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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 STREET (subject· property) 
Lot 002 Block 0947 
Permit: 201307010898, 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 

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

CEQA Categorlcal Exemption Determination by Shelley Caltagirone July 3, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E 
Historic Resource· Evaluation R~sponse by Shelley Caltagirone July 2, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E. · . 
Project Evaluation bylina Tam July 2~ 2014 (for Drawings dated May 1, 2014) 

· APPELLANTS: . 

' 

Irving Zaretsky (Zeeva'Karoos, Kate Polevoi) 
lim 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 -- Shel~ey Caltagirone, Prese~ation 

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

RESPONSE (Case No. 2013.0433E) issued June 24, 201'4 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 ttie Exemption· and we are requesting 

that the Department's 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 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 ls 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 f!1ixed housing 



.· 

of single family homes and two unit flats that characterized the development of Cow 

Hollow between 1870 and 1930. 

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

story ho.mes 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 di~tinct 

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 structure 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 architecturaliy 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 Brc;>derick was the scale 
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of the buildings and how they fol~owed 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 opening~, 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 have 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, al!ocation of planned living spaces into 

' flats and single f~rnily houses contribute to the total environmen~ 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. 

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 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 caused1 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. 
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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 

centertop curb of the Broderick street facade; The rear stairwell w~s 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 

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 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 arid 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 ~OMPETED UNDER THE 

ADDEND_A 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 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' c~mmissioned 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 Noith elevation. 

Appellants were misled by the initial height designation on the original pla~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 heig~t 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 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 

space~ 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" in 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 

previously 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 rn~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 backyarq and essentially eliminating the yard altogether . 

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

Appellants are appealing the creation of a 8' x 10' gardening shed in the backyard as is 

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

That development continues 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. 

PERMIJ" 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 w~erein the project sponsor stated that she would occupy the upper unit 

at 2857 Broderick and would provjde 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 t? 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 31~ notification with the right to appeal hearings. 
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Nonetheless, construqtion 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 au· 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 leavi_ng 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. 

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 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 

1862 
13 





TABLE OF.EXHIBITS 

1. Exhibit A 
2. Exhibit B · 

. 3. Exhibit C 
4. Exhibit D 
5. Exhibit E 
6. Exhibit F 
7. Exhibit G 
8. Exhibit H 

1864 



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·categoricaf Exemption Determination . . . 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Prqject Address Block/Lot{s) 

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

2013.0433E 

[{) Addition/ []Demolition D-Jew · I 0Project M~dification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project descrip!iQn for Planning Department approval. 

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

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TOBECOl'v.lPLEJ'EDBYPROJECTPLANNER 

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

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

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

D dass_ 
' 

STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COl'v.lPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
If any box is checked below, an Emrironmental 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 dwel)ings, and senior-care facilities) 'Within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Ct?tex Determination Layers.; Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project ~te that is locate9. 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 Francisro Deparb:r\ent.of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need ~o be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this fol'l!1. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Envirorunental SiteAssessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (rrtfer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING l:>B'Al'ITMENT09.16.2013 
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Soil Diswbance!Medification: 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 s·ensitive area? (refe:r 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 BP .../l.rcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area) 

D Subdivi.£!ion!Lot Llne Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a 
slope average of 20% or more? (ref a to EP _ArcM.ap > CEQA Catex Determination. I..tryers > 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, retaining wall work, or grading 

D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not cheek box for w~rk performed on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work (refer to EP _ArcMap > CE.QA Catex 
Determination Layers > Topography) 1£ box is che~ed, a geotedutic:al report is. required and a Certificate or 
bigher level CEQA do~ent re~~d .. 
Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
-square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ·a, shoring, tinderp:imrlng, retaining wall work, 

D 
grading :...inclucling eX:cavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San 'Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check bax for work performed .on a priviau.sly develaped portion of the. 

site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Cata. Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard · 
Zones) If box is checke.d, a geoteclmical report is req1llted and a C:::erlifi.cate or higher level CEQA document 

requll'ed 

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

D 
square footag~ 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 
de-qeloped portion of the site, stcirs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to BP _,A.rcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layer:; > Seismi~ HllZIUd Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required . 

D 
Serpentine Rocle DC!es the pr!}ject involve.any excavation on a property co::itaining serpentine 
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining wall.$, or fence woefc, (refer to 
EP _ArcM.a:p > CEQA <;:atex Determination Layers> Serpentine) · 

If no boxes are checke~ above, GO TO STEP 3. If one ·or more boxes are checked above. m Environmental 
Evaluation.AJ!plication is reqnired. 

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

Co~ents and Pl~er Signature (optional): 

No excavation. Jeanie Poling 3/3/14 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT.PLANNER 

· ~1i\~J8 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. 

LJ 1. Change of use and new con$truction. Tenant improvements not inclu4ed. 

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 f.eplacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations .. 

D 5. Garage work. Anew opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages a:nd 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 th~t meets the requirements for exemption from public notification un~er Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

9. Addition{s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent pul>lic 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 is more than 50~ larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectq.ral 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 .fo~ 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 (C.EQA 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 chaxacter-d~g 
features. 

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

g- 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public tjght-of~way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Siandnrds for Rehabilitation. · 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards far the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

~ Se.e-. lt'R£R. -~~ 0/~t.t (t '1 Jl\t.f.l'lC 

·. 

D 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C (~quires approval btJ Seni.or Preservation 
Planner/Prese:rvation 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 proje_ct requires an 
Environmental Evalua.ti.on Application to.be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

if Project can proceed with categorical exemplion review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Pianner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optionarJ: 

Preservation _Planner Signature: . .// //_ ( ~/,/_ 
/ 

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

D Further environmental review required. Proposed proj'ect does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
au that apply): 

. . 

.o Step 2- CEQA Im.pacts 

D Step 5-Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental E'Daluaiion Applicati.On. 

B 
. . 

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

Planner Nam~ Skt.ll~ G...l-bi;.~ 
Signature or Stamp: 

Proi ect Approval Action:' 
-

..__,. 
Select One .AU; ~ . 7/-s/tq "If Discretionary Review befoi:e the Planning 

Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing )6 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 o£ the Administrati.ve Code. 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed witlrln 30 days of the project receiving the fust approval action. 

~~~~~ DIOPARTMENT 09.16.2013 4 
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Staff Contact: 
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2853-2857. Broderick Street 
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40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/002 

1650 Misslon St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: Shelley Calta.girone, Preservation Planner 

(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org . 415.558.6377 
~ 

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 Distrkt. 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 Pl~g Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of· 
"1." In the January 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic ~esource 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 · 
Departmeri.t 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, ~e 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 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 exceipted in, part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement 

. prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted .. bY. t:J::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 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 ~lso 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 ~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 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 ~ollow'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 ~ 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 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 189.3 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Uni0n 

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 Sb:eet 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, inulti-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 fir.e 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 economic boom during the 1920s correlated with ariother building boom in San Francisco and 
enacting of the Citj' s first Planning Code in 1921, mandatin& the geographic separation of incompahble 
land uses. The opening of streetear tt.innels in 1918. and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, sptµ:red residential development in outlying areas of th~ 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 
f:D,an relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the recotds 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 
throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cr~ss 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. 

J?uring this period, the area bol,lllded 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-cl?Ss 
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 
archite~~ 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 fashiori 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, sparlning 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 InternatioMI Style. Transitional architects that bridged the first and second Bay 
Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. 

The First Bay TraditioDt 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 h~uses 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 scjuare; 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. U~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 ii is "listed in, or detennined to be 
eligi"ble f~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 Cal:ifornia Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register ofhistorical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whethir the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA .. 

Individual ffistoric District/Context 
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in ?. 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~No Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yesl:8JNo 
Criterion2 ·Persons: 0Yes~No Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yesl:8J No 
Criterion 3 • Architecture: OYeslZ\No Criterion 3'-Architecture: rziYesONo 

·Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0YeslZ!No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yesl8JNo 
' 

Period of Significa!).ce: Period of Significance: 1888 -1914 
rzJ 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_i.dings. The 
Department continues to find that the subject prope!o/ 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 Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is . . 
1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the 
southr 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 regi.onal history, or the cultUral heritage of California or .the lbtitei States; . 
There is 'no information provided by the Project Spo1:1sor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate :that any signiEcant events are associated with the subject building. Although 
construction of the subject building was part of the primary patter:q. of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 19th century, this pattern is not docri:mented 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, regi.onal 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 ~the resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the sabject 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 und~ this criterion. 

. . 
Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, regi.on, or method of 
construction, or represents the ipork 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 cl).aracteristics of the First Bay 
Tradition sty-le. The subject building was cons.tructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect m 
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 comers, 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 building~ dating from the earliest perlod 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 arclrltecture. The .Period of significance for this 
dishict !'lppears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the partiCl:11ar 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, Valle}:> 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 o_f prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible 
under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrlty 
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_ed by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's-· 
period of significance." Historic integrity enabl~ 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: ~ Retains 
Association: ~ Retains 

Design: ~ Retains 

Workmanship: 181 Retains 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
0Lacks. 

0Lacks 

0Lacks 

. 
Setting: 
Feeling: 
Materials: 

~Retains 
~Retains 
~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 
horiiontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 

integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributm:s 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 rais.ed approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the tear 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 signific;ance as a Fir.st 
Bay Tradition-style building constructed d1:1ring the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 

neighborhood. 

Step C: Character Defining Features 
lf the subject property has been det~ined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character­

. defining features of the bui1ding(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its hiitoric identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts 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 Histbric District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 
~assing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic elepients 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; 
• Front and side ·setbacks; 
• Gable or hipped roo~ forms, often with dormers; 
• Locally sour~ed, natural materials, often in.eluding 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 

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

D No Historical Resource Present 
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PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project D Demolition ~ Alteration 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 
The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to the house, including the construction ·of two roof decks, 
construcf;ion 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 ;I.' 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 r~garding height notation and drawing accuracy. The~e corrections do not constitute physical 

changes to the prop~ty. 

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

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

!ZI The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic r~ource as proposed. 

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

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

!ZI The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 
or conte:Xt as proposed. 

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

Project Specific Impacts. 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabi1itation and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to ·the ~rrounding 
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'CJen a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and.spatial r~lationships. 
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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 abµ.ity to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition­
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

~ • I 

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 elements of the primary fa~de would be 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered, to inatch the main floor height, this change 
would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 
The pro:rosed 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, wm 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. 

• • ~ p ., • I 

) : .. \ .. 

Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, ftnis_hes, 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 w£ll not destroy hi.storic 
materials,. features, and spatial. relationships tha_t characterize the property. _The new work wi1l be 
differentiated from the old and wm be compatible. with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its envfronment. 

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 woul_d 
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 wz1l be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential jonn and integrity of the historic properl:IJ and its 
environment would be unimpaired. · 
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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 riot ·impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cttmulative 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 wqrk, in 
combination with the currently proposed work, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse chaii.ge to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic Distrkt such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. T?e building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building coristructed 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 REVIEW 
t:: 

Signature~ ~~ Date: 7 .. ;I~ ;;lpJ i 
Tina Tam, Senior Preseroation Planner 

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

SC: G: \DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CBQA \HRER Memos \2013.0433:£_2857 Broderick.doc . . 
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EXHIBIT B 

Wide alleys between building on West side ·af Broderick Street 
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EXHIBIT C 
2853 Brode~ick building lift above skyline of all adjoining 

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

MARTlN M. AON, L.S. (1923-1983) 

BENJAMIN B. RON, P.L.S. 

HEIGH1' CERTIFICATION 

October 20, 2014 

To: Department of Building Inspection 
1660 Mission Street · 
5an Francisco, CA 94103 

Stlbject: Residentia1 Relllodel. at 2853 & 2857 Broderick Street 
Assessor's Block 947, Lot 2, San Francisco 

Dear Sir: 

ROSS C. THOMPSON, P.L.S. 
BRUCE A. GOWDY, P.LS. 

On July 5, 2012, before the remodel, our survey crew measured the height of the 
stlbject building at its southern end (roof peak) to be 36'-7 1/8". On August 9, 
2013 1 our survey crew re'"'.measured the height of the subject building. At the 
southern end of the buil.dinq, the height (roof peak) was measur~d 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 buil.ding, the height 
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, 1-1/8 inches. The. ze.ro 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 a.nd the top of the window trim at the first st;:ory. All said 
elevation points weie taken along the southerly building line of the subject 
property. These points we.re 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'-0" 
+2'-11 3/4" 
+3'-0 1/211 

+3'-3 l/4n 

8/9/13 

+3'-1 3/411 

+3'-1 7/8" 
not measured 
+31 -4 l/2n 

On April 24, 2013, .our survey crew set three settlement monitoring points on the· 
exterior face of the subject building. These points were set along the south 
and east buil.ding faces, at the southeast co.mer of the subject prope.rt:y. 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 expl.ains the 
difference in measurements from 4/30/13 to B/9/13 in the above tabla. 

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

8.,"9 HARRISON STREET. SUITE 200, SAN FP.ANCISCO, CA94t07 • 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 resident:ial 
remodel. dated April. 30, 2013, that was addressed to the Department of BuiJ.ding 
Inspect:ion. The letter states that Mr. Cook's measurements deteJ:JD.ined that the 
subject building was :raised by three feet. Since the l.etter did not include 
detail.a of how the measurements were determined, I could not verify his resuJ.ts. 

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

Very truly yours, 

M-~t?mc. , - . . .,..,--
enJamin B. n, Pr ident 

/m.w 

If you have any further 

' . 
' " 

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

1887 



.... 

April 30~20l3 
.. 

• • 'I 

TO: City andComitymSanFraneisco ... '. ... ·: .. 
1660 Mission: Street · . . . . 
San F~cisoo~ CA94103 .. · · 
A~ Depanmen~ ofBuil.~ ~-0,tL .· ... 
. . . . . . .. . ~ .. :~: : 

. . 
· 'DD"' Tri'r'IT 'n - "d ·•a1 A f. · · • ·. . . · . :e ,JX.~~ .... ; .iwSI enti · -.ruterati.011 , . · · .'. .· . . . . . -~~~fo~i!i!~f.~:g~;-~;::-·:.· :-; : :...: .. ;·: .: ... _:,:. >· 

San Francisco,. CA 94123 

. ··Greg</·- : ! ~~k RC~ 3·~510 
.· . •(I>rb)ec.i.~~t) 

. . . . 

':· 
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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 
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:p~rtment of'Building 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 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST· 
0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:35 PM· 

Description: 

REMOVE FIRE DAMAGED .AND UNSOUND FRAMING DISCOVEREP 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: 28-2FAMILYD'WELLING 

Disposition/ Stage: 

!Action Date Stage Comments 

9/24/2013 TRIAGE 
9/24/2013 FILING 

9/24/2013 F1LED 
10/3/2013 PLAN CHECK 
10/3/2013 !APPROVED 

l0/11/2013 ISSUED 
2/6'2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's reanest on 2/5/2014 
l0/16/2014 REINSTATED loer 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: 

D escrmtion: 

Step Station IArrive Start In Out Finish Checked By Hold Description 
Hold Hold 

1 
BID-

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

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

3 CP-ZOC 9/24/13 9/26/13 9/2.6/13 
CABREROS !Approved. Rear facade alterations: exterior 
GLENN materials to be replaced in-kind 9/26/13 (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 l0/3/13 l0/3/13 10/11/13 SHEKKATHY 10/3/13: APPROVED. KS . . 
This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096 . 

Appoinbnents: 

jAppointment Date(AppointmentAM/PMIAPpointment Code(Appoin1ment TypelDescriptionlTim.e Slots! 

Inspections: . 

!Activity Datellnspectorllnspection DescriptionllDSpection Status) 
1899 
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•epartment of' Building Inspection 10/19/1412:36 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

· PermitDetails.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 I 002 I 0 2857 BRODERICK ST 

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 DWELLING 

Disposition/ Stage: 

lA.ction Date Stage Comments 
9/26/2012 TRIAGE 
9/26/2012 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 request dated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 

D escrtntion: 

Step Station ,Arrive Start IIn Out Finish Checked By. Hold Description Hold Hold 
:i ·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 p.0/1/12 10/1/12 LINDSAY DAVID approved per Board of Appeals Decision 
Anpeal No. 12.056 . .' 

4 PPC 10/2/12 10/2/12 10/2/12 THAI SYLVIA 
5 CPB 10/2/12 'IJ..0/12/12 10/12/12 YAN BRENDA l0/12/12 APPROVED BY KS . . 
This permit bas been lSSUed. For information pertaining to this pernnt, please call 415-558-6096 . 

Appointments: 

Appointment Appointment Appointment [Appointment Type Description Date AM/PM Code 
8/27/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 

Inspections: 

ctiv.ity Date ector Inspection Descri tion Inspection Status 
8/27/2013 Thomas Fessler REINFORCING STEEL REINFORCING STEEL 

Special Inspections: . 

[Addenda No.ICompleted Date!Inspected BylinspeCtion CodelDescriptionlRemarksl 

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

---~--~~--·--·-·----~ ... -·-·"" .... _.Ts·oo 

!Time 
Slots 
1 

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



'partment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

· Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

2ouo8031630 

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

10/19/14 12:37 PM 

Description: 

TO COMPLYW/ NOV 201003592 & 20105414- REPLACE 26'Xg8' 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 

Disposition / Stage: 

!Action Date Stage Comments · 

8/3/2011 TRIAGE 
8/3/2011 FILING 
8/3/2ou FILED 
2/3/2012 PLAN CHECK 
2/3/2012 APPROVED 

2/8/2032. ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND 1Per 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 esCl"lo· on: 

Step Station Arrive 

1 BID-
8/3/u INSP 

2 CPB 8/3/11 

3 CP-ZOC 8/3/11 

4 BLDG 9/6/11 

5 MECH 9/22/11 

6 SFPUC 10/24/11 

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

~tart 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/u 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 

11/17/11 11/17/11 TOM BILL 

1901 

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/u:recheck #1.APPROVED & ROUTE TO 
PPC. 
Reviewed & assessed for capacity charges. 
50% paid with permit fees; balance due within 
12 months of permit issuance date. See invoice 
attached to application .. Route Site & S1 
Addendum submittals to PPC 11/17/u. 

tc:/ /dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails Pagel of 2 



)epartment of Bu!lding Inspection 10/19/14 12:37 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.gri, 

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

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

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

Appointments': 

!Appointment IAppoinbnent !Appointment . Appointment Type Description Time 
Date IAM/PM Code Slots 
11/6/2013 lAM cs Clerk Scheduled ROUGH FRAME l 

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

Inspections: 

Activity Date Insnector Inspection Description Inspection Status 
11/6/2013 Thomas Fessler ROUGH FRAME REINSPECT REQUIRED 
5/24/2013 Christopher Schroeder REINFORCING. Sl'EEL REINFORCING STEEL 
5/6/2013 .Joseph Yu REINFORCING STEEL REINSPECT REQUIRED 
112 

Special Insyections: 

:Addenda Completed Inspected By ~ection Description Remarks No. Date Code 

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

0 2 BOLTS INSTALLED IN· 
CONCRETE 

r · REINFORCING STEEL AND 0 ~ PRETRESSING TENDONS 

0 5A1 
SINGLE PASS FILLET WELDS< 
5/16" 

0 24E !WOOD FRAMING 
SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR 

0 19 iSYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 
DIAPHRAGMS 

0 20 HOLDOWNS 
0 24A FOUNDATIONS 
0 24B Sl'EEL FRAMING 

0 iBA 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
EXISTING CONCRETE 

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

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 AccesSl"bility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009 

1902 
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partment of Building_ inspection 10/19/14 12:38 PM 
------- ----- - -- ~--- -------- ------------ -··-------·------------------------··--·-----

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
· Form Number: 

Adfuess(es): 

10/19/2014 12:20:21 PM· 

201103252839 

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

Description: 
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 FAMILYDWELLING 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Action Date 
3/25/2011 
3/25/2011 
c<J./25/2011 
3/30/2012. 
3/30/2012 
4/17/2012 
5/8/2012 
10/16/2012 
2/8/2013 
2/6/2014 
10/16/2014 

Contact Details:" 
Contractor Details: 

License Number:. OWN 

Stage 
TRIAGE 
FILING 
FILED 
PLAN CHECK 
IAPPJ,lOVED 
ISSUED 
SUSPEND 
REINSTATED 
ISSUED 
SUSPEND 
REINSTATED 

Name: OWNER OWNER 
Company Name: OWNER 

Comments 

requested byBPA-ltr dd5/2/12 
requested by BPA- email dd 10/12/12, PA#201209260727 issued on 10/12/12 

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

Address: OWNER* OWNER CA 00000-0000 
Phone: 

Addenda Details: 
D SITE escrmtion: 

Step Station Arrive Start ~ Out Fmish Checked By H_old Description Hold Hold 

1 
BID-

3/25/11 3/25/11 3/25/11 DUFFY JOSEPH 
INSP 

2 CPB 3/25/11 3/25/11 3/25/11 YAN BRENDA 

3 CP-ZOC 3/25/11 3/28/11 3/28/11 2/1/12 2/1/12 CABREROS GLENN ~PROVED per case 2010.0394DV. 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 Martin) RE-NOTICE Mailed:S/08/11 

Exp:9/06/11 (Milton Marti.on) 
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 
~o PPC 3/19/2012. 
Site permit approval, plans route to PPC for 
distr. JYU 03292012 Plans in hold pending 

2/2.8/12 
IAB-005 for stair way rail. 03262012 jsyu. .. 

5 BLDG 2/2/12 2/28/12 3/29/12 YU JOSEPH Changes to exterior of entry stairs reqcire 
"''"""TV'\'Unl h•o T\fTD 'Dlf'~ev\ lv1•un -nlA"et 9"1'7h'l'°'"n.:I 

1903 
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>epartment of Building Inspection 10/19/14 12:38 PM 

~,t'}'.1.Vt'&.U. UJ .-v.1, • .L .1.~V .U.U.T ... .t'~ .11.'"'~u.&..Ll.'""-A-

to JYU after DCP review. jyu 03012012 call t~ 
architect for changes to plans, 
!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 CYUONGTIAN 
(SI) requirements at 875 Stevenson Street, · 

BSM· RM. 460, and Tel. No. (415)-554-5810. Your 
construction addenda will be on hold, until all 

I 
· ~ecessacy 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 oei:mit@ 415-554-6700 

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

7 DFCU 3/26/12 3/26/12 g/26/12 BLACKSHEAR 3/26/12: No impact fees. No First Source 
!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 4/7/11 3/29/12 ITTWSYLVIA 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-
u: 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. ~ 

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

Appoin1ments: 

(APpoin1ment Date!AppointmentAM/PM!Appoinbnent Code!AppointmentType[DescriptiollJTime Slots! 

Inspections: 

k\ctivity Datelinspectorlinspection DescriptiontJDSpection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

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

SHEAR WAU.S AND FLOOR 
l 19 · SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 

DIAPHRAGMS 
l 24E !WOOD FRAMING 
l 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 12 SHOTCRETE 
1 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 5B5 MOMENT-RESISTING FRAMES 

l 1/8/2014 YTCHIU sAi 
SINGLE PASS FILLET WELDS< 
5/16" 

l 1/8/2014 YTCIDU 4 
REINFORCING STEEL AND 
PRETRESSING TENDONS 

1 1/8/2014 YT CHIU 2 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
CONCRETE 

12 

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

1904 
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:partment of Building Inspection 10/19/14 12:39 PM 

··---------·----··---·-·· --------~--

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address(es): 

10/19/2014 12:21:11 PM 

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

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

Cost: $15,000.00 
Occupancy C<ide: R-g 
Building Use: 28-2 F.AMILYDWELLING 

Disposition / Stagei 

~ctionDate Stage Comments 
3/11/2011 TRIAGE 
3/11/2011 FILING 
3/u/2011 FILED 
3/11/2011 APPROVED 
3/u/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 escrintion: 

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 3/9/1i 
GUNNELL 
MICHAEL 

3 
DPW-

3/u/11 3/n/11 3/11/11 MINIANO DANNY BSM 
4 CPB 3/11/11 3/11/11 3/11/11 GAUZA DELIA 

Hold Description 

. . This permit has been JSSUed. For information pertainmg to this permit, please call 415-558-6096 • 

Appoinbnents: · 

1Appoin1ment Date!ApPointmentAM/PM!Appointment Code!Ai>pointment TypellJescriptionlTime Slots! 

Inspections: 

jA.CtlVitY DatellliSPectorlinspection Descriptio-n~nspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 
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)epartment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

10/19/2014 12:21:57 PM 

201309066151 
8 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:39 PM 

:A-ddress(es): 

Description: 

0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 
REMOVESTEPSPROPOSEDTOBEADDEDATNORTHSIDEENTRYPORCHUNDERPA# 
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 FAMILY DWELLING 

Disposition I Stage: 

~ctionDate IStaee Comments 
9/6/2013 rnuAGE 
'r9/6/2013 FILING 
9/6/2013 FILED 
10/16/2014 iWITHDRAWN 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 
D esCl'lntion: 

S~p 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. JANCE 999-

9999 

YU 415- 10/16/14: Withdrawn Per Request Customer 
2 CPB 10/16/14 l0/16/14 10/16/14 ANNE 558- lost application & took plans. Duplicate 

6070 application made.ay 

Appobltments: . 

jAppointment DatelAppointmentAM/PMIAPpointment CodeiAPPointinentTypelI>escriptionfTilile Slots! 

Inspections: 

!Activity Datelinspectorlinspection Descriptionlinspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

!Addenda No.!Completed Date/Inspected By!Inspection Code!DescriptioiijRemarksl 

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

·-····· . . ... . .. -·-. _ ... ···-·-.......... ~---- ... --- .... _ ... __ I I Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking hcime page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 
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partment of Building Inspection 10/19/14 12:41 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

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 •• escnntion: 

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 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 
TO CONfJ!LYW / CORR NOTICE DATED 6/25/13. ALSO TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG 
BEFORE&AFI'ER BEING RAISED 36" UNDER 201103252839 &TO CORR PREV SHOWN 
HEIGIITS TO ROOF RIDGE TOP.DWELLING UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDmONS TO 
SIDE,REAR&4fFL.REVISE 201103u1905, 201103252839, 201108031630,. 201209260727 
&201309247638. 
$1.00 
R-3 
28-2FAMILYDWELLING 

Comments 

Start In Out Finish Checked Phone Hold Description Hold Hold By 

7/1/13 
CHEUNG ~15-

7/1/13 WA{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 
16377 

vertical addtions. 10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR#l 
mailed 7/10/13 (gc). Pending review with ZA. 
7/16/13 (gc). 

415-
DRAPPUCATION TAKEN 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 

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

GLENN 558- Mailed311Notice7/7/14; Expired 8/6/14 
6377 (Vlad) 
415-

COUNTERl 558-
6133 
415-
558-
6060 

10/17/1tt: backto OTC bin; snt.10/17/14: 

TIIAI 415- Plans routed to Stephen Antonaros hold for 

SYLVIA 1558- Building review. AL 10/17/14: Plans routed to 
6133 OTC hold for Building review. AL 10/15/14: 

~oBSM;snt 

10/17 /14: UPDATED DESQRIPTION OF 

!YAN 415- ~ORK & IS A 2 UNITS MERGER TO 1 
l2DVIJT\A. 55~ UNIT, NO STRUCTURE PLANS & CHANGE 

tp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermltDetails 
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lepartment of Building Inspection 10/19/14 12:41 PM 

6070 FULL TO SITE PERMIT REQUEST BY 
APPLICANT. OK BYWF. BYAN. 

Appoinbnents: 

jAppointment Datek\ppointmentAM/PM[APpointment Code!APJmintment Type!Description!Time Slotsr 

Inspections: 

lActivity DatetfilspectorlhlSPection Descriptionllnspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

lAddenda No.ICompleted Datellnspected Byj~ection CodelDescriptionlRemarksl 

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

Online Permit and Complaint Trackin& home page. . 

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

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

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

Notification ~as not provided until 1 year later 

Ih the interim addenda permits were issued which were suspended 
on 2/5/14 
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EXHIBIT H 
·.Agreement, September 4, 2012, on the basis of which appellant 

with~rewthe CEQA appeal in 2012 

1911 



SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

This Settlement Agreement (the 11Agre~ment11) is entered into as of September d 2012 
(the "Effective Date"), by and between Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp ("Permit ifo1cter"), 
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 ("Appellane) .. Permit Hokier and Appellant are sometimes each referred to in this 
Agreement as a "Party" or "party" and colle_ctively as the hparties." 

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").· 

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 Liheu). 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 "Perrnif'). The Permit was issued on or about 
April 17, 2012. . 

I 

E. On or about May 2, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the Permit with the San 
Francisco Board of Appeals ("BOA Appean 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 ultimatefy 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 Appears 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 re.view 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 Agreemen~ 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 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 Exhib~t 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 perrnitted by the Department 
of Building inspection and Building 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: 

-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 to 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 City and County of Sari 
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 to the approval 
and appeal process for the Permit. · · 

4. Successors and Assigns 
. . 

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and shafl 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, 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 n\'.)t be represent~d 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 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 pe 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. Actvice 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} 

-4-
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/ 

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

Craig Jones 

Michael Jaeger 

Eric Reimers 

Kelda Reimers 

Rob Povlitz 

Jennifer Povfitz 

Don Morehead 

Ann Morehead 

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

-5-

Appellant: . · ~ . 

f~~ ~ .. ~ / . ff'• - ?~ . d;;-
Pat BusCOVic~ -~~Y 

l~lng~~~ 
~ _/bk- Li_' 

Ka KafdOs Polevoi 

Eric Reimers 

Rob Povfitz 
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This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Permit Hofder: 
'l . 

Pam Wbtteheaa· 

MeUnda Nyk'amp 

. . I J 
( . .J I. . .. · 

11 · l/ I 1 1 ' .1 / .. /.--

.; l .. 

Appellant: 

r· 

·Craig Jones 

~·_...._.,. ____ ... , ____ , ____ , __ 
Michael Jaeger 

----- .. ~---·----
Eric Reimers 

--"· 
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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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**$547.00** 

VOID IF OVER US$ 547.00 
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Board of Supervisors 
Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
<:;ity Hall, Room 244 
San Frau.cisco, CA 94102 

····--·~()'---

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick St (subject property) 

October 20, 2014 

Lot 002 Block 0947 
Pennits: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 ~d 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 sta~s. 

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 generate opposition. 

~yo~ntt/] :J!¥ ·~ 
Appellant 

~: f"/5-7/CJ- S-s s-c? 

+~~- ~<fii~~ ~ 



. . .. ..· .. "'•" ... ;...~ ........ _ ...... :. -· .. 

MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

MARTiN M. RON, LS. (1923-1983) 

BENJAMIN B. RON, P.L.$. 

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.LS. 

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, 
2013, our survey crew re-measured the height of the subject building. At the 
southern end of the building, the height (roof peak) was measur~d at 39 feet, 
11-5/B inches. At the centerline o_f the building, the height (roof peak) was 
maas=ed at 39 feet, 11 inches. At the northern end of the building, the height 
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, 1-1/8 inches. The zero point for the 
height measurements is fhe top of· curb at the center of the lot a1ong Broderick 
Street. 

On July 5, 2012, before the reinode1, our survey crew measured. the elevation of 
the roof peak at the thi.rd 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 a1ong 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: 

7/5/12 4/30/13 8/9/13 

Top of 1st story window trim: 0 +3'-0" +3'-1 3/4" 
Top of lst story cornice: 0 +2'-11 3/4 11 +3'-1 7/6" 
Second story roof: 0 +3 1 -0 1/211 not measured 
Roof' peak at 3rd story: 0 +3'-3 1/4" +3'-4 l/2" 

On April 24, 2013, our survey crew set three settlement monitoring points on the 
exterior face of the· subject building. These points were set a1ong 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' 1-7/6". This upward movement expl.ains the 
difference in measurements from 4/30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above table. 

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

959 HARFUSON STREEt SUITE 200, SAN Ff'.Ai'llCISCO, CA 94107 • TB.(415) 5434500 •FAX (415) 543-6255 

1927 
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Department of Building Inspection 
I>age 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 determined that the 
subject building was :raised by three feet. Since the letter did not include 
details of how the measurements were detel:Illined, I could not verify his :resuJ.ts. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. 
questions, please £eel f:rea to call. 

Very truly yours, 

~M."~mc. 
( ~:i;-J<P;elid~,-

/mw· 

If you have any further 

' , . " 

·.- .. -... -··- .......... . 
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PllOJECt! Residential.Alteration . · .. : · .. · · _­
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SAN FRANCISCO 
P.LAN,N·ING· ·DEPARTM·ENT 

CEQA Categ<;iricp~ Exen:iption p .. et~r.m,nat~o11 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

285372857 Broderick St 09~7(002 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated .. 

2013.0433E 

[{]Additicm/ []Demolition Orew I Omject Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Proje.ct description. for P~g Department appr.oyal. 

Front facade .alterations; new roof decks; ne'!" dormers; alter existir.'lg ,dor.mer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class auulies, an Emrironmentdi Evaluation At;li:Jlication is required. 

0 Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior an4 exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principallt permitted' or. With a CU. · · . · 

D Oass 3 - New Coristruc:tion.' Up to three (3) neW single-family residences or Six· (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utilitV eXtensions. 

D Oass_ 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Emlir.1n;mqJ.~al .Eva#i~on Appl#ation is required. 

D 
. Transportation: Does the project. create six ( 6) or more net new parkll1g .sp~ces qr resi<:feµtiaj units? 
Does the project have. the potential to adversely affect transit, ·pede.strian arid/or 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 
fadli ties, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within <!II: air poll\[tion hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap;. CEQA Cntex Determination. Layers> Air Pollution Ho.t,,Spots) . 

HazardoJIS MaterialS: .A+ty pr:Oject .gte that is. locate~ on tJ;i.e Maher map or is suspec(ed of 
con~g hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, ~uto repaix, dry 
cleaners, or heavy. manufacturing, or a site with. und~gi:~und ~t.o._;rag~ tanks.): Would tJ:te project 
involve sc:il ~bance_ of any amount or a change ofuse fro,m industrialJo 

D conunerdaJ/residential? If yes, should .the .applicant preseI\t P,ocume:Iiltation of a completed Maher 
Applic:ation· that has b~ ~bmitt~ to the :San F;ranci:s~ Dep~~ru:. of Public Hea}.'(:h.(iJPH), this 
box does not n~ ~a· be tllecked, but such.d.ocument.ation must be append~d to this form..J:n all 

· other .c:ircuinstances, .this bo~ must be checked and the project appliC:a,nt must submit: an. . 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site.Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPR (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 

1930 



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

BzOck!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 B_ulk District 
0947/002 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org 

" 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description· 

1650 Misslon st 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2.479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on ~roderick Street b.etween Filbert and Union Streets. 1h.e 
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 subj~ct property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 
"1." In the January 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evalu,ation 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 cnterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, the Department haS discovere~ 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 'Y'ould quaUfy 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, ~e 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 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 



Historic Resource Evaluation ~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 aiso played a significant 
role in the neighborhood's development, both archltecturally 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 ~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 contractor George Wall<~ 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, growing developmeii.t 
pressures and the demands of the Department of . Public Health, ap:rroximately 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 St:reets. 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 
Fllbert and Greemyich 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, 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 1932 2 
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CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
------~2853-2851.Br-0derickStree.,_ _____ _ 

The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War LA 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boor.p. 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 autornpbile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of. the City, including Cow 
Hollow.· The ~conomic 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 t~ 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 
May beck. 

Bay Region Traditf.on 

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 
tradition5, 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 elem~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 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 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 natu:ral materials and 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 

1933 . 
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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 rivet 
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, re;idences 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 

tl$ style. 

CEQA Historical Resource{s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qual.ifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 
eligr."ble for listing in, the Cal.ifornia Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the Cal.ifqrnia Register of Historical. Resources or not included in a local. 
register of historical. resources, shal.l not preclude a lead agency from determining whethir the resource may qual.ify 
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 Regi,ster under one or more of the· Register Historic District/Context under one or 
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:_ 

Criterion 1 - Event 0YeslZ!No Criterion 1 - Event 0Yest8JNo 
Criterion 2 - Persons: OYeslZ!No Criterion 2 - Persons: 0YeslZ!No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: OYeslZ!No Criterion 3°-Architecture: IZ!Yes0No 

·Criterion 4. - Info. Potential: · D YE7s t8J No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes IZ!No 

Period of Signifi~ce: Period of Significance: 1888 -1914 
t8J Contributor D Non-Con,tributor 

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 si~cance 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 propefo/ 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. 
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 the e~t, Vallejo to the 
south, and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis beiow. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .. 4 
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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 pattern of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 19th century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 
cont~t 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, re$ional 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 hi.Sto.ry 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 buil~g is therefore determined not to b~ eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It em.bodies 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 ~ 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 sty.le. 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 comers, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant exampl~ 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 ~esign. 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'!l'ce 
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the eastr Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west. 
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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 Department'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 also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's 
period of significance." Historic integrity enabl~ a prbperty 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: [8J Retains 
Association: [8J Retains 
Design: [8J Retains 
Workmanship: [8J Retains 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
·oLacks 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 

Setting: 
Feeling: 
Materials: 

[8J Retains 
[ZJ Retains 
[Zl Retains 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
D Lacks 

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 o-µtside of the District. The majority of District buildings 
retain a high level of original building .features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting centrai bays, . 
brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lowe:f levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windows is also coinmon. 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 sUriounded by residences of similarly scaled 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 £1,oor level and the gr9und floor 
level was expanded towards the rear 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 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 consh"ll:cted during the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 

neighborhood .. 

Step C: Character Defining Fea~es 
lf 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 th.flt 
enable it to ~onvey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
June 24, 2014 ----------'2853-2857-Broderick-Street~------

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 Pistrict' s significance is reflected through the cohesive 
massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic elep:lents in the First Bay Tra~tion style. The character­
defining features are: 

• Two-three story scalei · 
• Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulationi 

• Emphasis on simplified geometric forms; 

• Front and side setbacks; 
• Gable or hlpped roof forms, often with dormersi 
• Locally sourced, 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 Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

IZ! Historical R~ource Present 
D Individually-eHgible Resource 
IZ!Contributor to an eligible Historic District 
D N on-contnbutor to an eligible Historic District 

D No Historical Resource Present 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1937 7 



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 

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

Project Evaluation 
If the prope:rty 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 proj.ect that may reduce or 
avoid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

~ The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

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

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

~ 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 OOornia Register-eligible hi,storic district or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabz1itation and would not cause a 
su,bstantial 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 
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. 
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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

sty~e 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 prol?osed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 
the ov~all character of the building or _district. 

Standard 3. Each property will be re~ogni.zed 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 elffi1:ents are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alterati~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 alterations, or related nw constrUction will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships . thll;t 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 add,itions, 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 nw construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential: form and integrity of the historic property and its 
enviro.nment would be unimpaired. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 wduld require repair, but this removal would riot 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 r~ing 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 Secreta:ry Standards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse cl.i.an.ge 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 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 
t: 

Signature: ~ ~ Date: 7 .. ;1 .. ;loJ 'f 
Tina Tam, Senior Preseroation Planner 

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

SC: G: \DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CEQA \HRER Memos \2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Monday, November 24, 2014 4:25 PM 
'tirnothy.arcuri@cowen.com'; 'Stephen Antonaros'; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT}; 
Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); 
Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Roqgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tarn, Tina (CPC); 
Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; 
BOS-Legislative Aides; IDick@fbm.com; Afuller@fbrn.com; 714515@grnail.com; Irving; 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS) 
Larnug, Joy; BOS Legislation (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS) 

. Appeals of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review for 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
- Supplemental Documentation from Appellant 

141083 

Please find linked below four letters received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Irving Zaretsky, appellant, 
concerning the Categorical Exemption appeal for 2853-2857 Broderick Street. 

Appellant Letter No. 1 - 11/23/2014 

Appellant Letter No. 2 - 11/23/2014 

Appellant .Letter No. 3 - 11/23/2014 

Appellant Letter - 11/24/2014 

You are invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 141083 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special ord~r before the Board on November 25, 2014. 

Thank you, 

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 ~upervisors is subject to _disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided wjff not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
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t-rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Categories: 

Dear Mr. Carroll: 

714515@gmail.com 
Monday, November 24, 2014 2:15 PM 
Carroll, John (BOS) 
2853 Broderick - BOS Hearing November 25th-Appellant response to Dwelling Unit Merger 
application and appraisals 
Irving text letter.pdf; ATT00001.tx.t; 1b.pdf; ATT00002.txt; 1e.pdf; AT.T00003.txt; 1c.pdf; 
ATT00004.txt; 1d.pdf; ATT00005.txt -------· '"""".""""""'.'.'"'."::~::""-, 

RECEIVED AmR ntE ELEVEN-DAY 
141083 DEADLINE· SY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN. 

obos, SSCTl~~Sectlan 
(Note: PunWll!lt~ It. orpdol'to, the pubic 
~ wlll be Inc:). Jed Bl part ofthe~tlla.) 

Attached below is Appellant's response to 2853-2857 Broderick Dwelling Unit Merger· 
application and Appraisals. Please distribute to the Board of Supervisors and others that 
need a copy. 

Thank youJ 
Irving Zaretsky . 
Appellant's letter to-Supervisor Farrell 11 
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Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net><f · November 23, 2014 4:39 PM 
tfff·f~ 

To: Mark Farrell <info@markfarrell.com>- : '~·~·~1 

Cc: Catherine Stefani <catherine.steifani@sfgov.org>, "Scott (CPC) Sanchez" 
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, 11Patrick.O'Riordan@sfgov.org11 

· • 

<Patrick.O'Riordan@sfgov.org>, "Daniel (OBJ) Lowrey11 <Dan.ieL.Lowrey@SFGOV.ORG>, 
11Thomas (DBt) Fessler" <Thomas.Fessler@sfgov.org>, Tina Tam <Tina.Tam@sfgov.org>, 
11Shelley (CPC) Caltagirone11 <Shelley.Caltagirone@sfgov.org>, Sarah Jones 
<sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com11 <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, 
11kbgoss@pacbell.net11 <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 11michael@jaegermchugh.com11 

<michael@jaegermchugh.c.om>, 11maitsai@yahoo.com;. <maitsai@yahoo.com>, 
11annabrockway@yahoo.com 11 <annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 11dorinetowle@me.com" 
<dorinetowte@me.com>, Vince Hoenigman <Vince@citymark.com>, Kate Kardos 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo;com>, 11cjones@forwardmgmt.com11 

• 

<cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, 11rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss11 <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, Povtitz 
<rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, 11timothy.arcurl@cowen.com 11 <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com:>, 
"amanda@hoenigman.com11 <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 11wmore@aol.com 11 

<Wmore@aol.com>, ... Will Morehead C' <letsbond@gmail.com>, nancy leavens nancy 
<hancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, 11dod.fraser@gmail.com11 <dod.fraser@gmail.com>, 
11ethurston.@gmail.com11 <ethurston@gmail.com>, npXN2700@aol.com11 

<DXN2700@aol.com>, Geoff Wood <ggwood2@gmail.com>, Brooke Sampson 
<brookesampson@yahoo.com>, "elarkin@hill-co.comn <elarkin@hlll-co.com>, 
"lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke .@lmi.net)11 <Ibrooke@lmi.net>, 11Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com 11 

<Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com>, 11Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia.11 
• 

<Patriciavaughey@?au.net>, "info@cowhoflowassociation.org11 

<info@cowhollowassociatio~.prg>, 11lDick@fbm.com11 <IDick@fbm.com>, · 
11joy.lamug@sfgov.org11 <joy. lamug.@sfgov.org>, "john.carroll@sfgov.org" 
<john.carroll@sfgov.org>, 11Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org11 <Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org> 
·sos HEARING NOV 25 --2853 BRODERICK DWELLING UNIT MERGER AND' 
APPRAISALS 

5 Attachments, 2~1.3 MB 

Dear Supervisor Farrell: 

Appellants response to 2853-57 Broderick: DWELLING UNIT MERGER AND 
APPRAISALS . 

Board of Supervisors Hearing November 25, 2014 

Appellant objects to the approval· of the Dwelling Unit Merger application submitted by the 
project sponsor of 2853-2857 Broderick street that is based. on her appraisal packet. 

Attached below is tne permit applicationt and there are later versions as well, for the Unit 
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Merger. Attached.below are also her two appraisal documents by.Summit Rear Estate and 
by Roger A. Ostrem. 

·Attached further is an appraisal conducted at the request of Appellant by Trisha "Clark and 
Timothy Little .. 

It is argued by the project sponsor and her lawyer that the matter of the Dwelling Unit 
