow was protected from severe d~tructiort. However, the neighborli.ood experienced 
extensive damage, with rail lines along Ux:Uon Street rendered useless and many structures rendered 
uninhabitable. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PU!NNINQ DliPARTMENJ 2 

2788 



Historic R~sc>Urce Evaluation Re.sponse: Part JI· 
June24,20H 

CASE N9; 2.!>13.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderi.ck Street 

The citywide pui\ding boom that began in mid"l90.6 continued nearly unabated until.World War I. A 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and 
enacting of tlie City's first Planning Code in 1921, mand;:iting the geographic separation of i~co~patible 
land uses. The opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918'and 1928, as well as the adoption of'mass.automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow 
Hollow. '.The. econ.omic crisis precipitated by the Sto~k Market Craiih of 1929 had ·a mass,ive d.ampening 
effect on co.nstruction in San Francisco, which 'didn't pick·up until the late-193Qs. New Deal federal 
prQgrams a~ci:polkies to spur employment and ·~timulate building ·activity resultec:t in ma·iisive Works 

. Pro~ess Ad.ministration public works projects' .. and economic incentives. for construction-related 
~~& . . . 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only.'hos~ed refugee 
camps for the two years following the· disaster, but many camp residents opted fo stay in the area rather 
than relocate to. their demolished neigh!::>orhoods. According to the records of the Assessor, 670 Structures 
\Vere buil~_ i.n 'ihe Cow Hollow neighborhood betw.een 1906 and 1915, the year the .Panama-Pacific 
International Exhibition took. place. During this period, many. tWo- to six-unit flats w~e constructed 
throughout Cow.· Hollow, espedally along- Unfon. Street and its iminec:liate ~cross streets, where 

· . commercial- goods and public transit were ·r~adily available .. What an 1868 Real Estate Circular· had called 
"the !east stir~ing section of [San Francisco's] real estate markei:," had become.ail increasingly popular 
neighborhood·. for i:esidents and developers, often noted as "surprisingly" active despite its lack of 
infrastr.u.ctur.e ·and transit. - · · 

During this .p~dod, i:he area bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Lypn Street tO the west, Green 
Street to the .north and Pierce Street to the east :had clearly ·become a popular enclave for .middle-class 
families, with. the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on mo~.t ·Flats were. 
_constructed ·along the. western face of Brocierick Street and at occasional corner .. lo~. Residential 
architecture ·~t.this time was strongly infl~enc;e~ by the First Bay Tradition,'.and many of the homes are 

. decorated wfth redwood shingl'es on .a craftSman-style strucfure in the fashion of the ar~hitect Bernard 
Maybec'k.· · · 

Bay Region ·Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewi~ M.umford, the Bay Region Tx:adition is .a regional vernacular 
architecture. endemic to the Sim Francisco Bay A'.rea that is woodsy, informal, md anticurban. The Bay. 
Regf on Tradition evolved over nearly 100 ye~rs and has since been classifie.d into First, Second and Third 

· t~aditions, spanning from the 1880s· 1970s. The First Bay Tradition influ.enced later Modernists (i.e. 
architects associated .with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporafed the regional V,~nacular of 
r~d'wood, shingles, and·elements of Arts and Cra{ts with the European' Modernism popularized by the 
Bauhaus and· the International Style. Transitional architects that .bridged the first .a~d second 'Bay 
Traditions indude Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. . 

The Fi.rst Bay Tradition, spanning .roughly fi-oi:n. the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 
Cfasskism. of Beaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 

· · -at that time, Firs~ ~ay Tradition architects deve~oped a building vernacular linked to. nah1re, site and 
locally sourced materials. WitJ:iin' this stylistic category, bungalows and hoqses constructed betwee~ the 

. 1890s ·and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including:· Shingle, Craftsman Bungalo~, Prairie and 

. California Bungi:1L~'w. The First Bay Tradition js d1ar.acterized by· sensitivity to natµral materials and 

SAN FRANCISCO · 
p1 ANNINQ DEMQTMe"NT 
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landscape, appreciation of. structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 
exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 
Bay Traditions of the 1930's and later derivatives of the 1950s and 1960s ari? clear descendants of this 
style. 

' ' 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and brick pier!!. Along With natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field stone 
and river stone were popubr for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asyirunetrical in 
plan, residences were characterized by tripartite wiridows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs o.ften have broad spr.eading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionallymiing clinker brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 
thl.s style. 

CEQA. Historical Resource{s) !:;valuation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 2.108~.1, a properhJ .qualifies as a historic -resour,:e if it f.s "listed in, or determined to be 

. eligible for listing in, the CnllfOrnia Register of Histprical Resources," The fact that a resource is not listed in, .or· 
determined to be eligible for listing in; the Ctilifornia Register of Historical Respurces or not included in a local 
register of hi:;torical'resour~i shall not preclude a lead- agency from detennining whether the resource may qualify 

· as a historical resource undetCEQA. · 

Individual liistorlc District/Context 
Property is individuaJly eligible for inch1sion in a Propertyi'is cligible for inclusion in a California 
California Register under one o~ _more of the . Register Historic District/Context under one or 
following Criteria: ' . mo:re of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1- Event 0Yes~No Criterion·1 ~Event: 0Yesf8lNo 
Criterion 2 - Persons: .. 0Yesl'.83No Criterion 2-·Persons: 0Yes{g!No 
Criterion 3- Architechu:e: 0Yes!Z!No Criterion 3'-Arch:itecture: [gjYes0No 

. Criterion 4- Info. Poterifial: 0Ye~f8lNo Criteripn 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes!81No 

Period of Signifi~ce:·. Period of Significance: 1888 -1914 
15<1 Contributpr fJ Non-Contributor 

In 2011, the Department found that the property appeared to contribute to a historic. diStrict significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection. of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first wave of development 
with a period of significante of 1880-1930. Since then, ,!:he Department has gathered further information 
abOut the Cow Hollow neighborhood, which has allowed us to further ·refine our findings. 'The 
Department .continues to find that the subject property contributes to a hfatoric district; however~ the . 
boundaries, historic.al association, and perio!=l of signi.{icance h_aven b!?en more narrowly defined based 
upon the new information provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow·stUdy. The Department now 
finds that fhe property is. significant as a contributor to a historic disttict under Criterion 3 for both its 
association with the neighborhood's first .large wave of devel,i>pment and with the First Bay Tradition 
architectUral style. The period of significance for this Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is 
1888-1914. The bOuri.daries of this district.are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott t0- the ~st, Vallejo to the 
south, and Lyon to the we5t Please see the analysis below. · 
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Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pi;ittems · · 
of local or regional history), ·or the cultural heritage of Califomia or the United States; 
There is no information provided _by the Project Sponsor or loc_ated in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject building. Although· 

·construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern qf resit;lential development that.· 
occurred in the area in th~ lat~ 191h 'century, this pattem is not dcicument~d as significant within the· 
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, or "the·ha~ion. Furthermore, there are no: 
specific historical events k{lown to be associated with the construction ,or.subsequent usage of the subject .. 
building as a single-family re5idem:e.,It is therefore determined not to~ eligible under this criterion. . · 

. . 
Criteri01~ .2: It is associated w_ith th!! lives of persons important iti our local, regional ornational plis.t; 
The information provided by th~· Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate· that' . · 
William Hammond Hall brieffy owned the property circa 1930. Hall. was ·a significant person in· San 
Francisco's history as the-designer·.of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall is -listed in 
the directories as liVing at 3S55 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 ~d he died in 1934. Therefore, it . 
does not appear that"he resided at the subject property . .According to the oral ~story collected by _the · 
Prqject Sponsor, Hall's daughters ·uved at the subject prope~ty as. iat~ as 19!)4'., so it is presumed thi;J.t the 

. property was purchased for ·their -us~. '.fhe property is riot histQdcally sign~ficant as it is not as5ociated. 
with the Hall's career as .. an engine~r. No other significant persons are associated with .the ~ubject 
building. The subiect building i~ therefore determined not to be eligib~e under this criterion. · .. 

. . Criterio11 3: It embodies. the distinctive ckaracteristicy.: of a· type, period,. region, or method of . 
constmction, or represents. the w_ork of a master, or possesses high· artistic values; 
The .subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow Firs~ Bay Tradition Historic District eligible '· 

.. for listing on the California ~~gisterfor embodying both the distinctiv~ characteristics of the first period 
of large scale architecturaldevelopment in Cow Hollow and the disti,nctive cl.iaracteristics of the First.Bay . 
Tradition sty le. The subject building was .constructed circa 1890. ai:id· designed by an unknown architect in· · 
the First.Bay Tradition style . .,Th~ ·general characteristics. of ~ style a~e an emphasis on. simplified 
geometric forms, natural materials ·(ofte;,_ including shingle cladding, rustic lap· siding, and brick),. 
structural ho,nesty, picturesque :and. a~ym.metrical massing' and articulation, uniform exterior cladcling ' 
with no interruptions at co~ners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building~ The _subject !foes not appear to be a .si~!ficant example of the First Bay .. 
Tradit~on style as an individu.al property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not · 
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear.to retain high. 
historic integrity of design. Hbw~ver, the building., does contr.ibute t_o a collection of late 191h -and ea~ly 
20th-century buildings dating from the .earliest period .of residential develop~ent in the c;ow Hollow 
neighb_orhood. Many pf the buildings ·from this period represent the First Bay Tradition ·style; which is·. 
uniqµe to the region. As such;. this.collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distinctive characteriStlcs of a special period of regional archi.techire. The period of significance for this 
disti:ict appears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to.the constructiQn.boom and the par.ticular use 
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within. the period of significance 
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this distric;t are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west. · ·. · 
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Criteri01i 4: It yields, or may be -likely to yidd, iiiformation important ht prehistory or history; 
Ther~ is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 

. background files to indicate that the.subject property is likely to yield infor111ation important to a better 
understanding .of prehistory or history. The .subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible 
under·this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a r~ource far the purposes of CEQA, a properh; must :not only be shown tp. be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined !IS "the authenticity of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced by the ~uroival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's 
period_ of significance. II Historic integrity enablf!!1 a 'property to .illustrate significant asp_~cts of ifs past. All seven 
. qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evide1tt. 

The subject property retajns integrity from the period· of significance note.cl m: Step A: 

Location:· t8] Retains 
Association: . .[8] Retains . 
Desigrt: t8] Retains 
Wor~anship: t8J Retains 

O"Lacks 
Oiacks 
0Lac:!<S, 
0Laci.<s 

Setting: 
:Feeling: 
Materials: 

[8]Retains 
IZJRet~ris 
t8] Retait)s 

0Lacks 
0LaCks 
Di..a~ 

Historic District · . . . . . 
The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition'1:fistoi;ic Dis'ttict retain~ sufficient' integrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess :integrity. in terms of material, design and workmanship, 
particillatly when compared to buildings found outside.of the District. The majority ofDlstnct buildin~ 
retain a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projeding central bays, 
brick bases, arid minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic .divided light wood-sash windows .is also common. Few 
horizontal or ver.tical additions are visible from the pµblic right-of-way. DistriCt rontributors also retain 
integrity ·of feeling, setting, location~ anc;l aspodation. Contributors remain siri.gie-family; are s,i.ted at th~ 
original l.ocation, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family .hoµses. 

Subject 'Property 
The subject building has n~t b~en significantly altered since its original cpnstruction. _Recently, the 

building w~ raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reViewed and approved by the 
Department in_ 201Q..2011 under Case N~. 20'10.o394E, Raising the buiiding required replacement of the 
front stair, which was not part of the odginal ·conStruction. This slight alteration in height has not unduly 
changed the ~riginal scale of the buUdil)g or the building's relationship to its setting within the historic 
district. The work also did not remove. any_ character-defining features of the building. The building, 
therefo,re, retain.s all elements of historic integrity ·so that it continues to _convey its significance as a First 
Bay Tradition-style building ~onstrutted during the early phase of development within the Cow· Hollow · 
neighborhood. · 

Step C: Chara~ter D~ining Featu,res 
If tbe subje~t property has been det.ennined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character
defii1ing features of the building(s) an.dlor property. A praperty must retain t11e ess.entinl physicalfeatures tha~ 
enable. it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. Tliese essential 
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features are those that define both why a property is ·sig11ifica11t a11d whe11 it was significallt, a11d .without which a 
property can no lo11ger be identified as being associat~ ivith fts ·significance. . 