Merger is not within the jurisdiction of the Board of Superviso,rs, so it was argued at the_ at· 
the Planning Commission,· 
because the total value of this two flat rental building is over $3,000,000 and ea.ch unit to 
be removed from the affordable housing stock of San Francisco.is valued at over 
$1,506,000. Consequently, 
they conclude, as did the Department of City Planning, that the matter is up to the 
discretion of the Zoning Administrator and not a proper subject matter for review by the 
Board of Supervisors. · 

The project sponsor further argues that the matter of the Dwelling Unit Merger is not a 
proper subject matter for a CEQA hearing and beyond its authorized scope. 

Appellants disagree. 

The appraisals submitted by the project sponsor attempt to valu~ tfie building at 28~3-57 
Broderick as of December 2, 2013, two months prior to the suspension of all permits by the 
Zoning Administrator. 

The first document by the Summit Real Estate Group1 Inc. does not appear to be an 
appraisal at all. It is an office marketing valuation by a real estate agent, and signed as a 
real estate agentt to give a valuation of the -
proposed removal of a Dwelling unit. No explanation of methodology is presented · , 
because it is not a formal appraisal. · 

It is not credible because it attempts to establish value by· using comparable sales of 
condominiums and stock cooperative units in size and condition and level of finishes much 
apart from the subject property without any . 
adjustments. It is presented here purely for the purpose of inflating the value of the subject 
property so it can be taken out of review from the Board of Supervisors. . 

The second document is an appraisal by.Roger Ostrem that suffers from similar defects. 
Mr. Ostrem uses for a comparable the added sale of two unit rental buildings and he splits 
the entire value of the building 
essentially in half and gives each unit a projected speculative value. . 

.. Neither of this methodology is correct and neither fol.lows the requirements for the 
establishment of value for the removal of a dwelling unit. · 
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The appropriate and accepted method of evaluation is to bring comparable of TIC · . 
(Tenancy in Common) units that have actually been sold and to compare and contrast 
them along certain parameters with the subject . 
property and ther~by provide a yalue for each unit based on actual realized sales of TIC's. 
The subject property is neither a condominium project nor a stock cooperative legal entity. · 
It has always been a rental 
two unit building, owner occupied in one unit, and a second rental unit that has always 
been rented at affordable rents to single tenants, couples and roommates (up to March 
2010, before the fire, 2853 Broderick rented for 
about $3000 per month allowing two roommates to share the flat at $1500 per month each, 
which is less than what each would have to pay to rent an individual s~udio apartment). 

. . 
Appellant, in contrast, presents a vafid appraisal showing the sale of TIC units as 
comparables. They do show the value of each unit to.be less than those offered by the 
project sponsor. 

However, both the project sponsor's appraisal and Appellant's appraisal suffer from the 
same challenge: 

2853-2857 Broderic~ is a hollowed out shell, in raw state, and requires enormous amount 
of improvement to get it. into the most minimal livable state and to bring it up to even the 
state it was in on March 1 O, 201 O when the 

· fire occurred. 

In order. to have an accurate appraisal, we must know the contractor assessment of the 
cost for reconstruction, even to a lowest minimum level. Both the project sponsor and 
Appellant relied on the stated amount of · · 
$320,000 given in· Permit no. 201108031630. That amount was provided on August 3, 
2011 (three and a half years ago) by Mrs. Conrad and it was based on the amount of her 
insurance proceeds that she thought she J 

would get, and on.a reconstruction plan that was very modest and depended on a very 
limited demolition of the structure's interiors, a much reduced demo than the over 

. demolition that occurred and that forced her to sell her property. . 

Since the current project sponsor took over the property, she never submitted, in any 
permit application, the valuation of her actual construction, but has relied deceptively on 
tne $320,000 cost estimate of Mrs. Conrad · 
in.August of 2011. 

For a proper appraisal of the value of the units for the purposes of unit removal, both her 
appraisers and ours have to be given an accurate cost basis of. construction. That would 
lower the values claimed by both · 
her appraisers and ours. Accurate construction costs have to ,be fed in to the comparison_ 
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of compqrables TIC ·sales in order to get an accurate valuation for the removal of a 
dwelling unit. · 

APPELLANT1S APPRAISERS PROVIDE THESE CAVEATS IN THEIR ADDENDUM AND 
HONESTLY ADDRESS THE LACK OF SUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO COME UP WITH. 
A CORRECT ACTUAL VALUATION 
OF.EACH UNIT DESTINED FOR UNIT REMOVAL~ WHEN COMPARED WITH THE 
COMPARABLES, the subject property cost of lifting the building, excavating the garage, 
and providing the structure with basic · · 
services and minimal living standards would require many multiples of $320,000. 

Slmilarly, the price paid by the project sponsor for the structure in May 2012 of $1 1800,000 
.could not have·ever doubled in the year and a half leading to December 2, 201~ (the 
effective date of the appraisal) even if only · 
$320,000 in construction cost were put in. The project sponsor can argue that she bought 
the structure in an off market sale and did not pay to the seller fair market value, but that 
would get into a conversation of iii . 
gotten gains which is an issue not before this appeal. 

. . 
The Dwelling Unit Merger Application is also misleading in that the project sponsor.claims 
that no additional construction is to be undertaken for the sake of the merger. This is . . 
precisely the point that the Appellants . · . 
are making that the basic structural construction for the rperger has already occurred under 
'the wrongfully issued permits and that the Unit Merger application should have been 
presented to a 311 notification prior 
to the construction having been accomplished that would allow her .to argue that no furthE?r 

. construction is· necessary for the merger itself. . . 

Appellants argue that 2853-57 Broderick is an Historic Resource and as such the merger 
of there two units to turn it into a home is within the jurisdiction of the Board of Supervisors 
for approval. · · 

BACK STORY: 

There is a back story to the appraisals and valuation and it is the property located at 2821 
Broderick, a two unit rental building sold. in May 2012 for $3,560,000 and located a few 

· houses to the south of the subject property anq on the same block .. 

That sale occurred at about'the same time that the project sponsor bought the subject 
property, 2853 Broderick, for $1,800,000. 2821 Broderick consists of two units built in 
1909 with a total sq. footage for lot and house of 9,567; the lot is 4047 sq.ft and the house 
is 4,520 sq. ft. This property is much larger, with grand views, a pre-existing garage, and 
in much better move in condition than the subject property. The buyer proceeded to 
reconstruct the property as a two unit building but usable as a home. The developer . . 
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originally claimed to the neighborhood that he was building the structure for his own use, 
and once the remodel was finished It was sold, a few months ago, for $11, 100,000 .. 

This is the building that is the role model for the project sponsor and for the Summit Group 
valuation and for Roger. Ostrem rs appraisal. When I was asked to meet with the project 
sponsor on March 6, 2013 her claim was · 
that she no longer wants a two unit building but rather a home. -She claimed that that was 
the real value of the property for development. . Since that time, all her machinations with 
the permits ·and the valuations and the . 
change of plans have to do with expandingJ in all directions, this modest 1890 structure, 
the-oldest building in our neighborhood, and to turn it into a mansion to yield an enormous 
fJow of cash when it is sold. · · 
To accomplish this, the project spom~or, has to rid the structure of its 125 year old history 
arid maximize every inch of available space, including building on the whole lot. · 

Her trampling on the permit Rules, the deception, the machinations with the plans, the 
constant changes of plans, the putting in permit applications and withdrawing them 
tactically and strategically, all have to do with 
profits at the end of the rainbow. 

The appellants and neighbors who are appealing this. project are all business oriented 
people. No one begrudges his neighbor a profit. All the neighbors believe that everyone 
has a right to remodel a home, to improve · 
their environment, to add living amenities to thei_r living space. No one is ideologically 
rooted in opposing building remodel and development. But we are opposed is violating the 
Rules, tying to your neighbors, deception 
in the conduct of construction and permitting, abusing your neighbors for the sake of a . 
profitJ and disrespecting the history and environment in which the development occurs. We 
donrt condone breaking the Rules to justify 
the ends. 

We do not subscribe to the notion of the project ~ponsor that "the last person to buy ihto a 
neighborhood is first in rights 11

• These historic homes have been maintained by the 
neighbors for decades and everyone has 
placed boundaries on their development activities and homes remodel. The project 
sponsor wants to eliminate all boundaries and break out the envelope of responsible and 
accountable home improvement to the' · 
detriment of all her neighbors and to the neighborhood's environment and historic 
character. · · 

As the saying. goes in all cases of wrong doing and coverup: FOLLOW THE MONEY. 
. . 

It is respectfully requested that the Board of Supervisors review this application for 
Dwelling Unit Merger. 

1948 



Sincere.ly, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Appellant 

Dwelling Unit Merger Application 

ll!llmm·~ 

)~ 
J .. ~0Jl:.Q.(f . 9.113 ! 1. 4 f-<llil 

Project sponsor appraisals: Summit Group 

.Roger .Ostrem appraisal 

Appellants appraisal by Trisha Clark and Timothy Little: 2853 Broderick 

2857 Broderick appraisal· 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES . 
QUALITY REAL ESTATE APPRAISALS 

APPRAISAL OF 

A RESIDENTIAL UNIT HELD IN TENANCY COMMON OWNERSHIP 

LOCATED AT: 

2857 BRODERICK STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

CLIENT: 

!RVING ZARETSKY 
2845-2847 BRODERICK STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

ASOF: 

December 2. 2013 

BY: 

TIMOTHY A UTILE 

2332TARAVALSTREET #1,SAN FRANCISCO, CA94116 PHONE 415·731·9601 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report File No. 14K007C11. 

1he jl\lrpo.se ol lhiS appraisal repo111S to provide lhe c&entl'lllh a creifible opuuon of lhe de~ned Vallle at llle su'o)ecl properiy, given lht rrrtended use or lhe appr.usal. 
cnentName IRVING ZARETSKY E·mail714515®GMAILCOM 
cnentAddress 2845-2847 BRODERICK STREET Citv SAN FRANCISCO Slate CA Zin 94117 

: Addltlonallntended!Jserr.i IRVING ZARETSKY'S DaEGATED ASSOClATES. 

Intended Use ASSET EVALUATION OF HYPOIHEllCAL TIC UNIT DIVISION. 

PmnerrvA!fdress 2857 BRODERICK STREET Cliv SAN FRANCISCO State CA iin 94123 
ONnero!Pub!icRetard WHITEHEAD.PAMELA J FAMll Y TRUST eounrv SAN FRANCISCO 
Lenat n..ennuon LOT 2 BLOCK no.A.7 tSEE PRalMINARY TITLE REPORT FOR A FULL LEGAL DESCRIPTION! #2857 

' Asse5SDl'sParcsl# 0947-002 IUNIT#285n Tax Year 2013 &E. TaxesS PROP 13 
NemllborboodNnme COW HOLLOW ManRef<!rence647/F4 ~susTract012B.OO 
e>mnertvRiilhliAnnralsed I IFeeSimolo I lt.easehold IX lotne1ldescr1bel FEE SIMPLEW/PARTIAL INTEREST N3 Ti:tJANCY IN COMMON 
Mvre51!llrcb I lrfid IX I did notrev""I anvnrillr sales or 1ransfm of dte sub1ett orm1ertv ror tile tlnt!I! vears 011or to l1le ettecwe dlll! of 1h1s annra1sal. 
PriolSaWl'mn~ Dal! Pnce Sourte!SI MLS/NDCDATA 
Analysls of pnor sale or ~anslerJuslaly al Ille subject propeiiy (and comparable sales. g apphcable) THE SUBJECT UNIT LAST SOLD AS A WHOLE FOR. 
$1 BOO 000 ON 05130/2012 CDOC#OJ42200809\, NO OTHER SALES FOR THE SUBJECT UNIT WERE NOTED IN THE PAST 36 

~ MONTHS. NO ADDITIONAL PRIOR TRANSFERS WERE NOTED FOR THE COMPARABLE SALES WITHIN THE PAST 12 MONTHS. 

Olfeirngs. opuonsand coruracrs as of Ille e!fecnve dill! ol lh• appnnsal 

ffetgltbarhoo~Clulr6ctorlsllc& •.. • CondomtnlUntUnllHounlnuTreod" ., COndontln\um Homing PrcuntLandUoo ~ 

t.ocaliDn IXlurban I lsuburtan IRutel PrnnenvVaf!Jes XhncrenSJnn I !Stobie I 'IOecl:nmo PRICE AGE One·Und 40 % 
BuDl·Vn IXIO\let7S'l~ l 125-75% lunder25'11 oemand!Sunnlv IXIS11ortnae I lhlBolance I IOllerSun.W smMl rvrol 2-4 \loiJ 25 % 
GrOWlh I IRaPld IXISlabl! I !stow Markellntr rune Xlunder3mft1S I 13-Gmtl!S I lover6!Jllh5 220 I.OW 0 Mul!f·Fnnlllv 20 % 

• No1ghbo1hond Bounda11es LOMBARD TO THE NORTH GREEN TO THE SOUTH LYON TO THE 
: WES! AND VAN NESS TO THE EAST. 

1 900 Hinh 110 eommeraal 12 % 
750 Pied. 80 Olhel 3 % 

~ Neighborhood OestirpllDn SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM. 

MadtetConditians(locludingsupportl011hei!bove=t11S1Dns) r.S=E=E_,_A"'TT~A""C"'H""E""D"'A""D"'D"'EN=D"-'U""M."'"'"------------------1 

1nnMrnohv SLOPED Srie 2757 SF DenSllY 2 UNITS \lie\VNONE 
. s1iec1bcZonm,,~SlflCllllon RH2 :Zotunn Oesc!Dfton RESIDENTIAL: iWO FAMILY DWELLING 
zomnacomnliance IX h ""RI I lleoal Nonconlo""~ I INo ZOltdUI I J!lsnalldescrlbel 
!$the highest and besl use ol !he sub1ectpropertyas1nip1oved (or as proposed per pliuli andspec16calionsJ Ille presentuse? ~Yes LJNo ti No, describe. ------1 
Uttllllu Public Olluirfd•scrlb•I PUbllc Olh•rfd...,ibe\ oH .. lt•lm•rovemcnt...:-Tllne Publlc pn..te 

• etet111c1iv IXI t I Water XI I I Skeet ASPHALT !XI I l 
Gi15 IX I I I sannarvsevm XI I I AUsv NONE I I I I 
SlleCornments THE SUBJECT IS A TYPICAL INTERIOR SITE ON A RESIDENTIAL STREET STREET WITH LIGHT LEVELS OF 
TRAFFIC. THE SITE TOPOGRAPHY IS SUGHTL Y SLOPED. NO APPARENT ENCROACHMENTS EASEMENTS OR ADVERSE 
SITE FACTORS NOTED. 
Datasourcer.i !ornrruectullouna!Kln MLS REAL ESTATE AGENT 
Pm!eccoescnntron IX loetnched I Row Ct TIWmhoUSe I IGatden I IM!d·Rtse I ltrmh·Rrse IX IDlhetrdescnbel LOW RISI: 

. , GenerelDescipuon .. ., ,,, .: \.r:'' Geilera!Desafption.. . .. .... Generaloeseriplion ...... ,. .. , . Generalo...:tiptton ·: ": • :: .... _. l'toioctlnfo .... _.:,, 
• 'o!Stones3 Efier:!iveMe 10 YRS extenorWalls WO.SD/AVG+ Ra!iol<""ces/Ulll!SI 1/1 #ofUnirs 12 

I of Elevators 0 X Existmo I IPronosed RoolSllrface TAR & GRVL Tvoe GARAGE #of Units Comnleled 12 
~ veareull 1900 undcrCnnsllllcllon Total#Prulona 2 GuestPar~nn NONE 6'D!UnitsRenied 10 

~1belllecondi11onol11u>projeclandqualit)'of consrrut111m. ;:;Sc::E=E..:.A'"'JT-""AC;::;H=:ED~A=D:.::D'"'EN"-=D-=U,.,.M,__ _________________ __. 

Oescribarlrecommonelernentsandrecrearionalfadfnies. "'G'"'ARA"""'"'G.:E._&=--R:.::E""A"'R""Y""'A..,.R""D;....... ____________________ -1 

Floor• 3RD/4TH/TOP Aonrs HDWD/AVG+ F11enlar:alsl# 0 X Relrinerallll !None 
#OILevels 2 Walls SHTRKIAVG+ WoodslnYe{sl.1' 0 X Rll""eloven XIGamne I !covered I lonen 
HenrmoTYoe FAU Fl!a!GAS Tnmll''1i!b WD/PNTO/AVG+ OecldPano·o X Dis• IXIMicrawnve #olCnrs 1 

lcen1!RIAC I hndividualAC BnrhWlllllSCOl TILE/AVG+ POrthlllnlconv 0 X Oishwashe1 IAssi!llled I IOWll!d 
" XIOlherldmrlbe\ NONE onors HLLOW CORE/AVG+ Other 0 X Washetl"""'I Par~moSoocu 
: Ftrushed ar•a abBVe orade comruns: 7 Rooms 4 Bed roams 3,0 B•rkt.i 2 245 Snuare Feet of GJllS$ L"""' Area AbO'le Glade 

Comments on lh• 11DP1ovements: THE SUBJECT UNIT IS THE 3RD/4THffOP FLOOR UNIT THAT IS TO BE FINISHED TO AN AVERAGE 
• STANDARD CONTAINING 3 BEDROOMS AND 2 BATHROOMS ON THE 4TH TOP FLOOR. THE 3RD MAIN LIVING FLOOR 

CONTAINS A DINING ROOM. BEDROOM KlTCHEN LIVING ROOM AND 1 BATHROOM. THE UPPER FLOOR HAS VIEWS OF 
THE Cl1Y AREA. 

THE UNIT WILL BE ELIGIBLE FOR STREAMLINED CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION AS A 2-UNlT BUILDING. THIS IS OF 
BENEFICIAL STATUS WITH REGARD TO TIC PROPERTY VALUE. BUT IS STILL CONSIDERED INFERIOR TO CONDOMINIUMS 
UNTIL THE SUBJECT IS OFFICIALLY CONVERTED TO CONDOMINIUM oww=~SHIP BY THE CITY. 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report FileNo. 14K007CTL. 

FEATURE SUBJECT COMPARABLESAlE NO. I COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2 COMPARABLE SAl.S. N0.3 
Address 2857 BRODERICK STREET 333 SPRUCE STREET 3226 OCTAVIA STREET 3132 SCOTT STREET 
and SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN f'RANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO 
UnUlf - . . . 
ProjectJ'olame allil 2853-2857 BRODERICK~ 331-335 SPRUCE STREET 3224-3226 OCTAVIA STREET 3132SCOTT STREET 
Phnse 1 1 1 1 
Pioxllllilv IO SUb!ect ' ..... ·:. : . ·: ... ··~ : ... ·. ·:· O.S2 MILES SW 0.86 MILES Ne 0.23 MILES NE 
Sale Price s !·"i~.1~~.·?·:~: :..: :-:i; Is 1 708,000 .; ~~ ::~: :•,. · , ... ~;.I s 1.695000 .:.:1: .. :::;;:i.:=·:·'·=.:·,:.1s 1,600000 
SalePlice/GAIS$liv. Area s 0,0() so.II. $ 923.74 sa. b. I::.·~::-;·;: .. ·:~-,-;:.,·:· s 1059.38 <itfLL.-.-.-.,.:.::.::•\•"·" S fiTl.97 m tr.I-~._:,:.:".;>.,:;:-,'\.:;:,:-.:· 

Data Sourc..fsl :..: .. ·. :.: .. :\_;\;,'i:;.~;::h .. : SFMLS#410799· DOM:73 SFMLS#414595 DOM:14 SFMLSll416224 DOM:23 
Veri!'icallon So111cersl :·.:-:·::~·=:- ·.:-..·: :.···.'"*·:~ .... NDC/DOC#OJ76500639 NDC/DOC#OJ82200332 NDC/DOC#OJ85500349 
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS OESClll?TrON DESCRIPTION 1r.\$1!...I..-.~ DESC!llPTION 4M SAduUmttt DESCRIPTION tf.1SJ.d<orimtft 

Sal• or Financing ¥.~~I~~t~§~~\~~~~ ARMLTH ARMLTH ARMLTH 
Concessions CONV·O CONV·O CONV•O 
D~ al SalBITune ~==-.:.:-$~:_:;.: ... ·.~:: =.: . .::':~.!: 10/0212013 COE 01/08/2014 COE 03/24/2014 COE 
Localion GOOD. GOOD GOOD. GOOD/NOISE 80000 
teasebold!Fee Slmole FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE 
HOAMn.~en! $0 $350 $267 $451 
CollllllOllElem!lllS NONE NONE NONE· ROOF DECK ·20,00(} 
and Rec. Fadfilms YARD YARD NONE 5000 YARD 
ADDI loCD!!On 3RD/4TH/TOP 2ND/MJD 10000 1ST/2ND/MID 10000 1ST/2ND/MID 10000 
V~w PRT.CfTY/AREA PRT.CllY/AREA NONE 42375 NONE 40 000 
De·"'·~' TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL IRAOITIONAL 
· "'m"'" otconsuuctian AVERAGE+ GOOD ' -85400 GOOD ·84.750 GOOD ·80000 
Actoa1 ~- 1900 1905 1923 1912 
Condilion AVERAGE GOOD ·65400 GOOD -84 750 GOOD ·80 000 

; Above Grade Tdlflo .. .,,I .... '"" le.w.ul "'"" """ '·"""'' - , .... 1 •• ,,.1 ..,,;. 

: RoosnCOUot 7 14 I 3 6131'2.5 7500 s I 3 I 2 . 15000 7 I 3 I 2.5 ·7500 
'. GrOSSlN'41!!Al!a 175 2,245so.ll. 1849so.ll. 69300 1 600 so.ft. 112,800 2 360 so.fl. -20 200 
• Basemerll & Fln>shd NONE Nb NE NONE NONE 

Roorus Below Grmle STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE 
: Funt1ional U1Ili!Y AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGEn'IC AVERAGE/TIC. AVERAGE/TIC 
• .Hea11na/Coo~nn FAU/NONE FAU/NONE FAU/NONE FAU/NONE 

Enerov Efticlen! Rems STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD SIANDARD 
Garaoe/Caman 1 CAR GARAGE 1 CAR GARAGE 1 CAR GARAGE 2CARGARAGE ·40 000 
PorchlP;nlo/Dt!elc DECK DECK LYARD -5000 NONE 10 000 
KITCHEN/BATH REMOD/AVG+ REMDLD/GOOD -40000 REMOD/GOOD -40 000 REMOD/GOOD -40 000 
OENS!TY/OCPNT 2 UNIT/OWNER 3 UNIT/OWNER 85400 2 UNIT/OWNER 5 UNIT/OWNER ·80 000 

Net ArliHS1111enl1TD1all ·. :·.·. = .. : ,:·:· .. ·.: ;; .. ~:!.._: .. : l h IXI- Is 38600 I Ii IXI- Is 29325 I I+ 1x1. Is 67700 
Adjusted Sale Prial %~.t~i~f =~~~·:;~;·~~~~}~= NelAdj. -2.3% I Ne!Adj. -1.7~1. Ne!Adj. ·4·~1 
of camnerablos Gro$SAdi. 22.4~ s 1669400 GrossAdi. 23.6% s 16$5675 Gro$SAdi, 31.7% $ 1532.300 
summaryofSalesComparisonf\pproath THE COMPARABLE SALES ARE THE MOST RECENT AND APPROPRIATE SALES AVAILABLE 
FROM CONVENTIONAL MARKET DATA SOURCES. THE DATA SOURCES CONSUL TED WERE OFFICE FILES THE MULTIPLE 
LISllNG SERVICE. LOCAL REAL ESTATE AGENTS NDCDATA AND EXTERIOR INSPECTION. THE GROSS LIVING AREA IS 
ADJUSTED AT $175 PER SQUARE FOOT AND ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST HUNDRED FOR DIFFERENCES OVER 100 
SQUARE FEET. LOCATION ·APPEAL AND CONDITION ADJUSTMENTS ARE MADE AS A PERCENTAGE OF RESPECTIVE SALES 
PRICE. DIFFERENCES IN ROOM COUNT ARE INCLUDED IN GROSS LIVING AREA ADJUSTMENTS. FULL BATHROOMS ARE 
ADJUSTED AT $15 000 AND HALF BATHS ARE ADJUSTED AT $7 500. ALL OTHER ADJUSTMENTS ARE MADE ON A LUMP SUM 
BASIS. 

A FOCUS WAS PLACED ON FINDING COMPARABLE TIC UNITS TO COMPARE TO THE SUBJECT AS OPPOSED TO SPLITTING 
THE VALUE OF A 2-UNIT APARTMENT BUILDING OR USING CONDOMINIUM COMPARABLES. THIS IS CONSIDERED TO BE 
CRUCIAL INACCURATELY REPRESENTING THE SUBJEcrS VALUE AND IS CONSIDERED HIGHEST AND BEST USE OF THE 
SUBJECT BUILDING. 

SEE ATIACHED ADDENDUM FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS. 

fmlicaledValu.hvSolesComonrisonAomoach$1 620 000 
JNeoME~OAcHioVAt'U'e ~ .: .. : :·:· : .. \· · :-- :- '"':'0 

·: :.:_,~ ·.~· ·; ·:: :. •• : •• • ···: - •• : ~ .... \:,: ... ': ""· •• •• ••• • :~·:· • ..... • .. ~-~. • .. : • ; • :: ~-: ....... -~ ••• ·:·:\·:::: :'- L ·.:.:.,"' .. ~ .. :~:·~ ~:.: ;:·:.~::;~~::.::. 
Es~mated Mnnlltlv Markel Rent S NIA X Gross Rent Mullinliet NIA •S NIA lndU:aiedVeluebvhu:OmeAooraach ·) 

• summatyot tncomeApJlloach fmduding supportlotmatkeuentand GRM) THE INCOME APPROACH IS NOT USED AS SIMILAR PROPERTIES IN THE 
AREA ARE PRIMARILY OWNER OCCUPIEb AND NOT UTILIZED ·FOR INCOME PRODUCTION. A CREDIBLE RESULT CAN BE 
OBTAINED WITHOUT THE USE OF THIS APPROACH TO VALUE. 
lndlcalod VAiue bv: &II•• Com=I••• ,.;,Pro•chs 1 620 000 lncomeAnoraacltOldovelaoedlS NIA 
THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH IS THE MOST RELIABLE MARKET VALUE INDICATOR AS IT BEST REFLECTS BUYER 
AND SELLER ACTIONS. THE COST APPROACH IS NOT APPLICABLE FOR COMMON INTEREST OWNERSHIP DUE TO THE 

• DIFFICULTY IN VALUING INDIVISIBLE INTERESTS. THE INCOME APPROACH IS NOT USEO AS SIMILAR PROPERTIES IN THE 
AREA ARE PRIMARILY OWNER OCCUPIED AND NOT UTILIZED FOR INCOME PRODUCTION. 
lbisappralSlllosmade LJ"as1s; LJsu~ID compleuon pOl'p!Msand speclllo;a11Dn$M Jhe bzs!S DI a hypolhe11Calcondi1lon lhal die1mproveme111Sbave been complelell. 
OsubjectlD 1bo lllllo111iriglepersor al1eralionsonlhe basisaf ahypolhelitalcomliliDJt !ha! llleiepaus or alrerahDIJSbave been COlllJlleted OOsubject tollltloliolWng: 

" SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM . 
Based on lhescope Of work, assumptions, IlmlHng conditions and appralser'sceriilie«llon, rny (our} opinion onbe defined value ollhe real praporty 
thll! ls. the .subject of !his rep mt ls$ 1,620,000 

gnar .. 
~~-·i·.-·-.•.-1 .. • .-c• 

asot 12102/2013 

Prodxtd~Aa~toa:u•IJ!l ..... ~~ 
P>go2d( 

Real Estate Appraisers 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES . 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report 

RES 
File No. 14K001CTL 

FEATIJRS SUllJECT COMPARABLE SALE NO. 4 COMPARABLE SALE NO.S • COMPARABLE SALE NO. 6 

Address 2857 BRODERICK STREET 3128 WASHINGTON SiREET 4361,.AURE!. STREET 
and SAN FRANCl$CO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO 
Unn# • . A 
Prajecl Name "111 2853-2857 BRODERICK ST 3124-3134 WASHINGTON ST 432-436A LAUREL STREET 
Phase 1 1 1 
Ptnlrim.., ID Sllb!etl ':. · ....... · ... ' .. :::::'~~~: : :. 0.44 MILES SW 0.74 MILES SW 
SalePrr<e s ~:~.:;.:\i:::.; ... : ··· .:·.: I s 1270 000 -:· •. :--..~;~ ::·. Is 1349,000 '• : ... , ..... ,, Is 
Sale Prilf/Gloss!.tl. Area $ 0,00sa.lL S1 016.00 so.fLl ..... -~~ •·.···: .. :-: s1 226.36 •• !Lk. . ~ : \ ~ .. $ -.fLI .. ,., ... ::,.: .. ., 

DaiaSOwa.l~l '"::-· ::·.:.~-::::··-....: ·~: :·. SFMLS flA07 445 DOM 154 SFMLS#410719 DOM!27 
VeiilicatlonSow""'"' ........ :~.·."·\::·~· ... ~· .~ NDC/DOC#OJ76600444 NDC/DOCllOJ7310!l421 
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRll'TION d'1$••··- DEsCRll'TION ,,,,.., .... ~· DESCRIPTION .r.1u"'~""" 

sale orfmanc:ing ·=;~:~~\~~~??~~~-~~.;=~ ARMLTH ARMLTH 
CllnteSS!OllS CONV·O CONV'O • 
Date ol Sale/Time · .. ::. :·-.·.:·-:.: .... 10/04/2013 COE 08/16/2013 COE 
!JJeaiiOn GOOD GOOD GOOD 
Lensellolt!JF.,. slmole FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE 
HOA Mo. Assessmem lso $376 $250.00 
OmunollElemenl$ NONE NONE NONE 
and Ret. Facili\ies YARD NONE 5000 YARD 
Floott.DcalIDtl 3RD/4TH/TOP 2ND/3RD/TOP 1ST/2ND/MID 10000 
V"ll!W PRT.CliY/AREA NONE NONE 33725 
Oe5111nlStu!e\ TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL 

I n.mUlvolConsuucbO/I AVERAGE+ AVERAGE+ GOOD -67 450 
ActualAae 1900 1900 1900 
Condil•m AVERAGE AVERAGE GOOD -67 450 
f\bo<leGrade TOI>! 111,1111111 - TdillMm<I - '"" lodnn,I - T""11ki.,.1 ..... 
RaomCounl 7 I 4 I 3 6 13 I 2.0 15000 7 I 3 I 3 I I 
GrossW;1aArea 175 2 245 so.fl 1.250 ... 11. 174.100 1,100 ... n. 200 300 sn.fL 
Basmnen1 & FIJIJShed NONE NONE NONE 
Rooms BelowGlede STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE 
Funcd01111IUrilllv AVERAGEfTJC AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGE/TIC 
Heafinnll".no!VIa FAU/NONE FAUINONE FAU/NONE 
Enert111Elfid•ntllems STANDARD NONE NONE NOTED 
"""' .. ICarnou 1 CAR GARAGE 1 CAR OFF ST 10000 1 CAR GARAGE 
Pott11IP•ltul0edr. DECK. DECK NONE 10000 
KITCHEN/BATH REMOD/AVG+ REMODIGOOD -40 000 REMOD/GOOD -40000 
DENSITY/OCPNT 2 UNIT/OWNER 6 UNIT/TENANT 127 000 4 UNIT/OWNER . 67 450 . 

'. NetAdil1$1111entlTOlan . :::. . : ·.:.:;. \~;.:··.·. IXI+ I I· Is 291100 IX!t I 1- Is 146.575 IXI• I J. Is 0 
A!fjllStel! Sale Price 1~ ~ ~ ~~:_::· .. : -~ :\ ~ .. :~·. NelAdj. 22.9~1 NelAdj. 10.9% I NelAdj. o.~I 

• of cnnmatables GtossArli. 29.2% S 1 561100 G!Ossluli 36.Blb s 1495 575 Gross"' 0.0% s 0 
Summan1of Sales com•ansoo /Inn ma Cb SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM. 

.. 

. . 

9P.e.t~ .. 
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WAU<UP CLARK &ASSOCIATES . RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report FlleNo. 14K007CTL 

Scope of Worl4 Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

Scopeotwork lsdofinod In !he Unifonn S!undards of ProroaslonnlAppralSlll Practice ns" the type and ""'•nl of resenn:h and analyses in an 
asslonment." lnsllort, scope ofworkls simply what the appraiser did and did not do during the course of tho llsslgnmenL ll lnc'tudos, but ts not 
rmiUed la: the extent to which the propertY Is idenllfiedand lnspocl•d, tho type1111d extent oldota resoarclled, the type and extent of onalyses applied 
toamvoatoplnlonsorccnclusions. ' , 

The scope of this eppralsol and ensuing disCUS51on In this reportare specUlc to the needs of the o!lent, other Identified Intended users and 10 N 
Intended use of lhe report. This report was prepared torthe sole and exclusive use of the client and other ldentlRed Intended users forlhe Identified 
Intended use ondlts use by any other parties Is prohlblled. The nppllllser Is notresponslblefor unlWlhorized useufthe report. 

The appiaisers cerllOcalion appe11rlng In this appmislll report Is subject to the followlns condldons and to such olherspec:IDc condlUons as are 
set forth by theappnllserin the report. All exlraordlnary assumptions ond hypathel!cal condllicns ares1oted In lhe reportond mlgllthnve Affected the 
osslgnmontresulls. ' 

1. Thuppralstl'assvme$DO iespcnslblllly for maueis ol alogal nll!Ule aftetlJJ\D lh1! prapeny appraised or~~. tbere1a, nor does lhe appraJSel reader any oplnlOn as to llle llile, winch IS 
assumf:d ID begoodandmarloelable. lhejlloperl}'tsapp!lllSedaslhoueh under 1.sponsd>leownetsh1p. · 

2. Atry $lcel:h Jt lhts repon m;iy sboYI approximllle d!menSIOlls alJll i. includelf only to asslSt IM readei m \'1$Ullizmg Oie JllOJl"fl}'. The •PPrll!SU h.$mad~ na suiveyol 01e proper I}'. 

3. The appraiser rs not required to gwe leslimonyor nppearm cou11 because olllallHlg made !hi? appraisalwah relerenee IO Ille propeil)' in queS1ron, unless arrangemsnlS have been 
praviausly ~de !hereto. 

4. Nl!llb.er all. nor any pan olthe tenient of llllS repor1. copy or Dlher mellia lbereof (lncilldillJJ CDl1<lusums as lo lhe propenyvnlue. lhe Jdenlityol the appraiser. prcfesstonal destgnatiDns. 
or lhe 6nnwllh v.!nrh lhe appmiserts connected), sballbe 1111!d for any purposs by anyone but Iba tllenl arul olhei 1111endod users as 1dentiffed Ill ~report. llDI shall Ube conveyed by 
anynne to the public 1hrougb advOJlising, pubkrelAl!ans, news.sales. or 01hl!I medic, \llllhOUI the wmen coosen1 of !he appmiSer. 

5. The appra1Se1will 11D1 lflSClusellle colll!JllS o!lh!Sappraisal rep0<1tm1ess relj!!Jred by applicable lnworas specillell mlhe Unilorm Slallllards of P1olessJOnal Appraisal Praalee. 

6. lo!ormanon.estmwss. and op11111)11S lurll!Shl!l! ID lbe apprmser,and conllUt1'!d m lhe repoll. l\"ete oh1runod llOl11 Sl!Urces ccnsldeied refilble nnd h2hevmllo llJl true and corr ea. 
Ha\vevel, l\O resp!JllSibihty IOI ="'3' ol Slldl llems luJlliSbed ID lheappnu;erts assumed ~lbe appraise<. 

7. The •PPlillSOr assumes lhil lhe1e are no hultlen or uriapparen1 C0111flllons Ill the property, subsoil. .ir stnJclU<es. Ylhlchwnuld render« more or I~ valuabla. Thi! app1aise1 llSStlm.,. 
no'respcnsilllfil}'lnr suet condilions. or tor enljllleering or iesling. Wl1ith nnghl be teqlll/lld ID discover suchlacims. Tins 8pPllllS!ll ts no! no a11VJronmenlalaS$8ssmetn ol lhe propeity and 
Sllould not bet•msilleted as such. ' 

a The appiarser speoabus111 tlrnaluauoncr real property and 1s lllll ahoms rnspec!Dr, lnnld!DtJ am tractor. s1ruC111ral Ol!Qmeer. or sinlil;r expen, unless otbenlise nall!d. The apprlUSel 
lfid 001 cum!uct the mlell!IVf typt ollield obseMlllOllS of the !Md inll!ndad ID seek and disr;over pro parry dsfec!s. The Vll:Wlng ol lhe propeny and anyrmp1owmenl51S !or pUIPD$1l5 Of 
devclDplllg an op1mon DI Iha dl!Jined value ot llle propeiry, g1VeR 1he intended use o! lhis a5Sl!J1lmenL Sla1etnen1Siegarding cornfllion are bn5"11 on $m~e obnrvalionsonly. The 
app1alser Clannsno spec111I eicperl!Se regarding ISSll!!S mclud!og. b11tno1 lim11f:d ta: loundatlon se!llemenr, basementmcisrure p1oblems, woad destroymg (or Olhe~ inS!lelS. pestil1feslnUD11. 
radon gas. lead based pamt,mold or ell\llrontnentalrssuer;. Unless olhe1"1se IJ1drcated. mecbanrcal sysleJl!Sviere ntJI attr/Ated or ieSl2lf. 

This appral5ll repod slulukl ntJI be used to disclose Che condition ofth$ properiy IS 11 re1ales ID lhe pll!Sence/absence of defscl<. The dientJs invited 1111d encouraged to employ qualilied 
1!1Cpl111$ lo wpe¢! and address areas of concern. U neoallVe condiilDDS me d~red. lhe opllllllll ofvnlue may be alfeeled, 

Unll!Ssotherwlse noted, the appraiser assUll\es the components that conslllute the subject property lmprovemenl(s)are fundamenllllly sound~ ln 
working ordor. • 

Any viewing ol lhe prcpeil)' bylbeappraiserwas imlted IO readil)lob!eJVnble areas. \Jnles$Olhewnse noted, alllcs and ClaWl space areas l'l!!re not ill:<eS59d. lhe apprai&er did not IMV& 
lmnilure, noor CDVe11ngS or olhel 11ems1hal mayresu~1 lhe "'l!Vlmll of Ille propeny. 

9. Appmsnlsmvolvlng hypalhellcal concfltlllns relsltd IO comple!IM or ll!w C1111Sffllt11DO. repallS or ot1era11on ~ra bnsed on llle assumption lhatsue11 complrion. atwa11011 or repaus•iill 
becoinperentlyps1k11med. 

10. Unless~ inlanded use Ol lh!s apprmsal spe:1!ically includes issues al prope1iyinsu1anee covmge. dns appraisal $hoold oot be us.d tor sud! purposes. Rep1odul:1ion or 
Replotemtonlcostfl9uresµsedJ11 llu: coslapproi:thare lorwlrmtron purposes only, UIVefltbe 1111endeduse ol lheasswnmflll!. Tile DelinillOll o!Valueusedin thrsassl9nmenl1S1U11ikely 
to be ccnsisienl riilll the de/inruon of Insurable Valtn! lilt propenymsuratlCI! coveragehlse. 

U. The ACI General Purpose Appraisal Report (GI> AR ... ) ls not Intended tor use In tnmsactia!>Sthlltrequlre a Fannie Ma• 10731Freddie Mac 4fiS farm, 
also known as the lndMdual CondomlnlWll Unit Appraisal Report (qondo~ · 

Add Ill on al Comments R<laled To ScopeO!Work, Assumptions and Ummng CondHlons 

nnar'" ~~ .. ,,: .... _.~ ............ . 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report Fae !'Ill. 14K007CTL 

Appraiser's Certification 
The appll\iser(s) cerlllies that, to the best aflhnppralser'sknoWledge and belle!: 

L 1hutalemrmls ol la'1con1amed m ihJS•~pDI\ Ml we and correCI. 

2. The taponea analyses. oplllSOJIS, and conc!US!ons are ll!niled ~by 1lu1 repmltd assumptlonsandliJJliung condilions •rul are !he appra1;el'S paiSOni11.1111pilltlal. arul unbiased 
prolesslona!analyses, opinm~ and conclUSIOns. 

a Unlessolhawr.se Slilled, lhe apprll!S!I has no present or prospecl!Vll rnterellrn the property lhatli the $UbJaCI ol lllis report lll!d has no personalinle!eSlwilhrespecl ro the )llllfies 
lnwlved. 

4. TheapJ!J-rltas no b111S1~1espectl0the piope1111that !Stilt subjectolthlsrepoilot lO Ille paruesin\ll)lvedwil11 thisaSS1!1111J1Bnt 

S. The appJalSer's engagomenl in 1hls~nmen1wasnotconnngent upon doV!llcplng ot reporting pmle1Blm!nedresulls. 
&. ntcapprR1SOr'scompensa\lOll lorcomplcling 1h1SDSS19M1en11<notoon""1lem•pon rhod.,,,,lopmem orrepollln;nl• p1ede1<rmm•dlll!lue ordite<Jion illYol111! llllltfavc1Sllte cause al 
lbe cl!en~ !he amounl of Ille value llJliJl!on, lhe aUaJnmeru ol a Sll)Jlllated 1esun, orlbe octllfrence ol a subsequenl evenufue.riy relatud JO Ille 1ruendeil use ol lhlS appta~at 

7. The appra~ru's analyses. OJlllllOOS. and com:w.;onswete dewloped, and lhG reporl hlli bean p1apared, 111 conlotmity~M1 !he Unllorm S~dardsal P1ofes.1Dllal ApprtiisulP1aclitt. 

8. Unless olhe!Wlso 110red. lheepp1a3er ~ nuide a personal IJlSpee!Hln of lbe propeily lhal is Iha subjed ol tlii! 1ep01L 

G. Unless no1eil below. no one pro111ded 51gllilicaru real properly app11usutasS1S~nte IO Iba lij)prmser •l!Jlll!1!J llnS cettilicaoon. S!!Jnllicant roal p1ope1lyappraisal asstslance prO'lllled by: 

1 o. l have performed NO other services, regarding the property that is the subject of the work under review within lhe three-year 
period irnmediat~ly preceding acc:eptance of !his assignment. 

Addllional cerunc1111ons: 

I 

I 

' 

Dellnltiono!Vnlue: · lRJMar~etVa!Ue OOlherValue: 
Soun:eat~~mbon: USPAP 2012-2013 
A type of value, stated as 1m opinion, !hat presumes the transfer of a property (I.e., a rlght of ownership or a bundle of such rights), 
as of a certain date, under specific condilions set forth In the definition of the tenn Identified by f!1e appraiser as appflcable In an 
appraisal. 

ADDRESS OI' THE PROPERTY APPRAISED: 
2857 BRODERICK STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
EFFECTIVE OA1E OS: THE APPRAISAi.: 12/02/2013 
APPflAISEDVALUE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY $ 1,6201000 

-m~ 
SUPERVISORY APPRAISER 

~ :~IM:1£ITL-:: Slgnalllfe: 
Name: TRISHA L CLARK 

Slilteetnilicarinn # AR044897 SlatiCe1Ufica11on I AG028651 
oiUcense #. orLICt!ns•M 
orolber(desctibe~ Staie#: CA Slat!: CA 
Slate:CA &pira11anoa1eofCenibtionorl.tcellSe: 01/2912016 
E>J>••DonDale ofCetflllcanonor Li=.- 10/19/2015 Dole of Slgnallno: 11/1712014 
DareotSlgnalUl .. ndR&pott 11/17/2014 Daieotl'fnpell)'Vrew111g; 
Dale o!P1opeJWVi""111!J! 11/1212014 Degree of propeJl)'Yleillng: 

Oree oT PlllP•<IY VlMU: 
(20Ex111uor0nty 0Dld not pmonallyview 

01ruemirand Exlenor Oeae1ior only (filllid nol personal!)'Vlel'i 
hWiDr and Exle<iof 

-
gpF,JJ:~ ...... 

l'rcdJcnfV\""Jt.Cliot~P>nt11UttrM.at~am 
"'904<14 

Real Estate Appraisers 
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ADDENDUM 

Client: IRVING ZARETSKY FUe No; 14K007CTL 

Property Addtess: 2857 BRODERICK STREET CaseNo; RES 

City: SAN FRANCISCO Slate: CA Zip: 94123 

NOTE THAT THE APPRAISER WAS NOT PROVIDED WITH A LICENSE CONTRACTOR'S ESTIMATE OF THE CONSTRUCTION 
. NEEDED TO BRING THE SUBJECT UP TO THE HABITABLE AND REFURBISHED CONDITION THAT IS BEING CONSlDERED IN 

THIS APPRAISAL THE APPRAISER WAS NOT ABLE TO VIEW THE INTERIOR OF THE PROPERTY AT ANY TIME. SHOULD THE 
ACTUAL CONDITION AND CONSTRUCTION COST BE DIFFERENT THAT WHAT JS ASSUMED TYPJCAL ANO THUS USED IN THIS 
ANALYSIS; THEN THE APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO BE REHIRED TO DETERMINE ANY El'FECT ON THE VALUE 
CONCLUSIONS. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

THE FOUOWIN\? IS A.DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK UNDERTAKEN IN THE COURSE Of COMPLETING THIS APP.RAIS~: 

STATE THE PROBLEM: AN APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENT WAS NEGOTIATED BETWEEN THEAPPRA!SER(S) AND THE CLIENT. THE 
ASSIGNMENT REQUIRED AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PARTIES ON THE PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL, THE TYPE OF 
APPRAISAL AND THE TYPE OF REPORT THAT WOULD BE ADEQUATE FOR THE PURPOSE AS UNDERSTOOD BY THE 
APPRAISER(S), THEAPPRAISER(S) COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING IHE ASSIGNMENT, AND THE PROJECTED DalVERY 
DATE, AND oaJVERY PLACE FOR THE APPRAISAL REPORT. . 
THE PURPOSE IS TO ESTIMATE MARKET VALUE OF IHE FEE SIMPLE INTEREST OF THE SUBJECT DESCRIBED m THIS 
REPORT FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY. 
THIS APPRAISAL HAS SEEN COMPLETED AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT AND IS INTENDED FOR THEIR SOLE USE. THIS IS 
A SUMMARY APPRAISAL REPORT, WITH ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IN THE APPRAISERS' FILE. THIS APPRAISAL REPORT HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED WITHIN USPAP GUIDELINES. 

CONSIDER THE DATA NEEDED: A VARIETY OF DATA WAS NEEDED TO UNDERTAKE THE ASSIGNMENT INCLUDING GENERAL 
OATAABOUT THE NATION, THE REGION, THE GOVERNING AUTHORJTY AND THE MARKET AREA, AS WELL AS DATA ABOUT 
THE Sl:IBJECT SITE AND IMPROVEMENTS. DATARaEVANT TO EACH APPROACH TO VALUE WAS DEVB.OPED FOR COSTS. 
SALES, INCOME, AND EXPENSES. . 
DATA UTILIZED IN THIS REPORTWAf!J ASSEMBLED USING THE FOLLOWING SOURCES; PUBLIC RECORD; RECORDS 
MAINTAINED BY AND INTERVIEWS GRANTED BY MARKET PARTICIPANTS, RECORDS OF LOCAL BOARDS OF REALTY AND 
MULTIPLE LISTING SERVICES, DATA SITES MAINTAINED BY CJTY, COUNTY, REGIONAL, ANO STATE GOVERNMENT, DATA 
SITES MAINTAINED BY SERVICE AND BUSINESS GROUPS SEARCHED ATIHIS TIME AND PREVIOUSLY. RESULTS WERE BOTH 
saECTEO ANO EDITED AGAINST A STANDARD OF PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE LEVa OF REPORTING TO SUPPORT THE 
ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS DEVELOPED, WITH AN EYE ON THE AGREEMENTS MADE WITH THE CLIENT AND OUR 
RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER USPAP. 

INSPECT THE PROPERTIES: THE APPRAISER CONDUCTED AN INSPECTION OF THE EXTERIOR OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY 
• ONLY, AND AN INSPECTION OF THE EXTERIOR OF IHEWMPARABLE PROPERTIES. THE APPRAISER HAS PROVIDED A 

SKETCH IN THIS APPRAISALREPORTTO SHOW THE APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS OF THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMENTS WHICH 
WERE ESTBLISHED FROM UTltZING CONSTRUCTION PLANS ANO A PRIOR APPRAISAL REPORT BOTH OF WHICH WERE 
PROVIDED BY IRVING ZARETSKY. IT IS INCLUDED ONLYTO ASSIST THE READER IN VISUALIZING THE PROPERTY AND 
UNDERSTANDING THE APPRAISER'S DETERMINATION OF IT'S SIZE. THE APPRAISER IS NOT AN EXPERT IN SURVEYING. 

HYPOIHETICAL CONDITION/EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS: THE SUBJECT, AT THE TIME OF THE INSPECTION, IS NOT IN A 
LIVABLE CONDITION AFTER PARTIAL CONSTRUCTION WORK HAUL TS MANDATED BY THE CITY ACCORDINGIO THE 
lj8GHBOR, IRVING ZARETSKY. THE APPRAIS~ VALUE IS BAf!JEO ON THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION THAT THE UNIT HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED TO A MINIMAL LIVING STANDARD, IS VACANT AND IS A TIC UNIT WITHIN A 2-UNIT BUILDlNG. THE 
EVALUATION AS A 2-UNIT BUILDING lS CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE TO ANALYZE THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING'S UNITS SO 
THAT THE MARKET VALUE OF EACH UNITcAN BE ESTIMATED FROM MARKET OATA 

SHOULD THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING REQUIRE TO BE ESTABLISHED AS A WHOLE 2-UNIT BUILDING OR SINGLE FAMILY 
HOME, OR THE TIC UNIT FEATURES BE DIFFERENT FROM THE SKETCHES PROVIDED go( IRVING ZARETSKY, THE APPRAISED 
VALUE WOULD BE AFFECTED AND THE APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO BE HIRED TO DETERMINE ANY CHANGE IN VALUE. 

DETERMINE THE HIGHEST AND BEST USE: THE APPRAISERS IOENTIFlED THE PERTINENT FACTORS APPLICABLE TO THE 
· SUBJECT PROPERTY-AS-IP' IT LACKED IMPROVEMENTS BUT WAS READY FOR DEVaOPMENT. THEY FORMED AN OPINION 

OF THE REASONABLE, PROBABLE. AND LEGAL USE OF IT AS VACANT LAND OR UNIMPROVED PROPERTY WITH THE 
INTENTION THAT THIS USE MUST MEET THE STANDARDS OF LEGAL PERMISSIBILITY, PHYSICAL POSSIBILITY, FINANCIAL 
FEASIBILITY AND MAXIMUM PRODUCTMTY. 
IN KEEPING WITH IHE PURPOSE OF THIS APPRAISAL AND THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLIENT, THE BUILDING WAS 
ANALYSED AS 2 TIC UNITS & LIMITED DEGREE OF RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS WAS INVESTED IN THE "AS-JP VACANT AND 
READY FOR DEVaOPMENT HIGHEST AND BEST USE. A MUCH HIGHER DEGREE OF RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS WOULD BE 
REQUIRED TO FIRST PREDICT THE CONSEQUENCES OF DEMOLISHING THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMENTS AND THEN TO 
VISUALIZE WHAT IMPROVEMENTS WOULD BE MOST UKEL Y TO MEET THE "AS·IP VACANT AND READY FOR DEVaOPMENT 
HIGHEST ANO BEST USE CRITERIA. THAT STUDY WAS CONSIDERED BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS REPORT, HENCE A 
PRELIMINARY FINDING WAS OFFERED HERE FOR IHE "AS-IF" VAC/>Nf AND READY FOR DEVELOPMENT HIGHEST AND BEST 
USE. 
THE EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS UPON.COMPLETION ARE CONSIDERED TO REPRESENT THE 'AS IS' HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
FOR THE SUBJECT, AS IMPROVED. THE IMPROVEMENTS ARE QUITE FUNCTIONAL ANO IN REASONABLE CONDITION, AND 
THE CURRENT USE CONFORMS TO THE SURROUNDING USES IN THE SUBJECT'S NEJGHBORHOOD. 

Addendum Page 1 of 6 
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ADDENDUM 

Clil!l'I~ IRVING ZARETSJSY FDe No.: 14KOB7CTL 
Propertv Addrcos: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No,: RES 
Cily: SAN FRANCISCO Slate; CA .Zip: 94123 

DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES TO VALUE: THETHREEAPPROACHES TO VALUE WERE CONSIDERED: THE 
COST APPROACH, THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH, ANO THE INCOME APPROACH. TI-IE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES 
TO VALUE WERE sa.ECTEO AND DEVELOPED. WHEN AN APPROACH WAS OMITTED AN EXPLANATION WAS PRESENTED. 
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFICALLY STATED, THE THREE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE ALL FOUND TO BE APPROPRIATE. 

E.LECTltONIC SIGNATURE DISCLOSURE:IF THIS REPORT HAS BEEN SIGt>jED WITH A DIGITAL SIGNATURE THEN IT IS 
PASSWORD PROTECTED. THE SOFTWARE UTJUZEO BY APPRAISER TO GENERA.TE THE APPRAISAL PROTECTS SECURITY 
BY MEANS OF A DIGITAL SIGNATURE SECURITY FEATURE FOR EACH APPRAISER SIGNING THE REPORT, AND EACH 
APPRAISER MAINTAINS CONTROL OF THEIR RELATED SIGNATURE THROUGH A PASSWORD, HARDWARE DEVICE, OR OTHER 
MEANS. 

Tenancy in Common Introduction 
FOR PURPOSES OF THlS APPRAISAL, TENANCY IN COMMON IS DEFINED AS TI-IE CO-OWNERSHIP OF MUL TJ..UNIT PROPERTY 
BY CO-OWNERS WHO EACH WISH TO HAVE EXCLUSIVE USAGE RIGITTS TO A PARTICULAR AREA OF THE PROPERTY. TIC 
OWNERS OWN PERCENTAGES IN AN UNDIVIDED PROPERTY RATHER THAN PARTICULAR UNITS OR APARTMENTS, ANO 
THEIR DEEDS SHOW ONLY THEIR OWNERSHJP PERCENTAGES. THE RIGHT OF A PARTICULAR TIC OWNER TO USE A 
PARTICULAR DWELLING COMES FROM A WRITTEN CONTRACT SIGNED SY ALL CO.OWNERS {OFTEN CALLEO A 'TENANCY IN 
COMMON AGREEMENT"), NOT FROM A DEED, MAP OR OTHER DOCUMENT RECORDED IN COUNTY RECORDS. THIS TYPE OF 
TENANCY IN COMMON CO-OWNERSHIP SHOULD NOT BE CONFUSED WITI-1 THE LEGAL SUBDMSIONS KNOWN AS THE 
"CONDOMINIUM' ANO THE "STOCK COOPERATIVE". 

THE TERM 'TIC UNIT' WILL BE USED TO DEFINE A CO.OWNERSHIP OF A SINGLE RESIDENTIAL UNIT AS TENANCY IN 
COMMON. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTTERY REFORM AND BYPASS LEGISLATION (NOW CALLED THE "EXPEDITED 
CONVERSION PROGRAMj HAS BEEN APPROVED, AND APPLICATIONS FOR CONVERSIONS UNDER THE PROGRAM WERE 
ACCEPTED BEGINNING JULY 29, 2013. 

THE FOLLOWING EXCERPT IS FROM AN ARTICLE BY ANDY SIRKIN WRITTEN ON 0712012013. 
ALL BUILDINGS THAT PAITTICIPATED UNSUCCESSFULLY IN THE 2012 OR 2013 CONVERSION LOTTERY WILL SE ALLOWED TO 
CONVERT PROVIDED THEY SATISFY OWNER-OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS. CURRENTTIC BUILDINGS (MEANING THERE ARE 

·MULTIPLE OWNERS WHO HAD A SIGNED TIC AGREEMENT IN PLACE BEFORE APRIL 15, 2013) THAT DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN 
THE 2012 OR 2013 LOTTERY, AND SOME BUILDINGS IN ESCROW TO BE SOLO AS TICS AS OF APRIL 15. 2013, WILL ALSO BE 
PERMITTED TO CONVERT IF THEY SATISFY OWNER OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS.-AS UNDER CURRENT LAW, ALL 
CATEGORlES OF BUILDINGS MAY BE DISQUALIAEO SY PRIOR EVICTION HISTORY. 

FOR 2-4 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST ONE UNIT MUST BE OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY FOR TilE REQUIRED 
OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD (SPECIFIED INTHE PRECEDING SECTION) BY AN OWNER OF RECORD THAT USES THE UNIT 
AS HIS/HER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. FOR 5-6 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST THREE UNITS MUST BE OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY 
FOR THE REQUIREO-OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD SY SEPARATE OWNERS OF RECORD, EACH OF WHOM USES HIS/HER 

·UNIT AS HIS/HER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. 

NO BUILDINGS.WILL BE PERMITTED TO CONDO-CONVERT UNDER THE NEW PROGRAM IF ANY OF THE FOLLOWING WERE 
TRUE: (I) THERE WAS A "NO FAUL r EVICTION AFTER MARCH 31. 2013; 01) THERE WAS A "NO FAUL r EVICTION OF A 
'PROTECTED TENANT" AFTER NOVEMBER 16, 2004; OR (Ill) THERE WERE TWO DR MORE 'NO FAULT" EVICTIONS AFTER MAY 
1, 2005. WITH REGARD TO THE LAST SITUATION (TWO OR MORE "NO FAULr EVICTIONS AFTER MAY 1, 2005). THE 
NO.CONVERSION RULE WILL NOT APPLY IF All UNITS WERE OWNER-OCCUPIED BY APRIL 4, 2006, OR IF 50% OF THE UNITS 
HAVE BEEN OWNER-OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY FOR 10 YEARS AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION. AN EVICTION IS 'NO-FAULT" 
IF THE GROUNDS STATED IN THE EVICTION NOTICE WAS OwNER MOVE IN, RELATNE TO MOVE IN, UNIT DEMOLITION, 
RENOVATIONIREHABIUTATION, OR REMOVAL FROM THE RENTAL MARKET (AN ·aus ACT EVICTIONj. THERE ARE SOME 
EXCEPTIONS TO THESE DISQUALIFICATION RULES, AND READERS SHOULD REFERENCE THE WEBSITE BELOW BEFORE 
CONCLUDING THAT A BUILDING IS DISQUAuFIED UNDER THESE RULES. . 

TH.E NEW LAW WILL HAVE NO EFFECT ON THE EXISTING RULE ALLOWING TWO.UNIT BUILDINGS TO CONVERT WHEN BOTH 
UNITS HAVE BEEN OCCUPIED BY SEPARATE OWNERS FORATLEAST ONE YEAR, AND THESE BUILDINGS WILL NOT PAY ANY 
OF THE FEES IMPOSED BY THE NEW LAW. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTTERY WILL BE SUSPENOEO·FOR 10-12 YEARS. THE EXACT LENGTH OF THE 
SUSPENSION WILL DEPEND ON HOW MANY BUILDINGS CONVERT UNDER THE BYPASS SYSTEM ANO HOW MANY NEW UNITS 
ARE CONSTRUCTED WITH THE MONEY GENERATED THROUGH BYPASS FEES. WHEN THE LOTTERY RETURNS, IT WILL NO 
LONGER BE POSSIBLE FOR PROPERTIES WITH MORE THAN FOUR RESIDENTIAL UNITS TO CONVERT TO CONDOMINIUMS, 
EXCEPT-FOR CERT AlN 5-6 UNIT THAT WERE PREVENTED FROM USING THE EXPEDITED CONVERSION PROGRAM DUE TO 
EVICTION HISTORY. THE OWNER-OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTERING THE CONDO LOTTERY WILL ALSO 
INCREASE: THREE-UNIT BUILDINGS WILL NEED AT LEAST TWO OWNER·OCCUPIED UNITS, AND FOUR.UNIT BUILDINGS WILL 
NEED AT LEAST THREE OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS. EVEN ONE 'NO-FAULi EVICTION WILL PREVENT A BUILDING FROM 
ENTERING THE LOTTERY FOR AT LEAST SEVEN YEARS. 
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ADDENDUM 

Cliont: IR\llNG ZARETSKY File No.: 14K007CTI. 
Property Address: 2657 BRODERiCK STREET caseNc: RES 
Cily: SAN FRANCISCO Slate: CA Zip: 94123 

FOR BUILDINGS SUCH AS THE SUBJECT THAT HAVE BYPASSED THE PRIOR LOTIERY AND ENTERED THE NEW 'EXPEDITED 
CONVERSION PROGRAM' THERE ARE MANDATES FOR ACTIONS FOR TENANT OCCUPIED BUILDINGS SUCH AS THE SUBJECT. 
THE FOLLOWJNG IS A Q & A EXTRACTION FROM THE SAN FRANCISCO APARTMENT ASSOCIATION WEBSITE ON SUCH 
CONDmONS. 

Q. WHAT HAPPENS IF THERE ARE TENANTS IN THE BUILDING? 

A. AS REQUIRED BY EXISTING LAW, OWNERS WILL HAVE TO OFFER EACl:I RENTAL TENANT THE RIGHT TO BUY HIS/HER 
UNIT (REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE OWNER WISHES TO SELL). THE OWNER CAN SET THE PRICE AS HIGH AS HE/SHE 
WISHES, AND DOES NOT HAVE TO BASE IT ON THE MARKET VALUE OF THE APARTMENT. HOWEVER. IF THE TENANT 
DECIDES NOTTO BUY, HEJSHE MUST SE OFFERED A LIFETIME, RENT.CONTROLLED LEASE UNDER WHICH HE/SHE CANNOT 
BE EVICTED EXCEPT FOR NONPAYMENT OF RENl' OR OTHER LEASE VIOLATIONS. (THIS MEANS NO OWNER MOVE-IN, 
RELATIVE MOVE-IN, RENOVATION, OR ELLIS ACT EVICTION OF THE LIFETIME LEASE TENANT BY THE CURRENT OWNERS OR 
SUBSEQUENT OWNERS). EVERY NONPURCf-!ASING TENANT IS OFFERED A LIFETIME LEAS~ REGARDLESS OF HIS/HER AGE 
OR DISABILITY STATUS. BUILDINGS THAI PARTICIPATED IN THE 2013 LOTIERY FOLLOWING SEVEN PRIOR LOTTERY 
LOSSES ARE NOT REQUIRED TO OFFER LIFETIME LEASES AS DESCRIBED IN THIS SECTION. 

Q. WHAT IF. THERE IS MORE THAN Ofl!E RENTER LIVING IN AN APARTMENT? DOES EACH TENANT OR ROOMMATE GET A 
LIFEllME LEASE? 

A. THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DETAILS ON HOW THE LIFETIME.LEASE REQUIREMENT WILL 
APPLY WHEN THERE ARE MULTIPLE TENANTS OR ROOMMATES LMNG IN A UNIT, ANO THE COURTS WILL ULTIMATa Y HAVE 
TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE MOST LIKB.Y INTERPRETATION IS THAT A LIFETIME LEASE MUST BE OFFERED TO ALL THE 
PEOPLE LMNG IN THE UNIT ON THE DATE OF CONVERSION APPLICATION EXCEPT FORTHOSETHATWOULO NOT BE 
ENmLED TO i;vlCTION CONTROL PROTECTIONS UNDER THE RENT CONTROL LAW. 

MORE SPECIFICALLY, THE EXCLUDED GROUP WOULD CONSIST OF OCCUPANTS WHO MOVED IN AFTER THE TENANCY 
BEGAN WHO RECEIVED A TIMaY NOTICE FROM THE OWNER THATTHEY COULD BE EVICTED AFTER THE !:AST OF THE 
ORIGINAL TENANTS VACATED. THE GROUP OF TENANTS ENTITLED TO LIFETIME TENANCY WOULD ALL BENAMED 
COLLECTIVELY AS THE TENANT ON ONE SINGLE LIFETIME LEASE. 

Q. COULD A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE THE APARTMENT? COULD THE TENANT MOVE OUT ANO STIU, 
COLLECT RENT FROM THE APARTMENT? 

A. THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DETAILS ON THE ABILITY OF A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT TO 
ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE HISJHER APARlMENl', AND THE COURTS WILL UL TIMATa Y HAVE TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE . 
MOST tlKEL Y INTERPRETATION IS THAT THE ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING RESTRICTIONS IN A PARTICULAR TENANTS 
LIFETIME LEASE WILL BE THE SAME AS THOSE THAT APPLY TO HIS/HER EX!STING TENANCY. FOR EXAMPLE. IF THE 
TENANT'S EX!STJNG TENANCY I~ SUBJECT TO A LEGALLY ENFORCEABLE ABSOLUTE BAN ON ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING, 
THAT BAN CAN ALSO BE PLACED IN HIS/HER LIFETIME LEASE. NOTE. HOWEVER. THAT SUCH BANS ARE ONLY 
ENFORCEABLE IF THEY MEET CERTAIN VERY SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS IN THE SAN FRANCISCO RENl' BOARD 
REGULATIONS, AND EVEN THEN DO NOT APPLY WHEN AN ORIGINAL TENANT IS REPLACING A DEPARTING CO.OCCUPANT 
WITH A NEW OCCUPANT. AS A PRACTICAL MATTER, nus MEANS THAT LIFETIME LEASE TENANTS WILL BE ABLE TO 
ASSIGN/SUBLEASE SO LONG AS AT LEAST ONE OF THE TENANTS NAMED ON THE LIFETIME LEASE CONTINUES TO RESIDE 
IN THE UNIT. 

MOREOVER, IT HAS BEEN VERY DIFFICULT FOR OWNERS TO SUCCESSFULLY EVICT OCCUPANTS BASED ON THE FACT 
THAI THE LAST 'ORIGINAL TENANT" HAS VACATED, BECAUSE THE TENANT OFTEN CLAIMS THAT HE/SHE IS STILL LIVING IN 
THE UNIT ORIS JUST AWAY TEMPORARILY. 

OWNERS SHOULD EXPECT THIS PROBLEM TO CONTINUE, OR EVEN WORSEN, IN THE CONTEXT OF A LIFETIME LEASE 
TENANT WHO IS LIVING ELSEWHERE WHJLE STILL CLAIMING TO OCCUPY THE OWNER'S CONDOMINIUM. 

A RELATED QUESTION IS WHETHER A LlffilME LEASE TENANT CAN CONTINUE TO PAY HIS/HER LOW RENT TO THE CONDO 
OWNER WHILE CHARGING A HIGHER AMOUNT TO THE "SUBTENANTS" OR "ROOMMATES" LIVING IN THE LIFETIME LEASE 
UNIT. SAN FRANCISCO RENT CONTROL LAW PROHIBITS THIS BY REQUIRING RENT-CONTROL TENANTS TO CHARGE 
SUBTENANTS/ROOMMATES NO MORE THAN A PRO RATA SHARE OF WHAT THE TENANT IS PAYING TO THE OWNER. THIS 
SAME LIMITATION CAN PROBABLY BE INCLUDED IN THE LlffilME LEASE; HOWEVER, IN PRACTICE, IT IS CLOSE TO 
IMPOSSIBLE FOR AN OWNER TO KNOW OR PROVE HOW MUCH THE SUBTENANT/ROOMMATE IS ACTUALLY PAYING THE 
ORIGINAL TENANT. 
Neighborhood Description 
THE SUBJECT IS LOCATED IN THE "COW HOLLOW" DISTRICT OF SAN FRANCISCO, AN URBAN RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT 
COMPOSED OF ABOVE AVERAGE TO GOOD QUALITY SINGLE AND MUL Tl-FAMILY RESlDENCES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
SERVING COMMERCIAL USES. THE PROPERTY MIX IS COMPATIBLE WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD. ACCESS TO SHOPPING, 
TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS AND EMPLOYMENT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE. 

ACCESS TO INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 1, 101, INTERSTATE BO AND INTERSTATE 280 AREALL WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE 
SUBJECT. THESE FREEWAYS CONNECT TO THE GREATER BAY AREA AND BEYOND. THE SAN FRANCISCO FINANCIAL 
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ADDENDUM 

Cllent IRVING ZARETSKY FUe No; 14K!l07CIL 
Property Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No; RES 
City: SAN FRANCISCO Sla!ll: CA Zip: 94123 

CENTER 1$ WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE SUBJECT. THIS WAS ACCESSIBLE VIA MUNICIPAL TRANSIT LINES LOCATED NEAR THE 
SUBJECT'S BLOCK • ACCESS FOR THE SUBJECT IS RA TED GOOD WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN 
THE MARKET AREA. THE SUBJECTS LOCATION 15 ASSIGNED AN AVERA.GE OVERALL RATING FOR EXPOSURE FOR THE 
PROPERTY WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN THE MARl<ET AREA. 

Nei11hborhootl Market Conditions 
OPEN MARKET SALES WITH CONVENTIONAL FINANCING ANO NO SIGNIFICANT CONCESSIONS ARE THE NORM IN THIS 
MARKET. TYPICAL TERMS ARE 80% LOANS WITH ALL CASH TO SELLER. IN SOME INSTANCES, THE SELLER MAY CARRY BACK 
A SMAtl SECOND LOAN. 2008 AND 2009 SAW A DECREASE IN MARKET VALUES THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA AND THE 

~~~~~u~1°N~ii~~l~g~~~~=ii~CEG~~G~1~~grN:iT=~~ 1i0~:~~r:~~~G 
FINANCING IS STILL AVAILABLE FOR QUALIFIED BUYERS. SAN FRANCISCO, IN GENERAL, HAD FOLLOWED THIS DOWNWARD 
TREND THROUGH 2010 AND SHOWED EVIDENCE OF STABILIZATION IN MANY NEIGHBORHOODS THROUGHOUT 2011 AND 
INTO 2012. 2013 SAW A STABLE INCREASE.IN PROPERTY VALUES THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA WHICH CONTINUED INTO 
2014 AL THOUGH HAS STABILZEO IN THE LATER PORTION OFTHEYEAR. THE SUBJECT'S DISTRICT IS BEST DESCRIBED AS 
INCREASING BETWEEN THE PERIOD OF 1212012AND 1212013. ' 

MARKET FLUCTUATIONS ANO LIST PRICES MAY VARY SIGNIACANTLY AND 00 NOT SHOW A CONSlsi'ENT PERCENTAGE OF 
LIST PRICE TO SALE PRICE. DUE TO THE MARKET CHAUENGES OF SaLING AN ENTIRE BUILDING OF TENANCY IN COMMON 
UNITS, OFFERS MAY COME IN AT PRJCES HIGHER OR LOWER nlAN PRlOR UNITS SOLD WITHll'l THE PASl SIX MONTHS. THIS 
DOES NOT INDICATE A HIGHER MARKET AS VALUES ARE STILL FLUCTiJATING. 

IN ADDITION TO THE PRESSURE PRESENTED BY THE CURRENT ECONOMIC CONDITION TO THE OVERALL REAL ESTATE 
MARKET, THE TIC MARKET IS AFFECTED BY ITS OWN SPECIFIC SET OF CIRCUMSTANCES. TIC RNANCE OPTIONS ARE VERY 
LIMITED. DUE TO A LACK OF A SECONDARY MARKET FOR THESE PRODUCTS, TERMS FOR FRACTIONAL lNTEREs:T LOANS 

. ARE NOT CURRENTLY COMPETITIVE WITH CONVENTIONAL MORTGAGES PUTTING FURTHER PRESSURE ON TIC VALUES. 

MARKET DATA IS CONSIDERED TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATE. INDICATIONS OF THE CURRENT MARKET ENVIRONMENT; 
HOWEVER, THE APPRAISER NOTES THAT CURRENT AND RECENT SALE DATA PROVIDE NO INDICATIONS OF VALUE FOR THE 
SUBJECT IN nlE FUTURE. 

Condition of Prbjec:t 
THE PROJECT IS COMPRISED OF A FOUR·STORY BUILDING Wini PARTIAL GARAGE. 

THE SUBJECT UNIT HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED AS 'THE UPPER2 FLOORS OF THE BUILDING WITH A SINGLE GARAGE SPACE, THE 
3RD FLOOR WILL CONSIST OF A LARGE LIVING ROOM, KITCHEN WITH BREAKFAST AREA, DINING ROOM, 1 BEDROOM, AND 1 
BATHROOM. nlE UPPER 4TH FLOOR CONTAINS 3 BEDROOMS AND 2 BATHROOMS AS APPROVED BY THE CITY PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT. THIS UPPER FLOOR HAS PARTIAL CITY AREA VIEWS. . 

Comments on Sales Comparison .• 
DUE TO THE LACK OF RECENT SALES OF SIMILAR TIC UNITS IN THE SUBJECTS DISTRlCT THE SEARCH PARAMETERS WERE 
EXPANDED TO INCLUDE THE SIMllARAOJACENT DISTRICTS WITHIN THE AREA. THE SUBJECT UNIT IS LOCATED IN A 
DESIRABLE AREA WITH LIGHT LEVELS OF TRAFFIC. THIS IS CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO PROPERTIES IN THE SAME 
DESIRABLE AREAS, BUT LOCATED ON STREETS WITH GREATER LEVGLS OF TRAFFIC ANO NOISE: AN UPWARD ADJUSTMENT 
HAS BEEN MADE TO COMPARABLE 3 TO ACCOUNT FOR THIS ACCORDINGLY. 

A TIME OF SALE ADJUSTMENT HAS NOT BEEN UTILIZED OR APPLIED TO rnE SALES AS ALL HAVE CLOSED INSIDE A 
FINANCIAL QUARTER OF THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE REPORT AND ARE CONSIDERED TO REFLECT THE MARKET 
CONDmONS OFTHAT TIME. . 

ALL OF THE COMPARABLES SELECTED ARE TIC UNITS POSITIONED WITHIN SMALi. BUILDINGS. HOWEVER, AN ADJUSTMENT 
IS WARRANTED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE LIKELIHOOD OF CONDO CONVERSION ELIGIBILITY OF 2 UNIT BUILDINGS, AS IS THE 
SUBJECT, CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO BUil.DiNGS WITH 2+ UNITS. 'BUILDINGS THAT HAVE 5 OR MORE UNITS OR BUILDINGS 
WITH EVICTION HISTORY ARE NOT TYPICALLY VIABLE FOR CONDO CONVERSION AND UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS Hl\VE BEEN 
MADE ACCORDINGLY TO ACCOUNT FOR EACH BUILDING STATUS AND DENSITY. 

THE CONDITION OF THE SUBJECT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE REQUIRED TO BE HABITABLE. THE CONDITION OF THE 
KITCHEN ANO BATHROOMS HAS BEEN SEPARATED FOR ADDITIONAL CLARITY.ADDITIONAL QUALITY AND CONDITION 

, ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE FOR THE REFURBISHED UNITS THAT ARE IN 'AS NEW' CONDITION.RARELY poES A TIC 
UNIT SELL ON THE MARKET WITHOUT HAVING BEEN REFURBISHED. NO UN-REFURBISHED COMPARABLES WERE FOUND 
WITHINA REASONABLE TIME FRAME AND 1 MILE RADIUS OF THE SUBJECT. 

THE ADJUSTMENTS FOR COMPARABLES 3, 4 AND 5 ARE LARGER THAN TYPICAL DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN SIZE, AND 
CONDITION PR!M11RILY. THIS SALE HAS BEEN INCLUDED DUE TO A LACK OF MORE APPROPRIATE SALES. IN ADDITION. 
COMPARABLE 4 HAS A TENANTTHAT WAS VACATING THE UNIT AND A TENANT IN ANOTHER UNIT IN THE BUILDING WHICH 
SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTS THE CONDO CONVERSION PROCESS AND LESSENS THE APPEAL TO A TYPICAL BUYER IN 
COMPARISON TO THE SUBJECTS 2-UNIT ANO VACANf STATUS. 
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ADDENDUM 

Client IRVING ZARETSKY file No~ 14KOC17CTL 
Prnporly Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET CaseN~ RES 
Clly; SAN FRANCISCO Stale: CA Zip: 94123 

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY HAS BEEN BRACKETED ON VALUE AND SIZE BY FOR BOTH SUPERIOR ANO INFERIOR FACTORS OF 
TiiE COMPARABLE SALES TO SUPPORT A ARM POSITION FOR FINAL VALUE CONCLUSION. 

GREATER WEIGHT HAS BEEN GIVEN TO COMPARABLES 1-3 DUE TO OVERALL SIMILARITY IN TERMS OF SIZEAND APPEAL 

CondiHons of Appraisal , 
IBIS APPRAISAL VALUE HAS BEEN MADE UNDER THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDmON THAT THE PROPERTY HAS BEEN 
COMPLETED TO A HABITABLE STANDARD ONLY. NO PERSONAL PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE APPRAISED VALUE. A 
CURRENT PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT W/lS NOT REVJEWED. THE ESTIMATE OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE CONDITION 
THAT TITLE TO TH.E SUBJECT PROPERTY IS MARKETABLE. AND FREE AND CLEAR OF ALL LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, 
EASEMENT AND RESTRICTIONS EXCEPT THOSE SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT. ADDmONALL Y, TiiE ESTIMATE 
OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY ONLY AS DESCRIBED IN THIS REPORT. THIS IS NOT A HOME 
INSPECTION AND SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON TO OISCLOSE'CONOITIONS OF THE PROP~Y.ANY PHYSICAL OR LEGAL 
ASPECTS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY UNKNOWN TO THE APPRAISER ATTHIS TIME MAY REQUIRE FURTHER ANALYSIS. 
THE APPRAISERS ARE NOT EXPERTS IN BUILDING CODES. THE APPRAISER SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON TO DISCOVER 
BUILDING CODE VIOLATIONS. THE APPRAISER DOES NOT HAVE THE SKILL OR EXPERTISE NEEDED TO MAKE SUCH 
DISCOVERIES. IT IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISERS THAT ALL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION CONFORMS TO CITY BUILDING 
CODES. THE APPRAISER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THESE ITEMS. TiiE APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPLETED TO 

. ASSIST IN REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY, FOR THE SOLE USE OF THE CLIENT LISTED ON PAGE ONE. 

ARREA ADDENDUM/APPRAISER CERTIFICATION 
I CERTIFY THAT, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF: 

• TiiE STATEMENTS OFFACT CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. 

-THE REPORTED ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS ARE LIMJTEO ONLY BY THE REPORTED ASSUMPTIONS AND 
UMITIN.G CQNOmONS, ANO ARE MY PERSONAL. IMPARTIAl, AND UNBIASED PROFESSIONAL ANALYSES. OPINIONS, AND 
CONCLUSIONS, 

·I HAVE NO PRESENT OR PROSPECTIVE INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT, AND NO 
PERSONAL INTEREST WITH RESPECT TO THE PARTIES INVOLVED. 

·I HAVE NO SIAS WITH RESPECT TO THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OFTHIS REPORT OR TO TiiE PARTIES 
U>!VOLVED WITH THIS ASSIGNMENT. 

-MY ENGAGEMENT IN THIS ASSIGNMENT WAS NOTCONTINGENT UPON DEVaOPING OR REPORTING PREDETERMINED 
RESULTS. 

·MY COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THIS ASSIGNMENT IS NOT CONTINGENT UPON THE REPORTING Of A 
PREDETERMINED VALUE OR DIRECTION IN VALUE THAT FAVORS THE CAUSE OF THE CLIENT, THE AMOUNT OF THE VALUE 
OPINION, THE ATTAINMENT OF A STIPULATED RESULT, OR THE OCCURRENCE OF A SUBSEQUENT EVENT DIRECTLY 
R8.ATeo TO THE INTENDED USE OF ms APPRAISAL 

·MY ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS WERE DEVaOPEO, AND THIS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED, IN 
CONFORMITY WITH THE UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL PRACTICE. 

- I HAVE MADE A PERSONAL INSPECTION OF TiiE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT. 

- NO ONE PROVIDED SIGNIFICANT PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE TO THE PERSON SIGNING THIS REPORT UNLESS 
OTHERWISE STATED WITHIN THIS REPORT. . 

THIS REPORT INTENDS TO COMPLY WITH APPRAISAL STANDARDS OF THE OFFICE OF THRIFT SUPERVISION ANO THE 
UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL PRACTICE (IJSPAP) AS ADOPTED BY THE APPRAISAL STANDARDS 
BOARD OF THEAPPRAISAL FOUNDATION. 

THE APPRAISER HAS NOT RESEARCHED THE TITLE REPORT OR ANY EXISTING PERMITS. THE APPRAISER IS NOT QUALIFIED 
TO DETECT STRUCTURAL INSTABILITY, SOIL INSTABILITY, OR INFESTATION. 

. . 
COMPETENCY OF THE APPRAISER: THE APPRAISER ATTESTS THAT HE OR SHE HAS THE APPROPRIATE KNOWLEDGE AND 
EXPERIENCE NECESSARYTO COMPLETE THIS ASSIGNMENT COMPETENTLY. 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK OF THE APPRAISAL: THIS APPRAISAL REPORT IS INTENDED FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING 
DECISIONS ONLY. THIS REPORT IS NOT INTENDED FOR ANY OTHER USE. THE SCOPE OF THE APPRAISAL INVOLVED AN. 
INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR INSPECTION AND MEASUREMENT OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, A THOROUGH RESEARCHING OF 
Al.LAPPROPRIATE CONVENTIONAL DATA SOURCES, EXTERIOR INSPECTIONS OF COMPARABLE SALES USED, ANO THE 
PREPARATION OF A FULLY DOCUMENTED APPRAISAL REPORT CONFORMING TO ALL APPLICABLE STANDARDS. IN 
DEVELOPING THIS APPRAISAL. THEAPPRAlSER(S) IS AWARE OF, UNDERSTANDS, AND HAS CORRECTLY EMPLOYED THOSE 
RECOGNIZED METiiOOS AND TECHNIQUES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE A CREDIBLE APPRAISAL; AND US?AP 
SPECIFIC APPRAISAL GUIOalNES FOR DEVaOPING AND REPORTING AN APPRAISAL HAVE BEEN FOUOWED. 
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ADDENQUM 

cnenl: IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14KOD7CTL 
Property Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No.: RES 
City: SAN FRANCISCO Stale: CA Zip: 94123 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS OBSERVED BY OR KNOWN TO THE APPRAISER: THE VALUE ESTIMATED IN THIS REPORT IS 
BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT NEGATIVELY AFFECTED BY THE EXISTENCE OF 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS. ROUTINE INSPECTION AND INQUIRIES ABOliT 
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DID NOT REVEAL ANY INFORMATION WHICH WOULD INDICATE ANY APPARENT SIGNIFICANT 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL CONDmONS WHICH WOULD NEGATIVELY.AFFECT THE SUBJECT. THE 
APPRAISER JS NOT AN EXPERT IN THE IDENTIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONDITIONS. 

EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY: THE ESTIMATED EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY-UNDER 
CURRENT MARKET CONDITIONS IS APPROXIMATaY 1·3 MONTHS. THIS ESTIMATE IS BASED ON THE ANALYSIS OF CURRENT 
MARKET TRENDS IN THE GENERAL AREA, AND TAKES INTO CONSIDERATION THE SIZE. CONDITION, AND PRICE RANGE OF 
THE SUBJECT AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES. . . 

APPRAISAL °DATE: THIS APPRAISAL IS BASED ON AN ANALYSIS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AS OF THE DATE OF 12102/2013 
A DATE PRIOR TO THE DATE OF JNSPECTION ON.1111212014. VALUATION IS BASED ON MARKET CONDITlONSAS OF THE 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF 12/0212013 (WITHIN 6 MONTHS PRIOR AND 3 MONTHS posn. DATA ANO CONCLUSIONS ARE BASED ON 
THIS BRACKET OF TIME UNDER THE ASSUMPTIONS AND CONDITION DISCLOSED IN THE REPORT AS OF THE DATE OF 
COMPLETION OF THIS REPORT ON 11117/2014. 

TRISHA CLARK 
AG028651 

TIMOTHY LITTLE 
AR044897 

1961 



FLOORPLAN SKETCH 

Client lRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14K007CTL 
Property Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No.: RES 
Ci • SAN FRANCISCO State: CA . Z.i : 94123 

3rd Floor 4th Floor 
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PLAT MAP 
Client:• IRVJNG ZARETSKY File No.: 14K007CTL 

Case No.: RES 
State: CA ZI : 94123 
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LOCATION MAP 

Client IRVING ZARETSKY File No; 14K007CTL 
Property Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No~ RES 
Cit . SAN FRANCISCO state: CA Zi : 94123 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 
Client: IRVING ZARETSKY FOe No.: 14K007CTL 
Properly Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET case No.: RES 
Cit • SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zi : 94123 

No Photo Taken 

1965 

FRONT VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Appraised Date: December 2, 2014 
Appraised Value:$ 1,620,000 

REAR VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

STREET SCENE 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM · 
Client JRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14K007CTI. 
Property Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No.: RES 
Cit . SAN FRANCISCO · State: CA Zi : 94123 
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·. ·. ··· .. 

1966 

COMPARABLE SALE 111 

333 SPRUCE STREET 

Sale Dale: 10/0212013 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,708,000 

COMPARABL:ESALE#2 

3226 OCTAVIA STREET 

Sale Date; 01/08/2014 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,595,ooo 

COMPARABLE SAl,E #3 

3132 SCOTT STREET 

Sale Date; 0312412014 COE 
Sale Price: $ 1,600,000 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDEf':IOUM · 
Client IRVING ZARETSKY 
Property Address:2857 BRODERICK STREET 
Cit . SAN FRANCISCO 

1967 

File No.; 14K007CTL 
Case No.: RES 

State: CA Zi · 94123 

COMPARABLESALE#4 

3128 WASHINGTON STREET 

Sale Date: 10/0412013 COE 
Sale Price: $1,270,000 

COMPARABLE SALE #5 

436 LAUREL STREET 
A 
Sale Date: 08116/2013 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,349,000 · 

COMPARABLE SALE #6 

Sale Date: 
Sale Price:$ 

\ 
l~ 

·\ 



T. Owner/Applicant lnfommtio0 

l. PflOPEE!TV OWNER-5 NAME: 
Pam Whitehead I flROP5RTYOWNER'SAODAESS:. 

nit a 
~-:ffe' 

8 

nvers~ n,_ m liti n 

. ··-··· ···- .. . . ; l 
I 

T TELEPHOl>..e· . . .. . . . . . . . 

I ci 1 s > 250-4os1 
2953 Broderld< Street . ,. EMAIL: • · .. " • ... • • • · • •• 

... _ ···- ... · _ ............... _ .. 5.f.1-:.(/J.._ .. fJ.1./-Z-: ~?.. .. . ......... .... w~iteheadw~~~~:n:~~~- -· .: .. ··:- .. . 

I 
I 

.. .. .I. 
'. APPuciNrs· NliMi:.: · · 
. Stephen Antonaros 
: APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: 

. i 2261 Market Street #324 

AOOReSS: 

·; -rELE?i-ior-iE: 
i (415 ) 864--2261 
~ EMAIL: . 
! 

~ santonaros@sbcglobal.net 

;- TELEPHONE; 
'< 
! EMAtL:. 

i mePHONE: 

i( 
I , 

..... 
' 

r-1 = Same as Above .... f 

... -...... . .. ~ 

Sama es Above 1.81 ; 

I 

i 
Same as Above l8 j · 

I 
I 
i 

...... -·-·- -· -·- ............... -- ......... -·· .. '· ... -··- ........ -· ......... J Ee.1.'\I~ -

_ .... J 

.. r 
2. Location ancl Clnssification 
! STREET ADDRESS OFPROJECT:

0 

• 

I 2853 - 2857 B~oderidc Street 
l. . . 
! CAOSS STREETS: 

~ Filbert & Union Streets 
l 

·LDT Ail.EA rsa r-ij: f ZONING oism1ci: 
2760 l RH-2 

. . .l. - • 

1968 

. . . .. ... ' ·i1P cooE: . 

HEir31-JT1Suu< oismron 
40X 

....... I 

I 
... l 

7 



Loss of Dwelling Units Thro~gh ~11erger 
(FOliM B ·- COMPLETE IF APPUCABLE) 

Pursuant to Planning Code Seci.ion 317(e), the merger of residential dwelling-units not othetwise subject to a 
Conditional Use Authorization shall be either subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearil1g or will qualify fo1· 
administrative approval. Administrative review criteria only apply to those Residential Units proposed for Merger 
!:hat are (1) not affordable or financially accessible housing are exempt from Mandatory DR (valued by a Cl.'edible · 
appl'aisal within the past six months to be greater than 80% of combined land and structure value of singl~family 
homes in San Francisco); or (2) meet a supermajo.r.ity of the merger criteria listed below. Please see website undel' 
Publications for Loss of Dwelling Units Numerical Values. · · 

1. Does the removal of the unit{s) eliminate only owner-occupied housing, and if so, for how long was the 
, unit(s} proposed to be removed owner-occupied? 

I Yes, the existing two unit building is entirely occupi~d, and the unit to be merged or removed is owner 
occupied. · . 

- .- .. - -·· . . - . . . . . . . .. -.. -······· -.... - -... --. -..........•. - - ..... .. . ·-· ..... -·· .. .. . . . ··- . -··· .... -..... --·-- -·· --··j 
2. ls the removal of the unit(s) and the merger with another Intended for owner occupancy? ' 

Yes, the merger .ts intended to allow the owner to occupy the whole building with e>ctended family. 

I 
·- -· ····-· . . ... .J 

j 3. Will the removal of the unit{s) bring the building closer into conformance with the prevailing density In Its 

I 
Immediate area and in the same zoning district? · . 

The removal of the one unlt wtll not bring the building closer or farther from the prevailing since the 
1 su11·ounding buildings are a mix of 1 and 2 units buildings with some higher density ·nearby. But since 1-2 
family dwelllngs are In themselves considered the same class of building the removal· of one unit In this two 
family dwelling leaves the subject building In the same category as before. 

4. Will the removal ofihe unit{s) bring the building closer into conformance with ihe pr~scribed zoning? 

1he removal of the unit will n<?t affect the building's conformance wlth the prescribed zoning. 

. .... · .. I 
I 

·l ·-~. -~~ ~~· ;~~o~~; ~f.~e-~~i~(s;·~~e~~~~ ·co~rect ~~~i~~· or fun~~,~~ ~~flcie~~ie~ ~~ ·c~~·~~t b~ ~~~~~~~~·· .. 
through interior alterations? 

The removal of the unit iS not required to correct any design defltjencies. 

1969 

!3 



... ,j. _:.r. ... J. .. 3.. . !JJ ..... 
Priority General Plan Polictes - Planning Code Section I 01.1 
(APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS SUBJECT TO THJS APPLlCATiON) 

Proposition M was adopted by !:he voters on November 4, 1986. It requires fhat the City s.1tall find that proposed 
alterafionii and demolitions a.re consistent with eighf: prio.rity policies set forth :il1 Section 101.1 of the Plan.-tlng Code. 
'.Jhese eight policies are iis'~d. below. Please stat~ ho••1 the Project is con8isrent or inconsistent with each policy. Each 
statement sJ1ouid refel' to specific circumsta:p.ces or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have a 
response. 1£ a givex1. policy does not apply to your project, a-plain why it is not applicable. . 

1. That e}dsting neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for 
resident employment In and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

This policy Js not applicable sfnce the subject property Is not within a neighborhood serving retarl zone and 
has 11~ retail use currently. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be cpnserved and protected in order to preserve the 
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; . 

The approval of this application will contribute to f mprovements In the building facade that will in turn 
contribute to Improving and preserving .neighborhood character so therefore approval of the pennit is 
consistent with this priority policy 

I 
.. J 

s. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; . 

Since this request for dwelling unit removal does not threaten an affordable unit but instead allows an 
extended family~ housing option not available otherwise,thls policy does not apply. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parldng; '--. . . 

This pqlicy Is not applicable sJnce the subject property is hot within a commercial zone and/or wlll not Impact 
transportation sei-vlces. 

1970 

I 

I. 



-··,·1 .. ,.i ... , 
\~ .,/' 

::'.~ 

J 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrfal and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that fUture oppoitunities for resident employment 
and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

. i 

This policy does not apply since the subject property is not in an industrial zone nor does it involve 
development that generates employment opportunittes. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.......... , 
6. · That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against in]u1y and loss of lif'e in an 

earthqual<e; 
i 
I 
l 
! 
I 
i 

The removal of the dwelling unit will be g~rt of a larger permit that brings the entire building up to current· 
earthquake standards therefore this priority policy wm be met 

' ! 
l 

i l 
I ! t .. - ... -· - .. - . . .. .. ....... ·-· . . . . . . .. .. .. .. - ...... "1 
! 7. That !andmarlcs and historic bul!dings be preserve-::!; and j 
l ! 
' i 

j Removal of this dwelling unit ls part of a larger alteration that will preserve and enhance the buildlng's already j 
j acknowledged role as an historic resource and will contribute to improving the historic character of the I 
i surrounding neighborhood l 
I• ' 

I i 
l I 
' t I i 
I I 
i I 1· . . .. .. .. . . .. 1 

l 8. That our pa.tics and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. I 
i . ! 
I I 
J ~ 

j This policy does not apply since the proposal does not involve light or shadow on publi_c parks nor obstruction I . 
i- of vistas · I 
I { 
• r ; i 
I i 1 ,t . ! I ; 
I • 

! ! 
! i 
'···-.... -··-· - ... - . .. -- ....... - ... . . .. .... - .................... -. ··- .. ..... . - ...... __ .... - . I 
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San Francisco Planning Departmenz 
Office of Analysis and Information Systems 

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT 

Bloclc0947 .. Lot00.2 Census Tract 128 · Census Block2002 

Site Address: 2853 

Site Zip Code: 94123 · 

OWNER· · 

- 2857 

PAMELA J WHITEHEAD FAMILY T 
PAMELA J WHITEHEAD, TRUSTEE_ 
50 MAGDALENA COURT 
MILL VALLEY CA 94941 

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Lot Frontage 
Lot Depth 

Lot Area 2757 

Lot Shape 

Building Sq.Ft. 2700 

Basement Sq.Ft . 0 

PLANNING INFORMATION 

Zoning RH-2 
Height Limit 40-X 

· Planning District 2 
SUD 

SSD 

Comments 

BRODERICK ST. 

Year Built 1900 

Stories 3 
Assessor Units 2 

Bedrooms O 
Rooms 13 

Assessor Use 

1973 



... 

SAN. FRANCISCO 
PLANNllNl'G DEPARTMENT 

RECEIPT Printed 41912013 

Transaction ID: T20130848 Date: 04/09/2013 

Case Number: 2013.04330 4/9/2013-2853 BRODERICK ST 

Account No. 20131363 

Transaction 
Type: Case Intake 
Description: Dwelling Unit 

Payer: Stephen· A Antonaros 

Check Number: 3527 

Total Charge: 

Amount Paid: 

Balance: 

DOCKET COPY 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

$3,587.00 

$3,587.00 . 

_$0.00 

For all cases other than Discretionary Review Requests filed by individuals, a 
Time ifs Materials fee will be charged if the cost of processing your case exceeds 
the initial feer 

Deposit Date: 

1974 



SUM 

April s,2913 

RE:· VAWATION O~ 2853 & 2851 ~RODERICK STREET SAN FRANpSCO, CA 

To Whom It MayCo'ncern: 

My proposed pricing for th~e two units is as follows: 

2853 Broderick: $1,SOS,000 
2857 Broderick: $1,999,000 

~nclosed you will find comparable sales that will support these values. Should you need 
anymore .information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best, 

Erin Thompson 

Summit Real Estate Group, lnc. 
~rin!_homQ?-9nsf@gm~.il..fQffi 
(415) 531-9626 
Lic#o1n1s25 

2095 Van Ness Avenue-il§,-g=rancisco, CA 94109 

T (415) 531-9626 I F {415) 296-6455 I www.summitsf.com 



Ustln s as of 04/08/13 at 3:49 m 
MLS#: 400993 Condominium Sold 

D/S:7/C Cross St: 
Block/Lot: 10117 4 
BO: 4 

310 S ruce 
Clay 
Zoning: 

HOA Dues: 400.00 
Occupant Type: Owner 
DOM: 56 
Brokers Tour: 

4/8/13 3:51 PN 

Pa e2. 
Presidio He! hts $ 1 795 ODO 

City: San Francisco Zip: 94118 OMO: 09/14/12 
... SqFt2214 Source:Per Appraiser $/SqFt: 790,42 Yr Built:· 

BA: 2.50 Pkg: 1 · N #Rtns: 
#Units: 2 Floor#: 
Rent Type: · 

Probate:No Crt Conf:No 
Open: · Open: 

Marketing Remarks: Upper, two story, four bedroom, 2.5 bath house like condominium in charming Presidio Heights duplex. Large open 
dining/living room with hardwood floors, working gas fireplace and wall of bay windows. Remodeled kitchen with professional quality appliances ~nd 
Carrera marble oountertops. Bright famllylptaylhangout room. Main floor office. In-unit laundry. Two main floor bedrooms. Spacious master 
bedroom, remodeled bath, and office/famlly room are on the upper floor. South facing deck offering fantastic vle~s. One car parking and shared 
stora e. · · 

MLS#: 4 3 9 Sold 3320 California St #3 · Presidio Hel hts $ 1 826 000 
D/S:7/C Cross St: Walnut City: San Francisco . Zip: 94118 OMO: 11/23112 
Slock/Lot:1020063 Zoning:Rm~1 -SqFt:2583 Source:PerTax Records $/SqFt:716.22 YrBuilt:200C 
SD: 4 BA: 3 Pkg: 2 N #Rms: 11 
HOA Dues: · 585.00 #Units: 4 Floor#: 
Occupant Type: Vacant Rent: Type: 
DOM: 28 Probate:No Crt Conf: 
Brokers Tour: Open: Open: 

Marketing Remarks: Four bedroom, three bathroom home with a deck, lovely Southern outlooks, two--car parking, and a WalkScore of 1001 .Th._ 
recently-built beauty has soaring ceilings, radiant-heated floors, tons of light, and lovely finishes. stunning great room with a fireplace and a 
beautifully-appointed kitchen. Convenient guest room or office on the main level, with a full bathroom. Three bedrooms, including the master suite, 
on the upper level. All of this only steps from Laurel Village! · 

Sold Price: $ 1,850,000 
LS#: 402073 Condominium Sold . 2845 Baker St Cow Hollow $ 1 550 000 

D/S:7/0 Cross St · Greenwich 
Block!Lot0941035 Zoning: 

City: San Francisco Zip: 94123 OMO; 10/12/12 
-SqFt 1767 Source: Per Tax Records $/SqFt: 849.46 Yr Built: 1982 

BD: 4 BA: 2 Pkg: 1 N #Rms: 
HOA Dues: 287.00 #Units:2 Floor#: 
Occupant Type: Vacant 
DOM: · 95 

Rent: Type: 
· Probate:No Crt Conf: 

Brokers Tour. Open: Open; 

Marketing Remarks: This townhouse condominium rs well located in one .of the finest parts of Cow Hollow with immediate access to the Presidio 
and the Golden Gate Bridge for excellent outdoor recreational opportunities. This Is the lower unit In a two unit building and is graced by high · 
ceilings, open plan living/dining and a large walkout deck off of the master suite and den. Direct access to the unit from the garage ls convenlerit as 
is the elevator wh_ich accesses both levels. The living room is accented with hardwood floors and a wood burning fireplace. The kitchen is open to 
the dining area and has abundant counter space and storage. Two bedrooms and a full bath complete this level. The lower level consists off the 
master suite and a study. One car pkg. 
Pending Date: 0.1/15/13 · Sold Date: 01/22/13 Sold Price: $1,501,000 

Presented By: Erin Thompson (Lie: 01777525)/ Summit Real Estate Group, Inc (Uc: 01249361) · 
All data NOT VERIFIED. Subject to ERRORS, OMISSIONS, or REVISIONS. Prospective Buyers URGED TO 

INVESTIGATE. - Copyright: 2013 by San Francisco Assoc of REAL TORS. 
Copyright ©2013 Rapattonl Corporation. All rights reserved. 