The Cow· Hollow First Bay Tradition Histori~ District's significance is reflected through ·the' cohesive 
massing, ~rticulation, form, setb~ck, an<,i stylistic elements in.the First Bay Tradition ~tyle. The character· 
~~~~~ . 

• Two-three story scale; 
• Picturesque an.d asymmetrical massing:and artic.ulation; 
• · Emphasis on simplifie~ geometricfqi:n:ls; . 
• . Front an~ side setbacks; 
• Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 
•. .L~cally source.d, natural m11terials, often inciuding shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, ·and brick; 
• Multi-light, wood-framed windows;, 
• futised entries; and, 

. !" . Si~p~ified ornam~nt and . details .induding projecting brackets, ~yebrri~ _-.dormers; often 
in~~rp0rating ~olonial Revival and Arts and· Crafts design.eleme~ts. 

CEQA'Hlstorlc Resourc, Determination 

l'8J Historical Resource Present 
0. Inciividually-eligible .Resource 
[8Jcontributt>r to an eligible Historic Distri~t 
0 Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

D No Historical Resource Present·. 
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PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project D Demolition ~ Alteration 

Per Drawings Dated: May l, 2014 

Project.Desctiption 
The propose~ profect·calls for exterior changes to the house, including tlie construction of two roof decks, 
construction of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, consh1Jction of a' 
bay at the. south elevation to the west of the sid~ entry porCh; alteration of. the side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entty steps to reduce the height; alteration of.the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately 1' and add a transom above the existing <loor; and, ·removal of stairs at the rear fat;ade. 

: Please note that the permit plans associated with this. project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regarding height-notation and drawing accuracy. These conections do not constitute physkal 
Changes to the propertj. · . 

· Project Evaluatlo_n 
if the'propefty has· been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, pltll$e check whether the proposed project 
would matt;rially impair the resource and identify any moqifications to the proposed project that mm; red~ce or 
avoid impacts;. · 

Subject Property/Histotjc Resource: 

IE! The project will not caµse a signifkant adverse impact fo the historic resource as propos'ed. 

D The P.roject will cause a significant adverse impact to the his~oric resource as proposed. 

CaliforniaRegister-eiigible Historic District or,Context: 

~The project will not .cause a significant adverse impact to a Californi~ Register~eligible historic district' 
·or cQntext a:; proposed, 

D The project will cause ~ significant adverse impac~ to a California Register-eliglble historic distri~t or 
conteXt as proposed. · 

PrpjectSpecific Impacts . 
The project 11.ppears to meet .the Secretary of the Interior Standards far Rehabilitation and would not·cause a 
substantihl adverse Change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Str~t or to the surrouhdirig 
Cow Hollow First Bay 'I:raditiol;\ Historic District suCh that the sigttificance of the resource (the district) 
would be :qiaterially impaired. The following is an analysis of· the proposed project per the applicable .. 
Standards. 

Standard 1. A praperl:tJ will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires .miitin:ial 
change to its distinctive materials,features, spaces, and spatitJl relationships. 
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. The proposed proje~t would retain the historic residential., use at the site and would not alter the 

building in a way that would harm its ability to convey.its. significance as a First Bay Tradi.tion'.

style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest per.iod of residential development. 

' . 
.Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained a11d preserved. The removal of distinctive 
materials or alteration: of feqtures, spaces, and spatial relatiOnships that characterize a property wiJl b~ 
avoided. 

No distinctive materials,, features, finishes, constructioq techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
would be affected by the proposed project. All origlnal elements of the primary.fac;ade would. be. 

retained. While th~ ~try threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change 
would· not detract from the character of the entry and. ihe door. would be retained or replicated. 

The proposed alterations would .occur at secondary a.lid tertiary facades that do not contribute ~o . 
the overail chara,cter.ofthe building or· district. . . · 

Standard 3. Each property will be recognized as a. physical record of its· time, place, and use. Changes th.at 
create a false sens~ of historical deVelopment, such as adding conjectural features or elemen.ts from 'other 
historic properties; will not be undertaken. 

Conjectural elem~11ts ~e not are not a part of the pr~posed project. All contemporary alterations 
. anc~ additions would be constructed.of new,"yet compatible, materials. 

Standard 5. Pistinctive materials, features, finishes, .and ·construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that c}tilracterize a property will be preserved .. 

The propo::;ed project would not result in the foss of dis~inctive features. 

Standard 9. New tidditions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not 'desiroy hisfuric 
materials, jeatures, .and sp11tial relationships that characterize the property. The new work ·Will be 
differentiated from tlie old and will be compatible with the: historic materials, feature5, size, scale a11d 
propor.~ion, and in~ssing to protect the integrity of.the property and its environment. 

The·proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negativ~ly 
impact .the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of.the building, whi!=h ·is not visible from the adjacent public. rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property and district as viewed by tbe public would. be ·retained. 
Moreover, the proposed addition, . dor.mers, . and roof decks would be : constructed "with 
rontemporary windows and detailing such that they are dist/nguishel'.l as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would. b.e lowered to mat~h the main floor height, this change would 
nqt detract from the character of the en.try and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
the alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 

chai:a~ter of the buildi~g or distri~t. 

Standard 10. Ncrw· additions and adjacent or related i1ew construction will be u11{!ertake11 itz such a 
manner that, if removed in the Ju tu.re, the esseutial forrn an.d integrity of the hist~ric property a.nd its 
environment wo11l d be unimpaired. 

g 
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If the proposed additions were to be removed, then the roof and SO\lth wall of the subject 
building would require repair, but this removal would.not impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cumulative Impuct Assessment 
The proposed work must also he c.onsidered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 
property and historic district. Work rec~fly completed at the project site resulted in raising the l;iuilding 
approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fa~ade and fonstructing a rear ·addition. This work, in 
combination with the cunently proposed work, meets the SecretilnJ Standards and would ·not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic Djstrid such that the significance of the re.5ource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The buildlng wouid r~tains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building·constructed during the early. 
phase of development within the Cow Hollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the ·district that would contribute to a cumulative .impact to 

I . 
the resource. 

PART II: $ENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REViEW 

Signature: __ ~_· ~~@a,~-~---------"'---- Date: 7, ;lr '101 i 
Tina Tam, Senior Preservatio.n Planner 

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Divis.ion{ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G;\DOCUMENTS\Cases\CEQA \HRER Memos\2013.0433£_2857 Broderick.doc 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

R.elease of Suspe·n·~ion Request· 
October 16, 2014 

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 

. Deparhnent of Building Inspection 
1660 Mission Street, ?ixth l'loor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Building Application Nos.: 

Prop~rty Address: 
Block and Lot 
Zoning Disttict: 
Staff Cori.tact: . . 

Dear Mr. Hui, 

201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 
. 201309247638 

2853-28S7 Broderick s'treet 
0947/002 

RH-2/40-X 

Glenn Cabreros :- (415) 5.58-6169 

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 

1his letter is to request. that the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) release suspe~icin of 
Building Permit Appliq1tion Numbers 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 

and 201309247638 (varioits scopes .of work including vertical/horizontal .expansion) for the property 
at 2853-2857 Broderick Street. 

On February 5, 2014, I submitted a R~quest for Suspensio~ for the subject building permit appli~ations 
because of concerns related .to errors on the approved .plans, docull1entation of the scope of work an.d 
responsive~ess to Notices of Planning Deparhnent Requirements. The Project Sponsor has been 
working with the Department to correct errors on the plans and docume:t;tt the full scope of work 
under Building Perni.it.Application No. 201307010898. This building pemi.it underwent neighborhood 
notification pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 between June 27, 2014 and August 6, 2014. On 
September 18; 2014, the Planning Commission held a Discretionary· Review hearing on the subject 
permit and voted Unanimously to no~ take Discretionary Review and approve the building permit 
application. On October 15, 2014, Planning Department staff approved. the subject building permit 
and rout~d it to DBif~r'review. . 

Given that the Pianning Commission and Planning Department hav~ r~ewed/approved Building 
Permit Application No. 201307010898 to correct· errors contained on previous pl~s and document the 
fuli scope of work under . one permit; the suspension of Building Permit Application Numbers 
201103111905, 201103252839, 20~108031630, 201209260727 and 201309247638 may now be released 
provided that work conforms to the scope of the issued pernlits. 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 · 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.55Q.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: . 
415.55a.s:m 



!om Hui, Direct~r DBI 
Release of Suspension Request 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
October 16, 2014 

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this letter to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) 
days after the date of the issuance of this letter. For further information~ please contact the Board of 
Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room 304, or call 575-6880. · 

Sincerely, 

Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator. 

CC: Property Owner 
Daniel Lowrey, Deputy Director, Department of Building Inspection 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING :OEPARTM.ENT 
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Department of Building Inspf · 'Jll Page 1 of2 

I P~rrn1ts, Corni>taints and Boiler i>To Inquiry 

1.. . . I P~Details Report 

I· Reporti>ate: li/1.3/2014. s:12:p1_.AM 

1 ·· .Application Number: 201307~108~8 .·. · ..... 

.... 

.... Foi:m.Nuniber: . 3 . 
0947 / ob2. j i:i · .2853 . .'BRODERICK ST : .:: . · .·.: .. - ... 

Address(e8): 

.. :·:.~ =. : . . 

.D~~ptlon: 

Cost: · _ 
oCcu.j?ancy ·eoa:e: 

:· BciJ.din~ Use: 

.m~~sitlon /~!;age: .. 
Action Date Stage 
7/1/2013 TRIAGE 
7f1/2013 FILING 

. 7/1/2013. FILED .. 

·1 · ~c~~tact, n'e~:. · 
I : Contracti>r Details:· 
I • 

. I.:· Adderi.ihi.netajls: 
· ·I ·:· n.escription: 

0947 / 002. / o :2857 . BRODERICK sr. · ·:: · 
TOCOMPLYW/.CORRNOTICE.DATED6/25/13.AisOTOCLAfuFy:HEIGIITOF 
BLDG BEFORE&A:ErER. BEING RA,ISED 36" UNDER2orio3z52839 &rQ CORR 
PREV SHOWN HEIGHTS TO.ROOF RIDGE TOP.DWELLING UNIT MERGER TO 
SFD.ADDITIONS'TO.SIDE,REAR.&4j.FL.KEVJSE 2011031ll905, 201103252839, 
2ouo8031630, :201209?60727 &201309247Q3?. . . .. . · :._ .. · 
$1."00 . 
R-3· 
28-2F.i\Mri..YDwELl'..iNG 

Comm en ti; 

.. . . ... 

.... 
; 

.. -· 

. : .. 

"· 
: .. 

Checked. · 
By Phone Hold DesCri~tion 

i .· 
. Step" StationArrive Start· In Out·· F"riiish 
· . . . , .. Hold Hold 

· 1 · CPB . 7/1/13 7/1/13 
cHECiNG 4l5-

. WAI FONG 558-
. 6070 

. ~ . 

7/29/14 
OROPEZA 4l5-

10/15/14 EDGAR 558-
6377 

! CABREROS 4l5-
. J 4. CP-NP 558-

GLENN 6377 

. Approved per Ca5e.No: · . · 
2013.0433DDD;E. Correct height 
dimensions. Dwelling unit merger 
from 2 to 1 unit. Side, rear and 
!vertical addtions. loiis/i4 (gc). 
NOPD~#lmailed 7/10/i3 (gc). 
Pending reviewwithZA. 7/16/13 (gc) .. 
DRAPPLlCATIONTAKENIN ON 
7/2<j/2014 APPUCATION. 
COMPLETE AND TAKEN :(N BY 
EDGAR OROP:f$ZA, PIC STAFF 
11ailed 311 Cover Letter 6/27 /14 
(Vlad) Mailed 311Notice 7/7/14; 
Expired 8/6/14 (Vlad) . 

.... ~ : I . 5 BLD.G . 10/15/14 11/6/14 YIN DIANE :~t 
·I ... t--·-+---+---T---T---t---,-:-t-----1----i-:~~~~~1---:---·-·· · __ ·_. -« ·...., .. -~---1 
i 6. DPW- 558-
I ·. . BSM. · 
!· · 1---+---1----+----1--+---+---+----+6_0_60--1--'----------1 
J 10/20/14: Return to Di!ll!e Ym; snt 

I. 10/20/14: ()TC disiipprov~d, bac:kto 

11.i 

BLDG. mml 10/20/14:' :to Stephen 
.THAI 415- An~onaro~forOTC.·PGio/17/14: . 

7 PPC sYLVIA 558- lbac:kto OTC pin; snt. io/17 /14: Plans 

I . . · 6133 routed to.Stepl;ien'Ai;itoµaros.l;told for 
· ' ·· · Building review. AI:.-10/17/i.4: Plans 

r 

,, routed to O'l'C ;Ii.old.for -BIDiding 
'. . review. AL 10/1.5/li,: ~o:BSM; snt. 

. ~ --.----:-- ----
•• > -

. . ·. . ·:· . . 
.-· ... 

.. [ . 



Department of Building Inspec 1 

y.AN 415-
8 CP:B 558-BRENf.lA 

6070 

. Page2 of2 

OF WORK& IS A 2 UNITS MERGER 
TO 1 UNIT, NO STRUc:roRE PLANS 
& CHANGE FOLL TO SITE PERMIT 
REQUEST BY APPIJCANT. OKBY . . 
WF.BYAN. 

D . ti; Tiine 
escnp on Slots 

Inspectlon Code Descriptio Remarks 

For infor,mation, or.to ~ch17dtiJe an in§pection, ~ 558~6157_0 ·J?etw~en'.8:30.' am and 3:00 pm. 

iStation Code:Desc:riptions andPhoneNumbers-~---=i · 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technic;al Support for Online Services 
If you need help or have a question ab.mrt this service, please visit bur. FAQ area. . . . . . 

·Contact SFGov Accessibility Polici,eS' 
. City and County of San Francisco ©2000~2po9 

. ______ ..:. ___ ;__ _______ .. __ . ___ ..._ __ . 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
·PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

C.ertificate of Determination 
Ex_em ption .from ·Environmental Review 

C~e.No.: 

Projed Title: 
·Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project· Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/0CYl 
2:J57 square feet 
Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
(415) 864-2_261 
Shelley Caltagirone - ( 415) 558-6625 
shelley .caltagirone@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 

. San .Francisco, 
CA 941 ~-2479 

Reception: 
415:558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposal involves raising th_e building by approximately three (3) feet to insert a garage at the ground 
floor leyel, expanding the ground floor level toWards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb 
cut. The project would add appro~imately 680 square feet (sf) of residential space to the existing 3,774-sf
building resulting in 4,454 'total sf. The project site is located on.a block bounded by Filbert Street, Union 
Street, Broderick Stre.et, and Baker Street in the Cow Hollow neighborhood 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 1530l(e)(l) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Bill Wycko 
Environmental Rev ew Officer 

cc: Stephen Antonaros, Architect, Project Sponsor 

Inger Conrad, Property Owner 

Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 

Supervisor Farrell (via Clerk of the Board) 

~ S,.2&// 
Date / 

Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 
Distribution List 

Historic Preservation Distribution List 

---------,.------------~---,~~~--~-~----~~~~~-~---. - ---- ----- -. -~ 
2822 



Exemption from Environmental Review 

REMARKS (continued): 

C\lse No. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

In evaluatihg whether the proposed project WO!fld be exempt from environmental review under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the buildings 
located on the project Sife are historical 'resources. The·subject property is included on the Planning 
Department's 1976 Architectural Survey'with a rating of "1" and was listed as a ccintributor to a·historic 
district in the National and California Registers in 1983 according to the Planning Deparhnent's Parcel 

Information Database (register form cannot be located). Under the Planning Depar?nent's CEQA·Review 
Procedures for Historic Resources, the property is cqnsidered a "Category A" known historic re1:1ource. 

As described in the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) lyf.emor.andun;.t (attached), the 2853-2857 
Broderick Street property is listed on the Na~onal Register as a contributing building within a historic 
'district.· The ·register form could not be located; how.ever, ·based upon a review of the surrounding 
architecture, the district appears to be ~ignificant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a collection of late 
191h- and early 2Qlh-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the 
Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. The majority 0£ the buildings are 2-3 stories in scale; are cla:d 
in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building forms including a defined base, 
body, and cornice; .display punched window openings, often containing wo.od-frall}ed windows; and 
display·rich·archit~ctural details and oinamentation. The period of significan:ee for this district appears to 
be approximately 1870-1930. The con8truction date of. the subject building places it within the period of 
significance identified for the surrounding historic district. Furthermore, the property retains sufficient 

historic integrity to convey their historic significance. As such, the property is considered a historic 
resource for tbe purposes of CEQA. 

Since the building was determined to be a historic resource, the Planriing Department assessed whether 
the proposed_ project would materially impair the resource. Th~ Department detennined that the project 
wouJd not cause a substantial adverse.change in the resource such that the significance of the resource 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project's potential to impact 
the historic resource. 

• The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in~ way that would harm its ability. to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition

style buiiding cia~ng from the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights earliest period of development 

• No distinctive materials, features, finishes, constru~tion techniques or examples Of craftsmanship 

would be affected .by the proposed project. While the height of the ground floor leveJ :Will be 
increased by approximately three (3) feet, the change would not significantly impact the overall 
proportions of the three-story £ai;;ade. The new garage door opening would occur at the new 
raised portion of the building and would not; cause the removal of historic material. Although fue 

entry stairs would be extended to accommodate the new height, they are not original to the 

building so that tli.eir replacemen~ would not remove historic material. 

1 Memorandmn from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Planner, 
Major Environmental Analysis, January 14, 2011. 

PLANNING DEP,IUITMENT 
? . 



Exemption from Enviro~ental Revi!!W Case No. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 'Broderick Stieet 

• The proposed ad,dition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the 
building or the site as it would be constructed at the rear ·of the building, which is not visible. 
from the .adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front far;ade would be 
placed flush with the plane of the fa~ade so as to retain the volume of the.building at its base. The 
door would also be constructed of solid ..;ood and details to be compatible with the hlst~ric 
design. 

The proposed project would involve the addition of approximately 680 sf of residential space to the 
existing 3,774-sf-building resulting in 4,454 total sf. CEQA State Guidelines Section 153Dl(e)(l), or Class 1, 
provides for additions to existing structures provided ~at the addition would not result more than 50 
percent of the floor area of the. structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The 
proposed project would make alterations to an existing struc~ure and· add approximately 680 sf to the 
existing 3,774-sf of building area. The proposed project ·therefore rrieets the criteria of Class 1. 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states. that a categorical eX:emption shall not be used for an . . . 
activity w~ere there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 

· environment due tci unusual circumstances. Section 15300.2(f) specifically states that a categorical 
exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an histori<;al resource. As described above, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of the historical resource under Section 15300.2(£). Given this fact and the 
nature of the proposed project, the exemption pr~vided for i~ CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e), or 
Class 1, may be used. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the proposed project that 
would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The project would be exempt. 
under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt 
from environmental review. 

SAN fRANCISCD 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

MBA Planner: 
Project Address: 
Block/Lot: 
Case No.: 
Date of Review: 
Planning Dept. Reviewer: 

Brett Bollinger 
_ 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

0947/002_ 
2010.0394E 
Ja,1;mary 14, 2011 
Shell~y Caltagirone 
(415) 558-6625 I shellf'.Y·caltagironl_!@sfgov.o!g ______.:.. 

PROPOSED PROJECT D Demolition [81 Alteration. D New Construction 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1650 Mlssinn St. 
Sulle400 
San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception: . 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Jnlonnatlon: 
415.558.6377 

The proposal involves raising the building by approximately 3 feet' to insert a gar<).ge at the ground floor 
level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creatfog a new curb cut. The 
project would add approximately 680 square feet of residential space to the existing 3,774-square-foot
bu~ldi~g resulting in 4,454 total square feet. 

PRE·EXISTING HISTORIC RATING I SURVEY 

The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 
"1" and was listed as a contributor to a historic district in the National and California Registers in 1983 
according to the Planning Department's Parcel Information Database (register form cannot be located). 
The property is considered a "Category. A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the 
Plannipg Department's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review proced!-1fes. 

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street ):Jetween Filbert and Union .Streets. The 
property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Faniily) Zoning District and a40-X Height and Bulk District. The area includes arange of residential 
building types, including larger ~ingle-family detached residences at the higher elevations and two
family residences or multi-family structures on corner lots and at lower elevations. The houses are 
designed ln a variety of styles dating from the late 191h -and early 201h-century, which.reflect the various 
stages of development within the neighborhood. Visual continuity is mixed in terms ~f style; however, 
there is a strong pattern of massing and materials along the immediate block. 

The Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow Area was incorporated into San Francisco in 1850 as part of the Western 
Addition annexation. Up until. the 1870s, the area included the scattered vacation homes of the wealthy 
but was comprised mainly of dairy farms, grazing land, and windswept dunes. Beginning in the 1870s, 
the neighborhood's proximity to the downtown, the extension of graded streets and cable cars, as well as 
the dramatic bay views made this area one of the most prestigious enclaves in San Francisco.-By 1900, the 
area ~as well known as the City's mosrfashionable neighborhood. This notoriety attracted many of the 

wwvv .sfplal'mil'1g .Off} 
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Hisfori¢ Resaurce Evaluation Response 
Jan.uary 14, 201 ~ · 

CASE NO. 2010.0394E 
2853-28~7 Broderick Street 

'· Cit;y's best architects and the City's most affluent residents. Due to rapidly increr.ising.land values many 
of the.earliest homes in the area were quickly d~molished to make way for substantial apartment blocks 
and ·even more extravagant homes than the original Victorians. The Stock Market Crash of 1929 halted 
almost all developr:ient in t~e neighborh.ood .. 

1. California Register Criteria of Si~ific~ce: Note, a building may be·an. l:iistorlcal resource if it 
meets any of the Califomi~ Register crite_ria li~ted below. If more information iii~~eded to make such· 
a determination please specify.what :irifoi;rnation is needed. (This determination.for-California Register 
Eligiln1il1J is made based on existing ilatfl .and research provided to the Planning Dep.arfynent by the above 
named preparer I consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are 
attached;.) 

·Event: or 0 Yes · 12] No D Unable to determine 
Persons: or D Yes. .12] No 0 Unable to determine 
Archite~ture: or l8J Y~ D No 0 Unable to determine 
Information Potential: . O· Furth~r investigation recommended. . 
District or Context:. .I8J Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context 
If yes; Period of significance: 1870~1,930 

According to th~ Planning Department's records, the subject property is listed on the National 
Register ~s a contributing buildu.lg within a hist~ric district The register form could not be lo~ted; 
however; based upon a rev.iew· of the. surrounding arc~tecture, .the district appears to be signi!icant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of builc;lings dating from the neighborhood's first wave o! 

. development 

. ' . 
Criterion 1: It is associat~d with events that have made a significant contribution t~ the broad 
pattems of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; , 
There is no information pr~vided by the Project Sponsor or locat~ in the Planning Department's 
background files to indic~te that any significant· events. are associated with the subject building. 
Although construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of residential 
.development that occurred in the area in the late 19lll century, this pattern is not documented as 
signific<:11t within the context of the history of the neighborhood, ~he City, the State, or the nation. 
Furthermore, there are no specific historical events known to be associated with the consl:tuction or 
subsequent usage of the subject building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to 
be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associqted with the lives of persons important in ou; local, re~onal orna,tional 
past; 
';fhe information provided by the Proje~t Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate th~t 
William Hammond Hall btjefly owned .the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in.San 
Francisco's history as the de;igner of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall is listed 
in the directories as living at3Bs5 Jackson Street between 1905-1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 

' . . ' 

does not app7ar that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 

2 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
January 14, 2011 ·. 

CASE NO. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it·is presumed that 
the property was purchased for ~heir use. The properly is not historically ;ignificant ·as it is not 
associated with the Hall's career as an engineer. No· other significant persons are associated with the 
subject building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under tbis criterion. 

Criterion 3: 1t embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, orr~presents the work of a master, or pos.sesses high artistic values; 
The subject building and district appear to be listed on the National Register for embodying the 
distinctive characteristics of a period of architectut:al development in Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow. 
The ·subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First 
Bay·Trar;lition-style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified geom~tric 
forms, natural materials (often including shingle c:ladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), strucfural 