. U.S. Patent 6,910,045 
Equal Opportunity Housing "' AU information deemed reliable, but not guaranteed. 

http:/[sfannls.rapmls.c:om/scrlJ)ts/mgrqtspl.dll?APPNAME=Sanfrancl~c:o ••• wsLvJWc9i3&KeyRld=l&lnclude_Search_Crlterla:o&currentSID=l20094208 Page 2 of2 



4/8/13 3:51 PW 

Condo/Coop/T~C/loft Clfien11t Brief w=Photo. Report 

Page 1 .!stings as of 04/6-8113 at 3:49pm 
VlLS#: 402658 Condominium Sold 2444 Clay Pacific Heights $ 1 ,695,000 

O/S:7/B Cross St: Webster · City: San Francisco Zip: 94115 OMO: 11/02/12 
Zoning: Rh2 ... sqFt:2600 Source:Per Owner $/SqFt:692.31 Yr Built: 1900 Block/Lot:0612037 

BD: 4 BA: 2.50 Pkg: 1 N #Rms:8 
HOA Dues: · 344.40 #Units: 3 · Floor #: 
Occupant Type: Vacant 
OOM: S 

Rent: Type: 
Probate: No CrtConf:: 

Brokers Tour: Open: Open: 

lllarketing Remarks: Gorgeous house-like full floor flat· w/' beautiful perfod detans thruoul Features 4 bedrooms (4th bed rm, could also be used as 
1ome office with built-in desk), 2.5 bathnns, formal living room with bay windows & fireplace, dining room with fireplace & charming built-Ins 
X>mbined walh a fmrniy romn adjacent to kitchen. eat-in remodeled kitchan 'With Viking stove & Mieia OW w/an adjacent 'finished room that c/b a 2nd 
amly room or kids playroom with access to 'the stairs down to the deeded patio. Hardwood floors throughout, 1-car garage parking & extra storage. 
=>erfectly located ju~t steps to Fillmore Street's shops and restaurants & Alta Plaza Park. 1st Open is SUnday, Nov 4th - 2-4pm. Don't miss this . 
ncredlble flat at incredible price!! · · 
Pending Date: 11/10/12 Sold Date: 11/30/12 Sold Price: $1,800,000 
MLS#: 405159 Condominium Sold 2179 Pacific Ave Pacific Heights $ 290 000 

D/S:7/B Cross St; Buchanan City: San Francisco Zip: 94115 OMO: 02/22/1~ 
Bloi:k/Lot:0590027 Zoning: Rh2 -sqFt2740 Source:Per Appraiser $/Sq1Ft835.77 Yr Built: 1902 

. an: 4 BA: 2.50 Pkg: 1. N #Rms: e 
HOA Dues: 600.00 #Units: 4 Floor#: · 
Occupant Type: Vacant Rent: Type: 
DOM: 4 Probate: No Crt Conf: 
Brokers Tour: Open: Open: 

Mar1<eting Remarks: Elegant, remodeled house-like condominium in handsome +unit Edwardian building. Situated in prime Pacific Heights 
location; this 2 level, TOP FLOOR unit showcases architectural details including beautiful Inlaid hardwood floors, 'fireplaces, crown molding, 
wainscoting, built-in cabinetry in living and formal dining rooms, leaded glass, Balustrade railings, & skylights. Chefs kitchen w/breakfast nook & 
quality appliances, adjoining family area w/new deck. Open layout w/ large LR, FDR w/balcony, & gracious entryway- ideal for sophisticated city 
living. Master suite boasts fireplace, & stunning BAY VIEWS! 3 additional, spacious bedrooms. Remodeled baths w/Waterwork fixtures. 
Pendin Date: 02/26/13 · Sold Date: 03/26113 1 Sold Price: $ 2 290,000 
MLS#: 404191 Stock Coo arafute Sc¥d 2121 Broadwa #6 Pacific Hei hts 

D/S:7/B Cross St: Webster City: San Francisco . Zip: 94115 
Block/Lot:580306 Zoning: -SqFt Source:Not Available $/SqFt: 
BO: 4 BA: . 4 Pkg: 2 
HOA Dues: 1500.00 #Units: 7 Floor#: 
Occupant Type: Vacant Rent: Type: · 
DOM: 11 Probate: No Crt Conf: 
Brokers Tour. Open: Open: 

$ 2,200 00!1 
OMO: , 01/18/1~ 

Yr Built:1931 
N#Rins: 

Marketing Remarks: Just a few blocks to the shops and restaurants of upper Fillmore and with II") walking distance to two of the city's most 
exclusive private schools this cooperative residence offers the best of city living. This full floor apartment is flooded with natural light and has 
stunning views of the Bay and Alcatraz.. Located on the 6th floor ofa 7 floor bldg the floor plan is perfect for both entertaining and casual day to day 
living. The 4BRs are located at the rear of the building allowing for peace.and quiet while the separate den has a lovely E view of downtown. The 
resident manager, additional storage and 2 car prkg make this a great urban retreat OFFERS due Monday 1/28 by 2:00pm. Please allow at least 
72 hours for non•resldent seller response. · 
Pending Date: 01/29/13 Sold Date: 03/06/13 Sofd Price: $ 2,520,000 

· Presented By: Erin Thompson {Lie: 01777525) I Summit Real Estate Group, Inc (Lie: 01249361) 
All data NOT VERIFIED. Subject to ERRORS, OMISSIONS, or REVISIONS. Prospective Buyers URGED TO 

INVESTIGATE. - Copyright 2013 by San Francisco Assoc of REALTORS. 
Copyright ©2013 Rapattoni· Corporation. All rights reserved. 

U.S. Patent6,910,045 
Equal Opportunity Housing• All information deemed reliable, but not guaranteed. 

http://sfarmls.rapmls.~.om/scripts/mgrqlspl.dll?APPNAME=Sanfrandsco .•. wsLvJWciJ~i:ileyRid=l&lndude_Search_Criteria=&CurrentSl~=l20094208 Pagel of~ 



Project lnformation 

Case No. 

Project Name 

Cross Streets 

Sponsor 

Community Liaison 

Description 

File Date 

04/09/2013 

Planner 

2013.0433 

2853 BRODERICK ST 
Filbert & Broderick Street 

Stephen Antonaros 
santonaros@sbcglobal.net 

· . Removing a dwelling unit 

Case Information 

101.1 &317 

Supervisor 

DAVID LINDSAY 

·Construction Cost Initial Fee 

$0.00 $3,587.00 

Balance 
$0.00 

Comments 

Action Date Action Motion Number 

1978 

Docket Location 

NORTHWEST 

~ 
Active 

)· 



APPRAISAL OF 

LOCATED AT: 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94941 

CLIENT: 

Pam Whllehead 
50 Magdalena Ct 

MI11Valley, CA 94941 

ASOF: 

December 2, 2013 

BY: 

Roger A Ostrem 

1979 

Fi\eNo. 20131127PW 



To: Pam Whitehead 
Regarding: 2853-2857 Broderick Street, San Francisco Appraisal . . . 
Date:02/11/2014 

. Pali!, 
I rece·ntly appraised the property located 2853-2857 Broderick Street in San .Frandsco for you. The 
intended use of the appraisal was to assist in determining whether the 2-unit .building could be 

converted to a single family house, per the City of San Francisco's Planning Department guidelines. The_ 
appraisal assignment asked for a separate valuation of each of the building's two units. 

ln March 2010 the interior of the house was burned in an arson fire and the interior was gutted as a 
result of the damage. My appraisal values the property as if it was rebuilt to its original use and then · 
assigns a separate value to each of the two units. Since 2-unlt buildings are not.sold as individuai units 
but rather as one building, the appropriate methodology for valuing each unit in the subject property is 
to analyze and assign values to similar 2-unit sales comps with each c_omp valued as one entire building 
rather than as two separate units, since the two units are not sold separately. The two units are then 
assumed to ~ach add a contributory value to the total value of the building in an amount equal to the 
percentage of space occupied by that unit. 

The value of 2853-2857 Broderick, when valued as a 2-unit building, Is $3,550,000 as of 12/02/2013 

{refer to Reconciliation, p~ge 2 of appraisal report). 2853-2857 Broderick consists of approximately 
4,372 sf of space {refer to Appraisal Addendum entitled Quality and Condition of Property). 2853 
Broderick occupies approximately 1,882 sf, or 43% of the entire building; 2857 Broderick occupies 
approximately 2,490 sf or 57% of the entire building. Each unit provides a contributory value to the 
entire building in direct proportion to its percentage of the entire building. Therefore, based on the 
percentage of space occupied by each unit, the value for each unit if valued separatelyt is: 

2853 Broderick: $1,526,500 
2857 Broderick: $21023,500 

Using a similar methodology, each of the five comps in the appraisal report can be given a separate unit 
value based on their individual percentage of space occupied in the building. Following is a breakdown·­
of individual unit values for each of the comps, which can then be compared to the subjecfs individual 
unit values: 

2853 Broderick: $1,526.500 
Comp 1: $1,480,417-

Comp 2: $1,538,500 

Comp 3; $2.,221,111 

Comp 4: $1,977,083 
Comp 5: $1,501,250 

·i 
I 

1980 

·. 



2857 Broderick: $2,023.500 
Comp 1: $2,072,583 
Comp 2: $1,S38,500 
Comp 3: $1,776,889. 

Corrip 4: $2,767,917 

Comp 5: $21101, 750 

It can be concluded that the individual va~ues assigned to each unit in the .subject property are well 
supported in the marketplace. 

Roger Ostrem 
Greenhill Appraisal 
License #AR028299 

1981 



December 5, 2013 

Pam Whltehead 
· 50 Mag~alena ct 
Mill Valley, CA 94941 

File Number: 20131127PW 

In accordance with your request. l have appraised th.e real praperty at: 

2853-2$57 Broderick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94941 

Fne No. 20131127PW 

The purpose or this appraisal ls to develop an opinion of the defined value or the subject property. as improved. 
The property rights appraised are .the fee simple interest In lhe site ahd improvements. 

In my opinion. the defined value or the property as of December 2, 2013 is: 

$3,550,000 
Three !Vlllllon FiVe Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars 

The attached reporl contains the description, analysis and supportive ·data for the conclusions. 
final opinion of value, descriptive pholog~aphs, assignment condi.tions and appropriate certiflcalions. 

~).&_ 
Roger A. Ostrem 

1982 



Residential Appraisal Report File No. 20131127PW 

The purposeollhls appraisal report ls 10 pnM!le Ille clfel1! viilh o ciedil)le opinion of the defined value of Ille subject p!llp•fly, given 1he illlendcd use of thcuppraislll. 
ClientNam!!li111endedUser Pam Whitehead E·maUwhlleheadwest@msn.com 

• C!icn1Addnss 50 M"nrlalena.ct c11vMil1Vallev StnteCA Zfl> 94941 . AddiUonnllntemJed Useirs Client's deslnnated associates . . 
Intended Use Determine the contrlbutorv market value of each unil in a 2-unlt hou= with the Intended ouroose of consnUdalinci the exislina 
2-unlt orooertv into a sinale familv !louse. 
Pr~·"" Address 2853-2857 Broderick Street Citv San Francisco Slale CA Zr• 94941 
Ownerof PubncRecoiil2853 Broderick LLC Countv san Francisco 
t"""\ Oescrioiion Refer to ilreliminarv title reoort 

" Assessor's Parcel I 0947 ·002 Tax Year 2012 R.E. Taxes$ 2 131 
NeiahbadlDOd Nome cow Hon ow Mun Reference 647 -F4 Cenm Tract 128.00 
Pro•""" lliohlS Annmised lXIFee Sfm!lle I II.casehnlrf l !Other ldewibol 
Mvreseatell IXldid I Jdid nol reveal anvorior S111e$orlronslerSoflhe<uh1ect nmnertv !or lholhree <nmrs n1lortolhecffaaivedn1r!o!Urisnoo1alsa!. 
Prior Snle{f rnnsrr. Date 05/30/2012 M:e $1 800 000 ~.m.r<l Countv Records 
Jlnlil~ otprial sll!eor transfer hiS1oly o11m. subject propl!ll)' (on(! tolflPM!blc sales, ii appru:ab!e} Within the oast 36 months the subiect recorded a sale from the 
lnoer M Conrad Trust to lhe PJ Whitehead Familv Trust with a sales orice of $1 800 ooo recot<led on 05/30/2012. The subiect later 

;. recorded a transfer from the PJ Whitehead Familv Trust to 2853 Broderick LLC on 05/09/2013 with no recorded transaction value. The 
comos have not recorded additional sales In the 12 months orior to the effective date of this aooraisaL · .. 

. .. 
Offerings. options and contrac~ as of the elfetflvc dll!e of lhll appraisal None 

Nalg!ibor!\aodChotner.oristlcs One·UnltHauslng1rends One·Unh Houslng P"""'nt Land Use% 

location IXIU<bnn SubU1ban I . I Rum! P10-••Valll1l5 IXllncrcuslnn I !stable I llll!clWnn PRICE AGE One-Unit 50% 
8uil1.\lo IXIOvet75% I 125·75% I 1Under25% Demon""'""""' I IShotlnne IX lln Balance I IOverSunnlu sronm lvrsl 2·4Un!t 20% 
Grov.111 I IRaoid x Stable I ISIO'll Mark•"~Time IXIUnder3mths 13-&mlbs I lo~arSmlhS 8601.o'll 5 Mu!U·Fami!Y 20 % 

: Ncighbortwod Boundaries Bounded on the north b\I Lombard Street on the south bv Green Street 5 300 Hinb 150 Commercial 10 % 
• on the east bv Van Ness Avenue and on the west bv Lvon Street. 2 200 Prell. 85 Olllet % 
:. Neigbbtithood llestriplitrn The subiect's nelohborhood is built outwllh a mixture of residentlal land uses includina sinole famnv homes 
" condos Iles and mulU-unit residential bullcllnas. The neiahborhood is veN well maintained and manv orooerties in the area have been 

remodeled or uooraded. The nelahborhood has retail clistrlcts that run alonCI Union Street and Fillmore Slreel The area ls within 
walkina cf!Stance to the Marina Green and the adiacent San Francisco Bav. An communitv services are available. 
Marlrel Coodhlons finclulingsupporllar n1eoboveconduslrms) A review of District 7 <Pacific Hts PresidiO Hts Marina Cow Hollowl market conditions 
for 2-unlt houses reveals th.e followina: Over the oast 12 months there have been 25 sales· durina the same lime oeriod median orices 
for 2-unlt orooerties' increased from ·s2000 000 to $2 200 ooo: the number of davs on the market decreased from 30 to 16. Currentlv 
there are 6 Hslinos on the MLS with an averaae fistorice of$2 530 ooo. 
Ditlll!nsionl 34.5 X 80 •-2..757sf Sh&oe Rectanaular View Citv Streets 
SoeciricZotlinoC!mif!Calion RH-2 Zonino DeSC1fllllon Residenlial Housino District. 2 Units 
ZonlnnComofionce IX leqel I ILeoa!Noncon!ormlnn/GrandfallletedUsel J INo '""'- I lmonnlfdescril>el 
Is lhehigh<Slandbestuse of the subject prfl!l"rlyas improved(or as proposed pet plansondspecllicatlons) lhepresrintuso? lXJYes UNo lrNo. descdbe. Hlohest and 
best use is conversion to a slnafe familv house as currenflv belna 'orooosed oer olans and soecs. 
UdU1lo• Public. Oth.,ldoscrlbel Pidillc Orhet !descrlbol Ofl~sitc.lml'WftUPmont<S-Tvoe Public Prlva1e 

E!etlrleil• IXI l I Water fl< I I I Stroel Asohalt !XI I I 
Gas IXI I I Sanilarv S<wzer I'll! I I Alie• None I I I I 
Sllel:ommen\$ Subiect SJ1e is lvoical of the neiahborhood. 

-

GENERAL DESCRIPTION FOUNDATION EXTERIOR DESCRll'TION materials 11\JTERlOR materlsls 
Units I lone I lOnew!Acc.llllit IX 12 IConereteSlab IXJCra1·!1Som:e Foundation Walls Concrete Aoora Hardwood 
lc!SID!ias 4 lfuUBaseMl!lll [ ]Partial Basement Ext!!riorWalls Wood Shinole WaUs Sheetrock 
Tvoo fl< locL I IAtL I IS-OelJEnd Uru1 DaSl!lru!nlArea 0 stt.IL RoolSur!ru:e Shina le Trindflnish • Wood Paint 
IX IExiSUna I l?rooosed 1 I Under Const. Basement Finish 0% Gutters & Oov1nsnm•< Galvanized Bathfloor Tile 
Desinn fSlvlel Traditional iOtnside EntrVlExR I ISumnPumn WmdowT~oe SinolePane Bnth Wainsr:lll Tile 
YcarBullt cln::a 1900 Storm Snsllllnsulated None Car Slornne I I None 
E!fcttiYI! ·- ... ,., 7 5 Seto ens None XlDrlvswav I orenrs {) 

/\ttil: Nont! lleatinn IXIFWtdl IHW 11 IRadlnnl Amenitles WOotlSlovels\ r ~concrete 
lDronSlmr Stairs I IOlher I Fuel Gas 1Y1 Fireola"1fsl: 4 fenco orCars 2 
IAoOI X SCUU!e Coolln11 l .ICtinlral Air Condillon!M Ix I Patio/Deck Deck Porch CnmO!I :ore.rs 0 
!Finished Heated ltncJMrlulJI llXtou1er None IPool Other II lAU. I loe1. IXllluiJ1.1n 

Ann•ianr:'.. IXIRef1inerntor 'IX!Ran.,.1n.1eri Xlllishwaslll!I IXlomiosal lX IM'IC!D'l1ave IX IWasher/DM!I' I IQlhet fdescribol 
" Finisbod aron obovo om de con la Ins: · 12 Ro0ll1! 6 Bedrooms 5 Balli sl 4 372 SouareFeetofGrosstlvinnlln!aAboveGrilde 

AddiUonal FcalUnls 2853 Broderick consists of 1 BB2sf143 % of total soace\ and has 5 rooms/2 bedrooms/2 baths. 
2857 Broderick consists ·oi 2.490 sf 157% of total soace\ and has 7 roomS/4bedrooms/3 baths 

Comments on lire lmptCWemcn!S See Attached Addendum 

.. 

,. 
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FEATURE SUBJECT COMPJ\Rhll\.E SAl.E NO. 1 COMPARABLE SllLE NO. 2 COMPARAtlLE Sl\LE NO. 3 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 2821-2823 Brod~rick Street 2051-2053 Broadway 2405. Washington Street 
Address San Francisco San Francisco San Francisco San Francisco 
Proximllv lo SulicCI ' o.o3milesS 0.75 miles ESE 0.71 mlles ESE 
Sale Prlta $ Is 3 560 000 Is 3150 000 Is 3.750 000 
Sa'.11 Pricl!IGrossUv.i\rca s <n,f\. s 1ss ... rt.I $ 904 so.n.I $ 962sn.rd 
Da18 Sourcefsl San Francisco MLS# 396733 San Francisco MLS# 412369 San Francisco MLS# 401725 
VerificeGon 5DU1cel!l Countv Doc# J517977-00 Countv Doc# J763571-00 Counlv Doc# J532533-00 
VALUE ADJUSTMEHTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION ~·llAll•"""' OESCRlPTION •Ill""'"""''" DESCRIPTION !(.IS""°""""' 

Sale or fillllnclnD Trust Sale No Concessions No Concessions 
. Concessions· Cash Sale Conventional Conventional 
Date ol S.lelrune 05/25/2012 350000 09/27/2013 10/2612012 375 000 
Loca!ion Urban Urban· Urban Urban 
teasehoW/FceS'unol~ FeeSimole FeeSlmole Fee Simole FeeSimnle 
Site 2..757 sf 4 097 sf 3438Sf 3 223sf 
\rrow Cltv Streets Ci!v Streets Citv Streets Cllv Streets 
Oesi<1t1/!:Mel Traditional Traclltional Traditional Victorian 

- Oualilv ol ConS!luCliM G6ocl Good Goocl Good 
~ l\dua!Ane 113+/- 104 65 113+l-
• Condilion Fair Averaae -320000 Averaae -320 000 Averaae -320 000 

Above Gr.Id!! T""1184<msl - TOl>I IOdnnsl D"11s ,..,, ,Ml ... ! 8'lhs ,.,~luoo.sl °""' . 
121 6 I 5 121 6 I 5 10 I 4 I 4 25000 9 I e I 3.1 40.000 RoomCounl 

; Grossl.Mr1<1/lrea 4 372sa.lt. 4520so.Jt. -37,000 3485"1.!t. 222000 3 900 so.ft. 118 000 
Base111D!ll & finished None None None None . 
Rooms Below Gratlll None None None None 
Functioaal UUUl'/ Averaae Averaae Averaae Averaoe 

- flealina/Coofina FWAINone FWA/None FWNNone · FWAINone 
Enerov Effident lleins t>lone None None 'None 
G ·- 2CarGarl'lae 2CarGaram~ 2+ Car Garaae 1 CarGaraoe 35 000 
PotchlPaliolllcC!\ Decks Decks Patio Garden 
Unit 1 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/1 BA 
Unlt2 7 Rm/4 BR/3 BA 7 Rm/4 BR/3 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 4 Rm/4 8R/2. 1 BA 

Net Miustment 1To1Bt) l I+ IXI. Is 7000 I I+ IYI. Is 73 000 IXI+ I 1- h 248 000 
A<!iusted Sale Price Nel Ai§. -0.2~ I NotAtj. -2.3% I NelAdj. 6.6~ I 
of Comoarab!es GmssM. 19.93 S 3 553 000 G<msAd. 18.0% $ 3077 000 G-M. 23.7% $ 3 998 000 
S~m-~ of Sales Comnnrlson An""'acil See Attached Addendum 

CDSTAPPRDACHTOVALU~ 

Sile Value Comments The area Is built out and there are no recent land sales of vacant sites to suooort an estimate of site value Usina the 
sales comoarison anoroach. Site value is determined bv allooatlon usina the cauntv assessor's tax records as a basis for'arrivino at 
results. Per the coun!v assessor. land values In the area are tvoicallv hiah ranoinr1 from 60%-70% of total value. The subiecl's land 
value is esiimated at the hiah end of the ranae. 
ESTIMATED I I REPRODUCTION OR IX I REPLACEMENT COST NEW OPlNJONOF SITEVAWE ..................................... ,.• $ 2.485 000 
Source of cost<lala Marshall & Swift. Local Contractors Dv1ollino 4 372 S..FlilPS 475 ......... : ..• $ 2.076 700 
Oualilvrolinnrromcostsarvice 6.0 Eneclive dntc or cost data 12/02/2013 So.fl.<!!'$ ............. $ 

Comments on Cost ""-ch lomss IMnn area calculations. do!!recmtion. elt.l 
see Attached Addendum Gnraaell'"~ort '504 Sn.FL@S 150. ............ s 75600 . Total EstimareofCosE-Ncw ............... s ~ 2152 300 

Less 150 Phvsical I Funclionnl I El<le!<ruil 
l'l""recla1lon 1130 BOO I I • $1 1130 800 
D"""'datedCasto!l~~merns ................................. s 1 021 50() 
"As·is'Va!ueofSitelmP1ovemen1s ................................ • S 50000 

INDICllTE!lVALUEllYCOST APPROACH .................... • • S 3 556 500 
INCOME APPJ!OACHTOVALUE 
Esnrnaled Montl!N Mruket Rent$ n/a x GrossRelllMultioiier nla ·S n/a lnd'icaled Vn!ue bv lncorne Amiroach 

" Summary of Income Approach tincluding support ror marketrent and GRM) Rent contra! is in effect In San Francisco. Rent control reduces the Income 
noten!ial of a prooerlv. which results In an artlliciallv lower Value for the. oronertv. Therefore the income aonroach Is not cans!dered to 
be a reliable Indicator of value and ls not used In this aooraisal asslonment. 
lndlcotodVolu0bV: Snl••Comonr!sonA,.,...,. .. hS3 550 000 CostAonro11ch nr develooodl $ 3 556 500 lnoomo An-nch Cir devolo""'" $ n/a 
The reconcUed value of the sublect is $3 550 000 as of the eff..clive date of thiS aooraisal. Individual contributorv values have been · 
assianed to each unit based on 1he oercentaae of souare footaae of each unit. The value for each unit is as follows· 

0 2853 Broderick: $3 550 000 x 43% = $1 526 500 
_ 2857 Broderick: $3 550 ooo x 57% = $2 023 500 

This appraisal Is made OO"nsTs; Usubjeel tocomplotionpcr plans and specil'ICDllonsanlhe basis ol ah)'f!Oll!CliCal~anllilion lhatlb2improvcma!11Shnve becncampleled, 
• Osu!Jjea IO lho foUD'lllngtep11lrsor~tcn1fions on lllll basis of all)'polhctlCBlcandiliDnlhntlberepai!soral1er.nlansha~ebeenct1mpmlCd · Dsclilccuolhelollawing: 

-

Based an lhe5cope of work, assumptions, lirnftlng c:ondlUons and npproiset'scerlilica!lon. my(our) opinion of Ille defined value of the real property 
that ls the sul!Joctor 1hlsreport lsS 3,550,000 esof 12/02/2013 

.. 
fto61XdU5i1'JAQscka:.tc.U'023Cl1.flw.w&eu.U>W11-

P.19'20U 

GreeJU9 ~sat 

• which 111 theeffecllve date of this appraisal 

. 
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FEATURE SUBJECT - COMPARABLE SALE NO. 4 COMPARAlll.E Sf\l.E.NO. 5 COMPARAlll.E SALE NO. 6 

2853-2857 Broderick street 2847-2849 Washington st 1655-1657 Beach street 
AddreSs San Francisco San Francisco San Francisco 
Pioximilv lo Subfett 0.48 miles SSE 0.68miles NE 
Salel'ti<:e s '' Is 5 300 ODO 1$ 4100 ODO Is 
Sale Price/Gross Uv.Area $ .,,,IL $ 978 so.n.I s 1 005 ... n.I s en,ft.'I 
Oula sourc..ts\ San Francisco MLS# 405603 San Francisco MLS# 414385 
Verificm'ion Sourcc<sl Countv Doc# J662136-00 Real Estate Anent 
VALUE'. ADJUSTMEITTS DESCRIPTION OESCRIFl'ION ,ps•~-,,,..,. DESCRIPTION oHSMr~-- DESCRIPTION .~,S'~--

Sale or Financing No Concessions 
ConCllSSions Conventional Actille Lislinn 
Dn1eofS.loffimo 05/21/2013 530 000 10/18/2013 Lisi 
localinn Urban Urban Urban 
Leasohold/fee Slmme FeeSimnle FeeSirnnle Fee Slmole 
Sile 2757sf 3 510 sf 3436sf 
VieYI Cilv Streets Citv Streets ciiv Streets 
DesionlStv!el Traditional Viclolian Snanish Med. 

i Oualil'I ol Cons1ruelio'n Good Good Good 
ActualAae 113+/- 113+/- 82 
Commion Fair V. GoodfRemocl -820000 V, Good/Remocl -570 000 
Above Grade routlB&m,I 8"1ls r ... 11-.1 - roci1f ..... ! B""1 Tot" llldl.l,I -Room Count 121 s I 5 ' 12 I s I 5 12 I 6 I 5 I I 
GIOS!".:...Atea 4 372 so.IL 5,430 sn.fl -265000 4080 !atlL 73000 snl\ 

Bnsemen! & Finished None None None 
Rooms Below Gr.Me None None None 
~ullciionnl Uliiiw Averaae Averane Avera1:1e 
HoaUnolCoolinn FWNNone FWA/None FWNNone 
Enl!!!!V Elritient llem<J None None None 
Garane/Carnon 2 CarGaraoe ·2 Car Garaoe 2+ ·car Garaoe 
PorchJPalielOeck Decks • Patio Decks 
Unit 1 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 
Unit2 7 Rmf4'BR/3 BA 7 Rm/4 BR/3 BA 7 Rmf4 BRf3 BA 

Net Arfl1rs1menl IT a tan I l+ no. Is. 555 000 I I+ !Xl. Is 497 000 1¥1, I l. Is 0 
~ /\djusled Salo Plice NetA~ -10.5~1 Ne\Al!j. -12.1%1 Net Adj. 0.0%1 

of Cn~arables Gtoss/\!l 30.5% ! 4 745000 QossM. 15.7% S 3.603 ODO Giass/\lf. 0.0% s 0 
'. Summal'/ of Sales Comrnirisan A·~Ch See Attached Addendum . 
-. 

' 

' 
-
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Scope of Work. Assumptions and Limiting_ Conditions 
Scope or work Is definea In the Uniform Slm!dardsOf Prolessional A('ptaisal PracUce as• the type and extent orresearclt and analyses In an . 
assignment." In short. scope of work is simply whlltthe op praiser did and did not doduring lhe course of !heassJgnment. It includes, but ls not 
fimhed to: the eKtont towllich lhe property Is lclenlilled and inspected. the type and extent of do ta researched. the type and Olltent or analyses applied 
ta arrive at. oplrtions or conclusions. . 

The scope of this appraisal and ensuing discU$Sion in this reportarespeclOct.0 the needs or the client. other identified lnt.cnded users and to the 
lnle!lded use of the report. This report was prepared for the sole and exclusive use oflhe clientandolherldonUHed intended users ror the identified 
intended use and its •1Se by any oth(Jr partlas ls prohlblted.. The appraiser ls not responsible for una<111tor!zed use ol lhe report. 

The apprnlsor's certificnllon appearii19 In lhis appraisal report lssul!Ject to the rollowlng condlll0t1• nnd to such othar specific conditions as 11te 
setforthby the appraiser in the report. AileKll'llOrdimuy OSS1Jmptio~ and ltypalho~col condiUons are slated int he report and might have •!reeled the 
assignment results. · 

l. The apprnlsl!r ossuml!S no responslblnty lnr nwU«S of o 1e941 nmurc a!leding IM propetly appraised or ll!le thereto. nor does lhanppraiser ren:Jel orry opinion as to llle UUn. vlhich ls 
assumedlO be good and marketable. lllllpropenyisnpp<alsed as~toughpnUllf responsiblo ownersflip. . 

2. Nty sketch in lhiS l'llflOI\ may sltol'l lljlptolli~tfmensionsnndis included only IO nsslst Ille reader In visuafizing U1e propeay. Tho epprii;serhas made no survey of Ille propmiy. 

3. Thenppraisllf is nol required 10 give te:;limoriyorappelll lo coiin b ecaus&of~ng madolhe appraisal wilb reference to Ille property in quostlOn, unless arrangemenlS hnVe been 
pr~ made 1hefeto. 

4. Nl!i\her ol~ nor any part ol lhc amlent of this report, copy or olher media thateaf fmehlding c:ondusion$ as to lhe propertyvmun. IMidenilly Of the appraiser, prolcssfll~ designations. 
or lhe Drm VJ!lh rihicb lhe appraisllr ls colllltlctcd), shan be !God lar My pwposes by anyalll! bu! the er.em 11nd D1her Intended.user.; as idootified in Ibis ttpOll. nor sball k be conveyad by 
anyoiie ta the pubf11: ll1t009h e!lvenising. pubricrelalions. oel'ls, sores, or other medie, \'n"lhout the v1riUe11 consent ol lhe appraise<. · 

5. The appralsef\•a11 not disclose the conlell!S of UllS appraisal report unless required by applicable low or as specified in Iha Unttorm Stlllldards of Profess!onal Appraisal Preelke. 

6. !n!omuuion. cstimatos, lllld oplntons furnished to lhe apffaisilt, and co11111inedin Ille rcpDll. were oblaliu:d Imm sourcos cnns!dered rclh!ble amt befieved 10 be lnJe ond correci. 
However, Jl(I rosponslb!lily for acctlfllcy or such ilemslurnishetl ta the apprai>er Is assumed by Ille •Pfraiser. 
7. Tbcappralsarassumas nial tllera are no hidden orunlpparonl conrlilions ot lhn propcny, subsoil, ormcluN>S. vmlcll would render It more or less valuable. The oppraisllr assumes 
ml responsibility !or sud! condilicns. or ror engineering or lesling, vlhlcllmiglK be 11lquited 10 olSCO\lorsue!I ractois. ThisappraiSalls Mt nn enYironml!lllalassessment of UH! Jl!Opetly and 
Should nol be considered os suCll. 

B. The appraiser speaalim in !he valuailoo ofreal prapl!ll)' ana Is not a hoh\e irispector, buTiding tllntraaor. $1l\Jd111al engineer, « slmilal e.pen. untw.> olhwwisenoled. TIU! appniiser 
did aol contlucl theintt!Alslvil type er rield obseivlllians of lhekind in!ended 10 seek and discaver propeny defects. Tueviel-ling of the (Xllp0tly and any lmpro•ements is forpurpases of 
developing llll opinion of Iha dofmed \llllue ortt1e p!QjOOy. 9illen lhelnlcnded use ol thisasslgnmenl. Sltllements tegarOlll!J condition are based on s!llface ob5CIVal1ons only. The 
apprlliser claims no spoclal eipertise regarding isSlleS including, but nol limilod 10: Joundalion seUlemem. basement moisllllO problems, wood destroying (orolhar) insects. p~sl!nfeslalion. 
rodi>l1 !JllS. lead based pain~ mold« envirorunQnlal 15sues. Unless olbeNllse imficaled. mechonical systems were OOI acthlated or teslcd. 

This appraisal repon should not be used to lflScioselhe cornliUon of llu:propet\Y as ii relates lo lltepresl!!lcelabsenceof defects. The ciicnl islnv"l\ell and enCOUlllgedto emp!oyqW!~fted 
lll<fl=!lS to inspcet •nd·address IJl8llS ol concein. W negntivo condiliansarcdiscav£1l!d, li1e opinion or value mny be aflceted. ' 

Unless otherwise noted. the appralser •s~es the componen1s lhDtconsli1Ute lite subjact property lmprovernent(s) are rundamentriHy $OUnrl end in 
working order. 

Any viewing of the property by Iha appraiser was limiledto readily obsl!Mlb!e areas. UnlesS olhervlise ®let!. l!Uics and cravA space areas were not accessed. The appri!lser did nm move 
lurnilure, IUlor coverings or olhcr ilcms !hat may restrict the viewing of Iha piopel\)'. · 

9. Appraisals tnvol•ing hJpolheiitlll contilionsrelell!d tocomplclion or new conslrutlion, rcpi!&s « allera~on are based on lheassumpllcn lhalsucb complelion.aneraUoo or mpalts vlili 
be carnpelelllly performed. 

10. Unless lhe intended use of thiS appraisal ~petillcall.Y iill:ludeS issues o! propOl!y Insurance coverage. lhis appraisal 5houldnol be used lor such pwposes. Reproclucpon or · 
Rcplac1lmenl cost figtl'es used in Ille cost approacharcforvnluallon pwposes only, given !he intended use al Ille assignment. The Ocfmilion of Value used Ui this assignment is unlikely 
to be consistent with lhc deDollion or Jnsurable Value !orpropet\YiOS\llallCecoveroge/use. 

11. The ACl General Purpose Appraisal Report(GP AA"'') Is notlntl!l1ded ror use in transactions that require <1Fannle Mae 1004/FreddleMac 70 rorm. 
also kno\NI\ as the Unifonn Residential Appraisal Report (URAR), 

Addltkmal Comments ReJati.dTo ScopeOfWork, Assump~ons and Umltlng Conditions 
An on-site inspection of the land and.improvements was conducted, The improvements were measured from approved architect's 
plans and a sketch of the floor plan was produced. The condition of the property was analyzed. The neighborhood was Inspected. 
Regional, ci"'ty and neighborhood demographic data was analyzed. The current zoning status of the !he site was verified with the 
appl!cable city/county planning department. The flood zone status of the property was investigated and reported. Recent, 
comparable sales transactions were selected from the subject's neighborhood.and analyzed. Data sources include the mulliple 
llsUng service, realtors, and county records accessed through the county assessor's office. Three approaches to value were used, or 
considered, to deterll"!lne an opinion of value. The three approaches include the sales comparison approach, the cost approach and 
the income capitalization app~oach. . 