honesty, piC:turesgUe and asymmetrical massing and a_rticul~tion, uniform exterior cladding with no 
interruptions at comers, and simplifi.~d ornament and details. Many of these elements are evident in 
the subject building. The subject do~ not appe~r to be a significant example of the First Bay Tradition 
style as an individual property because it: is a relatively modest exainple·of the style, does' not 
represent the work of a master, does .not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain 
high.historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 191h. 
and early 201•-century buildings dating from the· earliest period of residential development in the 
Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. The concentration of buildings on the immediate block 
faces-i:epresents a variety of regional architectural styles of this period. The majority of the buildings 
are 2-3 stories in scale; are clad in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building 
forms including a define~ base, body, and cornice; display punched window openings, often 
containing wood-framed windows; and display rich architectural details and ornamentation. The 
period of significance for this district appears to be approximately 1870-1930. The construction date 
of the subject building places it within the period of significance identified for the surrounding 
historic district. . 

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information J?rovided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a 
better understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be 
eligible under this criterion. 

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for ~he purposes of 
CEQA, a propei;ty must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteri;:i, but 
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and 
usually-most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrij:y from the period of 
significance noted above: 

Location: [8J Retains 
Association: [8J Retains 
.Design: [8J Retains 
Worlananship: [8J Retains 

0Lacks 
D Lacks 
0Lacks 
D Lacks 

Setting: 
Feeling: 
Materials: 
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[8J Retains 
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0Lacks 
0Lacks 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
January 14, 2011 

CASE NO. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street· 

The subject building does not appear to have been significantly altered beyond the replacement o~ the 
front stair. It retains all ~lements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance 11s a 
First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the ear~y phase' of development within !he Cow . 
Hollow /Pacific Heigjlts .. neigh~o.rhood. 

3. Determination of wheth~r the prop.erty is an "histoi:ical resource" for purposes. of CEQA. 

0 No Resource Present (Go ta'6 below.) · k8J Historical Resource Present'(Continue to 4.) 

4. . If the properly appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would 
materia~ly impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adv~rse manner those physical characteristic~ whic:h 
justify the property's inciusion in any registry to which it belongs). 

k8J The project will not cause a substantial adverse change. in the significance of the resource such 
· that the significance of the resource would be materially impaired. (Continue to 5 if the project is a:n 

alteration.) 

0 The project is a significant i~pact as propo~ed. (Continue· to 5 if the project is d:n alteration.) 

. . 
Staff has reviewed the project proposal and 'finds that the project would not cause a substan.tlal 
adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the resource would be materially 
impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project impacts to the histqric resource. 

• 1he proposed project would retain historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would harm its ability to oonvey· its significance as a First B~y 

.Tradition-style building dating fro:m the Cow Hollow/PacifiC Heights earliest period of 
development. 

• . No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction teduuques or examples. of 
craftsmanship would be affected by the proposed project.. While the height of the ground 

_ · floor level will be increased by approximately 3 feet, the change will not significantly impact 
the overall ·proportions of the three-story fa9ade. The new garage door opening will occur at 

• 

SAN FRANCISCO 

· the new raised portion of the building and will not cause the removal of hi~toric material. 
Although the entry stairs will be extended to accommodate the new height, ·they are not 
original to the building so that their replacement will not remove historic material. . 

The proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining fea~i:es of the 
building or the site as it would be constructed at the :r;e.ar of the building, which is not visible 
from. the.adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front Ia9ade will b~ 
placed flush with the plane of the fai;ade so as to retain the volume of the building at its base. 
The door will also be constructed of solid wood and details to be cpmpatible with the historic 
design. 

• PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
January 14', 2011 

CASE NO. 2D1D.D394E 
2&53-2857'. Broderick Street 

5. Character-defining features 0£ the building to be retained .or respected in order to avoid a 
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to t~e project 

, to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions 0£ approval that may be desirable to 
· mitigate the project's adverse ~~ects. 

The character-defining features of the subject building include all those exterior features visible from 
the public rights-of-way that convey its original First Bay Tradition-style design, including:. 

The over~ll massing, sC:ale, an.d form; 
• The building's location, front setback, and relationship to its adjac~tneighbors; 
• The side-gable roof and gahl.ed dormers; 
• The wood shingle cladding; 
• The multi-light, wood-framed windows and fenestration pattern; and 
• 'The raised entry; and, . ·, 

The· decorative trimwork. 

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site histotj.cal resources, such as 
adjacent historic properties. 

0Yes rgjNo D Unable to determine 

It does not appear that the proposal would have a significant adverse impact on any off-site historic 
resources as no known individual historic resources are located in the immediate area. As noted 
above, the area contains a high concentration of buildings that were constructed between 1870-1930 
and there is considerable architectural h3nnony among the buildings in the area. The proposed 
d

0

esign of th~ addition and fa~ade modifications at are compatible with these character-defining 
features of the district and would not detract from the. district's existing visual continuity or diminish 
its historical significance. 

SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

j,m/i?J S~gnature:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: Linda Avery, R"ording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission 

Virnaliza Byrd I Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G:\DOCUMENTS\Cases\ CEQA \HRER\1010.0394E_2857 Broderidc.doc 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
P.LANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Catego·rical Exemption Determination 
·pR9PERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Proj~ct Addi:ess Block/Lot(s) 

2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No . Permit No. Plans Dated 

. 2013.0433.E 

({] Addition/ · 0Demoiition []New. · I Orroject Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) . Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Projec~ description for Planning Department approval. 

Front.facade alterations; new roof ~eeks; new dormers; alt~r ex.isting dormer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class a'lmlies, an Environmental Eval1tation Application is required. 

[{] Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterati9ns; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principailv permitted or with a CU. 

D Class·3-NewConstruction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in ohe building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

D Class_ 

- ·--
STEP 2: CEQA IMP.ACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

D 
Transportation: Does the· project create six (6) or more.net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit,. pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the ·project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMrrp > CEQA Crrlex Delermination Layers;. Air Pollution Ho/ Spols) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of 
cont·aining'haza.rdous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
involve .soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to · 

D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Applicatipn that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not rieed to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 

SAii FRANCISCO 
PLANNING PEPARTMENT09. ~ G.2013 
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·spil DisturbanceJModification: Would th~ project result in soil clistmbance/moclification greater 

D than tWo (2)-reet below grade in an arch~logic:al sel)Sftive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex ~etermination Layers> Archeo!ogicaJ Sensitive 
Area-) 

.D 
Noise: Does the project include newnoise-sensltive receptors (schools, day ca:i:e facilities, hospitals, 
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> I;Joise Mitigation Area) 

D Subdivi~ion/Lot Line Adjustment: Does. the.project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a 
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Detenninalion L[i.yers > Topography) 

Slope= or> 20%: : Does the project involv~ excavation of .50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage exp~on greater than 1,000 _sq. ft., 11horing, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 

D o:ti a fot with a ·slope average of io% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work perfomted on a 
previously if;eveloped portion of isite, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer}o EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Topography) 1£ l;mx is checked, a geotechpical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

·Seismic:' Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
sque:re footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 

D 
grading-including excavatiort and fill on. a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 
Generai Plan? Exceptions: do not check bo:r for work performed on a previously developed portion of fhe. 
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to BP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Detennination Layers> Seismic Hazard · 
Zones) If box is checke~ a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 

. required 

Seismic; Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 

D 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring. ·underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work peifonned on a previously 
de'l!elaped portion of the site, stairs,· patio, deck, or fence work. <refer to EP _Arc Map> CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard Zanes) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

D 
Serpentine Rocle: Does the prpjectinvolve.any excavation on a property containing serpentine 
rock? Excep Hons: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work (refer to 
EP _.ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine) , 

If no boxes are cli.~cked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Bval1tation AP-.vJication is reg,uired, 

· 111 Project can proceed with categorical exemption teview. The project does not trigger any of the. 
CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

No excavation. Jeanie Poling 3/3/14 

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

SAN RWICISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09. 16.2013 2 



STEP 4: PRO.PO~EP WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

I J l. Change of use and new con!ltruction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D. 3 .. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay,- or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Wind~u Replacement Standards . .Dees ~ot inclu!le 
storefronrwindow alterations. 

D 5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages a1Jd Curb Cuts, anc'!/or 
replacement-0fa gar!lge door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6 .. D eCk, terrace-construi;~on, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public ~ight~of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. D.onner installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under _Zo~ing 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

9. Additibn(s) that are not visible from any inimediately (ldjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction;· d_oes.not extend vertically beyond ·the floor lev.el of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single ·story in height; does not have a footpriht·that is mote than 50% larger l:han that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal ~f architectural significant roofing feati.tres. 

Note: Project Planner .. nitist check box below before proceeding; · 

D Project is·not listed .. GO. TO STEP 5. 

lMl Project d'oes not confmm.to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

I l Project i.n,volves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP. 5. 

D Project.involves less than four work descriptions. GO TQ STEP 6. 

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

Che~ all that apply to the project. 

D 1."Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A} as detean"ined by Step 3 and' 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

.. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but a~e consistent with 
existing historic character. 

rvr 4: Far;ade/storefront alterations !:hat do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

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

D 6. Restoration bas~d upon docµmented evidence of a building's historic.condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

@f 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of tlze Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

SAii FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.162013 
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B. Other work .consistent with the Secretan1 of tlre Interior Standar/!s for t1ie Treatment of Historic Properties 
(spedfiJ or add comments): 

@( 
~ee- \t~£R -~w ei/~11 (14 M.t.n-.e. 

D 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires ~pProvai biJ Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 
a Per HRER dated! (attach HRER) 
b, Other (specify): 

Note; If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one bcix below. 

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the P!oject requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be sub~tted. GO TO STEP 6. 

if Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planrier and can proceed with categorical exemptio:n review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation .Planner Signature: .// // (-;:/,/ . 
/ 

~ 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all that apply): 

D Step 2- CEQA Impacts 

D Step 5-Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. : 

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

Planner Name: :Skul~ G._{~\rv1'(. 
Signature or Stamp: 

Project Appxoval Action; -
Selec_tOne 

~ (!;ft;_; 7/-sfq "If Discre!ionaty Review before the Planning. 
Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 
Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exem.etion pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Administtative Code. 
fu accotdance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption detennination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the fust approval action .. 

SAN FRANCISCO . . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013 
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! . . I ··::· .. ·· I ! ..• :: 
, ..... 

FILE NO. 120782 MOTION NO. ,Al\;l2 - [03 

1 [Affirming the Exemption Determination - 2853•2857 Broderick Street} 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Motion affirming the determination. by the Planning Department th~t a P.roject located at 

2853-2857 Broderick Street is. exempt from environmental review. 

" .... 

WHEREAS, The Planning o·epartment ha·s determined that a project located ·at 2853-

7 2857 Broderick Street is exempt from environmental review under. the California . 

8 Erivirohmentai·Ouality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA. Guidelines, and San Franciscp.AdministraJive 

9 Code Chapter 31: The proposed project inv.olvesraising the building by-appr6ximc.!.telythree· 

10 

11 

feet to" insert a garage" at ground level, expanding the ground floor level and creating anew 

curb ·cuf"By letter to the ·Clerk ofthe Board, KatePolevoi, on b.ehalf of Zeev·a. Kardos, Irving 

12 Zaretsey, Craig. Jones, Michael Jaeger, Eric cind Kelda Reimers,· Rob and Jen)ilfer Povlitz, · 

· 13 and.Oen and' Ahli Morehead (Appellants), received by the Clerk1s Office on .. July 1.0; 2012, 

14 appe~led th~ ·~xemptiori determination. The Appellants provided a copy a certificate of 

15 Determin.ation, Exemption From Environmental Review, issued.by the Plan.i"ii~gODepartment 

16 ori July 3, "201.1, finding th~ propos~d project exempt from environmental review. under CEQA 

17 Guideiine~· Class 1 (14 Cal.':Code.·Regs. §15301); .. and. · 

18 · · . WHEREAS, On September 4, 2012, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to 

19 ·consider the appeal of the exemption· deterrnination flied by Appellan.ts, and foilowing'the 

20. public hea.ring·affirmed the exemption determination; and 

21 WHEREAS, In revi~wing· the a·ppeaf of the exemption determination, this Board 

. 22 teviewed ahd considered the exemption .detennination, the appeal letters, the responses to 

23 concerns document th.at the Planning Department prepared, the other written rec~rds before 

: 24 the Board ofSupervisors and. all of the public testimony .made in s·upport of and opposed to 

. 25 the exemption determination appeal. Following the conclusion-of the public hearin.9, .the Board 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 

8/30/2012 

. . 

.revised on: 8/30/2012-v:\fegis support\electronic att11chments\2012·- ad files\120782.doc 
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. I I I. . . . . : ~- . ... : - ! ...... :..... -·. :. . - I -

1 of Supervisors affirmed the exemption petermination for the project based on the written 

2 record before the Board of Supervisors as well as all of the testimony at the public hearing in 

3 suppor:t of and opposed to the appeal. The written record and oral testimony in support of and 

4 opposed to the appeal and deliberation of the· oral and written testimony at the public hearing 

5 before the Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in support of and opposed to the 

6 appeal of .the exemption determination ·is in the Clerk of the Board of Supe_rvisors File No. 

7 120781 and is·incorporated in this motion as though set· forth in its entirety; now therefore be it 

8 fl!IOVED, That the Bo,ard of s.up.ervisors of the City and County of San Francisco 

9 hereby.adopts as its own and incorporates by reference in this motioni as though fully set 

1 O forth, the exemption determination; and l:>e it . 

11 FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds ttiat based on the whole 

12 .record before it_ there are no substantial project cbanges, no su_bstantial- c_hanges in project 

. 13 circumstances, and no new information of substantial importance t_hatwould change the 

14 concl_usions set forth in the exe~ption determination by the Planning Department that the 

15 proposed project is .. exempt from E?r1vironn:i~ntal review; and be it 

16 . FURTHER- MOVED, That after carefully considering-the appeal of.the exemption 

17 determination, including the written information submitted to the Board of Supervisors and the 

18 pu,.blic testimony presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on the e~emption 

19 determination, this Board concludes that the project qualifies for a exemption determination 

20 under CEQA. 

21 

22 

23. 

24 

25 
Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF.SUPERVISORS Page2 

· 813012;012 

originated at: v:\legis support\electro!'lic attachments\2012- ad files\120782.doc 
revii,;ed on: 8/3ol2012-v:\legis support\electronic attachments\2012- ad.tiles\120782.doc . 
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I ..••. '. :"-:':: ·.::··-·:-··· I .: . ·: •.. ... ' . 

City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Motion: M12-103·· 

... ,--·--.• --····· , .. ,._,-· ' 1 · . ·: .... ·: ...... -.-·.,-. ·--- ... ! :._ 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File ·Number:._ .. 1:2078_2 Date Passed: September 04, 20.1-2 · 

Motion affirming· the determination by the Planning Dep.artm·ent .that a project located. at 2853-2857 · 
~roderick Streefis exempt from environmental review. . . 

September 04~ 2012 B_oard of Supervisors· -APPROVED . . .. 
Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farren, Kim, Mar, Olague 

.. and Wiener . . 

File No. i201.s2 _. 

_.:. 

City" a/Id County· of Sa/I Fr a/I els co 

· · j here.by ~ertify that the foregoing Moticin · · 

Pagel 

· WJlS APPROVED on 9/4/2012 by.the Board of . 
SuperVisors of the City ahd County of San 
Fran~l~_co. 

: (- · · Angela Calvillo 
Clerk ~f the Board · 

Printed at 11:16 am on 915112 
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From: 

.sent: 
To: 

, Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Supervisor Farrell: 

714515@gmail.com 
Thursday, November 13, 2014 5:22 PM 
Mark Farrell; Lamug, Joy , 
Stefani, Catherine; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC); Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); 
O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); Fessler, Thomas (DBI); Povlitz; 
kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; 
vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net 
Goss; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (; DXN2700@aol.com; 
dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; Geoff Wood; 
Brooke Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net); Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com 
Fwd: 2853 Broderick Hearing November 25th 
2853 Brod withd. CEQA Scott choice.pdf; ATT00001.htm; 2853 Brod Pam to Schott 
Agreement stands.pdf; ATT00002.htm; 2853 Brod list of permits and perm 898.pdf; 
ATT00003.htm; image002.jpg; ATT00004.htm; image004.png; ATTOOOOS.htm; 2014 DR 
Notice.pdf; ATT00006.htm; 2013 CatEx excerpts.pdf; ATT00007.htm; 2012 Planning 
response to CatEx appeal.pdf; ATT00008.htm; 2012 Motion upholding CatEx.pdf; 
ATT00009.htm; 2012 CatEx.pdf; ATT00010.htm; 9_18_14 DRAnalysis.pdf; ATT00011.htm 

We, Tim Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, the Appellants request a postponement of the Hearing before the Board of 
Supervisors for the following reasons: 

1. DBI is currently researching the status of Permit# 201307010898 and will respond to us within a week or sc 

2. We request that all Permits be consolidated for this Hearing and every issue be on the table for a total review 
of the CEQA issues as relevant to every construction plan in this project. 

3. No further piecemeal permits and no splitting of permits. 

4. An investigation as to the evolution of the permits and the status of the construction undertaken thus far· 
without proper permitting. 

It is the position of the Appellants and J:?.eighbors that: 

A. The only valid, legal, functional Permit issued to this project is Permit# 201103252893 approved by the 
· Board ofAppeals in September 2012 which reflects the Agreement and Appendix plans signed on September 4, 

2012. 

B. All permits issued thereafter are addenda permits that failed to comply with the requirement that they be 
submitted for a 311 Notification prior to any construction being undertaken. 

C. Permit 2011307010898 filed on July 1, 2013 is a cover-up permit to attempt to ratify previous construction 
undertaken without proper permitting and to isolate previously improperly issued permits from further 
investigation. This 

Permit is meant to ratify and sanitize improper permit manipulation. 
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D. The DBI Notice for the Revision of Plans issued in June 2013 required the project sponsor to revise her 
plans under Permit 201103252893 and immediately submit the revisions to a 311 Notification. Instead she 
·~cided · 

along with City Planning to create a new Permit into which she would embed all previous permits and add 
the Revision drawings and future work. This permit haS been filed but never issued and was kept in her hip 

pocket for a whole year before a 311 notification was published. In the meanwhile improperly permitted 
work was allowed to continue. 

The project sponsor has undertaken this MO previously when she added on and loaded up permit# 
201103252893 with a 'garden shed' to be constructed in the backyard, AKA an 8' xlO' room, ahd curb cuts when 
these 

were never part of the negotiated Agreement. 

We have attached below: 

1. Correspondance from Scott Sanchez illustrating that the 2012 CEQA appeal was withdrawn by Appellants 
due to the choice presented to us by Scott Sanchez that rapid action on the Permit would allow the project 
sponsor to begin construction very rapidly. The language used at the Board of Supervisors at the withdrawal of 
the appeal had nothing to do with the affirmation of the status of the Categorical Exemptions by the Board of 
Supervisors, but rather it was the resolution of the dispute to which we gave the consideration of withdrawing 
the Appeal. The case was never heard on its merits by the Board of Supervisors. The resolution and the 
Agreement in fact re-affirmed that 
CEQA issues were not exempt from this case and the South side yard set back would be kept in tact; the rear 
steps would remain as is with no further encroachment into the back yard; the building would only be raised 
~6"; 

..ad the envelope and foot print of the building would not be expanded. 
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scott.sanchez@sfgov.org August 8, 2012 10:39 AM 
To: Stephen Antonaros <santonaros@sbcglobal.net>, 
iiz@me.com 
Cc: Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, Pam Whitehead 
<Whiteheadwest@msn.com>, Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org} AnM arie.Rodgers@sfgov.org, 
Victor.Pacheco@sfgov.microsoftonline.com, Cynthia.Goldstein@sfgov.microsoftonline.com 
Re: final drawings for the agreed design 

Hello Irving and Stephen, 

Thank you again for working together to develop a resolution that is 
acceptable to all parties. Moving forward, I believe that there may be two 
possible scenarios to ensure 'that the revised project moves forward. 

First (and most straightforward), the Appellant can withdraw both appeals 
(CEQA and Board of Appeals) and the Permit Holder can file a revision 
permit with DBI that documents the agreed upon changes. This could happen 
relatively quickly (1-2 weeks) . 

. Second, the Appellant can withdraw the CEQA appeal and both parties can go 
back to the Board of Appeals for the rehearing request (currently scheduled 
for September 12) to request the Board grant the rehearing request and 
schedule the item for the next available hearing. At the subsequent 
hearing, the Board could grant the appear and adopt the revised plans. 
This would take more time, a month or more and would require cooperation of 
the Board (they are not obligated to accept the agreement). I'm copying 
Cynthia Goldstein and Victor Pacheco at the Board of Appeals on this email 
to see if they have any comments. 

It's a complicated process, so please let me know if you have any 
questions. 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 

· Zoning Administrator 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Tel: 415.558.6350 . 
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Fax: 415.558.6409 

E-mail: scottsanchez@sfgov.org 
Webpage: http:/lwww.sfpfanning.org 

Planning information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 
Property lnformation Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 

Irving; 

Stephen Antonaros 
<santonaros@sbcgl 
obal. net> To 

iiz@me.com 
08/08/201210:23 cc 
AM Pam Whitehead 

<Whiteheadwest@msn.com>i Kate 
Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
catherine. stefani@sfgov.org, 
scott.sanchez@sfgov.org -

Subject 
Re: final drawings for the agreed 
design · 

Part ·of my own due diligence on proposing the option that is acceptable to 
all involved running it by DBI. I received a positive response which will 
be final after reviewed under a proper permit application as a revision. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 
(415) 864-2261 
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www.antonaros.com 

On Aug 8, 20121 at 10:18 AM, iiz@me.com wrote: 

Stephen: 

I will check with Victor at the Board of Appeals and with Catherine at 
Mark Farrell's office on how to proceed to get your permit re~instated so 
that the agreement can go forward. However, in the mean while can you get 
the agreed 
I upon design to be looRed at by DBI so that we have their blessing and the 
permit revision will just be ministerial when we clear up the Hearing 
withdrawal. We don 1t want any issues with DBI. 

Thank you, 
Irving 
On Aug 8, 2012, at 10:10 AM, Stephen Antonaros wrote: 

Irving, 

My understanding is that we cannot submit a permit revision to a permit 
that has been suspended unless that permit is authorized by the Board of 
Appeals as a result of a.decision at the hearing. Please confirm that on 
our own. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
(415)864~2261 

www.antonaros.com 

On Aug 8, 2012, at 10:06 AM, iiz@me.com wrote: 

Dear Pam and Stephen: 

Can you prepare the final drawings within the approved drawings that 
you have that show the final design accepted by the City Planning 
Department and have it also signed off by DBI. That would show the exact 
way the project would . . 
111 be constructed according to the agreement. That would allow us to 
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withdraw our appeals and get our agreement finalized. We have to have CP 
and DBl sign off. Let's try to do that ASAP so that we can get all the 
arer work done. . 

Thank you, 
INing 
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Sincerely, 
Irving Zaretsky 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: <IDick@fbm.com> 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick Hearing November 25th 
Date: November 12, 201411:53:27 AM PST 
To: <714515@gmail.com>, <info@markfarrell.com>, <joy.lamug@sfgov.org> 
Cc: <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 
<michael@jaegermchugh.com>, <maitsai@yahoo.com>, <annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 
<ericreimers@gmail.com>, <dorinetowle@me.com>, <vince@citymarkdev.com>, 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, <cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, 
<paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, <wmore@aol.com>, <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 
<timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, <nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, <letsbond@gmail.com>, 
<dod.fraser@gmail.com>, <ethurston@gmail.com>, <DXN2700@aol.com>, 
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, <whiteheadwest@msn.com> 

Sup. Farrell, we represent Pam Whitehead, the permit holder for 2853 Broderick Street. As 
you know, this fire damaged, vacant building has been subject to 2+ years of ongoing review by 
City agencies and boards, arising primarily from Mr. Zaretsky's continuous oversight of this 
project. For the reasons set forth below and the attachments to this email, we request that you not 
grant Mr. Zaretsky's request to continue the November 25th hearing on Mr. Zaretsky's appeal of 
the July 3, 2014 Categorical Exemption. Rather than detail the circuitous and complex 
permit/administrative history of this project, to facilitate your consideration of our position, I have 
attached excerpts of pertinent administrative documents and highlighted the relevant portions for 
your convemence. 

To be clear, Mr. Zaretsky is asking for a continuance of the appeal hearing he requested on 
the Class 1 Categorical Exemption. The reason for the delay- to wait for issuance of the building 
permit that is the focus of that very same Categorical Exemption -is based on his erroneous 
understanding of permit review under CEQA. Moreover, he states that he does not know what 
work the building permit will allow. In fact, this is the veiy 'same building permit for which he 
sought and was denied Discretionary Review (DR) by the Planning Commission in September. 
Given his DR request and testimony before the Planning Commission, he is well aware of the 
scope of work authorized by this building permit. 

As you know, CEQA applies only to "discretionary actions". Review by DBI or other City 
agencies that review and sign off on the pending building permit application are not "discretionary 
actions" under CEQA. Only the issuance of the permit by DBI constitutes an approval subject to 
CEQA, requiring a CEQA determination. Here, a CEQA determination has been made fo~ this 
building permit (and the proposed scope of work) under the Categorical Exemption that Messrs. 
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Zaretsky and Arcuri have appealed. However, due to the appeal, DBI cannot issue that building 
permit unless and until the Board of Supervisors acts on the appeal. Once the Categorical 
Exemption is upheld, then the building permit can be issued. To do otherwise, would result in an 
discretionary action without a final CEQA document. Thus, what he is requesting is not legally 
possible. 

_ The appeal hearing should proceed as it was requested by Mr. Zaretsky based on facts that 
he was well aware of, including the pending issuance of the building permit by DBL He should not 
be able to manipulate further the administrative review of actions needed for this building to 
become a livable home. Accordingly, we respectfully request that the hearing on the appeal of the 
Categorical Exemption filed by Messrs. Zaretsky and Arcuri be held on November 25, 2014 as 
scheduled. 

RELEVANT FACTS 

-The Categorical Exemption before the Board of Supervisors on appeal was issued on July 3, 
2014. It covers only the scope of work under the building permit that Mr. Zaretsky seeks to have 
issued before the Board of Supervisors' hearing on his appeal of the Categorical Exemption. 

-This building permit is a "new" permit, legally distinct and independent of any previously issued 
permits. That is precisely why it was subject to its own CEQA review and DR. Mr. Zaretsky is 
thus wrong when he states that the CEQA appeal before the Board ·of Supervisors "includes the 
Permits reinstated by the Zoning Administrator on October 15, 2014". To further substantiate that 
the pending building permit is independent of any prior permit, the Planning Department scheduled 

. a DR hearing on this permit. Mr. Zaretsky received by email the attached DR notice of this permit, 
with a detailed description of the proposed scope of work, on July 2, 2014. He and Mr. Arcuri filed. 
DR Requests of that permit. The Planning CommissioJ?- approved this penllit at its September 18, 
2014. As noted on the DR notice and on the Commission's agenda, the Commission's approval of 
the building permit was an "Approval Action" for appeal of the CEQA document. Messrs. 
Zaretsky and Arcuri chose to file their appeal pased on the Commission's approval of the permit. 
They should not be able to bend the CEQA appeal process so painstaking modified in 2013 by the 
Board of Supervisors. 

-The Categorical Exemption on appeal makes clear the "project" or the scope of work authorized 
by this permit. It does not cover the breadth of work Mr. Zaretsky thinks it does. Mr. Zaretsky 
fails to acknowledge that much of that work was done under previously-issued permits that were 
themselves subject to the Categorical Exemption issued in 2012. The Board of Supervisors upheld 
that _Categorical Exemption on an appeal brought by Mr. Zaretsky . 

. ~Contrary to Mr. Zaretsky's assertion, permit review will not involve significant changes to the 
project by DBI or any other agency. Thus, there is no reason to expect that the plans that were 
approved by the Planning Commission on DR will be modified during plan check. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of our request. Please feel free to call or email me. 

Regards, 
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Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com · 
415.954.4958 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 M1ssion. Street Sui!e 400 San Francisco. CA 94103 

: NOTICE'i:OF BUILD~NG PERMIT APPLICATION. (SECTION 311). 
On July 1, 2013 the Applicant :named below filed BP A No. 2013.07.01.0898 with the qty and County o( San Franrisco. 

Project Address: 
Cross Slreet(s): 
Block/Lot No,; 
Zon1.n· Districts: 

2853 Broderick Street 
Fllbert/Unlor1 Street~ 
OS47 / OOZ 
RH-2 /40-X 

Applicant 
Address.: 
Clty, State; 
Telephone: 

Stephen Anlonaros, Architect 
2261 Market Street, #324 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
41 564-2251 

You are receMng this Mtfce as a property owner or resident within J.50 feet of the proposed project. You ar!? not required to 
take.any action. ft'Jr more information about the proj)i'.ISCd project, or to express concerns about the project, pleai:!! cont.act the 
Applkant. listed ahove or 1~ Planner named helow as soon as possible. If you believe that there are excep!:ional or 
extraordinary cin:umstances associated with the project, you may request the! Planning Comrnissi on to use its discretionary 
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discr~tionary Review hearing must be filed· 
((urin,g the 30-day review period, prior to th~ close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if 
fhat date is ona week-end ot alega~ hollday. lf no .Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project wTilbe approved 
by the 'Planning J?epartment after the Expiration Date. 

Membeis of the public are not requmd to :provid,e personal identifying information whert they communicale with the 
Commissio.northe.Department.All written or orati:ommunkations, including submitted personal contacj:inforrnation, may 
be made available to !he publk for inspection nnd copylng upon request and may appeal' on the Departmeut's wcbsi tc or in 
other public documents. 

D DemaUtion 

x Change of (Jse 

x Rear Addition 

D New Construction 

. X Fl'l{!ade Alteration(s) 

lC Side Addition 
PROJEC1' F~AT._U ~es .. · .... · ... AS A'PPROVED'T-AS BUILT 

Sullding Use Two-family.dwelling I No Change 
FronfSetbacit 10 feet/ 10 feet 
Side Selb1:1cks 6'@south & 2'@ north I No Change 

Building Depth 57 reet I No Change 
Rear Yard 13 feet I No Change 
Bulldlng Height 37' 1o ridge/ 40' to ridge 
Number of Stories 3 over garage / ·~fo Change 
Number of Dwelling Units l ! No Cnange 

Number of Parking Spaces 2/No Change .. 
:~ ' - PROJECT DESCRIPTION -

x Alteration 

D front Addition 

JI: Vertical Addition 
PROPO$E!l '·• 

Single-famfly residence 
No Change ----
2' @south & 2' @ north side 

Na Change 
!fa Change 

Mo Change 
No Change 
1 
No:cr1ange 

"Under pr~vlously approved BPA#2011.03.25.2839, ttie subject bullding was lifted 3 feet to the As Built (existing) condition al the 
~ubject property. During construction it was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned heights disclosed under 
BPA#2D11.03.25.2839 were incorrectly slafecl and were deficient by 3 feef. The subject permit application has been filed to 
demonsl(aie Iha.I \hs subject building 11ra::i lifted 3 feet to a height of 40 feet. ra1her than to 37: feet as staled in 
BPA#2011. 03.25.2839, The subjeclpennii apPlica\ion also propoSt;s additional WQrk including a dwelling uni! merger from 2io1 
unitani;l $ide and vertical additionsfo !he existing burlding. A Discretionary Review hearing, Case Na. 2013.04330, fi;irttm project 
is scheduled for 12:00 p.m. on Tuursctay,Aum1st 7, 2014 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton. B. Goodlett Plac:e, Room 400, San Francisco, 
CA. Thel11suance.of lhe building perm ii by the Department ofBuilding lnspectlon. orlhe Planning Commission project approval al 
a discrellonary review hearing would constitute as lhe Approval Action for the pmject for tlie purposes of CEQA, pursuani to 
Seo\ion 31.04 h of the San Francisco Administrative Code. · 

for more information, please contact Planning Dep.arlment staff: 
Plnnne~ Glenn Cabrer-0.s 
Telephone: (415) 558-6169 
E·mAil: glenn.ca.breros@sfgov.org 

rf:! >c ~ r&1 i~ it!: (415) s1s.soto 
Para informaci6n en Espafio! !lainaral: (415) 575·9010 
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2. Pam Whitehead's email to Scott Sanchez on March 12, 2013 stated unequivocally that she supports 
the Agreement and plans as represented in Permit# 201107010893 issued in September 2012. That she 

·requested 
of me to send City Planning an email that I approved her interior changes and thereby gives the evidence 
to the entrapment set up by her architect and City Planning to extract such a letter from me without 
informing 
me of the hidden agenda to use it in lieu of the required 311 Notification. This correspondence 
re-affirms that the Agreement and plans are one non severable document and that the AGREEMENT IS 

A PARTY TO 
THIS PERMIT. 
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from: 
io: 
Ccl 
Subject: 
Date! 

Dear Glenn, 

pam Wh•t•,hllfill 

Cabreros. Glenn 
~antooarn<ii'01shrijlohal. net; Saar-be'1 ~rptt; UndS--Oy QaVJd 

2853 Sroderick Street 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 7:19:55 AM 

i have been going thru the chain of emails regarding this project over the last several 

months ending with the most recent emails back and forth between Steve and yourself and 

other staff members. 

I wanted to let you know of my grave concern with your most recent dedslons. I as the 

project sponsor, decided to move forward as one of two choices spelled out in an email 

from Scott Sanchez back in the beginning of August 2012. l opted to go tbrn and rmi<e 

certain that I had an agreement with the neighbors and pl;m;that reflected the direction to 

~reaa1rrg with the project. I he basis for the agreement was to ensure we haa 

all possibilities thought possible spelled out so to refer to it when and if ln the future. I was 

very clear with my archite.ct, neighbors, and my attorney that interior changes would 

absolutely take place. I also discussed this on the phone with the Board of Appeals the later 

part of August as to the reason we had decided to carry forth with all the hearings and I 

thought have a resolution so to have plans in place that I could at a future date .have the 

ability of modifying the interior floor plans under the non appealable permit I went to reat 

added expens re this security measure for myself and family. ----
To give you a history to why l intended to change t e in enor plans, was because the plans 

that went subject to the appeal process were not my plans, t~ey were the previous owners, 

and what worked for thern. This is not just a project for me, I intend to move into the 

building and live there with my partner and 2 children. I grew up-araundth-e-corner on -

Filbert and lived there for many years. l was only· able ti] pCi"rchase the property because I 
' ,. 

had known the owner since I was 4,.and she loved the idea of us moving into the house. 

l am at a loss to why the planning department is not allowing us to significantly modify the 

interior plans under the umbrella of the approved appeal set addenda. This agreement was 

submitted an·d attached to the submittal plans and final appeal decision and spells out what 
we are to fo!low and how. This agr~ment was part to the overall settlement that was 

ultimately signed and should be offile with the Board of Appeals as a party to the plan set 

The reason for the signed agreem'ent was to have something to follow, as the plans alone 
r • 

cannot specify all conditions to ovr agreement re the neighbor issues we had. A week ago // 

we followed those conditions anq I met with the neighbors to go over all changes, some/,....,... 

significant and some not, as per spelled out in our filed Board of Appeals documen!, .. ..1-fi"ad 

my attorney confirm this to Scott last Friday. From that conversation, I was toldrtT1;t Scott 

had voiced to John Kevlin, my attorney, that the " agreement" wa.s--Aot'pa;~ to the appeal ~--
set. This was news to me. I am th~n not su.re -~iny· 1 ·spentn~;~~v having an attorney write up ~ 
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such an agreement, and then further; why all neighbors needed to sign it, and then lastly 

was a party to the appeal's Board final decision? The plans alone show no de13r guldance, 

They do not give me any security under an un;ippealable permit to make the interior 

changes that are necessary to this project, and lastly the effect no one outside to the 

building. Fo1lowing the approved agreement, I requested the neighbors write an email 

confirming they are fine with our interior changes that deviate from the approved appeal 

set 

I arn at a loss to why the planning department is not allowing us to include our interior 

changes onl.y within my secure non appeal able approved permit. I can understand why.the 

outside changes Steve submitted {dated Feb 4th, 2013), or unit size deviations from 

approved be denied under this permit, that is fine, however if the two later are followed ;.1s 

per approved I am persona Hy requesting you to reconsider your position with interior 

changes that have no impact on planning previous decisions and follow the agreement that 

we painstaking revised and revised so all parties could live with it, and ultimately became 

part of the overall appeal documents. Again I chose to go to the end with all agencies to 

ensure an appealable permit. What you have suggested, places me in harms way 

unnecessarily. Based on this Steve has be.en forced to draw up plans and is ready to submit, 

one and then another of my interiors I realfy plan to do, this seems crazy and very confusing 

to my engineer and I am sure will be equally confusing to the building department plan 

checker. Currently my building is 3 feet off the ground rest on temporary supports, this is 

not a position that it should be in longer than it has to be. Clearly had I understood that the 

Planning department cared about my interior plans, or was not going to accept the 

encompassing neighbor settlement agreement that w.as included with all departments while . ~ . 

going thru the final stages of the appeals process, I would have waited to lift the house. 

I want to feel as if the planning department cares about what the owner and neighbors are 

ok with, I want to feel that all the effort we put forth to have an agreement was not for not. 

I want to feel that the planning ·department is not so segregated that it is not willing to 

approve what had been a part to and approved with the Board of Appeals. It has heen 3 

\ 
I 

~~·- ,,. 
... .;\~;··· 

,.,J" 
~' 

years sine: the f~re happened, _neig~bors come by every day I am a~ the.property and ask me \ · 

how long 1t is going to take ..... what 1f you absolutely insist that my intenor changes cannot \ 

be apart to rny appeals site permit, what if Irving decides to appeal my interior changes I 
' l 

even though he has written he is good with the.m and he doesn't care, \vhy did I go thru the 

process to protect myself?. Why was I told I would be able to make interior changes within 

this appeal permit? We live in earthquake country, please don't put me in a position to have 
to wait for yet another round of a submittal for interior changes only that is subject to any 

kind whim of any neighbor. We are about 2 to 3 weeks away from being able to pour 

concrete and stabilize the building, we need to have your reconsideration to allow us the 

interior changes so that there can be a real Comprehensive plan the building department 
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looks ;;it and then ultimate[y is not appealable so to secure the building safely, please. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Whitehead 

If you do not have a copy of the approved agreement I will send to you, or I am sure they· 

have in the Board of appeal file as an attachment. See Page 2. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption· Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address BJock/Lot(s) . 

2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No. Permtt No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

(Z}Addition/ Ooemolition · []New I 0Project Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) . . 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing dormer. 

---~ ........ --._, ... _, _____ ~ ______ ...._,....,.,.......,,-"_ ..... _,.. ... _ ... __ 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO Bli COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: ff neither class aovlies, an Environmental Evaluation AvvUcation is required. 

fZ1 Class 1- Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if orincipallv permitted or with a CU. 

D Class 3-New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwe1Iing units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utilitv extensions. 

0 Class_ 

~ 

STSP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

D 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards} or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrlan and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer lo EP _ArcMnp > CEQA Ca/ex De1m11infllfo11 Layers;. Air Poll11tion Hof Spols) 

Hazardous Materials: Any projed site that is localed on the Maher map or is suspected of 
containing hazardous materials (based o.n a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
inv-0lve soil disturbance of any amounl or a change of use frorn industrial to 

D ·commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with ll Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Applicatton with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part U 
June 24, 2014 

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed ProJect 0 Demotltiori 

Per Drawings Dated: May l, 2014 

Project Description · 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2Q53·2857 Broderick street 

181 Alteration 

'The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to·the house, including the construction of two roof decks, 
construction of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the. south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; a1teration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately 1' and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear fai;ade. · 

Please.note that the pennit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. 

Project Evaluation 
If the propurty has been determined lo be a h{storical resaurctdn Parl: 1;. please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identifiJ any modifications lo the proposed projei::t that mmJ reduce or 
avoid impacts. 

Subject P10perty/Histnric Resource: 

181 The ptoj ect will not cause a significant advetsl'i Impact to the historic resource as prop~ed. 

0 The project wm cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

181 The prOject will not .cause a significant i.1dverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district' 
en· context as pioposed.. · 

0 The project wilt cause a significant adverse ltnpactto a California Register-eligible historic district or 
eontext as proposed. · 

Prof ect Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Stttndards far Rei1abflitatirm and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing buitding at 2853·57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition I-Ilstorlc District such that the significance of the resotm:e (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of .the proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. 

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was hi11tarically or be given a new use lhat requires minimal 
change tt> its dlstlnctivemnterials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 
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3. A list of the Permits issued to this project and Permit# 201307010898 
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)epartment of Sullding Inspection 11/12/14 7:34 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

You selected: 
Address: 2853 BRODERICK ST Block/Lot:. 0947 / 002 

Please select umong the follm,fogilinks, the type of permit for which to view addre.~s information: 
Electrical Permits Plumbing Permits Building Permits C-Omplaints 
(Building permits matching the .selected address.) 

Permit# Block Lot Street# Street Name Unit CurrentStaee Sta~c Date 
201103111905 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST SUSPEND 10/23/2014 

201103252839 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST SUSPEND 10/23/2014 
201108031630 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST SUSPEND 10/23/2014 

20i~w9260727 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST SUSPEND 10/23/2014 

201309247638 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST SUSPEND 10/23/2014 
201309066151 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST \-\'ITHDRAWN 10/16/201,1 

111450087 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST ISSUED 12/10/2013 

M4l7447 0947 002 28:;3 BRODERICK ST JSSUED 08/14/2.013 
201307010898 0947 002 2853 BRODERJCK ST FILED 07/01/2013 
J\1400927 0947 002 2853 BRODERlCK ST ISSUED 06/11/201:3 
M303.127 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST JSSUED 02/21/2012 
9607721 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST COMPLETE 06/04/1996 
8707323 0947 002 28sa BRODERICK ST COMPLETE 06/2:>/1987 

QnlinP Penn it nod Complnjn1 Iruckim:: home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

If you need help or have a question about this 5ef\'ice, please visit our FAQ are.a. 

Contact SFGov Acre.-.sibility Policil'!s 
City nnd County of San Francisco ©2000-2009 

http:/ fdbiweb,sfgov.org/dbipts/Default2.aspx?page""Address~ata2&ShowPanel""BID Page 1 of l 
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Department of Building ln~pection 11/12/14 7:44 PM 

Permits, Compla1nts and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Penn it Details Report 
Rcpol't Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Adclress(es): 

Description: 

Coi-.i: 
Occupancy Code: 
Building Use: 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Action Date Stage 

7/1/2013 TRlAGE 

7/1/2013 FILING 
7/1/201;>, FILED 

Contact Details: 

Contrador Detail':I: 

Addenda Details: 
De • ti •scnlJ' on: 

Step Stntion AlTI'\'C 

1 CPB 7/1/13 

2 CP-ZOC 7/1/13 

3 CP-DR 

14 CP-NP 

5 BLDG 10/15/14 

DPW-
6 . BSM 

7 PPC 

201307010898 

3 
0947 /002/02853 BRODERlCKST 
0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERlCK ST 
TO COMPLYW /CORR NOTICE DATED 6/25/13. AISO TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG 
BEFORE&AFTER BEING RAISED 36" UNDER 201103252839 &TO CORR PREV SHO\VN 
HElGHTS TO ROOF RIDGE TOP.DWELLING UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDITIONS TO 
SIDE,REAR&4/FL.REV1SE 201103m905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 2012092607:;q 
&201309247638. 
$1.00 

R-3 
28 ~ 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

lc,ommcnts 

IStnrt In Out Firush Checked Phone Hold Description Hold Hold By 

CHEUNG 415-
7/1/13 7/1/13 WAI FONG 558-

6070 
IAppro\'ed per Case No. 2013.0433DDDE. 

415-
Correct height dimensions. Dwelling unit 

7/16/13 7/16/13 io/15/14 10/15/14 
CABREROS 

558-
merger from 2 to 1 unit. Side, rem· and 

GLE!'.'N vertical addtions. 10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR;,1 
6377 mailed 7/10/L3 (gc). Pending revit.:\,. with 7~.\. 

7/16/13 (~e). 

415-
DR APPLICATION TAl\.'EN IN ON 

7/29/14 10/15/14 
OROPEZA 

558-
7/29/2014. APPLICATION COMPLETE AND 

EDGAR 
6377 

TAKEN IN BY EDGAR OROPEZA, PIC 
STAFF 

lcABREROS 415- Mailed 311 C<>ve:r Lett.er 6/27/14 (Vlad)· 

GLE.1'.IN 558- Mailed 311 Notlce7/7/14; Expired 8/6/14 
6377 (Vlad) · 

1p5-
11/6/14 11NDIANE 558-

6133 
1415-
558-
6060 

10/20/14: Return to Diane Yin; snt. 
10/::io/14: OTC disapproved, hack to BLDG. 

415-
mm! lo/20/!4:·l0Stcphen Antonaros for 

h'HA..l 
558-

OTC. PG 10/17/14: hack to OTC liin: .snt. 
SYLVL.\ 

6133 
10/17/14: Plans routed to Stephen Ante 
hold for Building review. AL 10/17/14: i 
routed to OTC hold for Building fe\'iew. At, 
10(15/14: ro BSM: snt. 

http: If dbiweb.sfgov .org f dbl pts I defau It.as px?pa~e =Perm itDetails Page 1of2 
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)epartment of Bulldlng Inspection 11/12/14 7:44 PM 

io/17/14: UPDATED DESCRIPTION Or 

IYAN 1415- iwORK&ISA::i UNITS MERGER TO l 
8 CPB 

BREN PA 
558- UNJT, NO STRUCTURE PLANS & CHANGE 
6070 FULL TO SITE PERMJT REQUEST BY 

APPLICANT. OK BYWF. BYAN. 

Appointments: 

!Appointment Dale.IAppointmenl AM/PM(Appointment CodejAppointment TypelDescriptionffime Slot">! 

Inspections: 

!Activity Datellnspectorjlnspedion Description!Inspection St:utusl 

Spedal Inspections: 

!Addenda No.!Completcd Datcllnspcded By!Inspection CodejDescl"iption\Remarksl 

For infmmation, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570_ between 8:30 Hm and 3:00 pm. 

, Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbe~ 

Onlii1e Permit and ComplHint Trnrkiui: home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

If you nee<l help or ha'l."C a question about tbL~ sen-ice, please visit.our FAQ area. 

C-0ntad SFGO\' Act.cssibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©:woo-2009 

http:// db1web.sfg ov .org /dbl pts f def au It.as px?page= Petml!De.talls P.age 2 of 2 
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------ ..... --~--_. 

From: 71451S@gmail.com [mailto:71451S@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 7:26 PM 
To: Mark Farrell; joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Cc: Catherine Stefani; Povlitz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com;dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate 
Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead 
(; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; Scott (CPC) Sanchez; Dick, Ilene (19) 
x4958 · 
Subject: 2853 Broderick Hearing November 25th 