The appraiser did not review the liUe report and a title report was not made available to the appraiser. 

The appraiser inspected visible and accessible areas only. 

The appraiser Is not a professional home Inspector and this appraisal should not be relied upon to disclose possible bUllding def eels 
that may exist. The appraiser does not guarantee that the house is free of defects. The appraiser recommends the enlistment of a 
qualified home Inspector if such an investigation is required. · 

The appraiser did not conduct an Investigation to discover the presence of mold, asbestos, urea formaldehyde, radon or other 
potentiaHy hazardous materials that may affect the property and its value. The appraiser is not qualified to determine lhe cause of 
mold, the type of mold that may be present or whether the mold might pose a risk to the property or Its inhabitants. The appraiser Is 
·not an environmental inspector and Is not an expert in the 1ielcl of hazardous material Investigation. The appraiser recommends the 
ennstment of a quafified expert In the field of hazardoL1:5 material investigation if such an Investigation Is required. 

The appraiser did not conduct research to uncover Information about the location of possible adverse, external conditions in the 
neighborhood. · 

..... 



Residential Appraisal Report File No. 20131127PW 

Appraiser's Certification . 
Theappraiset(s) cerllfiesthat, to thebestoflhc appraiser's know!edgcand bell of: 

I. Tbeslatomenls oHact i:ontninod in lhisreport are true and cotred. • 

2. The lllpocled analyses. opinion$. and ;;nncJusloJtS ote fif!lhcd ollly byl!lo repol\ed assumptions and limilin!l com!ilions and ore the appraise(s porsona~ iJ!lpartiDI. ~nd unbiased 
pro!mi01111l on~ opinions. andconclllSions. 

3. Unless O!herYlise slated, Ute appra!ser has no pJeSMl orprospecliveinlC1Cslin lheproperly lhatislhe subjectol this report end htls no personalinlerest vlilhrasped to Ute parties 
lnVllll/ell. 

ol. The appmiserlms no blasv.illl resped.IO Ute propertylhatis Ille subject of Ibis ICJlOll or ID the parlics inv~dwilh !his assignment. 

S. 'The appraiser's cngagemenl !n lhis nssignlll$Jll was notconlingmll upon dl!velaping orrapDlling predelenJ\lned rcsulis. 

6. The appraiser's c01J1pensetlnnfor completing !his assig11J11Qnl ls Jl01 COll!ingent upon the development ar repon&lg of a pmdelcrmlned value or cll!e<:Uon in value !hat favors Ure cause ol 
lhe cfienL lheamountol lhe value opinion. Ille lll!llillmenl ol a sUpula1e41tsutt. or lho """1tencc of a subsequoo1evD11t ditci:Jly relOll!ll tou1c 111lel1ded use ollhls appraisal. 
7. The appmise(s ana~ses. opinions. and conclusions were davaloped. and Uris report has bel!ll prepared, in conformi\y ''lith !he Uiiirorm Standnnls or Pro!essiorni! f\ppraisol l'lactite. 
8. Unless olhl!IMsel!OlQd, the appreiser lias made• p!!ISOnaf !nspetllon ol Ute property !hat is Ille su~ of Utis report. 
9. Un\!$1\Dled·beiow, nn one providGdsignifiCllnl real propolly app<aisBI ilSSis!Qnceto !he appr.iser signing lhlscer1ilicalinn. Sigttilicalllreat property app<aisaf essistantc prtNided by: 

Addltlonal CerUneatlons: 
This appraisal is developed and repo·rted in compliance With the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
l certify that. to the best of my knowledge and bellef, I have not performed any addiUonal services regarding the subject property; as 
an ;ippraiSer, or in any other capacity, wllhin the 3 year time period immediately preceding acceptance of thi~ appraisal assignment. 

Definition of Value: [&)Markel Vatua OotherValue: 
Sowte or Oelinilion: AQ!lralsal lnslllute Oictionart of Real Estate AQ!lraisE!l 
Market value is defined as the most probable price which a property should bring In a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeabJy and assuming the price is not 
affected by undue sUmulus. Inflict In this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of Utle from 
seller lo buyer under condiUons whereby: 
(1) buyer and seller are typically modified, 
(2) bolh parties are well Informed and well aditised and acting in What they consider their own best interest, 
(3) a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market, 
(4) payment is made in terms of cash In U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto, and 
(5) the price represents the normal consideration of t)le property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or sales 
concessions granted by anyone associated w~h the sale. 

ADDRESS OF THE PROPERTY APPRAISED: 
2853-2657 Broderick Street 
San Francisco CA 94941 
EFFECTIVE DATEOFTllEAPPRAISAl: 12/0212013 
APPRAISED VALUE OFTHESUBJliCT PROPETITV i 3.550,000 

APPRAISER SUPERVISORVAPPRAISER 
' 

SigM~ 'i& Signalure: 
Name: RogerTstrem Nam= 
SlnteCeW1JJ:a~on I AR028299 SlllleCrullllcolionl -
orUCIU)Slll arLkensef -
or ~{desaibe): - Slate t: Slnte: -

Slnte: CA .Expiraf ion Date or CcttllicaUon ortlccnse: 
Expkl!llDll Dale of ceiurioalioa or license: 09/06/2015 Daleo! Signalme: 
Datnol Signlllute prul RepOIC 12/04/2013 Date of Property Vie'!Jing: 
DateofPlOperty\/'~ 12/02/2013 Degroc or propOtlyviewing: 
Degree o1 property viewing: 0 Interior and EldOrior o~Only OllidnatpersonaUyview 
001nterlorarldE•lerior · 0Eidclior0nly 0 Dill not pe(5D!lally view • 

-- ~d{~/,Q ....... ll4bm(:t:(t,'4-.:iJtt5..201GM:lW~rl1$0~Sct.b:s..i..:.NfR'qtsllt:sttd-

"~ ~ ~R'1-~~!!.m.1Ro OSIZDI ~~ 
Greenhill Appraisal 



ADDENDUM 

cnent Pam Whitehead F• J.: 2013H27PW 
Property Address: 2853-2857 BrodeOck Street Case No~ 

City: San Francisco State:' CA Zip: 94941 

Quality and Condition of Property 
The subject is a 2-unit house. The lower urn1 is 2853 Broderick and the upper unit is 2857 Broderick. In Marcil 201 O the 
interior of the house was burned in an arson flre and the interior was gulled as a result of the damage. The previous owner 
submitted plans to restore Iha property to Its original use. The plans were approved and a permit was issued to rebuild lhe 
interior wilh an approved budget of $320,00D. 

The lower unit consists of the original 1st floor consisting on 1,170 sfplU$ an additional 712 sf of space on the garage floor, 
now referred to~ the 1sl floor. The additional712sf of space is Included in this appraisal as pait of the lower unit since it 
was part of the plans submitted by the previous owner that were approved and legally permHted. Additionally, a 2-car 
garage was Included in the approved plans and is also included In this appraisal. 

On 05/30/2012 the house was sold to the current ownerwho is attempting to reconfigure the house from Its original 2-unit 
use into a single ramUy house: However, the Intent of this appraisal is to value the two units individually and attribute a 
contributory market value to each. The appraisal therefore relles on lhe original configuration of the house and not on the 
newly proposed single famlly configuration. 

The origlnal configuration of 2853 Broderick was a 2 bedroom/2bath unitwith a kitchen, living ror:>m and dining room. The 
. new 712 sr addition, pre\/iously approved, Is simply referred _to as fwing space In this appraisal. The total square footage ls 
1,aa2sf. 

The original configuration of 2857 Broderick was a 4 bedroom/3 bath unit with a kitchen, living room and dining room. The 
unit consisted of 1,395 sf.on the lower level and 1,095 sf on the upper level fora total of2,490 sf. 

The condi!lon of the tiouse is rated fair and the neighborhood standard is rated average. The interior of lhe house is 
currently gutted and, as a result, the condition of the subject Is currently below the neighborhood standard. The original 
construction q ualily of lhe house is rated good and is similar to the surrounding neighborhood standard . 

. comments on Sales Compa.rispn 
The search for comps involved analyzing sales of 2-unlt buildings localed in District V. Distiict 7, as defined by the San 
Francisco Association of Realtors, includes Pacific Hts, Presidio Hts, the Marina and the subject's immediate neighborhood 
of Cow Hollow. A typical buyer interested In purchasing Within the subject's neighborhood would typically search for 
properties throughout District 7. Comps 1-4 are closed sales transactions. Comp 5 is an aclive·listlng. 

Single family house sales and condo sales dominate the neighborhood sales market and the volume of 2-unit building sales 
Is low. As a result, it Is necessary to extend the search back in time approximately 18 months in order to have a Sllllicient 
number of similar property sales to analyze to produce a credible resuJL 

Comps 1, 3 & 4 are adjusted for ti.me at the rate of price Increase posted for 2-unit buildings over the past 1.2 months. The 6 
month period prior to lhe most recent 12 months recorded less price appreciation for 2-unit bundlngs and no additional 
adjustment for time Is made for that period. 

The subject has a typical site for the local market, which is matched by all of the comps. Site sizes differ moderately but all 
of the comps have a narrow streelfrontage and all have backy;ir~ that add !J1tle additional utility. Therefore despite 
moderate site size differences, the effecUve utility of the sites are all considered similar to the subjecl 

The subject's current condition Is rated fair and· an across the board line !tern ad)ustci\ent has been made in order to bring 
the condition of the property back. to its pre-fire condition of average, and In fine with neighborhood standard. The line item 
adjustment is a cost.to cure based on the previous owner's approved plans and budget to restore Ille property's pre-fire 
condition. The previous owner's budget was $320,000 to make the restoration. 

All of the comp's condition ratings are as of their close of escrow date. Comps 4 & 5 have additional condition adjustments 
since their condition exceeds the neighborhood average to which the subject is assumed to be restored to. In addition to the 
$320,000 across the board adjustment. Comps 4 and 5 are adjusted by an additional $500,0GO and $250,000, respectively, . 
based on budget estimates provided by real estate agents for each property. 

Since this appraisal has the Intent of determining the contributory value of each of the subject's 2- unils, a breakdown of 
each of the comps 2-unils has been <flSPlayed. The comps are generally similar in bedroomtbathroom count as the subj~ 
Comp 1's room breakdown has· been estimated due to a lack ofavaUable inforrnalion In lhe published county records and In 
theMLS. 

Comp adjustments are based on a combination of matched pair analysis from appraisals done in Iha subject's market area 
and by relying on the appraiser's data files, which contain marke~ data collected over time. 

?rimary weight in the sales comparison approach is given to Comp ·1 because it Is similar to the subject and Is located on 
the same street and block as the subject; it differs primarily with regard to time of sale. Comp 1 has an adjusted sale price of 
$3,5~3,000. Comps 1, 2 & 3 are ah closed SE\les transactions wilh acceptable amounts of adjustment. their average 
adjusted sales price is $3,542,000. Comp 4 ls given tertiary weight due to its large gross adjustment. which exceeds typical 
guidelines. Comp 5 ls an active listing 1hat has been added lo demonstrate the current asking price for a similar property. It 
Is given secondary weight since lls final sals.s price is unJ<nown. Placing equal erriphasis on both Comp 1, and on the 
a11erage of Comps 1-3, results in a reconciled value of approximately $3,550,ooo for the subject using the l!llles comparison 
approach to value. 

Cost·Approach Comments 
Due to the very low amount of home construction In the area, piiblished cost manuals such as Marshall & SWill. etc. are 
generally less renable than in many other areas. Cost data from Mari;hall & SWift is utilized in this report but is augmented 
by cost data collected from local general contractors and from 1he appralse~s mes. ·· 

The agetnfe method has been used to detennlne depreciation. Due to updates and good maintenance, the effecllve age of 

·Addencflm Page 1 cl2 
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ADDENDUM 

Client Pam wtu1ehead File No! 20131127PW 
Prooerty Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Streat Case No.: 
Cily: San Francisco Stale: CA Zip: 94941 

the improvements has been lowered. 

Any cost approach information contained in thls report, including any informaUon provided under the heading "Cost 
Approach to Value" has been provtded at the request of the client/intended user of this report. The provision of such 
information does not ohange the intended use or _the intended cllentluser of thls report. It should not be relled upon for the 
purpose of determining the amount or type of insurance coverage to be placed on the subject property. The appraiser 
assumes no liability for any Insurable value estimate or opinion that is Inferred from this Information ;and does not guarantee 
that any insurable value estil)1ate or oplnlon inferred from !his repQrt will result in the subject property being fully insured for 
any loss that may be"sustalned. The appraiser recommends that an insurance professional be consulled to detemilne the 
appropriate amount and type ofinsurance to be placed on the subject premises. · 



SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 
Cfient: PamWhitehead ________________ ,.,,,.,.Filr 20131127PW 
Property Address: 2853-2857 Broat. • .ck Street C&.. .J.: 
Cit • San Francisco 

1990 

State: CA Zi : 94941 

FRONT VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Appraised Date: December 2, 2013 . 
Appraised Value: $ 3,550,000 

REARVIEWOF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

STREET SCENE 



COMPARABLE".PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 
Client: Pam Whitehead 
Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
C1 • San ranclsco 

File1 201:l1127PW 
CaseNo.: -

State: CA Zi : 94941 

COMPARABLE SALE 111 

2821 ·2823 Broderick Street 
San Francisco 
Sale Date: 05/25/2012 
Sale i:'J"ice: $ 3,560,000 

COMPARABLE SALE #2 

2051·2053 Broadway 
San Francisco 
Sale Date: 09/2712013 
Sale Price:$ 3, 1so,ooo 

COMPARABLE SALE #3 

2405 Washington Street 
San Francisco 
Sale Date: 1 D/26/2012 
Sale Price:$ 3,750,000 



COMPARABLEPROPERTYPHOTOADDENDUM 
Client: Pam Whitehead ________________ _,Fi='1.' .. ~ 20131127PW 
Propertv Address: 2853-2857 Broa .. nck Street Ca __ .• o.: 
Cit , San Francisco . State: CA Zi : 94941 

1992 

COMPARABLE SALE #4 

2647-2849 Washington st 
San Francisco 
Sale Date: 0512112013 
Sale Price:$ 5,300,ooo 

COMPARABLE SALE #5 

1655-1657 Beach street 
San Francisco · 
Si!le Date: 1011a12013 List 
Sale Price:$ 4, 100,000 

COMPARABLE SALE #6 

Sale Date: 
Sale Price: $ 

• 
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Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street Case No.: 
Ci • San Francisco State: CA 1 : 94941 
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1st Floor Space 
Living Area 

1st Floor Space 
Garage 



Client: Pam Whitehead -----------------w:FD · 20131127PW 
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2nd Floor ~pace 

2nd Floor Space 

2nd Floor Space 
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3rd Floor Space 

3rd Floor Space 

3rd Floor Space 
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FLOORPLAlll SKETCH 
Client: Pam Whitehead 
Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Cit • San Francisco 
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2853 Broderick First Floor 

· File No.: 2013112.?PW 
Case ND.: 

State: CA Z.i : 94941 

8.0' 

4 1B.5' 

Bath 

'!9.0 . 
Bedroom 

50.Cl' ' 
Kitchen 

3.5' 

Din1ng Room Badroom 
4.5' 36.5' 

2.5' Bath 

7.0' En tty 

2..5' 

3.5' 
7.S' 

·1.0• 
.fl 

U11in9Room .O' 

8.5' 
8.1' 

3.5' 7.fl 3.5' 4..5' 

2853 Brodatiok Second Acor 



FLOORPLAN SKETCH 
Client: Pam Whitehead File No.: 20131127PW 
Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street Case No.: 
Cit • San Francisco State: CA Zi : 94941 

13.0' 
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Bedroom 
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Bath Bath 
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3.0' 

stairs 
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St;;irs 
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Bedroom Bedroom 16.5' 
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Living Room 

'12.5' 

29.5' 
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2857 Broderick Third Floor 2857 Broderick Fourth Floor 

SKETCHCALCUl..ATIONS Pelhleter Area 

1.ivillg .Area 
2S53 Broderlct;FJn;tAoor 711.B 
285SBroderickSeaind Aoor 1170.2 
2857 BromridlThirdl'lw 1m5.S 
211$7Ilmti!rid1Fotrb Floor 1005..0 

- ·Total Living Area 4372.ll 

GllmgeAma 
Qlrage &BJ 

Total Garage> Area &rn:r 
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PLAT MAP 
Client: Pam Whitehead File No.: 20131127PW 
Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street Case No.: 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES 
QUALITY REAL ESTATE APPRAISALS 

APPRAISAL OF 

A RESIDENrlAL UNIT Hao IN TENANCY COMMON OWNERSHIP 

LOCATED AT: 

2653 BRODERICK STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

CLIENT: 

IRVING ZARETSK'I' 
2845-2847 BRODERICK STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA94123 

ASOF: 

Dece,mber 2, 2013 

BY: 

TIMOTHY A LITTLE 

2332 TARA.VAL STREET #1, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94116 PHONE 415-731-9601 

2001 

RES 
FileNa.14K006CTL 

FAX 415-731-5815 



w ALl<UP CLARK & ASSOCIA res RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report File No. 14K006CTL 

The porposeol 11ns appraisal ll!pDlllSll> provide 1hecllentwilhaCJedihle apinmnollhedelinedvakJl?of lheSllbiectproperly. !JIVl!ll lhelntended use cf llte apprrusal. 
Client Name. IRVING ZARETSKY E·mall 714515@GMAILCOM 

• Client Address 2845·2847 BRODERICK STREET c:11v SAN FRANCISCO sia1eCA Zin 94117 
: l>.dditional Intended Userl<I IRVING ZARETSKY'S DELEGATED ASSOCIATES • . 

Intended~ ASSET EVALUATION OF HYPOTHETICAL TIC UNIT DIVISION. 

ProoertvAdd1ess 2853 BRODERICK STREET CllV SAN FRANCISCO smieCA Zio 94123 
ownercfl'llblieRecord.WHJTEHEAD PAMELA J FAMILY TRUST countv SAN FRANCISCO 

· 1.,,oJoesctt"""" LOT 2 BLOCK 0947 /SEE PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT FOR A FULL LEGAL DESCRIPTION:l #2853 
A>sessor'S Parcel, 0947 • 002 IUNIT#2853l TaxYear 2013 R.E. TmsS PROP 13 
Nemhbomool!Name COW HOLLOW Maollelerence 647/F4 census Tract 0128.00 
P1oner1VRJnh1SAoora1sed I IFeeSlmDle I ILeasellold IX!Otberfdescnbe\ FEE SIMPLE W/PARTIAL INTEREst AS TENANCY IN COMMON 
M~researcl! I ldld IX Ida! notre~I anvonorsafesoruansfersol lhe sub1et!DIO""""for lhe Jhrttveais1111Dr!Dlhe efteclivedateol lh!S anora!SllL 
Pnor Sale/Transler. Dale Pm>= SD111tels\ MLS/NDCDATA 
Ana1ystsolllltor""le0tttansferhlsll>lyoflhe5Vbje:ipropeuy(andcamparablesoles.Uapplltable) THE SUBJECT UNIT LAST SOLD AS A WHOLE FOR 
$1 800 000 ON 05130/2012 CDOC#OJ42200809). NO SALES FOR THE SUBJECT UNIT WERE NOTED JN THE PAST 36 MONTHS. 

~ NO ADDmONAL PRIOR TRANSFERS WERE NOTED FOR THE COMPARABLE SALES WITHIN THE PAST 12 MONTHS. 

OKellllgs. DplUmS and coh1raCISas nf lhl! eflec1111t~ale ol Jhe apprawtl 

Ne1Bhborlrooll<::i-.twiri$11cs Contlon1JnluD1 Unit Rousing Yronds Condominium H011Slng ProaontLondU••~ 

l.llcatioo IX I U1bon. I lsuburboo I Rm al PID"'"'"Values 1Xlriu:re""11n I !Stable IDeciinmn PRICE AGE one-Voll 4040 
Buill-llo 1Xlover75% I 125-75% I 1Uncle!25% Demnndmth'lnhl IXlsluniaQe I llnlt.!Jance IOVerSUoo!v smnm """ 2-f Unll 25% 
GrOWlft I IJlaord IXlslable I ISlow Ma1k>6nnT1111e !XIUnder3mlhs I 13-Gmlhs I ICNer6mlhs 220 L!Jw 0 Mdlli•FamiH 20~. 

• Ns1ghborhood Boundarres LOMBARD TO THE NORTH GREEN TO THE SOUTH LYON TO THE 1900 Hlllh 110 Commercial 12 % 

: WEST AND VAN NESS TO THE EAST. 750 Prod. BO Olher 3% 
~ No'!lhb01hood D=llJll!On SEE ATIACHEO ADDENDUM. .. 

Markel Conllilions {inclUding supporl far lhe above concit1Sions) SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM. 

roncar•n"" SLOPED 51Z1! 2757SF De•~"' 2 UNITS VieWNONE 
Soeollic Zoninn Classi!ieaUon RH2 zomnu OestrlDUOh RESIDENTIAL; 1WO FAMIL y DWaUNG 
ZoninnConmliMce IXJlerm! I lle!llllNonconform•m I INoZomnn llll<mal fdeStribe\ 
15 lhe lnjjhesJand besl~se of !ho subjeclpropenyasiruprcved (or llS"propcsed per plans and spealicallODs) !he present use? 00Yes UNo UNo,descilbe. 

Utilities .Public Od.e.rldeacrlbol PubDc orher{desarlbe' oH.,:ltabnorovements-T~ Publlc PtJvate 
• B&effu-iht IXI I I waw IXI I I SUI!!! ASPHALT IXI I I 

Gas IXI I I San""~Ser1e1 IXI I I Al!ev NONE I I I I 
site Comments THE SUBJECT IS A TYPICAL INTERIOR SITE ON A RESIDENTIAL STREET STREET WITH LIGHT LEVELS OF 
TRAFFIC. THE SITE TOPOGRAPHY IS SLIGHTLY SLOPED. NO APPARENT ENCROACHMENTS EASEMENTS OR ADVERSE 
SITE FACTORS NOTED. 
Dalasourtelsllornroiectinformation MLS REAL ESTATE AGENT 
Prlli<ct DeStrinuon IX loetathed I IRoWorlownhou.! I IGanlen I IMkJ.ll!Se I IH1ni1-R1se IX IO!harldl!S!:ll"bel . LOW RISE 
:.. • , General Oesainlion :: :'1 ::·. .. "·· :· Genaro! oesaiJllilln : .••• • .•: :. : ' Gene'ralOostriplicn. · • ". GtneraloelCl!ption·. ·'. .. •·· .... ··.:. : Pio!ecunco;, .. : · ..•. 

• ,o1Slanes3 Elhlt!Wl!Ane 10 YRS ExlorlD!Walls WD.SDfAVG+ Rllno Jsoaceslunusl 111 MofUnllS 12 
• a al Eleva!Ors 0 X r~-.. I IPro•osed RoofSUJlatt TAR & GRVL Two GARAGE # o!Umrscom•lated 12 
~ YearBuilt 1900 Under ConslnJCllon Tolall Parkmn 2 

Desalbe ~condilian ai"lheprojcC!andqualityo!conSttuCJion. SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM 
Guest Parlann NONE #DI untis Rented 10 

I 

: 
Desclillo lhe oommon eleQ\tnl!; "uJ ieclllllllon:iHacililleS. GARAGE. & REAR YARD 

. . GENERAL DESCRll'TION. : • i·. INTERIOR . " :. : : .\ mruerial$ • "· ,:: ...... ~: AMENJTIES . . : : •• ·APPLIANCES .. .... CARSTORAGE>.: •• 
F!oDr# 1STl2ND/MID Floors HDWO/AVG+ l!:oe""'""'$lW 0 X RehloorolOI Nom> 
nollevels 2 W.lls SHTRKIAVG+ WOodsloveCsl ~ 0 X RaMeJC>ien X Gnmne I ICOVl!led I IOMn 
Heatlnn Tvoe FAU Fuel GAS TriJTI/Fmls!t WO/PNTD/AVG+ D"edllPDlt00 X DiSD XIMictowave #olCars 1 

lcemralAC I hndivulua!AC Balb Wall15COI TILE/AVG+ PordrJBalconv 0 X Dishwasher IAss!Med I IO.'lllSd 
• X Inn.er fdesetibe\ NONE Doors HLLOW COREfAVG+ Olller 0 X Was!t"'"'"~r Parlcin• Snace # 
; Finished area nbove nrMe conlains: 5 Rooms 2 Bed1QQmt 2.0 Balhlsl 2,007 SMme Feel of Gross tMnn AreaAbo'/e Grade 

Cpmme111SD11 lhtunpioveme11rs: THE SUBJECT UNJT IS THE 1STf2NDfMID FLOOR UNIT THAT IS TO BE FINISHED TO AN AVERAGE 
• STANDARD CONTAINING 3 BEDROOMS. A DINING ROOM AND 2 BATHROOM WITH A LARGE RECREATION ROOM ON THE 

LOWER FLOOR. 

THE UNIT WILL BE a!GIBLE FOR STREAMLINED CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION AS A 2-UNIT BUILDING. THIS IS OF 
BENEFICIAL STATUS WITH REGARD TO TIC PROPERTY VALUE. BUT IS STILL CONSIDERED INFERIOR TO CONDOMINIUMS 
UNTIL THE SUBJECT IS OFFICIALLY CONVERTED TO CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP BY THE CITY. 

...... "' . 
.• ..... 
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WALKUP CLARK &ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report File No. 14K006Cl1. 

FEA.TURE SUBJECT COMPARABLE SA.l.E NO- 1 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3 

Addreos 2853 BRODERICK STREET 333 SPRUCE STREET 3226 OCTAVIA STREET 3132 SCOTT STREET 
nnd SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO 
UnU • . . -
PIOJ<Cltlameand 285}2557 BRODERICK ST 331-335 SPRUCE STREET 3224-3226 Or::rAVIA STREET 3132 SCOTT STREET 
PhaSe 1 1 1 1 
PIOlOl111l1'111Sub.'eCI ~·::;,:::-~ .. \ .. •:::· :· ... :: D.81 MILES g.f.J 0.87 MILES NE D.25 MILES NE 
Sale.Pree s ,.:~ ::.~!.:·~?·:"·:·,;,:';;~. I s 1.708 DOD : ....... ,.,.::'.·:·~:~ ''·"'· s 1,695.00D :~··~ ;:!'.,:~::.~. ·::·;:· Is 1,60DOOO 
So!e Pna!/Glosll 111. Alea s 0.00 511.fl. s 923.74 ... ft.I·.:-.·.·::.~·~:-.: .. ;.:·~-., $ 1059.38 so.d. • ••• :-. ... ;.:-.:~;;:,,: S 677.97 SIL fr.I.::·:::°'•.!.~.:: .. ~~!:: .... 
OaJaSour'""c1 :.;.~.~~t;~: .. ;;.r::~~ :;:~.::;t;:t:·. SFMLS#410799 OOM:73 SFMLS#414595 DOM:14 SFMLS#416224 DOM:23 
Velllica!JM Sourcef<I ,-\::::;,'I'·~·~: 't~~.::; ::·=.:,:..; !i':" NOC/DOC#OJ76500639 NDCIDOCllOJ8Z200332 NOC/DOC#OJ85500349 
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTIOll .DESCRIPTION itt.\si..t.. .. - DESCRIPTial tr.ls•"'"'..- Dl:SCRIPTION IM$A.t.~ 

Saieo1Flnllnc1nv !~~tf l~~}.t:.~~~f !::~~: ARMLTH ARMLTH AR.ML TH 
eonees~ons CONV·o CASH·O CONV·O 
Di119 ofSale/f11ne .~.·:~~!:~ 1.:·.:t-::0

:::: .. ; 10102/2013 COE 01/0S/2014 COE 03/24/2014 COE 
LOcaliDll GOOD GOOD GOOD GOOD/NOISE 80000 
Leasehllld/Fee sunole FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE 
HOA Mo. Assesment $0 $350 $267 $451 
Common Bemen!S NONE NONE NONE ROOF DECK ··20,000 
andRt!c.Fac11iues VARD VARD NONE 5 000 VARD 
Floorlai:a1J011 1ST/2NO/MID 2ND/MID 1ST/2ND/MID 1ST/2ND/MID 
V1ow NONE PRT.CITV/AREA -42. 700 NONE NONE 
O••lnof<Me\ TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL 
01 .. 1;11rofConslmction AVERAGE+ GOOD -85400 GOOD -84 75D GOOD -80 000 
Acluj!]Am! 1900 1905 1923 1912 
COnrllbM AVERAGE GOOD -85400 GOOO -84 750 GOOD -80000 
AbavtGrade Tobi llll!rm<I o ... r«>1186ml,I BJl!o T•~ le.t ... I ,,.,,. r.wl-,f 0-

lloamCnunt 6121 2 6 I 3 I 2.5 -7 500 6 13 I 2 7 I 3 I 2.5 -7500 
GmsSltmaAtea175 2.00T'sn.ft. 1849 "'1,ft. 27,700 1600 .... ft. 71 300 2.360 so.rt ·61700 

• Basement& Frrushwl NONE NONE NONE NONE 
, RoomsaetowGrade STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE 
; f1mc1d)nat urtnw AVERAGE/TIC I AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGE/TIC 
• HenUnnlr'.nnUM FAU/NONE FAUINONE FAU/NONE FAU/NONE 

c0 -·Ellitientlie"" STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD . STANDARD 
Gaiane/Catooft 1 CAR GARAGE 1 CAR GARAGE - 1 CAR GARAGE 2CARGARAGE -40 000 
PorchlPallolOect NONE DECK ·10 000 LYARD -15 000 NONE 
KITCHEN/BATH REMOO/AVG+ REMDLO/GOOD -40 000 REMOO/GOOD -40 000 REMO DI GOOD -40 ODO 
DENSITY/OCPNT 2 UNIT/OWNER 3 UNIT/OWNER 85400 2 UNIT/OWNER 5 UNIT/OWNER 160 000 

NatA!fiusrment(T!ll>!I :'=:.·"Z':."~ .._ \:,':. t~ • ..:i \ ~·:=:. I h IXI· Is 157 900 I I• !Xl· Is 148 200 I It IXI· Is 89200 
Adjll!iled Sale P11ce f{=)~~i~!~:!l~~~~~{~~: NetAr!j. -9.291 I Ne!Mj. •S.7~1 Nol Adj.' -5.6~ ,. 
ol ''"'"'"rnbles GmssAdi 22.5% s . ; 550100 Gtll!S/\di 17.7% s 1546 800 GrossAdi 35.6% S 1510800 
Sun1maiyofSalesCompanlllllApproadl THE COMPARABLE SALES ARE THE MOST RECENT ~O APPROPRIATE SALES AVAILABLE 
FROM CONVENTIONAL MARKET DATA SOURCES. THE DATA SOURCES CONSULTED WERE OFFICE F!LES THE MULllPLE 
LISTING SERW~i:: LOCAL REAL ESTATE AGENTS NDCDATA AND EXTERIOR INSPECTION. THE GROSS LIVING AREA IS 
ADJUSTED AT $175 PER SQUARE FOOT ANO ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST HUNDRED FOR DIFFERENCES OVER 100 
SQUARE FEET. LOCATION. APPEAL AND CONDITION ADJUSTMENTS ARE MADE AS A PERCENTAGE OF RESPECTlVE SALES 
PRICE. DIFFERENCES IN ROOM COUNT ARE INCLUDED IN GROSS LIVING AREA ADJUSTMENTS. FULL BATHROOMS ARE 
ADJUSTED AT ~15 000 AND HALF BATHS ARE ADJUSTED AT $7 500. ALL OTHER ADJUSTMENTS ARE MADE ON A LUMP SUM 
BASIS. 

·. 

A FOCUS WAS PLACED ON FINDING COMPARABLE TIC UNITS TO COMPARE TO THE SUBJECT AS OPPOSED TO SPLITTING 
THE VALUE OF A 2·UNIT APARTMENT BUILDING OR USING CONDOMINIUM COMPARABLES. THIS IS CONSIDERED TO BE 
CRUCIAL IN ACCURATELY REPRESENTING THE SUBJECT'S VALUE AND IS CONSIDERED HfGHEST AND BEST USE OF THE 
SUBJECT BUILDING. 

SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM FOR ADOmONAL COMMENTS. 

indtclltedValuebvSalesComoarlsonArnlmaclls 1500000 
INCilMEAPPROACil'ttiVAL'llE'.''.''-.'. ·:•,.;':::.-::; ·."•.,.:; ·.".:. ;• : .. ' , •• '. ': .- ;. : "'. ·;-.,· ,< .. '·' : :: • !.' .' .. : .• -. .. :.-•• : · :o :• . ... : .. : .:: .. : ... o;,:,:·'",':\-. \; .. -.;.".\:'-l [;; £.~;,' · 
l!stunated MonfhlvMar~etRenl s NIA XG!O$Ren1Mul110liet NIA =S NIA indit:81J!d Vnlue bv Income A1111ronch 

• summaryul·lncomeAppnmch [meludinuwPpor1rormarkelll!llland GRM) iHE INCOME APPROACH IS NOT USED AS SIMILAR PROPERTIES IN THE 
AREA ARE PRIMARILY OWNER OCCUPIED ANO NOT UTILIZED FOR INCOME PRODUCTION. A CREDIBLE RESULT CAN BE 
OBTAINED WITHOUT THE USE OF THIS APPROACH TO VALUE. 
tndlcotodVoluebV: s.i••Com .. ri .. nAaoroachS1500 000 lncomoA••ta11•hflldovclaaodlS NIA 
THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH IS 1'HE MOST RELIABLE MARKETVALU!: INDICATOR AS IT BEST REFLECTS BUYER 
AND SELLER ACTIONS. THE COST APPROACH IS NOT APPLICABLE FOR COMMON INTEREST OWl'IERSHIP DUE TO THE 

_ • DIFFICULTY IN VAWING INDIVISIBLE INTERESTS. THE INCOME APPROACH IS NOT USED f'S SIMILAR PROPERTIES IN THE 
AREA ARE PRIMARILY OWNER OCCUPIED AND NOT UTILIZED FOR INCOME PRODUCTION. 

• Thisapp111sal IS made LJ"as !$." U subJnttl~ compleikm per pla115 and spet:ilieBllonson Ille bil!1S ul a ~belllcrinth~on Ilia! the rmpll)V_amanJs have been Clllllpleted, 
OSllbJet:l to tile followrng repmor atterlllinns on the bi!Sl'i of a bypollletlcal corulltlon lhal lhe re palls or elteratJons hava been tM1ple1ed OOsubJect lo lite fol1o!\lng: 

" SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM 

Based on the seop~of work, ussumptlons,llmlllng condllions and appmlser's cerlificallon, my {our) opinion of the~elined value of the real propnrty 
thutls lhesubjeat oflhls report ls S 1,500,000 

-gpar .. 
• •; • -· •o <llo ;., .. \ 

asot 1210212013 

P:o:tlcdJUJ."f.C.O~to0Uttl21"1!l='•~Wll 
-lal4 

Real Estate Appraisers 
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WALKUP CLARK & AsSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report FileNo. 14K006CTL 

·FEl\TURE I SUBJECT COMPAR/\11!.E SAi.ENO. 4 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 5 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 6 

Address 2853 BRODERICK STREET 3128 WASHINGTON STREET 436 LAUREL STR5ET 
and SAN FRANCISCO· SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO 
Unit# - A 

' . -
P1ojee1 Namund 285~2857 BRODERICK ST 3124·3134 WASHINGTON STF 432-436 LAUREL STREET 
Phase 1 1 1 
Prol!imltv IC Sllbieel .:·-:··: · ... : · .. \ .:. :·~ :.:·:. ··~ 0.44 MILES SW 0.73 MILES SW 
SalePriee s :-;:::::~:"~· !:"! ... ~.:.:.:~: Is 1270000 .::··:::•.•.;:.~.::::,::.Is 1.,349 000 :·.::>\\,:.::::~·:'Is 
Sale PliceA'.lrosS l.N. Alea s 0.00 s!Ltt. s 738.37 m_JLh:··~~·~,:·.··;:.:::~::::. s1 226.36 an.rd;·:;:.:::::::·-:~;.:::·:. s. so.fl.I:.~'.'.;,~:;.;,;;.,:::·:,;; 

Dain Soun:efsl ;~~=;~~\; SFMLS#407455 DOM:154 SFMLS #410719 DOM:27 
VedlicallOn Sourt:e1<1 NDC/OOC#OJ76600444 · NDC/OOC#OJ73100421 
VAtUEAOJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION .,.,s~·-- DESCRIP'flON ., ............ DESCRIPTION .r.ts•.....,"'°" 

sare or FlnantlllO Y-11:-?rt§~~;s~~;.1~;~~{~. ARMl..TH ARMLTH I 

eun~".m CONV·O CONV·O 
Date of Sale/Time ::".: ~:!;;~.:.,:.·~·-:it:-=,·! -~·:: .. : 10104/2013 COE 08116/13 COE 
Location GOOD GOOD GOOD 
leaseholdlFee Slm•Je FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE 
HOI\ Mo. Assessment $0 $375 $250.00 
Common Elema11ts NONE NONE' NONE 
and Rec. Fatililres YARD NONE 5000 NONE 
Floor Locallt!D 1ST/2ND/MJD 2NDfrO? 1ST/2ND/80T 
VIPHI NONE NONE NONE 
Desmn IS•••• TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL 

I t111111itvo(Consuu,non AVERAGE+ AVERAGE+ GOOD -67 450 
AtlualA"" 1900 1900 1900 
Cond1oon AVERAGE AVERAGE GOOD -67 450 
AbowGrade T® fad,,,,,I P\llM '""'~""' """' Tlll>l-1~..;J ILllJd Toll! 1.....,1 80!hs 

RoomCo\111! 6 12 I 2 6 13 I 2 6 I 3 I 3 -15 000 I I 
Gross•~Area175 2.007 so.ft. 1720 so.ft. 50,300 1100 $0,ft. 158,800 M.I!. 