Dear Supervisor Farrell and Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board: 

We the Appellants, Tim Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, request a postponement of the Hearing for the project 2853-57 
Broderick street pending the issuance. by DBI of Permit no. 201307010898 which has been routed to DBI for 
review by the Zoning Administrator on October I_ 6, 2014. See attachment below. 

The current appeal to the Board of Supervisors only includes the Permits reinstated by the Zoning Administrator on 
October 15, 2014. Permit no. 201307010898 was routed to DBI on October 16, 2014 and is technically not 
yet part of the Hearing. It has to be reviewed and issued by DBI. The Zoning Administrator stated at the Planning 
Commission Hearing that this is a NEW PERMIT which is composed of all past plans· and permits issued 
for the job, all past executed work, all plans and permit applications for future work. It is supposed to be a comprehensive 
Permit of past plans, construction and permits as well as future plans. Therefore, the issues relevant 
to the CEQA Hearing are contained within the NEW PERMIT as well as new plans which may have direct impact on the 
CEQA issues for review. 

We had hoped, in good faith, that the Permit would have been issued by now and would allow us to see what it finally 
contains that is relevant to the issues for review by the Board of Supervisors. We have requested of DBI 
to let us know what the status of the Permit is but have not heard to date. 

The review by DBI of the permit may introduce new issues that impact the CEQA review. This happened in 2012 when 
Permit no. 201103252893 was before the. Board of Supervisors. Frequently the Building Code requirements 
are at varianc¥ with the City Planning, historical Preservation and enviroill!\ent issues. Such differences may require 
further CEQA review. 

Since it is in everyone's interest to have the Hearings bring finality to the issues on appeal, it is necessary that the New 
Permit be issued by DBI and we can all learn what the final content of that Permit is and how it impacts 
the very issues currently before the Board of Supervisors. We do not want to be in the position .that after the Board of 
Supervisors' CEQA Hearing is complete that we then discover that the New Permit introduces new issues 
that are eligible for CEQA review. 

This predicament has come about because the reinstated permits were addenda permits to the original permit 
201103252893. They were issued piecemeal between September 2012 and February 5, 2014. Had the project 
sponsor submitted all her permit applications and plans at one time when she was asked to submit revised plans by the 
Notice of Correction issued on June 28,2013, we could have addressed all of these issues a year ago 
at one time vyhen such plans were required to be submitted to a 311 notification and processed through Hearings at that 
time. The fact that the current permits have been split into reinstated permits and a brand NEW PERMIT 
is the cause why we need to have the New Permit issued and thereby have a complete and comprehensive picture of the 
issues that need to be addressed at the Board of Supervisor's CEQA Hearing. The NEW PERMIT 
contains all the elements currently before review and in addition new material that has to be reviewed in terms of new 
CEQA issues which may arise. 

Again, we request to postpone the Hearing pending the issuance by DBI of Permit no. 201307010898 that will allow us to 
have a full and complete view of what has been done and what is yet to be done in tliis project that 
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requires a CEQA review and Hearing. 

Sincerely, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Tim Arcuri 
Appellants 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 

This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). and may contain confidential and privileged 
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, 

please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message. Thank you. 
\ . 

Farella Braun +·Martel LLP 
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SAN. FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 

I 
I. 

,· ... --~ .. I·. ' I • 

.. · !i·ECE!VED . · 
DEPARTMBN OF Sl!?,ER'l~SORS 

r:: n H i:R ld·•ClSCO -· 
. . WU ~UG 27 PM 4: 15 

Categorical E~emptio~ Ap_p_eal ))ILO 
1 o5G Mission St. 

·• SUfta400 

2853--2857 Broderick Street 

DATE: August 27, 2012 

San Fraflo!sco, 
GA 94103·2479 

flat;eplforr. 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
TO: · 
FROM: 

Angela Calyillo, Clerk of the Bo'ard of Supervisors ' 415.55a~6409 
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner - Planmng Deparbnent (415) 558--6325 , 

Plannlng 
Information: 

RE: 
. Shelley Calt.agirone, Case Planner - Plarining Department ( 415) S58-6625 

aos File No; 120781 LI'lanning Case No. 2010.0394EJ . 415.558.6377 

HEARING DATE: 
ATTACHMENTS: 

AP~LlCANT: 
APPELLANTS: 

. 
. INTRODUCTION 

;Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 2853-2857 Broderick Street . 
September 4, 2.012 · · 

. ' 
A, l?larming· Department Categorical · Exempt.ion Certificate including Historic 

'.({esou:rce Evaluation Response Me!l!-o ' 
B; Photographs andPians 
A. Appeal Letter 

Steph~ .Antonaros~ Architect -226i Market Street, ft324 · 
Kate Polevoi; ZeevaI<ardos & Irving ,Zaretsky- 2845-2847 Broderick Street 

Craig Jones & M.ichael Jaeger -28~7-2839. Broderii::k Street' 

Eric & Kelda Reimers - 2869 Broderick Street 

Rob & Jennifer Povlitz ~ 2869 BroderiCk Street 
Don & Ann Morehead - 2715 Filbert Street 

Tirls memorandum and the attached doeuments are a response to the leJ;ter of appefil to the Board of 
.. SuperviSors (the "Board':). regarding· the Plannlng · Deparlmenf s (the "Deparbnent") issuance ·of a 

Categorical Exemption under the California Environmental QuaiitJ"Act.("CEQA Determination;') for a 

project .at 2853-2857 Brdderkk Street (the.!'Projef:'.t''). · · 

The Department, ptrrsumt to Title .14 of the q:QA Guidelines, issued ~ Categorical Exemption' for 2855-

2857 BroQ.erick'Street on Februar:;1
13, 2011; finding that the proposed project will n0t have an adverse 

impact to a hwj:orlc resource. · · · · . ' . · 

' . 
The decision before the Board is whether to uphold .the Depa.rhnent's de_clsion to issµe a categorical 
exemption and deny !he appeal, or to overturn the Deparbnent' s qecision to issue a catego_rical exemption 

and return the project to the Department staff for additional_ envirorunentai review~ 
. 

SITE DESC~IPT!ON & PRESENT USE 

Tue project site contains a three-story-over-bas'ement building containing t\-\ro dwelling units. The first 
floor above the ~asement level c~ntains one dwelling unit.with an entry along the south_ side fai;ade. '.fhe 

www.sfblannfng.org 
. ~4Jl60 

·. 

,. 



' ' 

Soard Qf Supervisors Categorical Exemption Appeal 
· Hearing Date; September 41 2012 

CASE NO. 2Q10.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick .Street 

· second and' t:hil;!f floors are oacu:pied by the second dwelling unit with its ov.'l'l entry on the northern side 

: of the front fai;ade. The project lot measures approximately 34.5 feef wide by 80 tee~ de~p with an area of 
2,760 square feet. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal iitvolves raising the building by·approximately three (3) feet to insert a garage at fhe ground 
floor level, expanding the grciund floor level towards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb 

cut. The project would acl,d approxi.matefy 680 square feet (sf) of residential space to the existing 3,774-sf 
' building resulting in,4,454 total sf. · ' . 

BACKGROUND 

January 17, 2oi1 

Februa:ry 3, 2011 

April 27, 2011 

,• 

November 17, 2011 

June 20,, 2012 

Historic Resouxce Evaluation Response 1ws issued stating a historical resource 
" · Was identified and finding. that the project would not cause significant adverse 

impacts to the resource. 
' .. 

The Department det~ed that the proposed project is·exempt/excluded·from 
en.viroI'Unental reyiew, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (C!ass One -
11ino:r Alteration of Existing Facility,· (e) Additions to exiSti'ng structures· 
pxovided that the addition 1/ilill nof resuit in an filcrea.se of mere than 10;000-
square.feet). ' 

The Zoning Administr~ held a public hearing on V arlance-Jl.tiplication ·Ne: 
2010.0394V. Per Planning Code.Section 311, public notIBcation for fue associated 
building permit application, No. 2011.03.252839, was conducted from }Uile 14, 
2011 to Jµly, 131 2011; On July 1, 2011, a request fot Discretionary Review request, 
Case No. 2pl.0.0394D, was filed by the owner of the adjacent building 'directly 

. south of ~e sUbject lot. From August 8; 2011 to September 6, 2011, the project 
was re--no~ced pur51:1B!lt to Section 311 to correct an error regarding the height 
limit as depicted on the plans map.ed with the origir\al notice. The project scope

of-w6rk was not revised betw'een the time of the initial notice and the re-notice. 

'The Planning Commission held a Discretionary ReView hearing (Case N Ci. 

2010.03$140) and approved the building permit application for the proposed 
project per D.isctetionary Review Action No. DRA-0229. · 

Variance decision letter isst;ted/gratlte~ by Zoning Adm.irtlsttator. 

:(ssuance of Building Pe:rntlt appealed to the Board of Appeals. Board of Appeals 
upheld issuance of~uilding permit. · 

2 



. From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

714515@gmail.com 
Tuesday, November 11, 2014 12:22 PM 
Hui, Tom (DBI); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) 
Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); Fessler, Thomas (DBI); Povlitz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; 
michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; 
ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; 
wmore@aol.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens 
nancy; Will Morehead(; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; 
Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Cabreros; Glenn (CPC); Mark 
Farrell; Stefani, Catherine; Lamug, Joy 
Fwd: 2853 Broderick new permit 
2853 Brod permit 201307010898 101614.pdf; ATT00001.htm; 2853 Broderick permit. .. 839 
reinstated.pdf; ATT00002.htm 

Dear Director Hui and Mr. O'Riordan: 

We are following up on the email below which we sent yesterday. We would like to inquire as to the status of 
the new permit(s) and withdrawn permit(s) for 2853 Broderick street. We, Tim Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, are 
the · 
appellants of record who are appealing the decision of the Planning Commission at the September 18, 2014 
Hearing, and are scheduled to have a CEQA Hearing in front of the Board of Supervisors on November 25, 
2014. 

What is the status of Permit Application no. 201307010898? It was routed for review to DBI by the Zoning 
Administrator on October 16, 2014. Have you issued that permit yet and if you did when did you issue it? We 
·do not see it on your · 
websit~. Is Permit Application no. 201307010898 the Permit under which the Zoning Administrator is bundling 
all previous Permits, plans, executed work, proposed plans, proposed future work? Is it still under review by 
DBI? 
Is this Permit inclusive of and comprehensive of all the previously suspended Permits and now reinstated 
Permits (reinstated on.October 15, 2014) which are now up for review by the Board of Supervisors? 

The permits that were suspended by the Zoning Administrator on February 5, 2014 were: 201103111905, 
201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 201309247638. These were the subject of the Sept. 18th 
Hearing. 

After the Hearing, on Octol?er 15, 2014 the Zoning administrator reinstated the same numbered permits. 

On October 16, 2014 permit 201309066151 was withdrawn. We do not know whether this permit is 
permanently withdrawn or temporarily withdrawn and to re-appear in yet another reincarnation of this project. 

At the Planning Commission Hearing, the Zoning Administrator stated that he is bundling all the previous 
permits, plans, actual executed work, proposed plans and submitted plans for future work into one NEW 
PERMIT. 

It is our understanding that the Zoning Administrator sent to DBI a Release of suspension Request on October 
15, 2014. On October 16, 2014 the Zoning Administrator sent to DBI Permit No. 201307010898 allegedly 
as the comprehensive NEW PERMIT application. 
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What is unclear to us is what exactly ·1s the NEW PERMIT, where does it appear on your website, and does it 
have a new permit number OR is there an existing permit number that is now being christened as a NEW 
°""SRMIT. 

The original Permit 201103252839 was issued subject to the Board of Appeals approval in September 2012. 
That is the permit on the basis of which addenda permits, listed above, had been issued between September 

2012 and the 
suspension date of February 5, 2~14. 

On June 28; 2013 a Correction Notice was issued by DBI to revise the permit 201103252839 to show the 
correct height of the building. The project sponsor did submit revised plans in June 2013, however a 311 
Hearing 
was not held until September 18, 2014. 

On October 16, 2014 the Zoning Administrator informed us that Permit 201307010898 is being routed to you 
for review. Has this Permit been issued and if not what is its status and when do you anticipate issuing it? 
Attached is the Zoning Administrator's email. · 

WHICH PERMIT IS NOW BEING LISTED AS A NEW PERMIT? 

Does it include and encompass all the previous issued addenda permits, the old plans, the executed plans, the 
proposed plan and future plans submitted by the project sponsor? Is this the Permit that the Zoning 
Administrator 
referred to as the NEW PERMIT? . 

1s that Permit been fully vetted by DBI and have all plan checks been completed on that NEW PERMIT? Is 
there any other plan currently before DBI for 2853 Broderick that is being reviewed or plan checked or that has 
not 
yet been issued? Is all the new roof development and other proposed plans been plan checked by DBI and is it 
included in the NEW PERMIT? 

We need clarification as to what Permits are now for review before the Board of Supervisors and what plans or 
permits or issues that are still open with regard to this project and that are still being reviewed by DBL 

Has DBI issued the final Permits that are required for this project based on the Zoning Administrator1s 
"bundling" of all issues into one Permit? Are there any outstanding permit applications or issues with regard to 
2853-57 Broderick that 

. you are still reviewing and working on and what is their relationship to the reinstated permits of October 15, 
2014? 

Please advise ASAP. 

Thank you, 

Tim Arcuri 
Irving Zaretsky 
Appellants 

eighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
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11Sanchezt Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>&' October 16, 2014 4:59 PM 
To: n714515@gmail.comn <714515@gmall.com>, "Cabreros, 
Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, "Lindsay, David (CPC)" 
<david.findsay@sfgov.org>, "Cleveland-Knowles, Susan (CAT)'1 <susan.cleveland
knowles@sfgov.org>, "Lowrey, Daniel (DBI)" <daniel.lowrey@sfgov.org>, 110 1Riordan, 
Patrick (OBJ)" <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>, 11Fessler, Thornas (081)1' 
<thomas.fessler@sfgov.org> 
Cc: 11amanda@hoenigman.com11 <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 11kbgoss@pacbell.net11 

<kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 11michael@jaegermchugh.com11 <michael@jaegermchugh.com» 
11maitsai@yahoo.com" <maitsaf@yahoo.com>, "annabrockway@yahoo.com" 
<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 11ericreimers@gmail.com 11 <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
11dorinetowle@me.com11 <dorinetowle@me.com>, ''vince@citymarkdev.comtt 
<Vince@citymarkdev.com>, Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
"cjones@forwardmgmt.com" <cJones@forwardmgmt.com>, 11rwgoss@pacbelL net Goss11 

<rwgoss@pacbell.net>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com11 <:pauJmaimai@yahoo.com>, 
11timothy.arcurJ@cowen.com11 <tfmothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, 11wmore@aol.com" 
<VVmore@aol.com>, Povfitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, nancy leavens nancy 
<nancyp.Jeavens@gmaiLcom>, "Will Morehead (11 <letsbond@gmail.com>, 
11dod.fraser@gmail.com" <dod.fraser@gmail.com>, "ethurston@gmall.com't 
<ethurston@ginail.com>, "DXN2700@aol.com11 <DXN2700@aol.com>, 
uPatriciavaughey@att.net Patricia" <Patriciavaughey@att.net>, Geoff Wood 
<ggwood2@gmaiJ.com>, Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
"IDick@fbm.com11 <IDick@fbm.com> 
RE: 2853 Broderick 

. .. .. •• .•• . .. _. ·-- .. -~~llaG.hJ!~.nts. a5 KB 

Dear Mr. Zaretsky, 

Building Permit Application No. 201307010898 may be appealed ;to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of 
issuance by DBL Yesterday, the permit was routed to DBI for their review. While we cannot provide a 
definitive date for completion of permit review and issuance by DBI, you may track the status of the permit on 
DB l's website. · 

The release of suspension for the previously issued/suspended permits is effective today (see attached). 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

f'l.'11'11in9 L'.Pf1.~rlrn«nt i CHV ;~n:l County of San Fra11cise::i 
l·:.'.C; r-·~1s,.1(>ri Street, SLJJte ·'Vici, Son Francisco, G1 9410:; 
1>1rect: 4E-C.58-6JS•J i Fax: 115·558-6409 
Lrmil. sc-ott.sanchez<aisfgov ,org 
'.V•~o www.sfolanniog.org 

r•J .. ;rn11n9 Jn'Nmilt1nn Cent\·r (P!C)'. 415 SSS.6377 or pic:@sfgov.org 
: ·1n1rnrnq lniorn1nt1on Map U'\M): http: !/propertvmao.sfolenn1nq.orq 
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)epartment of Sulldln·g Inspection ll/11/14 10:21 AM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report. Date: u/il./2014 io:17;50 AM 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

Description: 

Cost: 
Otx,upancy Code: 
Building Use: 

Disposition I Stage: 

Action Date 
3/25/2011 

~!/25/2011 

3/25/2011 
3/30/2012 
3/30/2012 
4/17/zon. 
5/8/2012 
10/16/2012 
z/8/2013 
2/6/2014 
10/16/:z014 
10/23/2014 

Contact Details! 

Contractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 

201103252839 
3 
0947 I 002 I 02853 BROD£RJCK ST 
0947 / 002 /02857 BRODERICK ST 

VERTICAL/HORZONTALADDIDON,RAISEBLDG36",BUILDNE\<\'GA.RAGE&ROOMS 
DOWN FOR EXPANSION, NEW CURB CUT. 
$5,000.00 
R-3 
28 - 2 FMITLY DV.rELLING 

Stage Comments 
ifRIAGE 
FILING 
FILED 
Pl..AJ\JCHECK 
lAPPROVED 
ISSUED 
SUSPEND requested bv BPA-- ltr dd 5/2/12 
REINSTATED rt.'{[IH;sted bv BPA-· em.nil <ld io/12/!':1., PA#201::m9260727 issued on io/12/ 12 
ISSUED 
SUSPEND Per DCP's request dated2/5/2014 
REINSTATED !per DCP's rcouest letter dated 10/16/2014 
SUSPEND !per BOA's reouest e-mail dated· 10/22/:1014 

Name: O'NNER OWNER 
Company Name: O\\'NER 
Address: OWNER~ OWNER CA 00000-0000 

Phone: 

Addenda Details: 

Descr1pt10n: SITE 

Step Station Arrive Start In Out Finish Cheeked By Hold Description Hold Hold 

I 
BID-

3/25/n 3/:z5/11 3/25/11 DUFFY JOSEPH 
INSP 

2 CPB 3/25/11 3/25/11 3/25/11 YAN BRENDA 

3 CP·ZOC 3/'J.5/11 3/28/11 3/28/11 2/1/12 2/1/12 C_b,BREROS GLENN APPROVED per case 2oto.0394DV. 3/28/11: 
Notice #1 m11il1xl (GC). 
Section 311 Mailed:6/14/11 Exp:7/13/11 

4 CP-MP 6/13/11 6/14/11 g/6/u CABREROS GLENN (Milton Martin) RE-NOTICE Mailed:8/08/11 
Elq):9/06/ll {Milton Martion) 
Reviewed & assessed for capacity charge.';. 
50% paid with permit foes; balance due within 

5 SFPUC 3/5/12 3/19/12 3/19/rn TOM BILL 12 months of permit i.ssuanc.e date.. See invoice 
attached to application. Route site snbmitlal 
lo PPC 3/19/2012. 
Site permit approval, plans route lo PPC for 
distr .• JYU 03292012 Plans in hold pending 

n . .., _... d~·=-,.._,.,_:,--.11 ''~~fil')Qjllj:-;!):U .. . ' .., ·-""--"-- ..... . . ,.. .. .. ~ ' 

http: { / dblweb. sf9ov.org f dbi pts / defau lt.a.spx?page =Perm itDeta ils Page I of 3 
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Department ot Building inspection ll{ll/14 10:21 AM 

::> PLUU f;!./;!.f 1;.;; :!./ !!.1:1/ l:!. ".!./'LOflJ.! '(J/J.!Yfl:!. lV .JV.:t:crn uwug~ lO t!lUt!nur u1 emiy :;rn1.1-:-. 1~1ure 
approval by DCP. Please have plans returned 
to JYU after DCP review. jyu 03012012 call to 
architect for chaa11es to plans. 
Approved Site only! DPW /BSM shall not 
release constniction addenda until oomple1, 
lnpplication and plans for Street Impron:ment 
& MSE Minor Encroachment for warped 
driveway/concrete step ure submitted and 
approved Please submit npplieation with nll 

DPW- · 
3/1/12 3/5/12 3/5/12 CY LlONGTIA.N' (SJ) requirements at 875 Steve.nson Street, 

5 BSM RM. 460, and Tel. No. (415)-554-5810. Your 
' construction addenda will he on hold, until all 

neccssa1y D PW/ BSl\t permits are completed, , 
or the recei\':ing BSM plnn checker-
recommending sign off Note: Please contact 
Urban Forestry to apply for tree permit and 
landscape' permit@ 415-554-6700 

6 CP-ZOC 3/19/12 3/23/12 3/23/12 CABREROS GLENN to Planning to review revision; snt 

DFCU 3/26/12 t:J/26/12 3/'.J.6(12 
BL.ACKSH EAR 3/26/n.: No impact fees. No First Source 

7 JOHN Hiring Agreement required ...... JB 
3/29/12: to CPB; snt 3/27/12: PerJ. Yu, 
removed end date and placed plans in HOLD 
BIN.grs 3/26/12; to Joe Yu; snl 3/19/12: to 
Planning, Glenn Cabreros; snt 3/15/12: Rlo 
rereived. Combined 'Vl~th plnns nt PUC. Will 

8 !'PC 4(7/ll 4/7/11 3/29/12 THAT SYLVIA route to CP ZOC next.grs 3/5/12: to PUC; snt 
3/1/12: to BSM; snt 7·2:!-11: Applicru1t submit 
Re\~sion 7toCP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. sjf7-15-
11: Applicant submit Rc\;sion 6 to CP-
Zoe/Glenn Cabrems. sjf4-7-11; Applicant 
submit Revision 1 to CP-Zoc/Glcnn Cnlirerns. 
sif 

9 CPB 3/29/12 3/30/12 4/17/12 S HEK KA TI-IY 3/30/12: appmved. SFUSD rcq'd. need 
contractor's info. gs 

·n11s pennit has been JSsued. For mforma!wn pertrurung to this permit, plcasl'. C'all 415-558-6096. 

· Appoinbnent'i: 

!Appointment DateJAPpointment AM/PMjAppointment Codelf\.ppointment TypelDescriptionlTime Slots! 

Inst>ec.-tions: 

!Activity Datellnspcctor!Inspection Description!Inspection Statu."l 

Special Inspection,s: 

Addenda Completed Inspected By · 
Inspection Description Remarks 

No. Date Code 
l 24B STEEL FRAMING 
1 24A FOUNDATIONS 
l 20 HOLDO\VNS 

SHEAR WALLSA.t\!D FLOOR 
l 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 

DIAPHRAGMS 
l 24E \VOOD FRAMING 
l l/8/'J.Ol4 YT CHIU 12 SHOTCR.ETE 
l 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 585 MOMENT-RESISTING FRAMES 

1 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 5A1 
SINGLE PASS FILLET 'vl/ELDS < 
5/16" 

' REINFORCING STEEL AND 
l 1/8/2014 ncHm 4 PRETRESSING TENDONS 

J 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 2 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
CONCRETE 

112 

For information, or to schedule nn inspection, c11.Il 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

St.nlion Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers 

11ttp:/ f dbiweb.s fgov .org ! dbl pt s I a e fau lt.aspx?pa ge ~ Perni itDetails Page 2 of 3 
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)~partmelll of ~utldlng tm.pectloo 
11/11;1410:21 AM 

Online PrDTiit and Complaint Trnddng. home page. 

Teclmicnl Support for Online Servic.es 
!f you need help or ha\'e a question nhnnl this servk.e, please visit our FAQ area. 

Qmtact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009 

http://dblweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/ default aspx?page=PermltDetails 
Page 3 of 3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc:· 

O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) 
Wednesday, November 12, 201410:01 AM 
71451 S@gmail.com 
Hui, Tom (DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); Fessler, Thomas (DBI}; Povlitz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; 
michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; 
ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; 
wmore@aol.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens 
nancy; Will Morehead(; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; 
Patriciayaughey@att.net Patricia; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Mark · 
Farrell; Stefani, Catherine; Lamug, Joy; Strawn, William (DBI); Madjus, Lily (DBI); Duffy, 
Joseph (DBI} 

Subject: Re: 2853 Broderick new permit 

Hello Mr. Zaretsky, 
I am currently working with our plan check division and with Mr. Strawn of our Department in order to get 
answers to your questions. I will try to back to you in the next week. 
Regards, 
I'm Patrick O'Riordan 
Chief Building Inspector. 
3rd floor, 1660 Mission Street 
SanFrancisco, CA 94103 
Tel: 415 558 6105 
Email: patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org 

On Nov 12, 2014, at 9:38 AM, "714515@gmail.com" <714515@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear Director Hui and Mr. O'Riordan: 

We are following up on the email below which we sent yesterday. We would like to inquire as 
to the status of the new permit(s) and withdrawn permit(s) for 2853 Broderick street. We, Tim 
Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, are the 
appellants of record who are appealing the decision of the Planning Commission at the 
September 18, 2014 Hearing, and are scheduled to have a CEQA Heapng in front of the Board 
of Supervisors on November 25, 2014. 

What is the status of Permit Application no. 201307010898? It was routed for review to DBI by 
the Zoning Administrator on October 16, 2014. Have you issued thatpermit yet and if you did 
when did you issue it? We do not see it on your 
website. Is Permit Application no. 201307010898 the Permit under which the Zoning 
Administrator is bundling all previous Permits, plans, executed work, proposed plans, proposed 
future work? I.s it still under review by DBI? 
Is this Permit inclusive of and comprehensive of all the previously suspended. Permits and now 
reinstated Permits (reinstated on October 15, 2014) which are now up for review by the Board of 
Supervisors? 

The permits that were suspended by the Zoning Administrator on February 5, 2014 were: 
201103111905, 201i03252839,201108031630, 201209260727'and 201309247638. These were 
the subject of the Sept. 18th Hearing: 
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After the Hearing, on October 15, 2014 the Zoning administrator reinstated the same numbered 
permits. · 

On October 16, 2014 permit 201309066151 was withdrawn. We do not know whether this 
permit is permanently withdrawn or temporarily withdrawn and to re-appear in yet another 
reincarnation of this project. · 

At the Planning Commission Hearing, the Zoning Administrator stated that he is bundling all the 
previous permits, plans, actual executed work, proposed plans and submitted plans for future 

· work into one NEW PERMIT. 

It is our understanding that the Zoning Administrator sent to DBI a Release of suspension 
Request on October 15, 2014. On October 16, 2014 the Zoning Administrator sent to DBI 
Permit No. 201307010898 allegedly 
as the comprehensive NEW PERMIT application. 

What is unclear to us is what exactly is the NEW PERMIT, where does it appear on your 
website, and does it have a new permit number OR is there an existing permit number that is 
now being christened as a NEW PERMIT. 

The original Permit 201103252839 was issued subject to the Board of Appeals approval in 
September 20~2. That is the permit on the basis of which addenda permits, listed above, had 
been issued between September 2012 and the 
suspension date of February 5, 2014. 

On June 28, 2013 a Correction Notice was issued by DBI to revise the permit 201103252839 to 
show the correct height of the building. The project sponsor did submit revised plans in June 
2013, however a 311 Hearing · · 
was not held until September 18, 2014. 

On October 16, 2014 the Zoning Administrator informed us that Permit 201307010898 is being 
routed to you for review. Has this Permit been issued and if not what is its status and when do 
you anticipate issuing it? 
Attached is the Zoning Administrator's email. 

WHICH PERMIT IS NOW BEING LISTED AS A NEW PERMIT? 

Does it include and encompass all the previous issued ~ddenda permits, the old plans, the 
executed plans, the proposed plan and future plans submitted by the project sponsor? Is this the 
Permit that the Zoning Administrator 
referred to as the NEW PERMIT? 

Has that Permit been fully vetted by DBI and have all plan checks been completed on that NEW 
PERMIT? Is there any other plan currently before DBI for 2853 Broderick that is being 
reviewed or plan checked or that has not 
yet been issued? Is all the new roof development and other proposed plans been plan checked by 
DBI and is it included in the NEW PERMIT? . 

We need clarificat10n as to what Pemts are now for review before the Board of 8upei vis01s and 
what plans or permits or issues that are still open with regard to this project and that are still 
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being reviewed by DBI. 

Has DBI issued the fmal Permits that are required for this project based on the Zoning 
Administrator's "bundling" of all issues into one Permit? Are there any outstanding permit 
applications or issues with regard to 2853-57 Broderick that 
you are still reviewing and working on and what is their relationship to the reinstat~d permits of 
October 15, 2014? · · 

Please advise ASAP. · 

Thank you, 

Tim Arcuri 
Irving Zaretsky 