Dasemeni & Fm!Shod 'NONE NONE NONE 
Roonis Below Grade STORAGE STORAGE - STORAGE 
Fmcl!DllalUJifitv AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGE/TIC · AVERAGE/TIC 
HeallnlllCoorum FAU/NONE FAU/NONE FAU/NONE 
Ener"" Ellieienl Items STANDARD STANDARI> STANDARD 
GatanelCama~ 1 CAR GARAGE 1 CAR OFF ST 10000 1 CAR GARAGE 
Porcl~Pal!O/Dock 

, 
NONE DECK -10,000 

=GOOD 
·15 ODO 

KITCHEN/BATH REMOD/AVG+ REMOD/GOOD ·40 000 ·40 000 
DENSITY/OCf>NT 2 UNIT/OWNER 6 UNITNACANT 127 000 4 UNIT/OWNER 67 450 . 

: NetAd111sunen11Tol!lll ,: :, .... ~-.. ~·,~: .... ~~: -~~··:.: ~:. IXI+ I I. Is 142300 IXl1 l I- ts 21,350 IXI+ I l. Is 0 
Adjusled sale Pnce ·1~;~1f ~f~i:~;;~~~: {:t~1~I; Ne1Ad). 11.2~ I Netf4 1,6~1 Net Adj. o.o~-1 • of CO!noarab1es GrossAd!. 19.1% S 1 412.300 GJOSSAdi. 32..0% s 137035o Gross Adi 0.0% $ 0 
Sllm-·• of SlllesComruirison Aonroach SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM, 

I 

: 

9PPI:'~ . ... 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report FlleNo. 14K006CTL 

Scope of Work, Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 
Scope ofwarkis defineclfn !he Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Praetlce as" lhe type and extenlolrese..roh andarmlyses In an 
osslgnment. • Jn sholt, scop• of work Is simply whlll lheappraiaerdlcl and did nol do during lh#caursoof1he11Sslgnment. Jt Includes, but Is not 
limited to: !he extent to which lh• propetty Is ldenUfisd and Inspected, lhe lype and ex191l1 of data resean:hed, !he type and extent of analyses applied 
ta arrive Ill opinions orcanoluslll!ls;. 

Thescopeoflhls oppmhml and ensuing discussion in lhlsreporllll'ltspeclfictolhe needs of the cllol\I, othlr iden!Uled Intended users and l<>lhe 
Jntonded use of lh• repent Thlsreponwos prepared forth• sole and exclusille use otthe cfientond oll!orldentlfledlntended users fllr lhe identified 

. lnll!nded use and ii& use by any other .P•rtleS Is 1)1ahlblted. The appralsor is not responsible lqrUMUtflorliod use of the report, 

The appmlser'&certlficntlonappearill!l In this Jll'pmlsal report ls subject to the lnU<>Wlng conditions and tosucb olher spulficcandlllonsas 111e 
set forth bylhe appmlserln !he report. AH extraordinary assumptions and hypothetloal conditions '1l'e slated In the report and mlghthavo affected the 
.11SSlgnmentresulls. · 

I. lbeepprrumassumesno rasponsibili!Yl01manersofa legalnarure al!l!tllf1!l lheprupeny appraised or1iilelhere10,nm does the appraJSer render any opinion as to lhebJ!e.which IS 
assumed IO be good and matlcelabte. The p1opertyiS app1111Sed as though urH!er responsib!e ovme!Ship. 

z. Any skelch 1111his rep Oil may shol'I apprOXlmllte dimensrons andtsinchrdedo~ IO ass~lhe reader mvisualilmg lhe praperiy. The appraiser has made no '°"'"Ya! lhe jlfflpeity. 

3. Tho appraiser Is nol requited ID give teslilnonyoreppeorln cnu!lb...,use olhavrng made Ille appr;UsalWIUI raforence ID lho propeny 111 queJlian. unlmatrangemenzs baYe been 
prewausly made !hereto. 

4. N!illhl!f llll,naz any par I of the i:ontent of lhr$1epon, copy or ol11er nwlia lhe1"ol fmc1udi119 eonciusiansastothe proper!yvahle. therdenlily ollhe ap~, Jllolessilmaldesrgnalions, 
or the film W1l11v1l1teb lhe apprarsens connet1ed), Sball be used !or anypwposes by anyone blltlhe cf tent and other mtended usarsasrdenliliedrn lh" repan. llD! shall 11 be i:onveyed by · 
anyone to the publ1clb1ouoh ll!Wenlsl!llJ, P!'blicrelal!Ons, news, sales, or olher medi;i. l'lllboul lhe \'lllllen <onsenlol lhe appralS!I. 

S. The app1aiser1V1!l not dllC1D1e lhe contenls af lhis &Pfllalsal lllpllll unless requued by applicable law or as spectlied Ill die unUorm Smndards af Profommal Apprarsal Practrce. 

&. ln!or11U1111lll, eslimates,.allll op111ions fum!Sh9dw lht apprruser, lllld contalnetf m Ille rep011, were ablarnedfrOnl soun:esconsidered rellnble anrJ bolievedlO be U\le and couea. 
Howeuer. RO responsibiHly lar accutacyolsuch llelUS fum~hed ID lhe appraiSer isnssumed by lhe appraiSl!l. ' 

7. lh• appraiser assumes ihanlrere are pa h111den 0111napparen1 cond)Uons of lhe property, subSlll!, orsuuctu1es, vmrch v/Ould rend DJ nmore orltsSvatuablL lhe appratser assunres 
RO responsib~ilY for such cane~ons. or !or engineering 01 reslina. which mighl be reqmred m nl5tOllBI such laclors. This appraisal IS nD! on enVlronrnenUll assessmUO\ ol 1he propeny arul 
should nor be tllnslllered as such. • · 

B. The &PJ)l&ISlll5Petra~es 111 lhevaluallon of real properly and rs not a home rnspec1111. building c0nlracl0f, structural engmeer. or Milar expel\, unl<ss alhe~'.1se noted. The appiaiser 
llid not conduct the rntenswe l)'Pe offieid obseswt!ans or lhe lcind intended IO seek am! distuver profll1rly deleclt. The lri!!Lling nllhe propenyarulanyimp/Dvemenrsis t01 p111poses of 
dovelDpmU an opinrMol lhe defined value of Ille piapeny, given lhtl llllended llSt of Ibis asslgllmanl. Slnramonts regarding am~ian ore based on sn1Jaco.ol>Se111ahonson!y. The 
appr,nser clatms no speaal experllse regBtding rssues mclilding, bul not run~ed ro: 1oundalron 5Stltemen!, basementmolswre problems, wood dcs~oying {Of allier) UISl!ds,peslinfeslanon, · 
radangos,leallbasodpa1DJ,mold0<enwonmtnllllis&ues. Uolossolhe1W1so1na,..ted.modmniealsysloms\l'etenarac1ivaledo1testad, 

thrs approisalnoponshauld not be used 10 disclose Iha condiuon al lhe prope1ty as ii relates ID lhe prose nee/absence of delects. The tlien1 rs rnvrted nnd encotnagad to employ qualilied 
expellSID ll!Sflf!tlandaddrcssareaso!amcern. ~negalrveconrliuansare lfJStOVered. lhe op1mnao!va1Uemay1M> alfecled. • 

Unless otherwise noted, 1h.e opprafsernssumes Ille compononts that conslUute thesubJectproperty improvement(s) ore fundnmcntnlly sound and In 
working order. 

Anyvrm•iinJl ol lhe prcperiy by lhe.oppr.nserwas Ii mil elf to remli1y obServable areas. Unless 01h8fVllse nourd, BlllCS and crawl space areas were not accessed. lhe appraw did not move 
futntlure..noar CO'/Ormos DI otlter iiems dral may reslr1c11he viewm9 ofrhe property. 

9. Appraisals 1rrvokllnD hypolhelieal condi!ions related 10 compleiion al newQ11111ruaron. repairs or al!elallOll are bnsed on.the assumpUDn lhalsucir complelion, alleraticm 011epa11swiU 
be cornpeten~peifonned. 

10. Unless the mt ended use ollhrs appraisal specilically mdudes l$S!Jll$ al propef1Y1t1S111ance coverage, thlSJ1ppr8ISlll shDuld nDI be used Jot suclt purposes. ReprodnCIJOll or 
Replm~tcos1fig11resused111lhe costappruacbare fo1va!uallonp111posesonly, g~rhe iruended uaeof lhe 11$ignment. llie Delinl\IOllafValue us® in lhrs~gnmentrsunlr.ely 
10 be consis1en1v/llb lhe dafinlliDn ollnsurable Value for propeiiy tOSllr.lnce "1Veragvhrso. 

11. The ACI General Pllrpose Approlslll Report {GPAR"') is notlntendedloruseln lmnsactlOl1$ thotrequireaFannle Mae 107'1!Freddle Mm 465 farm, 
also known as lhe Individual C<Jndominium UnllAppmlsal Report (Condo). 

Addltlonal Comments Related To scope Of Wark, Assumptions and Llmlling conditions · 

gn::lr'" 
~~-.................. ....,. 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report File No. 14K006CTL 

Appraiser's Certification 

The ~praiser(•) certines thnl, to the bestof lbe oppraiser's knowledge and belief: 

1. The Slalameni. ol fact conuiined In !Ills reJlllll are Uut and cnrrm. 

2. The reponed analyses. opmlons, and CDJJ1:1usrons are limited only by ihe reJlllrled assumplions and Dm1nno comhuons and are th1' appra1S2rs pl!rsonal, imP,11r1ial, and tu1bblsed 
prolesslanal analyses, op1111ons. and concl1151ons. • 

3. Unles$ o!hJ!IWIS1l stnted,lheapprai:ser has no presenior prospeewe 1n1etuiin lhepropenyiho11s1he subject of lhisreJlllrl and has no porsonal1n1eres1wilh 1espec1tothe parlle$ 
invn1voll. 

4. The a~praiser has no burs vl11h !eSPetl ta the prape11ylha1Iilhe.:subjeaollhls1epo11 ot lq lhe parUes mvoM!d 1111Jh Jh1s asslgnml!llL 

S, The appraise/'s engagement in lhis asSlgnmeotwasnol con!lllgenl upon developmg ar raporl!Jlg preilelemuned resulls. 

6. The appraisers tllmpe!ISll1JDJJ for compleling lb1S llSSllJOllll'OI is not canungenlllpon Ille rlmlopmemorrepo111n9 al.a precle1ermined value or direa1on in value ~181 favors lhe CillrSe Of 
the cliem. die amount ol 11\e value aptrilort, Iha altainmenl of a Slipulall!d rOSllll. or Iha accurroru:e or uubsequent M!lldlr~ relaied Ill tile ll\lellded~ ol lhloappiarsal. 

7: Tlleappra~etsanalyru.oprmons. and conc!uslonswemdeveloped. l!Odthls repOll hasbel!n prepa111d.m tonlormitywllh llte Uru10lm Starulardsof Pn1lessianal AJJpraisnlPr~ 
8. Unless Olhen'/JSe noted, the apptaiw has madaape~nal inspe1:nan of lhe properiy lh•lls the subjett of lhis rep OIL 

• 9. Unless naied below, no one proVidedS1grulieant ieal properly apprmsaf assistance IO litC apprats&r signin9 lhls ceJlifiWOrL SqJnifitam re~! pll)J!etl)'appra1sat nssrslatu:e prowled by: 
1 o. I have performed NO other services, regarding the property that ls the subject or the work under review withln the three-year 
period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignmenl · 

Addillonal CortlOcntlons: 

Definition otvruue: (RIMurketValue Oo~erValue: 
sourceolDefinllron: USPAP 2012-2013 
A tyµe of value, stated as an oplnlon, that presumes the transfei: of a property ~.e., a right of ownership .or a bundle of such rights). 
as ol a certain date, under specific conditions set forth in the definition of the term identified by the appraiser as applicable in an 
appraisal • . 

ADDRESS Of Tl-IE PROPERlY APPRAISE!l: 
2853 BRODERICK STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94123 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE APPRAISAL: 12/02/2013 
APPRAISED VAllJE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY $ 1,500,000 

--~ 
SUPERVISORY APPRAISER 

~ =~~M~:~ SrynaluR!: 
Name; TRISt-IA L CLARK 

Slate Certilitnllan # AR044897 Slaie cerlilieauon • AG028651 
orl.Jcense# ort.Jconse• 
or Oiber (d.esr:rib•): Sra1e#: CA SrnJa: CA 
Stu.: CA !!xprranoo !late of certi6catran or llunst: 01/29/2016 
Exp!ralioo Oale olCetlilicatton or License: 10/1912015 Dale of SrgnalUie: 1111712014 
DaleolS!gna1UreandRepoit 11/1712014 Da!eolPropeily Vtewmg: 
Date of Properly Viawmg: 11/1212014 o: ol proper~VJ...,ng: 
[j""' of propl!r~ V1evM19: lerlOlandE>:ienor 0Eiaetror0nly !R)Dldnatpers!lnall)'\Oiew 

lnienar and Extenar OOextetror Only 00ianor (!OlliOnaliyY!elf . Ptc.tJctd"""9AO~~tl anJewt~cicm 
P•i4o!:4 
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ADDENDUM 

Client IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14K006CTL 
Properly Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET" Case No.: Res 
cny: SAN FRANCISCO Stale: CA Zip: 94123 

NOTE THAT THE APPRAISER WAS NOT PROVIDED WITH A LICENSE CONTRACTOR'S ESTIMATE OF THE CONSTRUCTION 
NEEDJ:D TO BRING THE SUBJECT UPTO THE HABITABLE AND REFURBISHED CONDffiON THAT IS BEING CONSIDERED IN 
THIS APPRAISAL THE APPRAISER WAS NOT ABLE TO VIEWTHE INTERIOR OF THE PROPERTY AT ANYTIME. SHOULD THE 
ACTUAL CONDITION AND CONSTRUCTION COST SE DIFFERENT THAT WHAT IS ASSUMED TYPICAL AND THUS USED IN THIS 
ANALYSIS, THEN THE APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO BE REHIRED TO DETERMINE ANY EFFECT ON THE VALUE 
CONCLUSIONS. . 

SCOPE OF WORK 

THE FOLLOWING IS A DESCRIPlJON OF THE WORK UNDERTAKEN IN THE COURSE OF COMPLETING THIS APPRAISAL: 

STATE THE PROBLEM: AN APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENT WAS NEGOTIATED BETWEEN THE APPRAISER(S) AND THE CLIENT. THE 
ASSIGNMENT REQUIRED AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PARTIES ON THE PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL. THE TYPE OF 
APPRAISAL AND THE TYPE OF REPORT THAT WOULD BE ADEQUATE FOR THE PURPOSE AS UNDERSTOOD SY THE 
APPRAISER(S), THEAPPRAISER(S) COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING iHE ASSIGNMENT, AND THE PROJECTED DalVERY 
DATE, AND DELIVERY PLACE FOR THE APPRAISAL REPORT. 
iHE PURPOSE IS TO ESTIMATE MARKET VALUE OF THE FEE SIMPLE INTEREST OF THE SUBJECT DESCRIBED IN. THlS 
REPORT FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY. 
THIS APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPLETED AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT ANO IS INTENDED FOR THBR SOLE USE. THIS IS 
A SUMMARY APPRAISAL REPORT, WITH AODITIONALINFORMATION IN iHEAPPRAISERS'.ALE. THIS APPRAISAL REPORT HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED WITHIN USPAP GUIDELINES. 

CONSIDER THE DATA NEEDED: A VARIETY OF DATA WAS NEEDED TO UNDERTAKE THE ASSlGNMENTINCLUDlNG GENERAL 
DATA ABOUT THE NATION, THE REGION, iHE GOVERNING AUTHORITY AND THE MARKET AREA, AS waLAS DATA ABOUT 
THE SUBJECT SITE AND lMPRO.VEMENTS. DATA RaEVAfl!T TO EACH APPROACH TO VALUE WAS DEVaOPED FOR COSTS, 
SALES, INCOME, AND EXPENSES. 
DATA UTILIZED IN THIS REPORT WAS ASSEMBLED USIN.G THE FOLLOWING SOURCES; PUBLIC RECORD, RECORDS 
MAINTAINED BY AND IITTERVIEWS GRANTED BY MARKET PARTICIPANTS, RECORDS OF LOCAL BOARDS OF REALTY AND 
MULTIPLE LISTING SERVICES. OATASJTES MAINTAINED BY CITY, COUNTY, REGIONAL. AND STATE GOVERNMENT, DATA 
SITES MAINTAINED BY SERVICE AND BUSINESS GROUPS SEARCHED AT THIS TIME AND PREVIOUSLY. RESULTS WERE BOTH 
saECTED AND EDITED AGAINST A STANDARD OF PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE LEVa OF REPORTING TO SUPPORT THE 
ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS DEVaOPED, WITH AN EYE ON THE AGREEMENTS MADE WITH THE CLIENT AND OUR' 
RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER USPAP. . 

INSPECTTHE PROPERTIES: THE APPRAISER CONDUCTED AN INSPECTION OF THE EXTERIOR OFTHE SUBJECT PROPERTY 
ONLY, ANO AN INSPECTION OF THE EXTERIOR OF THE COMPARABLE PROPERTIES. THE APPRAISER HAS PROVIDED A 
SKETCH IN THIS APPRAISAL REPORTTO SHOW THE APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS OF THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMENTS WHICH 
WERE ESTBLISHED FROM UTILZING CONSTRUCTION PLANS ANO A PRIOR APPRAlSAL REPORT BOTH OF WHlCH WERE 
PROVIDED BY fRVING ZARETSKY. IT IS INCLUDED ONLY TO ASSIST THE READER IN VISUALIZING THE PROPERTY AND 
UND.ERSTANDING THE APPRAISER'S DETERMINATION OF IT'S SIZE. THE APPRAISER IS NOT AN EXPERT IN SURVEYING •. 

HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION/EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS: THE SUBJECT, ATTHE TIME OF THE INSPECTION, IS NOT IN A 
LIVABLE CONDITION AFTER PARTIAL CONSTRUCTION WORK HAUL TS MANDATED BY THE CITY ACCORDING TO THE 
NSGHBOR, IRVING ZARETSKY. THE APPRAISED VALUE IS BASED Ol'.l 1HE tJYPOTHETJCAl CONDITION THAT THE UNIT HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED TO A MINIMAL LIVING STANDARD, IS VACANT AND IS A TIC UNIT WITHIN A 2·UNIT BUILDING. THE 
EVALUATION AS A 2-UNlT BUILDING IS CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE TO ANALYZE THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING'S UNITS SO 
THAT THE. MARK~ VALUE OF EACH UNIT CAN BE ESTIMATED FROM MARKETDATA. 

SHOULD THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING REQUIRE TO BE ESTABLISHED AS A WHOLE 2·UNIT BUILDING OR SINGLE FAMILY 
HOME. OR THE TIC UNIT FEATURES BE DIFFERENT FROM THE SKETCHES PROVIDED BY IRVINGZARETSKY, THE APPRAISED 
VALUE WOULD BE AfFECTED AND THE APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO BE HIRED TO DETERMINE ANY CHANGE IN VALUE. 

DETERMINE THE HIGHEST AND BEST USE: THE.APPRAISERS IDENTIFIED THE PERTINENT FACTORS APPLICABLE TO THE 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 'AS·IF" IT LACKED IMPROVEllllENTS BUT WAS READY FOR DEVELOPMENT. THEY FORMED AN OPJNION 
OF THE REASONABLE, PROBABLE. AND LEGAL USE OF IT AS VACANT LAND OR UNIMPROVED PROPERTY WITH THE 
INTENTION THAT THIS USE MUST MEET THE STANDARDS OF LEGAL PERMISSIBILllY, PHYSICAL POSSIBILITY, FINANCIAL 
FEASIBILITY AND MAXIMUM PRODUCTIVITY. 
IN KEEPING WITH THE PURPOSE OF THIS APPRAISAL AND THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLIENT, THE BUILDING WAS 
ANALYSED AS 2 TIC UNITS & LIMITED DEGREE OF RESEARCH ANO ANALYSIS WAS INVESTED IN THE "AS.IP' VACANT AND 
READY FOR DEVaOPMENT- HIGHEST AND BEST USE. A MUCH HIGHER DEGREE OF RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS WOULD BE 
REQUIRED TO FIRST PREDICT TtiE CONSEQUENCES OF DEMOLISHING THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMENTS AND THEN TO 
VISUALIZE WHAT IMPROVEMENTS WOULD BE MOST UKa y TO MEET THE "AS-IPVACANT AND READY FOR DEVaOPMENT 
HIGHEST AND BEST USE CRITERIA. THAT STUDY WAS CONSIDERED BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS REPORT, HENCE A 
PRELIMINARY FINDING WAS OFFERED HERE FOR THE "AS.IP VACANT AND READY FOR OEVaOPMENT HIGHEST AND BEST 
USE. 
THE EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS UPON COMPLETION ARE CONSIDERED TO REPRESENT THE 'AS IS' HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
FOR THE SUBJECT, AS IMPROVED. THE IMPROVEMENTS ARE QUITE FUNCTIONAL AND IN REASONABLE CONDITION, AND 
THE CURRENT USE CONFORMS TO THE SURROUNDING USES IN THE SUBJECT'S NEIGHBORHOOD; 
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Cllent: IRVING ZARETSKY Fiie No~ 14K006CTL 
Property Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET CaseNo~ RES 
cny: SAN FRANCISCO Stale: CA Zip: 94123 

DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES TO VALUE: THE THREE APPROACHES TO VAWE WERE CONSIDERED: THE 
COST APPROACH, THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH, AND THE INCOME APPROACH. THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES 
TO VALUE WERE SELECTED AND DEVaOPED. WHEN AN APPROACH WAS OMITTED AN EXPLANATION WAS PRESENTED. 
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFICAUY STATED, THE THREE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE ALL FOUND TO BE APPROPRIATE. 

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE OISCLOSURE:IF THIS REPORT HAS SEEN SIGNED WITH A DIGITAL SIGNATURE THEN IT IS 
PASSWORD PROTECTED. THE SOFTWARE UTILIZED BY APPRAISER TO GENERATE THE APPRAISAL PROTECTS SECURITY 
BY MEANS OF A DIGITAL.SIGNATURE SECURITY FEATURE FOR EACH APPRAISER SIGNING THE REPORT, AND EACH 
APPRAISER MAINTAINS CONi"ROL OF THEIR RaATEO SIGNATURE THROUGH A PASSWORD, HARDWARE DEVICE, OR OTHER 
MEANS. . 

Tenancy in Common lntroduotlon . 
FOR PURPOSES OF THIS APPRAISAL, TENANCY IN COMMON IS OEFIN!ill AS THE CO.OWNERSHIP OF MULTI-UNIT PROPERTY 
BY CO·OWNERS WHO EACH WISH TO HAVE EXCLUSIVE USAGE RIGHTS TO A PARTICULAR AREA OF THE PROPERTY. TIC 
OWNERS OWN PERCENTAGES IN AN UNDIVIDED PROPERTY RATHER THAN PARTICULAR UNITS OR APARTMENTS, AND 
THEIR DEEDS SHOW ONLY THEIR OWNERSHIP PERCENTAGES. THE RIGHT OF A PARTICULAR TIC OWNER TO USE A 
PARTICULAR DWELLING COMES FROM A WRJTIEN COJl!TRACT SIGNED BY ALL CO-OWN~ (OFTEN CALLED A "TENANCY IN 
COMMON AGREEMENT'), NOT FROM A DEED, MAP OR OTHER DOCUMENT RECORDED IN COUNTY RECORDS. THIS TYPE OF 
TENANCY IN COMMON CO-OWNERSHIP SHOULD NOT BE CONFUSED WITH THE LEGAL SUBDMSIONS KNOWN AS THE 
"CONDOMINIUM' AND THE "STOCK COOPERATIVE". 

THE TERM "TIC UNIT" WILL BE USED TO DEFINEA CO-OWNERSHIP OF A SINGLE RESIDENTIAL UNIT AS TENANCY IN 
COMMON. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTIERY REFORM AND BYPASS LEGISLATION (NOW CALL!ill TiiE "EXPEDITED 
CONVERSION PROGRAM"} HAS BEEN APPROVED, AND APPLICATIONS FOR CONVERSIONS UNDER THE PROGRAM WERE 
ACCEPTED BEGINNING JULY 29, 2013. 

THE FOLLOWING EXCERPT JS FROM AN ARTICLE BY ANDY SIRKIN WRITTEN ON 07/20/2013. 
ALL BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED UNSUCCESSFULLY IN THE 2012 OR 2013 CONVERSION LOTIERYWILL BEAU.OWED TO 
CONVERT PROVIDED THEY SATISFY OWNER-OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS. CURRENT TIC BUILDINGS (MEANING THERE ARE 
MULTIPLE OWNERS WHO HAD A SIGNED TIC AGREEMENT IN PLACE BEFORE APRIL 15, 2013) THAT DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN 
THE2n12 OR 2013 LOTTERY, AND SOME BUILDINGS IN ESCROW TO BE SOLD AS TICS AS OF APRIL 15, 2013, WILL ALSO BE 
PERMITTED TO CONVERT IF THEY SATISFY OWNER OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS. AS UNDER CURRENT LAW, ALL 
CATEGORIES OF BUILDINGS MAY BE DISQUALIFIED BY PRIOR EVICTION HISTORY. 

FOR 2-4 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST ONE UNIT MUST BE OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY FOR Tl:IE REQUIR!ill 
OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD (SPECIFIED IN THE PRECEDING SECTION) BY AN OWNER OF RECORD THAT USES THE UNIT 
AS HIS/HER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. FOR 5·6 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST THREE UNITS MUST BE OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY 
FOR THE REQUIRED OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD BY SEPARATE OWNERS OF RECORD, EACH OF WHOM USES HIS/HER 
UNIT AS HIS/HER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. 

NO BUILDINGS WILL SE PERMITTED TO CONDO.CONVERT UNDER THE NEW PROGRAM IF ANY Of THE FOLLOWING WERE 
TRUE: (I) THERE WAS A "NO FAULr EVICTION AFTER MARCH 31, 2013; (II) THERE WAS A "NO FAULT" EVICTION OFA 
"PROTECTED TENAN'r AFTER NOVEMBER 16, 2004; OR (!IQ THERE WERE TWO OR MORE "NO FAULT" EVICTIONS AFTER MAY 
1, 2005. WITH REGARD TO THE LAST SITUATION (TWO OR MORE 'NO FAULi EVICTIONS AFTER MAY 1, 2005), THE 
NO-COf'IVERSION RULE WILL NOT t\PPLY IF ALL UNITS WERE OWNER-OCCUPIED SY APRlL 4, 2006, OR IF 50% OF THE UNITS 
HAVE SEEN OWNER·OCCUPl!ill CONTINUOUSLY FOR 10 YEARS AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION. AN EVICTION IS "NO-FAULT' 
IF THE GROUNDS STATED IN THE EVICTION NOTICE WAS OWNER MOVE IN, RELATIVE TO MOVE IN, UNIT DEMOLITION, 
RENOVATION/REHABILITATION, OR REMOVAL FROM THE RENTAL MARKET (AN 'ElllS ACT EVICTION"). THERE ARE SOME 
EXCEPTIONS TO THESE DISQUALIFICATION RULES, ANO READERS SHOULD REFERENCE THE WEBSITE saow BEFORE 
CONCWDING THAT A BUILDING IS DISQUALIFIED UNDER THESE RULES. 

THE NEW LAW WILL HAVE NO EFFECT ON THE EXISTING RULE ALLOWING TWO.UNIT BUILDINGS TO CONVERT WHEN BOTH 
UNITS HAVE BEEN OCCUPIED BY SEPARATE OWNERS FOR AT LEAST ONE YEAR. AND THESE BUILDINGS WILL NOT PAY ANY 
OF THE FEES IMPOSED BY THE NEW LAW. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTTERY Will SE SUSPENDED FOR 10-12 YEARS. THE EXACT LENGTH OF THE 
SUSPENSION WILL DEPEND ON HOW MANY BUILDINGS CONVERT UNDER THE BYPASS SYSTEM AND HOW MANY NEW UNITS 
ARE CONSTRUCTED WITH THE MONEY GENERATED THROUGH BYPASS FEES. WHEN THE LOTTERY RETURNS. IT WILL NO 
LONGER BE POSSIBLE FOR PROPERTIES WITH MORE THAN FOUR RESIDENTIAL UNITS TO CONVERT TO CONDOMINIUMS, 
EXCEPT FOR CERTAIN 5-6 UNIT THAT WERE PREVENTED FROM USING THE EXPEDITED CONVERSION PROGRAM DUE TO 
EVICTION HISTORY. THE OWNER-OCCUPANcY REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTERING THE CONDO LOTTERY WILL ALSO 
INCREASE: THREE-UNIT BUILDINGS WILL NEED AT LEAST TWO OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS, AND FOUR-UNIT BUILDINGS WILL 
NEEO ATLEAST THREE OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS. EVEN ONE 'NO-FAULT" EVICTION WILL PREVENT A BUILDING FROM 
ENTERING THE LOTTERY FOR AT LEAST SEVEN YEARS. 
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Client IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14K006CTL 
Proporly Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET ease No.: RES 
City. SAN FRANCISCO state: CA Zip: 94123 

FOR BUJLOINGS SUCH AS i"liE SUBJECT THAT HAVE BYPASSED THE PRIOR LOTTERY ANO ENTERED THE NEW 'EXPEDITED 
CONVERSION PROGRAM' THERE ARE MANDATES FOR ACTIONS FOR TENANT OCCUPIED BUILDINGS SUCH AS THE SUBJECT. 
THE FOLLOWING IS A Q & A EXTRACTION FROM THE SAN FRANCISCO APARTMENT ASSOCIATION WEBSITE ON SUCH . 
CONDITIONS. ~ 

Q. WHAT HAPPENS IF THERE ARE TENANTS IN THE BUILDING? 

A. AS REQUIRED BY EXISTING LAW, OWNERS WILL HAVE TO OFFER EACH RENTAL TENANT THE RIGHT TO BUY HIS/HER 
UNIT [REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE OWNER WISHES TO SELL). THE OWNER CAN SET THE PRICE Af3 HIGH AS HE/SHE 
WISHES, AND DOES NOT HAVE TO BASE IT ON THE MARKET VALUE OF THE APARTMENT. HOWEVER. IF THE TENANT 
DECIDES NOT TO BUY, HE'JSHE MUST BE OFFERED A LIFETIME, RENT-CONTROLLED LEASE UNDER WHICH HE/SHE CANNOT 
BE EVICTED EXCEPT FOR NONPAYMENT OF RENT OR OTHER LEASE VIOLATIONS. (THIS MEANS NO OWNER MOVE-IN, 
RELATIVE MOVE-IN. RENOVATION, OR ELLIS ACT EVICTION OF THE LIFE.TIME LEASE TENANT BY THE CURRENT OWNERS OR 
SUBSEQUENT OWNERS). EVERY NONPURCHASING TENANT JS OFFERED A LIFETIME LEASE, REGARDLESS OF HIS/HER AGE 
OR DISABILITY STATUS. BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED IN THE 2013 LOTTERY FOLLOWING SEVEN PRIOR LOTTERY 
LO~ES ARE NOT REQUIRED TO OFFER LIFETIME LEASES AS DESCRIBED IN THIS SECTION. 

a. WHAT IFTHERE IS MORE THAN ONE RENTER LIVING IN AN APARTMENT? DOES EACH TENANT OR ROOMMATE GET A 
LIFETIME LEASE? 

A. THE NEW CONDO CONVERSlON LAW DOES NOT CoNTAIN DETAILS ON HOW THE LIFETIME LEASE REQUIREMENT WILL 
APPLY WHEN THERE ARE MULTIPLE TENANTS OR ROOMMATES LIVING IN A UNIT, AND THE COURTS Wlll UL Tl MA Ta Y HAVE 
TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATION IS THAT A LIFETIME LEASE MUST SE OFFERED TO ALL THE 
PEOPLE LIVING IN THE UNIT ON THE DATE OF CONVERSION APPLICATION EXCEPT FOR THOSE THAT WOULD NOT BE 
ENTITI.ED TO EVICTION CONTROL PROTECTIONS UNDER THE RENT CONTROL LAW. 

MORE SPECIFICALLY, THE EXCLUDED GROUP WOULD CONSIST OF OCCUPANTS WHO MOVED JN AFTER THE TENANCY 
BEGAN WHO RECEIVED A TIM a Y NOTICE.FROM THE OWNER THAT THEY COULD BE EVICTED AFTER THE LAST OF THE' 
ORIGINAL TENANTS VACATED. THE GROUP OF TENANTS ENTITLE!} TO LIFETIME TENANCY WOULD ALL BE NAMED 
COLLECTI'\IR Y AS THE TENANT ON ONE SINGLE LIFETIME LEASE. 

Q. COULD A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE 'fHE APARTMENT? COULD THE TENANT MOVE OUT AND STILL 
COLLECT RENT FROM THE APARTMENT?· 

A. THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DETAILS ON THE ABILITY OF A LIFETIME LEASE TENAN.TTO 
ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE HIS/HER APARTMENT, AND THE COURTS WILL UL TIMATB. Y HAVE TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE 
MOST UKa y INTERPRETATION IS THATTHE ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING RESTRICTIONS IN A PARTICULAR TENANrs 
LIFETIME LEASE WILL BE THE SAME AS THOSE THAT APPL YTO HIS/HER EXISTING TENANCY. FOR EXAMPLE, IF THE 
TENANT'S EXISTING TENANCY IS SUBJECT TO A LEGALLY ENFORCEABLE ABSOLUTE BAN ON ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING, 
THAT BAN CAN ALSO BE PLACED IN HIS/HER LIFETIME LEASE. NOTE, HOWEVER. THAT SUCH BANS ARE ONLY 
ENFORCEABLE IF THEY MEET CERTAIN VERY SPECIAC REQUIREMENTS IN THE SAN FRANCISCO RENT BOARD 
REGULATIONS. AND EVEN THEN DO NOT APPLY WHEN AN ORIGINAL TENANT JS REPLACING A DEPARTING CO-OCCUPANT 
WlTH A NEW OCCUPANT. AS A PRACTICAL MATTER, THIS MEANS THATLIFETIME LEASE TENANTS WILL BE ABLE TO 
ASSIGN/SUBLEASE SO LONG AS AT LEAST ONE OF THE TENANTS NAMED ON THE LIFETIME LEASE CONTINUES TO RESIDE 
IN THE UNIT. 