Appellants 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 

<2853 Brod permit 201307010898 101614.pdt> 

<2853 Broderick permit ... 83 9 reinstated.pd±> 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: 714515@gmail.com 
Subject: 2853 Broderick new permit 
Date: November 10, 2014 7:00:08 AM PST 
To: "Patrick (DBI) O'Riordan" <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org> 
Cc: "Tom (DBI) Hui" <Tom.Hui@sfgov.org>, "Daniel (DBI) Lowrey" 
<Daniel.Lowrey@SFGOV.ORG>, "Thomas (DBI) Fessler" 
<Thomas.Fessier@sfgov.org>, Povlitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, 
"kbgoss@pacbell.net" <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, "michael@jaegermchugh.com" 
·<michael@jaegermchugh.com>, "maitsai@yahoo.com" 
<maitsai@yahoo.com>, "annabrockway@yahoo.com" 
<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, "ericreimers@gmail.com" 
<ericreimers@gmail.com>, "dorinetowle@me.com" <dorinetowle@me.com>, 
"vince@citymarkdev.com" <vince@citymarkdev.com>, Kate Kardos 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, "cjones@forwardmgmt.com" 
<cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, "rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss" 
<rwgoss@pacbell.net>, "paulmaimai@yahoo.com" . 
<paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, "wmore@aol.com" <wmore@aol.com>, 
"amanda@hoenigman.com" <amanda@hoenigman.com>, ·· 
"timothy.arcuri@cowen.com" <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, nancy leavens 
nancy <nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, "Will Morehead(" 
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<letsbond@gmail.com>, "dod.fraser@gmail.com" <dod .fraser@gmail.com>, 
"ethurston@gmail.com" <ethurston@gmail.com>, "DXN2700@aol.com" 
<DXN2700@aol.com>, Catherine Stefani <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org> · 

Dear Mr. O'Riordan: 

City Planning forwarded to DBI their approval for a new permit for 2853 Broderick. Can you 
tell us when that permit will be issued by DBI? We have a Hearing at the Board of Supervisors 
on November 25th and we would 
like to know the status of this forthcoming permit and what is the content of the Permit. Are you 
planning to issue it at this time? Can the plans for this new permit be viewed? One previously 
issued permit has been withdrawn 
in this case, has it reappeared in the new set of plans for the new permit. We have been kept in 
the dark about this even though we have a Hearing coming up. It is hard to have meaningful 
hearings if we don't know the full 
status of the case. Please advise. 

Thankyou, · 
Irving Zaretsky 
Broderick and Filbert street neighbors 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

714515@gmail.com 
Tuesday, November 11, 2014 7:26 PM 
Mark Farrell; Lamug, Joy 
Stefani, Catherine; Povlitz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; 
dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; 
rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead 
(; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); 
IDick@fbm.com · · 
2853 Broderick Hearing November 25th 
2853 Brod permit201307010898101614.pdf; ATT00001.txt 

Dear Supervisor Farrell and Ms. Angela Cal~illo, Clerk of the Board: 

We the Appellants, Tim Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, request a postponement of the Hearing for 
the project 2853-57 Broderick street pending the issuance by DBI of Permit no. 201307010898 
which has been routed to DBI for review by the Zoning Administrator on October 16, 2014. See· 
attachment below. 

The current appeal to the Board of Supervisors only includes the Permits reinstated by the 
Zoning Administrator· on October 15, 2014. Permit no. 201307010898 was routed to DBI on 
October 16, 2014 and is technically not yet part of the Hearing. It has to be reviewed and 
issued by DBI. The Zoning Administrator stated at the Planning Commission Hearing that this 
is a NEW PERMIT which is com.posed of all pas.t plans and permits issued for the job, all past 
executed work, all plans and permit applicat.ions for future work. It is supposed to be a 
comprehensive Permit of .past plans, construction and permits as well as future plans. 
Therefore, the issues relevant to the CEQA Hearing are contained within the NEW PERMIT as 
well as new plans which may have direc~ impact on the CEQA issues for review. 

We had hoped, in good faith, that the Permit would have been issued by now and would allow us 
to see what it.finally contains that is relevant to the issues 'for review by the Board of 
Supervisors. We have requested of DBI to let us know what the status of the Permit is but 
have not heard to date. · 

The review by DBI of the permit may introduce new issues that impact the CEQA review .. This 
happened in 2012 when Permit no. 201103252893 was before the Board of Supervisors. 
Frequently the Building Code requirements are at variance with the City Planning, historical 
Preservation and environment issues. Such differences may require further CEQA review. 

Since it is in everyone's interest to have the Hearings bring finality to the issues on 
appeal, it is necessary that the New Permit be issued by DBI and we can all learn what the 
final content of that Permit is and how it impacts the very issues currently before the Board 
of Supervisors. We do not want to be in the position that after the Board of Supervisors' 
CEQA Hearing is complete that we then discover that the New Permit introduces new issues that 
are eligible for CEQA review. 

This predicament has come about because the reinstated permits were addenda permits to the 
original permit 201103252893. 'They were issued piecemeal between September 2012 and February 
5, 2014. Had the project sponsor submitted all her permit applications and plans at one time 
when she was asked to submit revised plans by the Notice of Correction issued on June 
28,2013; we could have addressed all of these issues a year ago at one time when such plans 
were required to be submitted to a 311 notification and processed through Hearings at that 
time. The fact that the current permits have been split into reinstated permits and a brand 
NEW PERMIT is the cause why we need to have the New Permit issued and th~reby have a complete 
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and comprehensive picture of tne issues that need to be addresseu at the Board of 
Supervisor's CEQA Hearing. The NEW PERMIT contains all the elements currently before review 
and in addition new material that has to be reviewed in terms of new CEQA issues which may 

·ise. 

Again, we request to postpone the Hearing pending the issuance by DBI of Permit no. 
201307010898 that will allow us to have a full and complete view of what has been done and 
what is yet to be done in this project that requires a CEQA review and Hearing. 

Sincerely, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Tim Arcuri 
Appellants 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
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11Sanchez, Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org># October 16, 2014 4:59 PM 
To: 11714515@gmaiLcomn <714515@gmail.com>t "Cabreros. 
Gfenn (CPC)1' <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, 11Llndsay, David (CPC)" 
<david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, •rc1eveland-Knowles, Susan (CAT) 11 <susan.cleveland
knowles@sfgov.org>. 11Lowrey, Daniel (DBI)" <daniel.fowrey@sfgov.org>, "O'Riordan, 
Patrick (OBI)" <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>, 11Fess!er1 Thomas (DBI)" · · 
<:thomas.fessler@sfgov.org> , 
Cc: 11amanda@hoenigman.com11 <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 11kbgoss@pacbell.net11 

<kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 11michaef@jaegermchugh.com" <michael@jaeg ermchugh .com>, 
"maitsai@yahoo.com" <maitsai@yahoo.com>, "annabrockway@yahoo.com~ 
<annabrockway@yahoo.com>. "ericreimers@gmail.com" <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
"dorinetowle@me.com 0 <dorinetowle@me.com>, 11vince@citymarkdev.com 11 

<Vince@citymarkdev.com>, Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
"cjon·es@forwardmgmt.com11 <Cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, "rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss" 
<rwgoss@pacbell.net>, "paulmaimai@yahoo.com11 <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, 
"timothy.arcuri@cowen.com" <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, 0 wmore@aof.com" 
<Wmore@aol.com>, Povfitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, nancy leavens nancy 
<nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, "Will Morehead('• <letsbond@gmail.com>, 
11dod.fraser@grnail.com11 <dod.fraser@gmail.com>, 11ethurston@gmail.com 11 

<ethurston@gmail.com>,·"DXN2700@aol.com 11 <DXN2700@aol.com>, 
11Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia11 <Patriciavaughey@att.net>, Geoff Wood 
<ggwood2@gmaif.com>, Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
11IDick@fbm.com11 <IDick@fbm.com> 
RE: 2853 Broderick 

6 Attachments. 85 KB 
.,_ - ·-. ·--· .... --

Dear Mr. Zaretsky, 

Building Permit Application No. 201307010898 may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days a·f 
issuance by DBL Yesterday, the permit was routed to DBI for their review. While we cannot provide a 
definitive date for completion of permit review and issuance by DBI, you may track the status of the permit on 
DB l's website. 

The release of suspension for the previously issued/suspended permits is effective today. (see attached). 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

f'iil1'1'lng r«"f'·'l:'trnen\· I C1Cy ,:,110 County of San Franci:;,:D 
1ci:10 f·\1ss1,:1n Street, Suite . .i._1;), 5i1n Francisco, CA 9·ll0~:. 
L11rf:':t: 415-S58-63SOjFa:-;. ·115 5513-6'409 
Lrr"•i11: scott.sanchezlalsfgov,org 
~·1N1 www.sfolannjng.org 

l'.la11:11nq Jnl0rn1.'lt1nn C-:erit! 1· (ViC): 4J S.SC.8.6377 vr pir;@sfgov.org 
1:·1i:l1!nrnc1 information Map (i IM): htm:l/propertymap.sfolannmq.orq 
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·om: 
..1ent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Arcuri, Timothy [Timothy.Arcuri@cowen.com] 
Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:02 AM 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Stefani, Catherine 
Lamug, Joy 

Subject: 11/25 CEQA hearing re: 2853 Broderick 

Hi Mark and Catherine -

I have, until recently, largely-observed the madness surrounding 2853 Broderick. However, as facts surrounding the 
project sponsor, her legal representation, DBI, the piecemeal permitting process, and erroneous presentation of the 
facts have come to light, I have decided to get much more involved. 

Together with her representatives, the project sponsor has broken up elements of the project into separate permits in 
order to obtain approval that would otherwise not be possible or likely if the project was presented in its entirety with 
the facts fully represented up front. This is the crux of the issue around this project; it is a 11how to" manual for 
circumnavigating the permitting process in SF.· 

We currently have a CEQA Hearing before the Board of Supervisors scheduled for 11/25. It has very recently come to 
light, however, that DBI and the project sponsor have further split the permit applications and there is still one very 
important outstanding permit (201307010898) under review by the Zoning Administrator. Because this is a NEW permit, 
we believe this hearing should be postponed until DBI fully considers the permit and it is included in the entire body of 
permits that has been issued or conside~ed. 

1e purpose of this hearing is, from my perspective, for the Board of s·upervisors to consider this project IN ITS 
tNTIRETY; thus, let's have everything put on the table. 

·To proceed without this permit being fully considered would simply allow the project sponsor to perpetuate the web of 
. . 

confusion and deception around the project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Best 
Tim Arcuri 
2832 Broderick St 

Timothy M. Arcuri I Managing Director 
Cowen and Company, LLC 
555 California St, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Tel: 415-646-7217 
Mobile: 415-710-5550 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com . 

1 bis message and any attachments are confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the 
sender immediately and destrny this email. Atry unauthorized use or disseminatieR is prohiliitsd. All ©lllail sent 
to or from our system is subject to .review and retention. Nothing contained in this email shall be considered an 
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offer or solicitation with respect to tne purchase or sale of any security in any Jurisdiction where such an offer or 
solicitation would be illegal. Neither Cowen Group, Inc. nor any of its affiliates ("Cowen") represent that any of 
the information contained herein is accurate, complete or up to date, nor shall Cowen have any responsibility to . 
update any opinions or other information contained herein. 
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·SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 
(CONTINUED FROM REGULAR MEETING OF AUGUST 7, 2014 WITHOUT HEARING) 

Date: 
Case No. 
Project Address: 
Pennit Application: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: . 

Recommendation: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

September 11, 2014 

2013.0433DDD 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
2013.07.01.0898 

RH-2 [Re11idential House, Two-Family] 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/002 

Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
2261 Market Street, #324 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

Glenn Cabreros - ( 415) 588-6620 

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Do not take Discretionary Review and approve 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The project proposes to clarify a height discrepancy approved under Building Permit Application No. 
2011.03.25.2839, which permitted the existing thr_ee-story-over-basement, two-unit building to be lifted 3 

feet to insert a two-car garage within the basement level. That project was considered and approved by 
the Planning Commission in 2011 under Case No. 2010.0394D. The current project also proposes 
additional work including a dwelling unit merger from 2 units to 1 unit, a side horizontal addition at the 
south side fac;ade, and vertical additions and rear fac;ade alterations to construct dormers and a deck at 
the roof/attic level. 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The project site contains a three-story-over-basement building containing two dwelling units. The first 
floor above the basement level contains one dwelling unit with an entry along the south side fac;ade. The 
second and third floors are occupied by the second dwelling unit with its own entry on the northern side 
of the front fa<;ade. The project lot measures approximately 34.5 feet wide by 80 feet deep with an area of 
2,760 square feet. 

. SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The circa 1900 subject building is one of a group of four detached buildings that have similar massing, 
scale, side setbacks and architectural expression. The adjacent building to the north is a three-story-over
basement, tWo-unit building at the intersection of Broderick and Filbert Streets with a two-car garage 
accessed from Filbert Street. The adjacent building to the south is a two-story-plus-attic-over-basement, 
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two-unit building. In general, the subject block face is characterized by three-story-over-basement/garage 
buildings, while the bpposite block face is characterized by four-story structures (two, two-story building 
do exist on the opposite block face, but closer towards Union Street). The subject block face is within the 
RH-2 Zoning District, while the most of the opposite block face is within the RH-1 Zoning District. The 
subject property is within the Cow Hollow neighborhood and subject to the Cow Hollow Design 
Guidelines. 

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 

TYPE REQUIRED PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE 

311 Notice 30 days July 7, 2014, -August 6, 2014 April 9, 2013 August 7, 2014 

The DR File Date above reflects the filing date of the Dwelling Unit Merger application, Case No. 
2013.0433D. 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

REQUIRED ACTUAL 
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

PERIOD PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 days 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) DR requestors & various neighbors 

Other neighbors on the block 
or directly across the street 

Neighborhood groups 

The previous DR requestor (Case No. 2010.0394D), Irving Zaretsky, owner of 2845-2847 Broderick Street, 
directly south and adjacent to the project, who opposed the original building permit application that 
approved the lifting of the building 3 feet, continues to be opposed to the current project 

DR REQUESTORS 

The subject DR request, Case No. 2013.0433D, is a Mandatory DR request as the project was previously 
heard by the Corrimission as a publicly-filed DR request under Case No. 2010.0394D. 

Due to the appraised value of each of the two dwelling units proposed to be merged to result in a single
family residence, the proposed dwelling unit merger is exempt from a Mandatory DR hearing as each 
dwelling unit is above the affordability thresholds of Planning Code Section 317. 

:SAN fRANCISCO 
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In addition to the Mandatory DR cases above, two Discretionary Review requests were filed by members 
of the public: 

Irving Zaretsky, owner of 2845-2847 Broderick Street, directly south and adjacent to the project. (Mr. 
Zaretsky is the ori~inal DR request for the project that proposed to lift the puildmg three feet under DR 
Case No. 2010.0394D.) 

Timothy Acuri, resident of 2853 Broderick Street, across Broderick Street from the project. 

PUBLICLY-FILED DR REQUESTOR'S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Mr. Zaretsky' s issues: 
Issue #1: With regard to the physical envelope of the proposed project, Mr. Zarestsky states that the 
height and lift of the existing building exceeded the scope of the original permit. He also has concerns 
regarding the addition~! expansion of the building and the merger of the two dwelling units into a single
family residence. Mr. Zaretsky would like to see the building lowered and the proposed expansions 
removed from the project to allow the building to be restored to its original condition. 

Issue #2: Mr. Zaretsky is concerned that the project will remove historic materials. The current proposal 
has been reviewed by Environmental and Historical Preservation staff. The project is found to be 

. appropriate, and was issued a Categorical Exemption per CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act). 

Issue #3: Mr. Zaretsky has concerns regarding excavation and drainage. Excavation and drainage issues 
do not fall under the purview of the Planping Code or the Residential Design Guidelines, as such issues 
are under the jurisdiction of the Building Code. 

Mr. Acuri' s issues: 
Issue #1: Mr. Acuri states that he did not have the opportunity to review the revised plans and that due 
process was not served in obtaining the original permit application which proposed to lift the building. 

Reference the Discretionary Review Applications for additional information. The Discretionary Review 
Applications from the publicly-filed DRs are attached documents. 

ISSUES AND CONDSIDERA TIONS 

Height Correction: Under previously approved Building Permit Application No. 2011.0325.2839, the 
subject building was lifted 3 feet to the As-Built (existing) condition at the subject property. During 
construction it was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned heights disclosed on the plans 
under Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly stated, and the dimensions · 
stated on the plans were deficient by 3 feet. The subject permit application has been filed to demonstrate 
that the subject building was lifted 3. feet, however to a height of 40 feet, rather than to 37 feet as stated in 
BPA No. 2011.03.25.2839. 

:SAN fRAHCISCO 
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2 to 1 Dwelling Unit Merger: Per the appraisal submitted by the applicant, the dwelling unit merger 
may be· approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator as each dwelling unit is above the 
affordability thresholds of Planning Code Section 317 and not subject to a Mandatory DR hearing. 

Additional Alterations beyond Original Approval: As part of the subject permit application, the project 
sponsor (a new owner of the project) has consolidated all desired work at the property into the subject 
permit application. As viewed from the public right-of-way, the Department finds the proposed side 
horizontal additions would retain the side spacing pattern that is created by the existing buildings on the 
subject block face of Broderick Street. The Department is supportive of the alterations at the attic/roof 
level, as the alterations are within the existing building footprint, include a reduction of the building 
envelope and the alterations at the roof level 'are behind the main roof ridge that is parallel to the front 
fa~ade and therefore the roof alterations would be minimally visible from the public right-of-way. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The consolidation of all work into one project/permit application required additional Environmental 
Review per Case No. 2013.0433E. On July 3, 2014, the Department determined that the proposed project 
is exempt from environmental review. See attached Categorical Exemption Certificate. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

Upon review of the subject permit application, the Department recommends the Commission not take DR 
and approve the project based on the following: 

• The correction to the building height as dimensioned ori the plans should be approved, as the 
building was lifted 3 feet, which is consistent with the Commission's prior approval of BPA No. 
2011.03.25.2839 _per Case No. 2010.0394D. 

• The proposed side additions would retain the existing development pattern as viewed from the 
public right-of-way. 

• The proposed vertical additions are proposed within the existing building footprint and would 
be minimally visible from the public right-of-way. 

• The proposal has been reviewed as one consolidated project, including Environmental Review of 
. . 

the project in its entirety for the purposes of CEQA. 

I RECOMMENDATION: Do not take Discretionary Review and approve the project. 

Attachments: 
DR Applications submitted by Irving Zaretsky and Timothy Acuri 
Categorical Exemption Certificate 
Section 311 Notification for current project (BPA# 20132.07.01.0898) 
DR Report, Case No. 2010.0394D, dated September 29, 2011 
DR Action Memo, DRA-0229, dated November 1, 2011 . 
Project Sponsor Submittal: Response to Discretionary Review and Reduced Plans 
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Design Review Checklist 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one) 

ixed x 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 • 21) 

QUESTION 

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 
the lacement of surroundin buildin s? 

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15) 

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 
etween ad"acent buildin sand to uni the overall streetsca e? 

x 

Does the buildin in the front setback? · X 

Side Spacing (pa e 15) 

attem of side s acin ? 

s aces? 
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on Ii ht to adjacent cottages? 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 • 30) 

QUESTION 

Building Scale (pages 23 - 27) 

s the building's height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 

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

SAN FRAllGISCO 
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Is the building's form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? x 
Is the building's facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 

·X 
buildings? 

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

Is the building's roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? x 

ARCHlTECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31·41) 

QUESTION · 1,YES I NO NIA 
Building Entrances (pages 31- 33) ;;:~ic'.c\~;i·•fJ'.'~ 

:--.i- '2.::···""'' 

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of x 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 

Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building x 
entrances? 

Is the building's front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding x 
buildings!' 

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

Bay Windows (page 34) 
[;'jif'. ·::;&}~Mic~: j.:,;;;.¥7:•"'" 
"'' ' ,,,;,,'''·"''";""· 

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on x 
surrounding buildings?· 

Garages (pages 34 - 37) •··:""~ .c,c;;.;:u·c;'""' _ ~2~~~ 

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? x 
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with x 
the building and the surrounding area? 

ls the width of the garage entrance minimized? x 
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? x 
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41) ~\q~\~::f ~t?:i}; ·''i·?'X'"""¥; 1;~~J~~~:;1 C'.- > <£C"$"'' 

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? x 
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other x 
building elements? 
Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 
buildings? 

x 

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

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 • 48) 

QUESTION YES NO NIA 

Architectural Details ( ages 43 :- 44) 

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

SAN fRlltlCISCO 
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Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the x 
neighborhood? 

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

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

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, x 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48) 
,.,-c-,>.<C'D '·.;•"'""""'''• 

•.•. ,1rt"~A~ii' :.~_,_~~Vd'·•~t ''"''' .t~'. 

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

Are the building's exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that x 
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

Are the building's materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? x 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s} 

2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No. P~rmit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

({] Addition/ 0Demolition ONew 0Project.Modification 

Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing dormer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

[Z] Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principally permitt~d or with a-CU. 

D Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

D Class_ 

- --
STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

-· 

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 

D Does the project have the potential to adversely affect traIJ.sit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of 
' 

containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to 

D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all · 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

D than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

D 
Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP~ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area) 

D Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a 
slope average of 20% or rriore? (refer to EP _ArcMap. > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Topography) 

Slope = or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retainillg wall work, or grading 

D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work perfonned on a 
previously_developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work (refer toEP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 

D 
grading-including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work peiformed on a previously developed portion of the-
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Seismic Haz.ard · 
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 

required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards 0£ soil or more, 

D 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work peiformed on a previously 
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap ::=: CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

D 
Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine 
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to 
EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Serpentine) 

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Evaluation Atmlication is required. 

[{] Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of. the 
CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

No excavation. Jeanie Poling 3/3/14 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT. PLANNER 
PRO,PERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Infonnation Map) 

\f Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 
Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 
Category C: Not a Hfotorical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 

~~~ING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013 

2885 



STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

D 3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3:.Domier Windows. 

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

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

D Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

I V1 Project does not conform to the ·scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4: 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with 
existing historic character. 

IV1 4. Fai;:ade/storefront alterations thi;lt do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

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

D 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

~ 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

~ See, \fR£R. Ce-~ 0/.2.'i (t 4 JW\t.n\C 

D 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval bij Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER) 
b. Other (specify): ' 

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

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GOTO STEP 6. 

if Proj eel can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: //. ~ (~/,/~ 
I 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

·-·-

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all that apply): · 

D Step 2 - CEQA Impacts 

D . Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

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

I Signaf1.!-re or Stamp: 
Planner Name: SVi.t.ll~ G..l~c:\rrJAC.. 
Project Approval Action:' -

Select One 
*If Discretionary Review before the Planning· 
Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative ·~ode. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Date Reviewed: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Staff Contact: 

June 24, 2014 (Part II) 
2013.0433E 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 
RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/002 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

' Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax:. 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject building was constructed 
circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Tradition-style. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectura.l Survey with a rating of 
"l." In the January 14, 2011r the Pl.anning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed in the National 
and California Registers, At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 
Department evaluated the property separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
district significant under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, the Department has discovered that the Planning Department's Parcel 
Information Database incorrectly identified the property's historic status. Although not formally listed, 
the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listing on the California Register as 
a contributor to a historic district representing a collection ~f buildings dating from the neighborhood's 
first wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a "Category 

. A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted in part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement 
prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted by the City, the study provides 
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 
property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
the Golden Gate. Geographically, the area is nestled between the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 
and the low-lying Marina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to 
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the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness 
Avenu~ to the east. The topography of the neighborhood, which ascends. to the south, offers sweeping 
views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography also played a significant 
role in the neighborhood's development, both architecturally and socially. 

Historically, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 
Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring Valley'' during the early American 
period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name became eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, local contractor George Walker promoted the area as "Cow 
Hollow," in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery district, although it had been known by the name 
locally since the 1880s. 

Cow Hollow' s most substantial period of development began in the 1880s, following the opening of the 
first cable car line in the area, along Union Street. This' not only prompted an influx of visitors to the 
already existing attractions of Harbor View, but a spur in residential development. By the mid-1880s, the 
moniker of "Cow Hollow'' had taken root in what was formally known as Spring Valley, regularly being 
published in the San Francisco Chronicle. and other local papers. At the same time, growing development 
pressures and the demands of the Deparhnent of Public Health, approximately thirty dairies and 
associated tanneries that had earned Cow Hollow its name relocated to the south in Hunter's Point by 
1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. . 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable car line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up, but the pace of growth was relatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 
years after the opening of the car line, few blocks were fully developed with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Union 
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streets. Many lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street 

The 1899 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 
the area, primarily along the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets to the north. To the west, the area remained undeveloped aside from a 
small tract of homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at this time was focused on single-family residences, often in dense rows. 
Building types varied from single-story cottages and small flats, most often found north of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular styles from the 

. 1860s through the tum of the century were Italianate ahd Stick-Eastlake, which were common throughout 
Cow Hollow. 

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate 
the urgent City-wide housing needs, multi-unit flats were increasingly constructed in all residential 
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van N~ss Avenue was 

. used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 
extensive damage, with rail lines. along Union Street rendered useless and many struct:Ures rendered 
uninhabitable. 
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The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War I. A 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and 
enacting of the City's first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible 
land uses. The opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow 
Hollow. The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening 
effect on con~truction in San Francisco, which didn't pick up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 
programs and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity resulted in massive Works 
Progress Administration public works projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only hosted refugee 
camps for the two years following the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay in the area rather 
th<,m relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the records of the Assessor, 670 Structures 
were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the Panama-Pacific 
International Exhibition took place. During this period, many two- to six-unit flats were constructed 
thr,oughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cross streets, where 
commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Real Estate Circular had called 
11 the least stirring section of [San Francisco's] real estate market," had become an increasingly popular. 
11eighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as "surprisingly" active despite its lack of 
infrastructure and transit. 

During this period, the area bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Lyon Street to the west, Green 
Street to the· north and Pierce Street to the east had clearly become a popular enclave for middle-class 
families, with the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on most. Flats were 
constructed along the western face of Broderick Street and at occasional comer lots. Residential 
architecture at this time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are 
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard 
Maybeck. 

Bay Region Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 
architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, informal, and anti-urban. The Bay 
Region Tradition evolved over nearly.100 years and has since been classified into First, Second and Third 
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Tradition influenced later Modernists (i.e. 
architects ·associated with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular. of 
redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the 
Bauhaus. and the International Style. Transitional architects that .bridged the first and second Bay 
Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. 

The First Bay Tradition, spanning roughly from the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 
Classicism of Beaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 
at that. time, First Bay Tradition architects developed a building vernacular linked to nature, site anci 
locally sourced materials. Within this stylistic category, bungalows and houses constructed between the 
1890s and 1925 cari be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 
California Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and 
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landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 
exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas ·of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 
Bay Traditions of the 1930's and later derivatives of the 1950s and 1960s are clear descendants of this 
style. 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field stone 
and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in 
plan, residences were characterized by tripartite windows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with· projecting 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionally using clinker brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 
this style. 

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section ·21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agenC1J from determining whether the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. 

Individual Historic District/Context 
Property is individually eligible £or inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California 
California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or 
following Criteria: more of the following .Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yes['.gj No Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yes[g] No 
Criterion 2 - Persons: D Yes['.gj No Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yes[g]No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0Yes[:gj No Criterion 3·_ Architecture: [g]YesONo 

·Criterion 4- Info. Potential: D Yes [:gj No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes [8JNo 

Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 1888-.1914 
[gj Contributor D Non-Contributor 

In 2011, the Department found that the property appeared to contribute to a historic district significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first wave of development 
with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Department has gathered further information 
about the Cow Hollow neighborhood, which has allow~d us to further refine our findings. The 
Department continues to find that the s~bject property contributes to a historic district; however, the 
boundaries, historical association, and period of significance haven been more narrowly defined based 
upon the new information provided in the Department's 2013 Cow·Hollow·study. The Department now 
finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a historic district under Criterion 3 for b~th its 
association with the neighborhood's first large wave of development and with the First Bay Tradition 
architectural style. The period of significance for this C_ow Hollow First Bay Tradition ~istoric District is 
1888-1914. The boundaries'of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the 
south, and Lyon to fhe ·west. f'lease see U 1e at cal:y sis h 
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Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattenis 
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of Califomia or the United States; 
There is· no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated ·with the subject building. Although 
construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 191h century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, or the nation. Furthermore, there are no 
specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject 
building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national past; . 
The information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate that 
William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in San 
Francisco's history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall is listed in 
the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that the 
property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 
with the Hall's career as an engineer. No other significant persons are associated with the subject 
building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible 
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distinctive characteristics of the first period 
of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 
Tradition style. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an ·unknown architect in 
the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified 
geometric forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), 
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding 
with no interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay 
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 
historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 19th -and early ., 
201h-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. Many of the buildings from this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, :which is 
unique to the region. As su.ch, this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of significance for this 
district appears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the particular use 
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of significance 
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scofr to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the w~st. 
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Criterion 4: It yields, or 1nay be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's . 
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better 
understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible 
under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of 
a property's historic identitt;, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's 
period of significance." Historic integrity enable.s a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subject property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: . ;. 

Location: [8J Retains 
Association: . ~ Retains 
Design: [8J Retains 
Workmanship: [8J Retains 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

Setting: 
Feeling:· 

Materials: 

~Retains 
~Retains 
[8J Retains 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workmanship, 
particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District buildings 
retain a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windows is also common. Few 
horizontal or vertical additions are visible.from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributors remain single-family, are sited at their 
original location, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single~farnily houses. 

Subject Property 
The subject building has not been significantly altered since its original construction. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 
Department in 2010-2011 under Case No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required replacement of the 
front stair, which was not part of the original construction. This slight alteration in height has no.t unduly 
changed the original scale of the building or the building's relationship to its setting within the historic 
district. The work also did not remove any character-defining features of the building. The building, 
therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a First 
Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. 

Step C: Character Defining Features 
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid sign.ificant adverse ir:ipacts to the resource. These essential 
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features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a 
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 
massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic elements in the First Bay Tradition style. The character
defining features are: 

• Two-three story scale; 
• Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation; 
• Emphasis on simplified geometric forms; 
• Front and side setbacks; 
• Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 
• Locally sourced, natural materials, often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick; 
• Multi-light, wood-framed windows;, 
• Raised entries; and, 
• Simplified ornament and details including · projecting brackets, eyebrow . dormers, often 

incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

~Historical Resource Present 
D Individually-eligible Resource 
~Contributor to an eligible Historic District 
D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

D No Historical Resource Present 
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Proposed Project D Demolition 

Per Drawings Dated: May l, 2014 

Project Description 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Bro~erick Street 

. t8'.I Alteration 

The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to the house, including the .construction of two roof de,cks, 
construction of dormers on the north and·south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to re\iuce the height; alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately 1' and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear fa<;;ade. · 

. Please note that the permit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. 

Project Evaluation 
If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part i please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the pr6posed project that may reduce or 
avoid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource:. 

~ The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the. historic resource as propos·ed. 

D The project wm cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

[8J The project will not cause a ~ignificant ~dverse impact to a California Register-eligibl~ historic district 
or context as proposed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible hi.storic disti:ict or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. 

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 
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The proposed project woui'd retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way.that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

. 
Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive 
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be 
avoided. 

No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
would be affected by the proposed project. All original el'ements of the primary fa<;ade would be 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change 
would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 
The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 
the overall character of the building or district. · 

Standard 3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Conjecfural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alterations 
and additions would be constructed of new, yet compatible, materials. 

Standard 5. Distinctive materials, jeatures, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. 

The proposed project would not result in the loss of distinctive features: 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and, spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size,. scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

The proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public .rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property and district as viewed by the public would be retained. 
Moreover, the proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with 
contemporary windows and detailing such that they are distinguished as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
the alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
character of the building or district. 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new constmction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
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If the proposed additions were to be ren_10ved, then the roof and south wall of the subj_ect 
building wduld require repair, but this removal would not impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cumulative Impact Assessment 
The proposed work must also be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 
property and historic district. Work recently completed at the project.site resulted in raising the building 
approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fai;ade and constructing a rear addition. This work, in 
combination with the currently proposed work1 meets the Secretary Standards and _would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially. impaired. The building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early 
phase of development within the Cow Hollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to 
the resource. 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 
< 

Signature: ~ ~ Date: 7 .. ;Ir ;:loJ '/ 

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G: \DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CEQA \HRER Memos \2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Ca.. .. D. B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TI'D/ITY No. 5545227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and County 
of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said 
public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be 
heard: 

Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, 
Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: File No. 141083. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the determination of categorical exemption from environmental 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by the 
Planning Department on July 3, 2014, and approved during the 
Discretionary Review Hearing of the Planning Commission on 
September 18, 2014, to permit an existing three-story-over
basement, two-unit building located at 2853-2857 Broderick Street, 
Assessor's Block No. 0947, Lot No. 002, to be lifted three feet to 
insert a two-car garage within the basement level, as well as . 
additional work including a dwelling unit merger from two units to 
one unit, a side horizontal addition at the south side fagade, and 
vertical additions and rear fagade alteration to construct dormers 
and a deck at the roof/attic level. (District 2) (Appellants: Irving 
Zaretsky, on behalf of himself, Zeeva Kardos, and Kate Polevoi; 
Tim Arcuri) (Filed October 20, 2014). 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1,_persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record 
in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Board. 
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information 
relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda 
information relating to this matter will be available for ·public review on Friday, 
November21, 2014 

7 
oav~ 

~~ela Calvillo 
I rk of the Boar.cl 

DAIED: November 10, 2014 
MAILED/POSTED: November 10, 2014 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING . 

Legislative File No. 

Description of Items: 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

I, John Carroll , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the· 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage to be 
affixed by Repro Mail: 

Date: 11/10/2014 

Time: L"SS 

USPS Location: Clerk's Office Outgoing USPS pickup 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): _3_:_0_0....__p_.m_. __________ _ 

Signature: 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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Carroll, John {BOS) 

SF Docs (LIB) rom: 
cient: 
To: 

Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:06 AM 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Subject: Re: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notices 

Categories: 141083, 141087 

Hi John, 

I have posted the hearing notices. 

Thank you, 

Michael 

From: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, 'November 10, 2014 4:45 PM 
To: SF Docs (LIB) 
Cc: Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy 
Subject: Please -Post the Attached Hearing Notices 

Go'c)d afternoon, 

Please post the attached hearing notices. 

141083 - 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
141087 - 300 Wawona Street 

Thanks so much! 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Sup.ervisors 

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
~nding legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 

.1ot redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar infnrmatjnn that a member oftbe public elects to 5ubmjt to the Board and jts commjttee5 may appear on the 
Bout d of 5ape1 vis01s website 01 in othe1 public documents that members of the pabttc may inspect or copy. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC) 
Monday, October 27, 2014 3:15 PM 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Lamug, Joy; Tam, Tina (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC) 
2853 Broderick Appeal Mailing List 
2853 Broderick Appeal Mailing list.xlsx 

141083 

Please find the attached distribution list. Thanks! 

Shelley Caltagirone 
Historic Preservation Planner 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6625 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: shelley.caltaqirone@sfqov.org 
Web: www.sfplanninq.org 

(I •• 

Planning Informatiol1 Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
Property Informat!on Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanninq.org 
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Name Organization Addres$1 Address 2 City, State, Zip 

Irving Zaretsky DR Requesters and Appellants 

Tim Arcuri DR Requesters and Appellants 
870 Market St, San Francisco, CA 

Sue Hestor Attorney at Law Suite 1128 94102 

Gabriel Metcalf, .San Francisco Planning & Urban San Fransico, CA, 

Executive Director, . Research Association 654 Mission Street 94105-4015 

Winchell T. Hayward Victoria Alliance CA Heritage 208 Willard North San Francisco, , 94118 

San Francisco. CA, 

Gerald D. Adams San Francisco Towers 1661 Pine St. #1028 94109 

323 Geary St. Ste. San Francisco, CA, 

Linda Mjellem, Union Square Association 408 94102 

Fort Point and Presidio Historical 
. San Francisco, CA, 

Association PO Box 29163 94129 

674 South Grenfall Palm Springs, CA, 

Patrick McGrew, MCGREW ARCHITECTS Rd. 92264 

11 

("I) 

0 

San Francisco, CA, 
a> 
N 

Carey & Co. Inc. Carey & Co. Inc. 460 Bush Street 94108 

121 Spear St., Ste. San Francisco, CA, 

· Alice Suet Yee Barkley, Luce Forward Attorneys at Law 200 94105 

San Francisco, CA, 

Joseph B. Pecora 882 Grove Street 94117 

Western 300 Taraval Street, San Francisco, CA, 

Neighborhoods Project Western Neighborhoods Project Suite A 94116 

Eureka Valley Trails & Art San Francisco, CA, 

Dorice Murphy, Network 175 Yukon Street 94114 

San Francisco, CA, 

City Hall Editor, San Francisco Chronicle . 901 Mission St. 94103 

San Francisco, CA, 

Nancy Shanahan, Telegraph Hill Dwellers 224 Filbert Street 94133 

3109 Sacramento San Francisco, CA, 

Courtney S. Clarkson, Pacific Heights Residents Assn. Street 94115 



2134 Green Street· San Francisco, CA, 

Vincent Marsh #3 94123-4761 

San Francisco, CA, 

Jason Allen-Rouman Victorian Alliance 1036 Haight Street 94117 

San.Francisco, CA, 

Stewart Morton PO Box 330339 94133-0339 

Toby Levine, Co- San Jose/Guerrero· Coalition Save 4104 - 24th Street, San Francisco, CA, 

Chairman, R· #130 94114-3615 

The Art Deco Society of The Art Deco Society of 100 Bush Street, San Francisco, CA, 

California California Suite 511 94104 

State Office of Historic 

Preservation, Local Gov. and Info San Francisco, CA, 

Lucinda Woodward, Management Unit PO Box 942896 94296-0001 

306 Arguello Blvd. San Francisco, CA, 

Shirley Albright, Landmarks Council of California Apt.101 94118 

San Francisco Architectural San Francisco, CA, 

Executive Director, Heritage 2007 Franklin St. 94109 
""'" 1000 Sansome 
0 

San Francisco, CA, en 

j G Turnbull, Page & Turnbull Inc. Street, Suite 200 94111 
N 

San Francisco, CA, 

Mrs. Bland Platt G. Bland Platt Associates, 362 Ewing Terrace 94118 . 
177 Post Street, San Francisco, CA, 

M. Brett Gladstone, Gladstone & Associates Penthouse 94108-4712 

David P. Cincotta, 

Jeffers, Margels, Butler David P. Cincotta, Jeffers, 2 Embarcadero Ctr, San Francisco, CA, 

& Mamaro, LLP Marge ls, Butler & Mamaro, LLP 5th Floor 94118 

San Francisco, CA, 

Jayni Ailsep, Edaw Inc. 150 Chestnut St. · 94111 

Sue Hestor, Attorney at San Francisco, CA, 

Law 870 Market Street 94102 

2250 Union Street, San Francisco, CA, 

Karl Hasz, Hasz Construction, Inc. 3rd Floor 94123 



512 Van Ness San Francisco, CA, 

Alan Martinez Avenue,#416 94102 

National Trust for National Trust for Historic San Francisco, CA, 

Historic Preservation Preservation 5 Third Street, #707 94103 

President Merchants of Merchants of Upper Market & 584 Castro Street, San Francisco, CA, 

Upper Market & Castro Castro #333 94114 

185 Berry Street, 

Andrew Wolfram, AIA, Lobby One, Ste. San Francisco, CA, 

LEED AP, Perkins+ Will 5100 94107 

James M. Buckley, PhD San Francisco, CA, 

c/o Elizbeth Costello, Pocket Development, LLC 615 Front Street 94111 

Jonas lonin, HPC 

Recording Secretary Planning Department Interoffice #29 

LC) 

SF Public Library Government Information Center Interoffice #41 0 
m 

Department of Building N 

Laurence Kornfield Inspection Interoffice #19 

Pier9, 

Charles Edwin Chase, Embarcadero, Ste .. San Francisco, CA, 

AIA, Architectural Resource Group 107 94111 

235 Montgomery San Francisco, CA, 

Diane Matsuda, John Burton Foundation Street, Ste. 1142 94104 

San Francisco, CA, 

Suheil Shatara 522 Second Street 94107 

Mike Buhler, Executive San Francisco Architectural San Francisco, CA, 

Director, · Heritage 2007 Franklin St. 94109 

Executive Director, 

Castro/Upper Market 
Community Benefit Castro/Upper Market 584 Castro Street, San Francisco, CA, 

District Community Benefit District #336 94114 

Alex Lantsberg, North. Calif. Carpenters Regional 265 Hegenberger 

Research Dept. Council, Rd., Ste. 220 Oaklan,d, CA, 94621 



1121 Ocan Avenue, Santa Monica, CA,. 

Attn: Erin Efner Christopher A. Joseph & Assoc., Apt. 804 90401-1046 

Tina Tam, Preservation 

Coordinator Planning Department Interoffice #29 

Greg Kelly, San 

Francisco Documents 

Librarian, Government 

Information Center SF Public Library Interoffice #41 

San Francisco, CA, 

Katalin Koda 147 Saturn Street 94114 

San Francisco, CA, 

Courtney Damkroger 2626 Hyde Street 94.109 
364 Page Street, San Francisco, CA, 

Mary Miles·, Coalition for Adequate Review #36 94102 

Richmond Community <.O 

Hiroshi Fukuda, Association CSFN, Land Use & San Francisco, CA, 
0 
(7) 

President, Housing 146 - 18th Avenue 94121 N 

San Francisco, CA, 

Joe Butler 324. Chestnut Street 94133 

San Francisco, CA, 

Suzanne D. Cauthen 1321 Montgomery 94133 
900 Bush Street, San Francisco, CA, 

Hisashi Sugaya .. #419 94109 

SF Public Library Government Information Center Interoffice #41 

Douglas Shoemaker, 

Director Mayor's Office of Housing Interoffice #24 
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ericreimers@gmail.com 
dorinetowle@me.com 

vince@citymarkdev.com 
kdkmanagement@yahoo.com 

cjones@forwardmgmt.com 

paulmaimai@yahoo.com 

wmore@aol.com 

amanda@hoenigman.com 
rpovlitz@yahoo.com 

vincejr40@hotmail.com 
nancyp.leavens@gmail.com 
letsbond@gmail.com 
dod.fraser@gmail.com 
ethurston@gmail.com 
ggwood2@gmail.com 

elarkin@hill-co.com 
info@cowhollowassociation.org 

lbrooke@lmi.net 
Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com 

brookesampson@yahoo.com 

merijqhn@merijohn.com 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 27, 2014 

Irving Zaretsky 
3111 Jackson Street, #5 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

Tim Arcuri· 
2853 Broderick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY Nci. 544-5227 

Subject: Appeals of the determination of exemption from environmental review for 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Dear Appellants: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board i~ in receipt of a memo dated October 24, 2014, (copy 
attached), from the Planning Department regarding the timely filing of your appeals of the 
determination of exemption from environmental review for 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The Planning Department has determined that the two appeals were filed in a timely nianner: 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 31.16(4), if more than one person submits a letter of 
appeal on a categorical exemption, the Board President may consolidate such appeals so that 
they are heard simultaneously. 

·The appeal filing period closed on October 20, 2014. Pursuant to Administrative Code, 
Section 31.16, a hearing date for the two appeals have been scheduled for Tuesday, . 
November 25, 2014, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors.meeting to be held in City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San FranGisco, CA 941'02. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by: 

20 days prior to the hearing: names and addresses of interested parties to be notified of 
the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

11 days pri.or to the hearing: any documentation which you may want available to the 
Board members prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to bos.legislation@sfgov.org) 
and one hard copy of the documentation for distribution. · 

2910 



Letter to Irving Zaretsky/Tim Arcuri 
October 27, 2014 Page2 

NOTE: If electronic versions 'of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 hard 
copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make the 
deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive copies of 
the materials. 

It' you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Deputy Director, Rick 
Caldeira at (415) 554-7711 or Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at (415) 554-7712 or John Carroll. 
at (415) 554-4445. 

Very truly yours, · 

~:;;..-- <:t 4~ Jtb 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

c: 
Stephen Antonaros, Architect, Project Sponsor 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Viktoriya Wise, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
AnMari~ Rodgers, Planning Department 

· Tina Tam, Planning Department 
Glenn Cabreros, Planning Department 
Shelley Caltagirone, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary 
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SAN FRANCISCO \ 

·PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

October 24; 2014 · 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Viktoriya Wise, Deputy Director, Environmental Review 

CEQA appeal timeliness determination - 2853~2857 Broderick Street 
Planning Department Case No. 2013.0433E 

Two appeals of the categorical exemption for the project at 2853-2857 Broderick Street· 
(Planning Case No. 2013.0433E) were filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on 
October 20, 2014, by Irving Zaretsky and Tim Arcuri. 

Timeline: The Categorical Exemption was issued on July 3, 2014. The first approval of 
the project that relied on the exemption was project approval by the Planning 
Commission during the Discretionary Review Hearing, as provided for in Planning Code 
Section 311, which occurred on September 18, 2014. 

Timeliness Determination: Section 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code states that any person or entity may appeal an exemption determination to the 
Board of Supervisors during the time period beginning with the date of the exemption 
determination and ending 30 days after the Date of the Approval Action. 

The appeal of ~e exemption determination was filed on October 20, 2014, which is the 
last business day within 30 days after the Date of the Approval Action and is within the 
time frame specified above. Therefore the appeal is considered timely. 

Memo 2912 

·~ii~' 
4 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco. 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.558.637! 

Fax; 

415.558.6409 

Prannlng 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 22, 2014 

To: John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

Fro#ngela Calvillo 
7 Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Appeals of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Categorical 
Exemption Determination from Environmental Review - 2853-2857 
Broderick Street 

Two appeals of CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination for 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
were filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on October 20, 2014, by Irving Zaretsky and 
Tim Arcuri. · 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding these appeals, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department's Office to determine if the appeals have been filed in a 
timely manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) 
working days of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Deputy, Rick Caldeira at ( 415) 
554-7711, or Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at (415) 554-7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445. 

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina Tam, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Planning Department 
Glenn Cabreros, Planning Department 
Shelley Caltagirone, Planning Department 
Jonag Ionm, Platl.Iling Department 
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_,,,i..__ ............. ________________________________________ _ 

From: Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, October 27, 2014 10:48 AM 
Lamug, Joy · 

Cc: Tam, Tina (CPC) 
Subject: 2853 Broderick Applicant Contact Into 

Stephen Antonaros 
Stephen Antonaros Architect 
2261 Market Street, #324 
SF, CA, 94114 

Phone 1 :4158642261 

santonaros@sbcqlobal.net 

Shelley Caltagirone 
Historic Preservation Plannl;!r 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-6625 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: shelley.caltaqirone@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanninq.org 

11 •• 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfaov.org 
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanninq.org 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 31, 2014 

FILE N0.141083 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!fTY No. 544-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors-Clerk's Office two checks _ 
in the amount of Five Hundred Forty Seven Dollars ($547) each, 
representing filing fee paid by Irving Zaretsky and Tim Arcuri 
(Appellants) for Appeals of Categorical Exemption Determination 
for 2853-2857 Broderick Street. 

Planning Department 
By: 

1)J Ulbf\ \Nlo (\Q,Y\ c~ 
Print Name 

(D .31 )L/ 
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. Print Form · 1 

Introduction Form 
By a Mem.ber of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

D 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2 .. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

~ 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 
..__-~-~~-----~~~~-~ 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. 1.----------,1 from·Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation. File No . ._I _____ ~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No . ._' ----~~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

~------------~ 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethic's Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!clerk of the Board 

Subject: 

Public Hearing - Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review - 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the determination of categorical exemption from environmental 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by the Planning Department on July 3, 2014, and 
approved during the Discretionary Review Hearing of the Planning Commission on September 18, 2014, to permit an 
existing three-story-over-basement, two-unit building located at 2853-2857 Broderick Street, Assessor's Block No. 
0947, Lot No. 002~ to be lifted 3 feet to insert a two-car garage within the basement level, as well as additional work 
including a dwelling unit merger from 2 units to 1 unit, a side horizontal addition at the south side fa9ade, and 
vertical additions and rear fa9ade alteration to construct dormers and a deck at the roof/attic level. (District 2) 
(Appellants: Irving Zaretsky, on behalf of himself, Zeeva Kardos, and Kate Polevoi; Tim Arcuri) (Filed October 20, 

. 2014). 
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Signature or Sponsoring Supervisor: ·t:G~q-r_. · -1-. ___ v_· __________ _ 

F "r Clerk's Use Only: 
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