MOREOVER, IT HAS BEEN VERY DIFFICULT FOR OWNERS TO SUCCESSFULLY EVICT OCCUPANTS BASED ON THE FACT 
THAT THE LAST'ORIG!NAL TENANT" HAS VACATED, BECAUSE THE TENANT OFTEN CLAIMS THAT HEISHE IS STILL LIVING IN 
THEUNITORIB~UST AWAYTEMPORARILY. . 

OWNERS SHOULD EXPECT THIS PROBLEM TO CONTINUE. OR EVEN WORSEN, IN THE CONTEXT dF A LIFETIME LEASE 
TENANT WHO IS LIVING ELSEWHERE WHILE STILL CLAIMING TO OCCUPY THE OWNER'S CONDOMINIUM. 

A RELATED QUESTION IS WHETHER A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT CAN CONTINUE TO PAY HlSJHER LOW RENT TO THE CONDO 
.OWNER WHILE CHARGING A HIGHER AMOUNT TO THE 'SUBTENANTS" OR 'ROOMMATES" LIVING IN THE LIFETIME LEASE 
UNIT. SAN FRANCISCO RENT CONTROL LAW PROHIBITS THIS BY REQUIRING RENT-CONTROL TENANTS TO CHARGE 
SUBTENANTS/ROOMMATES NO MORE THAN A PRO RATASHARE OF WHAT THE TENANT IS PAYING TO THE OWNER. THIS 
SAM.E LIMITATION CAN PROBABLY BE INCLUDED IN THE UFETIME LEASE; HOWEVER, IN PRACTICE, rT IS CLOSE TO 
IMPOSSIBLE FOR AN OWNER TO KNOW OR PROVE HOW MUCH THE SUBTENANT/ROOMMATE IS ACTUALLY PA YING THE 
ORIGINAL TENANT. 
Neighborhood Description 
THE SUBJECT IS LOCATED IN THE ·cow HOLLOW' DISTRICT OF SAN FRANCISCO, AN URBAN RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT 
COMPOSED OF A8r:NE AVERAGE TO GOOD QUALITY SINGLE AND MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENCES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
SERVING COMMERCIAL USES. THE PROPERTY MIX IS COMPATIBLE WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD. ACCESS TO SHOPPING, 
TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS AND EMPLOYMENT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE. 

ACCESS TO INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 1, 101, INTERSTATE 80 AND INTERSTATE 280 ARE ALL WITHlN 2 MILES OF THE 
SUBJECT. THESE FREEWAYS CONNECTTO THE GREATER BAY AREA ANO BEYOND. THE SAN FRANCISCO ANANCIAL 
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CENTER IS WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE SUBJECT. THIS W/!S ACCESSIBLE VIA MUNICIPAL TRANSIT LINES LOCATED NEAR THE 
SUBJECT'S BLOCK, ACCESS FOR THE SUBJECT IS RATED GOOD WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN 
THE MARKET AREA. THE SUBJECTS LOCATION IS ASSIGNED AN AVERAGE OVERALL RATING FOR EXPOSURE FOR THE 
PROPERTY WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN THE MARKET AREA. 

Neighborhood Market Conditions 
OPEN MARKET SALES WITH CONVENTIONAL FINANCING ANO NO SIGNIFICANT CONCESSIONS ARE THE NORM IN THIS 
MARKET. TYPICAL TERMS ARE 80% LOANS WITH ALL CASH TO saLER. IN SOME INSTANCES, THE SELLER MAY CARRY 
BACK A SMALL SECOND LOAN. 2006 AND 2009 SAW A DECREASE IN MARKET VALUeS THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA AND 
THE NATION DUE TO INCREASING LOAN OEFAUL TS.. A GENERAL WEAKENING OF THE ECONOMY COUPLED WITH FALLING 
PRICES IN THE NATIONAL HOUSING MARKET HAVE ALSO TIGHTENED LENDING STANDARDS IN GENERAL, HOWEVER 
FINANCING IS STILL AVAILABLE FOR QUALIRED BUYERS: SAN FRANCISCO, IN GENERAL. HAD FOLLOWED THIS DOWNWARD 
TREND THROUGH 2010 AND SHOWED EVIDENCE OF STABILIZATION IN MANY NEIGHBORHOODS THROUGHOUT 2011 AND 
INTO 2012. 2013 SAW A STABLE INCREASE IN PROPERTY VALUES THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA WHICH CONTINUED INTO 
2014 AL THOUGH HAS STABILZED IN: THE LATER PORTION OF THE YEAR. THE SUBJECTS DISTRICT IS BEST DESCRIBED /IS 
INCREASING BETWEEN THE PERIOD OF 12/2012ANO 1212013. 

MARKET FLUCTUATIONS AND LIST PRICES MAY VARY SIGNIFICANTLY AND DO NOT SHOW A CONSISTENT PERCENTAGE OF 
LIST PRICE TO SALE PRICE. DUE TO THE MARKET CHALLENGES OF SELLING AN ENTIRE BUILDING OF TENANCY IN COMMON 
UNITS, OFFERS MAY COME IN AT PRICES HIGHER OR LOWER THAN PRlOR UNITS SOLD WITHIN THE PAST SIX MONTHS. THIS 
DOES NOT INDICATE A HIGHER MARKET AS VALUES ARE STILL FLUCTUATING. 

IN AODmON TO THE PRESSURE PRESENTED BY THE CURRENT ECONOMIC CONDITION TO THE OVERALl REAL ESTATE 
MARKET, THE TIC MARKET IS AFFECTED BY ITS OWN SPECIFIC SET OF CIRCUMSTANCES. TIC FINANCE OPTIONS ARE VERY 

·LIMITED. DUE TO A LACK OF A SECONDARY MARKET FOR THESE PRODUCTS, TERMS FOR FRACTIONAL INTEREST LOANS 
ARE NOT CURRENTLY COMPETITIVE WITH CONVENTIONAL MORTGAGES PUTTING FURTHER PRESSURE ON TIC VALUES. 

MARKET DATA IS CONSIDERED TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATE INDICATIONS OF THE CURRENT MARKET ENVIRONMENT; 
HOWEVER, THE APPRAISER NOTES THAT CURRENT ANO RECENT SALE DATA PROVIDE NO INDICATIONS OF VALUE FOR THE 

. SUSJECT IN THE FUTURE. . 

Condition of Project 
THE PROJECT IS COMPRISED OF A FOUR-STORY BUILDING WITH PARTIAL GARAGE. 

THE SUBJECT UNIT HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED AS THE LOWER 2 FLOORS OF THE BUILDING WITH A SINGLE GARAGE SPACE, IHE 
GROUND A.OOR WILL CONSIST OF A LARGE RECREATION ROOM. THE UPPER FLOOR CONTAINS 3 BEDROOMS AND 2 
BATHROOMS, A LMNG ROOM, DINING ROOM ANO KITCHEN AS APPROVED BY THE CITY PLANNING OEPARIMENT. 

Comments on Sales Comparison 
DUE TO THE LACK OF RECENT SALES OF SIMILAR TIC UNITS IN THE SUBJECTS DISTRICT THE SEARCH PARAMETERS WERE 
EXPANDED TO INCLUDE THE SIMILAR ADJACENT DISTRICTS WITHIN THE AREA. THE SUBJECT UNIT IS LOCATED IN A 
DESIRABLE AREA WITH LIGHT LEVaS OF TRAFFIC. THIS IS CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO PROPERTIES IN THE SAME 
DESIRABLE AREAS, BUT LOCATED ON STREETS WITH GREATER LEVas OF TRAFFIC AND NOISE. AN UPWARD ADJUSTMENT 
HAS BEEN MADE TO COMPARABLE3 TO ACCOUNT FOR THIS ACCORDINGLY. 

A TIME OF SALE ADJUSTMENT HAS NOT SEEN UTILIZED OR APPLIED TO THE SALES AS ALL HAVE CLOSED INSIDE A 
FINANCIAL QUARTER OFTHE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE REPORT AND ARE CONSIDERED TO REFLECT THE MARKET 
CONDITIONS OF THAT TIME. .. 

ALL OF THE COMPARABLES saECTED ARE TIC UNITS POSITIONED WITHIN SMALL BUILDINGS. HOWEVER. AN ADJUSTMENT 
IS WARRANTED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE LIKELIHOOD OF CONDO CONVERSION EUGlBIUTY OF 2 UNIT BUILDINGS, AS IS THE 
SUBJECT, CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO BUILDINGS WITH 2+ UNITS. BUILDINGS THAT HAVE 5 OR MORE UNITS OR BUILDINGS 
WITH EVICTION HISTORY ARE NOTTYPICALL Y VIABLE FOR CONDO CONVERSION AND UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN 
MADE ACCORDINGLY TO ACCOUNT FOR EACH BUILDING STATUS AND DENSITY. 

THE coNDmON OF THE SUBJECT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE REQUIRED TO BE HABITABLE. THE CONDmON OF THE • 
KITCHEN AND BATHROOMS HAS BEEN SEPARATED FOR ADDITIONAL CLARITY. ADDITIONAL QUALITY AND CONDITION . 
ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE FOR THE REFURBISHED UNITS THAT ARE IN 'AS NEW' CONDITION. RARa Y DOES A TIC 
UNIT SELL ON THE MARKET WITHOUT HAVING BEEN REFURBISHED. NO UN-REFURBlSHED COMPARABLES WERE FOUND 
WITHIN A REASONABLE TIME FRAME AND 1 MILE RADIUS OF THE SUBJECT. . 

THE ADJUSTMENTS FOR COMPARABLES 3, 4 AND 5 ARE LARGER THAN TYPICAL DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN SIZE. AND 
CONDITION PRIMARILY. THJS SALE HAS BEEN INCLUDED OUE TO A LACK OF MORE APPROPRJATE SALES. IN ADDITION, 
COMPARABLE 4 HAS A TENANT THAT W/!S VACATING THE UNIT AND A TENANT IN ANOTHER UNIT IN THE BUILDING WHICH 
SIGNJFICANTLY AFFECTS THE CONDO CONVERSION PROCESS AND LESSENS THE APPEAL TO A TYPICAL BUYER IN 
COMPARISON TO THE SUBJECT'S 2-UN!T AND VACANT STATUS. 

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY HAS BEEN BRACKETED ON VALUE AND SIZE BY FOR BOTH SUPERIOR AND INFERIOR FACTORS OF 
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ADDENDUM 

Client IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14K006CTI. 
Property Address; 2853 BRODERICK STREET Caso No.: RES 
Clly. SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zip: 94123 

THE COMPARABLE SALES TO SUPPORT A FIRM POSITION FOR EINAL VALUE CONCLUSION. 

GREATER WEIGHT HAS BEEN GIVEN TO COMPARABLES 1-3 DUE TO OVERALL SIMILARITY IN TERMS OF SIZE ANO APPEAL. 

Conditions of Appraisal · · 
THIS APPRAISAL VALUE HAS BEEN MADE UNDER THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION THAT THE PROPERTY HAS BEEN 
COMPLETED TO A HABITABLE STANDARD ONLY. NO PERSONAL PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE APPRAISED VALUE. A 
CURRENT PRELIMINARYTITLE REPORT WAS NOT REVIEWED. THE ESTIMATE OF VALUE JS MAOE UPON THE CONDITION 
THAT TITLE TO THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS MARKErABLE, AND FREE AND CLEAR OF ALL LIENS, ENCUMBRAJllCES, 
EASEMENT AND RESTRICTIONS EXCEPTTHOSE SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED llHHIS REPORT.ADDITIONALLY, THE ESTIMATE 
OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY ONLY AS DESCRIBED IN THIS REPORT. THIS IS NOT A HOMe 
INSPECTION AND SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON TO DISCLOSE CONDITIONS OF THE PROPERTY. ANY PHYSICAL OR LEGAL 
ASPECTS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY UNKNOWN TO THE APPRAISER AT THIS TIME MAY REQUIRE FURTHER ANALYSIS. 
THE APPRAISERS ARE NOT EXPERTS lN BUILDING CODES. THE APPRAISER SHOULD NOT BE RalED UPON TO DISCOVER 
BUILDING CODE VIOLATIONS. THE APPRAISER DOES NOT HAVE THE SKILL OR EXPERTISE NEEDED TO MAKE SUCH 
DISCOVERIES. IT IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISERS THAT ALL BUILDING CONSffiUCTION CONFORMS TO CITY BUILDING 
CODES. THE APPRAISER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THESE ITEMS. THE APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPLETED TO 
ASSIST IN REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY, FOR THE SOLE USE OF THE CLIENT LISTED ON PAGE ONE. 

FIRREA ADDENDUM/APPRAISER CERTIFICATION 
I CERTIFY THAT, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE ANO BELIEF: 

-THE STATEMENTS OF FACT CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. 

·THE REPORTED ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS ARE UMITEO ONLY BY THE REPORTED ASSUMPTIONS AND 
LIMITING CONDITIONS, AND ARE MY PERSONAL, lMPARTIAl, AND UNBIASED PROFESSIONAL ANALYSES, OPINIONS, AND 
CONCLUSIONS. . 

-1 HAVE NO PRESENT OR PROSPECTIVE INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OFTHIS REPORT, ANO NO 
PERSONAL INTEREST WITH RESPECT TO THE PARTIES INVOL VEO. . 

·I HAVE NO BIAS WITH RESptCT 10 THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT OR TO THE PARTIES 
INVOLVED WITH THIS ASSIGNMENT. 

• MY ENGAGEMENT IN THIS ASSIGNMENT WAS NOT CONTINGENT UPON DEVELOPING OR REPORTING PREDETERMINED 
RESULTS. 

-MY COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THIS ASSIGNMENT IS NOT CONTINGENT UPON THE REPORTING OF A 
PREOETERMINED VALUE OR DIRECTION IN VALUE THAT FAVORS THE CAUSE OF THE CLIENT, THE AMOUNT OF THE VALUE 
OPINION, THE ATTAINMENT OF A STIPULATED RESULT, OR THE OCCURRENCE OF A SUBSEQUENT EVENT DIRECTLY 
RaATEO TO THE INTENDED USE OF THIS APPRAISAL 

·MY ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS WERE DEVELOPED, AND THIS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED, IN 
CONFORMITY WITH THE UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL PRACTICE. 

• I HAVE MADE A PERSONAL INSPECTION OF THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT. 

·NO ONE PROVIDED SIGNIFICANT PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE TO THE PERSON SIGNING THIS REPORT UNLESS 
OTHERWISE STATED WITHIN THIS REPORT. 

THIS REPORT INTENDS TO COMPLY WITH APPRAISAL STANDARDS OF THE OFFICE OF THRIFT SUPERVISION AND THE 
UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APP(WSAL PRACTICE (USPAP} AS ADOPTED BY THE APPRAIS~L ~TANDARDS 
BOARD OF THE APPRAISAL FOUNDATION. · 

THEAPPRAISER HAS NOT RESEARCHED THE TITLE REPORT OR ANY EXISTING PERMITS. THE APPRAISER IS NOT QUALIFIED 
TO DErEC'f STRUCTURAL INSTABILITY, SOIL INSTABILITY, OR INFESTATION. 

COMPETENCY OF THE APPRAISER: THE APPRAISER ATTESTS THATHE OR SHE HAS THE APPROPRIATE KNOWLEDGE AND 
EXPERIENCE NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS ASSIGNMENT COMPETEf\!Tl Y. 

P.URPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK OF THE APPRAISAL: THIS APPRAISAL REPORT IS INTeNDED FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING 
DECISIONS ONLY. THIS REPORT IS NOT INTENDED FOR ANY OTHER USE. THE SCOPE OF THE APPRAISAL INVOLVEO AN 
INTERJ OR ANO EXTERIOR INSPECTION AND MEASUREMENT OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, A THOROUGH RESEARCHING OF 
ALL APPROPRIATE CONVENTIONAL DATA SOURCES, EXTERIOR INSPECTIONS OF COMPARABLE SALES USED, AND THE 
PREPARATION OF A FULLY DOCUMENTED APPRAISAL REPORT CONFORMING TO ALL APPLICABLE STANDARDS. IN 
DEVELOPING THJS APPRAISAL. THEAPPRAISER(S) IS AWARE OF, UNDERSTANDS, AND HAS. CORRECTLY. EMPLOYEO THOSE 
RECOGNIZED METHODS ANO TECHNIQUES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE A CREDIBLE APPRAISAL; AND USPAP 
SPECIFIC APPRAISAL GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING AND REPORTING AN APPRAISAL HAVE BEEN FOLLOWED. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDmONS OBSERVED BY OR KNOWN TO THE APPRAISER: THE VALUE ESTIMATED IN THIS REPORT IS 
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ADDENDUM 

Client IRVING ZARETSKY Flle No.: 14KOOSCTL 
property Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET Case No.: RES 
Clty: SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zip: 94123 

. BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY' IS NOT NEGATIVa Y AFFECTED BY THE EXISTENCE OF 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS. ROUTINE INSPECTION AND INQUIRIES ABOUT 
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DID NOT REVEAL ANY INFORMATION WHICH WOULD INDICATE ANY APPARENT SIGNIFICANT 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL CONDITIONS WHICH WOULD NEGATlva Y AFFECTTHE SUBJECT. THE 
APPRAISER !SNOT AN EXPERT IN THE IDENTIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONDITIONS. 

EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY: THE ESTIMATED EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY UNDER 
CURRENT MARKET CONDITIONS IS APPROXIMATa Y 1·3 MONTHS. THIS ESTIMATE IS BASED ON THE ANALYSIS OF CURRENT 
MARKET TRENDS IN THE GENERAL AREA. AND TAKES INTO CQNSIDERATION THE SIZE. CONDITION, AND PRICE RANGE OF 
THE SUBJECT AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES. 

1 APPRAISAL DATE: THIS APPRAISAL IS BASED ON AN ANALYSIS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AS OF THE DATE OF 12/02/2013 
A DATE PRIOR TO THE DATE OF INSPECTION ON 11/1212014. VALUATION IS BASED ON MARKET COND!TIONS AS OF THE 
EFF~CTIVE DATE OF 12/02/2013 (WITHIN 6 MONTHS PRIOR AND 3 MONTHS POST). DATA ANO CONCWSIONSARE BASED ON 
THIS BRACKET OF TIME UNDER THE ASSUMPTIONS ANO CONDITION DISCLOSED IN THE REPORT AS OF THE DATE OF 
COMPLET!ON. OF THIS REPORT ON 11117/2014. 

TRISHA CLARK 
AG028651 

TIMOTHY LITTLE 
ARD44897 
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FLOORPLAN SKETCH 

. Client: IRVING ZARErSKV File No.: 14K006CTL 
Case No.: RES Property Address:2853 BRODERICK STREET 

State: CA Zi : 94123 Ci • SAN FRANCISCO 

1st Floor 2nd Aoor 

10.5' 14' B' 

4' 18.S' 

Bath 
19' 

Zt.S' Bedroom 
Rec Room 

Kitchen 

35.5' 
10' 

S.S' 7.5' SO' Bedroom 

7' Foyer 
Bath 

Garage 13.S' 

7,5• 

6.5' Living Room 

8.5' 
7.5' 

7.5' 

0' 

·: .... LIViNG AREA BREAi<oOWN ...... 
. Breakdltwri : •• SUbioiiJS . \ ·: 

'ti;;t li'looX'. -·-~---·--r--_ ___,_,.._ 
14.o " 1.0 14,0 
6.5 " 7.S 48.8 

14.S x 5.0 ?2.5 
7.5 x 9.0 67.5 
1.0 x s.s S.S. 

20.5 .. 24.S S02.3 
0.5 x 1.0 x 4.0 2.0 

aacond FlooX' 
8.D K 4.0 l sz.a 

26,5 " 18,0 477.0 
5.5 .. 23.0 I U6,S 
1.s x 26.5 )9.8. 
7.0 x 24.0 168.0 
4.5 " 26,S I 119.3 
4.5 " 28.S I 128.3 
0.5 x 21.0 I 10,5 

0.5 x 3,0 " 2.G ' 3.0 
0.5" 2.0 " 3.0 l 3.0 
0.5 x 3,Q ,. 2.0 I 3.0 

1.0 x 1.S 7.5 
7,5 " 22.0 l us.o 
4.5 " 2.0 ' 9.0 
2.0 " 3.0.. I .!.O 

22 Items (rounded) 2007 Net LIVABLE Area 2007 

2013 



Client: IRVING ZAR[fSl<Y 
Property Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET 
Ci • SAN FRANCISCO 
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Client IRVING ZARETSKY 
Property Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET 
Ci • SAN FRANCISCO 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 

Client: IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14K006CTL 
Property Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET Case No.: RES 
Cit • SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zi : 94123 

No Photo Taken 

2016 

FRONT VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Appraised Date: December 2. 2013 
Appraised Value:$ 1,500,000 

REAR VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

STREET SCENE 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 
CHent IRVING ZARETSKY 
Prooerlv Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET 
Cit . SAN FRAl'<ICISCO 

2017 

File !II.... 14K006CTL 
Case No.: RES 

State: CA Zl : 94123 

COMPARABLESALE#l 

333 SPRUCE STREET 

Sale Date: 10/02/2013 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1, 708,000 

COMPARABLE SALE #2 

3226 OCTAVIA STREET 

sale Date: 011os12014 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,sss.000 

COMPARA6LE SALE #3 

3132 SCOTT STREET 

Sale Date: 03124/2014 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,600,000 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 

Client: IRVlNG ZARETSKY 
Property Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET 
Ci! . SAN FRANCISCO 

2018 

File !'..,.. 14K006CTL 
Case No.: RES 

State: CA Zi : 94123 

COMPARABLESALE#4 

3128 WASHINGTON STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO 
Sale Date: 10/04/2013 COE 
sale Price:$ 1,210,000 

COMPARABLE SALE tlS 

436 LAUREL STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO 
Sale Date: 08/16113 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,349,00o · 

COMPARABLE SALE #6 

Sale Date: 
Sale Price:$ 



..-.-om: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

714515@gmail.com 
Sunday, November 23, 2014 7:19 PM 
Mark Farrell 
Stefani, Catherine; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Patrick.O'Riordan@sfgov.org; Fessler, Thomas 
(DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); Tam, Tina (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley 
(CPC); Lamug, Joy; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS);.paulmaimai@yahoo.com; 
kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegerrnchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 

· annabrockway@yahoo.com; dorinetowle@me.com; Vince Hoenigman; Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; Povlitz; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; wmore@aol.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (; 
DXN270D@aol.com; Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net); 
elarkin@hill-co.com; Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; 
IDick@fbm.com 
BOS HEARING NOV 25 -2853 BRODERICK CEQA ISSUES 

.----------..-~-----------------"'!-'I 
RECEIVED AFrER THE ELEVEN-DAY 

DEADLINE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN. 141083 
CODE, SECTION 31.16{bX5) 

Dear supervisor Farrell: ' 
(Note: Pursuant to Callfartlla Government Codi. Sec:tlan 

66009(b)(2), lnformallon nscalved at, orplarto, ht pubic 
hearing wll be Included u pelt of the alllcllll •) 

Board of Supervisors Hearing November 25: 2853 Broderick 
CEQA issues to be reviewed 

There are six CEQA issues that Appellants request t.o be reviewed by the. Board ·of Supervisors: 

Height of the building: There is ·a legitimate dispute as to the height that the building 
j lifted. Appellant presented a survey by Ben Ron that showed that three consecutive 

surveys showed the building to be raised above 36" and ·to stand above 40" at its North 
elevation. The project sponsor disputes this with an opinion statement by its engineer that 
the building was raised 36" without releasing any data to:substantiate the opinion. 
The current building height rises well above all the adjoining buildings and eliminates the 
staggered roof lines that followed the slope of the hill that characterize.s this block of 
Broderick. a formal survey has not been conducted by any governmental agency to resolve the 
dispute. 

2. Intrusion into the South side yard set back with an extension to provide a fireplace to 
one of the rooms. The alleys of the buildings on the West side of Broderick were built to 
provide w·ide passage for air, light and fully detached building structures. This was part of 

. the city planning and building design for that block of Broderick between 1890 and 1915 . 
during which time the adjoining structures we~e bui_lt • 

. . 
3. The proposal to develop the roof and change the dormers is wrongly conceived because the 
entire roof line is clearly visible from the public walkways .since the alleys between the 
buildings are eight feet wide. 

4. The extension of the building into the back yard and the elimination of the back yard by 
an 8; x. 10' gardening shed is contrary to the open spaces design of ·that square block of 
Broderick and the building design supported by the Cow Hollow Association guidelines. 

5. The Dwelling Unit Merger request will alter the historic entry way of 2853 Broderick and 
·~ will turn the Gurrent entry portico to a separate unit into a staircase for up and down 

affic from the proposed home to the garage. 
Permit 201309066151 that was withdrawn temporarily by the project sponsor addressed the 
changes to the facade of the building due to the proposed Unit Merger. 

'-



6. The need to restore a second means of egress to the lower flat due to the installation of 
an elevator in the garage that eclipses the intended use of the garage for a second means of 
egress as provided for in permit No.201103252839. 

Sincerely, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Appellant 

ao20 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc:: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

714515@gmail.com 
Sunday, November 23, 2014 3:28 PM 
Mark Farrell 
Stefani, Catherine; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); 
Fessler, Thomas (DBI); Tam, Tina (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC); Jones, Sarah. (CPC); 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; dorinetoWle@me.com; Vince Hoenigman; 
Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Gqss; Povlitz; 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.c6m; amanda@hoenigman.com; wmore@aol.com; nancy leavens 
nancy; Will Morehead (; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; 
Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net); 
Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; 
info@cowhollowassociation.org; Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS); IDick@fbm.com; Calvillo, 
Angela (BOS) 
BQS HEARING NOV 25 -2853 BRODERICK P.ERMIT ISSUES 
2853 Brod permit201103111905.pdf; 2853 Brod list of 7 permits.pdf;ATTOD001.txt; 2853 
Brod permit2011032!:!2639.pdf; ATI00002.txt; 2853 Brod permit201~08031630.pdf; . 
ATTODOD3.txt; 2853 Brod p~rmit 201209260727.pdt, 2853 Brod permit 201:309247638.pdf; 
ATTOD004.txt; 2853 Brod permit 201309066151.pdt, ATTOD005.txt; 2853 Brod Permit no: 
20130701'0898,pdf; ATTOD006.txt ------:-. ---------. 

. · RECEIVED AFtER THE ELEVEN-DAY 
DEADLINE, BV NOON, PURSUANT TO .ADMIN. 

CODE, SECTION 31.18Q>X5) 
(Nots: PdllUant to CtlllfOmla Govemrnerit Code, Secllan 

141083 

Dear Supervisor Farrell: 
6600Q(b)(2), lnfDrtnallon rGC&lved at, or prtorlD, the pubic 

hearing wll be Included ~ part of the allldal lie.) 

ui Categorical Exemption 
Appellant response to 2853-57 Broderick Street: Appeal 

Hearing November 25, 2014 

Project Permits: THE CASE OF BRODERICKGATE 

As unbelievable as it sounds, this project has had seven permits and permit applications 
underlying the construction to date. It has become an iconic project-case for its use of the 
serial and piecemeal permit process which has been rejected by the California Supreme Court 
(December 1988) in the case· of Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. 
vs. The Regents of the University of San Francisco. 

The project at 2853-57 Broderick is the case of one citizen-project sponsor who decides that 
she will not abide by the Rules, that the Rules do not apply to her, and. that she will do 
things her own way because she knows the mazeways and byways of the permitting p~ocess to 

' .evade the Rules, and that she can secure the partnership of the Department of City Planning 
.and the Building Department to assist her in deviating from them. 

' . 
Further, she can hire a lawyer to navigate these issues who is currently-a sitting member 
(occupying the seat of member-a~-large) of the Code Advisory Committee to the Building 
Department. The mission of the Committee is: 

"To preserve and promote the Health, Safety, and Welfare of the public through.the 
regulation of the built environment with codes and standards that are clear, concise, 

· ronsistent and enforceable ...• 
to deliberate and make recommendations on matters pertaining to the development and 

improvement of the ~ontent of the San Francisco Building Code ...• as well as related rules and 
regulations 

or proposed ordinanc~s that the Director of the Building Inspection Department 
determines may have an impact on construction permits.... · 

2021 
1 



We are sure that the project sponsor.has given her lawyer a case that is an abundant 
inventory of violations that she can attempt to handle. 

The reasons for this inordinate number of unnecessary permits lie with the project sponsor 
who, str~ctly, on her own· volition: 

1; Refused to abide by the permit 201103252839 issued to her in September 2012 by DBI after 
approval by the Board of Appeals. This Permit is the result of an Agreement she reached with 
the neighbors while under a CEQA appeal before the Board of Supervisors in 2012. That 
Agreement, which was mid-wifed by the City Planning Department and the Building·Department, 
is the Permit 201103252839 which embeds the plans and Agreement as.one non severaple Permit, 
visible in the plans signed on September 4, 2012, and later that month approved for 
permitting by the Board of Appeals. Following the withdrawal of the CEQA appeal by Appellants 
(some of the same Appellants in the current case) as con~iderati9n for the resolution of the 
CEQA issues with the project sponsor, and the release of the Permit for construction 
according to the agreed plans, we are now again at a·CEQA Heacing due to some of the same 
reasons that resulted from the breach of the Permit by the project sponsor. 

2. Decided to Nullify that Permit (plans and Agreement) to avoid scrutiny of the fact that 
.she breached that Permit and Agreement and categorically refused any further 311 
Notificati9ns, and possible appeals, required by her voluntary change of plans that required 
that such changes be brought back in front of the community just as was the original Permit 
was. 

3. Relied on the City Planning Department and Building Department to support her in violating 
the Rules and to condone construction on the job even while the violations and the 
requirement of t;lie Rules prohibited such construction until the Permit violations were cured 
and the Permit was free and clear of any further legal processes required prior to issuance. 

4. Once demolition inside the building structure was undertaken under permit 201103111905 to 
remove (structural soft demo) and discard remnants of the fire-burned items, the remaining 6 
permits and permit·applications share the following characteristics: 

a. Each time that the project sponsor did not want to be accountable for any action on her 
own part or any requirement of the Rules, she simply applies for. a new permit. She wants to 
avoid the transparency and accountability 

the Rules require her to ·give to the surrounding·neighbprs whose property and lives she 
impacts through her actions. 

b. These permits, in succession, are all derivative permits of the original parent-permit 
201103252839 whose process of Notification is imposed on all future derivative permits for 
the same project. 

c. They have all been issued prior to being ripened for issuance and before Notification was 
given to the community in a timely way. 

d. They have all been suspended because the Notification process ·was not adhered to in a 
timely way .and their issuance as Addenda Permits was deemed by the Zoning Administrator in 
February 2014 to have 

been inappropriate and lacking in compliance ·with the Notification requirement. 

e. The permit issuances were all allowed by City Planning and Building Department to give 
cover to the project sponsor to undertake construction, the very construction that is now · 
being appealed. 
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f. They all allowed the project sponsor to engage in construction which she now claims to 
h~ an established fact and as "EXISTING CONDITIONS" which no longer need to be reviewed 

:ause they were· undertake.n under · . 
"APPROVED" plans and permits. Such existing cons-t;ruction ·is claimed to be non 

reversible because of the added cost of construction.· 
. . 

g. These permits allowed the construction which is now claimed by the project sponsor to be 
NON REVIEWABLE BY ANY AGENCY .. 

The only permit ·application that is reviewable, according to the project sponsor and the 
Department of City Planning, is Permit 201307010898. That permit was originally submitted as 
the permit to address the Notice of Correction issued by the Building Department on June 25, 

·2013 to.the project sponsor when it was discovered that she mis-stated the. height of the 
building on her plans. It was a uni- purpose permit applications which was issued as an 
Addenda Permit to address the height of the building issue. (Nonetheless, the project sponsor 
loaded.up that permit application with other issues which she wanted to sneak in under the 
radar in' similar fashion that she handled the original plans for permit 201103252839). 

Sometime between July 1, 2013·, when the original permit application was handed in and now, 
that permit application was re-written to include all the previous five issued. permits, later 
su.spended and reinstated, and to act as an overarching canopy or 'GRAND OLE' PERMIT" to embed 

. all previously issued permits and perm~t applications and thereby render those previously 
issued permits un-reviewable on their own issuance but only visible through this GRAND 
PERMIT. 

T~e one permit application not included in this 'permit round-up' is permit application 
1309066151 (dealing with building facade changes and historical preservation issues dealing 

with the entry ways to each unit). 

Ironically, this Permit application.201307010898 filed on July 1, 2013 to cure the Notice of 
Correction issued by the Building Department was NEVER ISSUED. It was held in someone's hip 
pocKet for over a year before it was submitted to a 311 Notification (and consequent appeals) 
as was required. While such Notification would occur normally within a 30 day period of the 
filing of the permit application, this was not done for well over a year. 
Neither was anyone of those permits subject to a Categorical Exemption check list and review 
in a timely way pdor to issuance, as they were finally in June 2014 just prior. to the 
Planning Commission Hearing. That review.was not conducted in a timely way. 

The meanwhile, construction continued on the job from April 2013 through February 2014 and 
the 'basic structural construction and the bo"nes of .the project were built before any 
Notification was made to the neighbors. 
This construction is now being argu.ed by the project sponsor to be an established fact AKA 
'EXISTING CONDITIONS'. 

And thus the case of BRODERICKGATE came about and is furthe·r evolving. 

BACKGROUND REVIEW OF EACH PERMIT: 

Permit 201103111905: 

iis permit was applied for and issued on March 11, 2011 to Mrs. Inger Conrad: the previous 
owner of the property and our neighbor for nearly 50 years. It followed her request to 
remove only those elements that were fire damaged. She did not intend to undertake a huge 
major renovation, .she just wanted to repair the flats so that she can move back in and rent 
out the lower flat, 2853 Broderick, as she had done consistently since she owned the 
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property. While she intended to put in a garage, she wanted.the repair of the· structure to 
be consistent with the funds that she would receive from her insurance co. which she 
believed, correctly, would not be sufficient to undertake a major renovation. 

Unfortunately, once the demolition was started, the structu.re was over demolished way beyond 
what Mrs. Conrad expected or wanted and she was left with. a gutted building that became raw 
~pace with many challenges. 
The neighbors witnessed much of this and had been in ·touch with Mrs. Conrad and were.well 
aware of the challenges that she faced. 

This permit is essentially no longer at issue in this case. The only significance is the 
over .demolition which required· a great deal bigger budget to reinstate to pr.e-existing, 
conditions to the fire of March 2010. 

Permit 201103252839: 

This is the key permit to the project. It was applied for by Mrs. Conrad, the previous 
owner, it was filed on March 3, 2011 (the same date as the above demolition permit) and 
issued on April 17, 2012. There were a number of .Hearings on this permit before the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Appeals. Mrs. Conrad was represented by her a.rchitect Stephen 
Antonaros who has accompanied the project to date. In May of 2012 the current .owner Pam 
Whitehead purchased the property from Mrs. Conrad for $1,800,000 with a $50,000 down payment 
and Mrs. Conrad took back a three year note for $1,750,000. · 

The appeals and Hearings continued and·Pam Whitehead took over the permits and was· 
represented by her architect Stephen Antonaros and her lawyer John Kevlin. At all times Pam 
Whitehead fully adopted the permits and vigorously defended them as h~r own and stated that 
she intended to re-build.the structure as a two unit building with the upper unit, 2857 
Broderick, to serve as an owner-user flat. 

The appeals ended up as a. CEQA Hearing and an agreement was forged with the help of 
Supervisor Mark Farrell and Catherine Stefani. 

The key feature of this Agreement was that it could not have been concluded without the 
direct partnership in formulating.the Agreement by Scott Sanchez the Zoning Administrator, 
Histor:j.cal Pr·eservation and ·the Building Department. The Agreement and reflected plans (as an· 
appendix) provided for a second means of egress for the bottom flat at 2853 Broderick because 
of the construction of a garage and ad~itional room below ground. . 

The second means of egress was for.mulated by the project sponsor with the full work and 
cooperation and .approval of the Zoning Administrator, Historic Preservation and the Building 
Department and all signed off on the plans prior to the signing. They also approved the 
retaining of the staircase at the Western elevation 'as is' and the elimination of a deck and 
stairs as a second ~eans of egress or any incursion into the S9uth elevation yard set back. 
Finally, the envelope and the foot print of the building were to remain 'as is' without any 
additional changes. Should changes be required, the Agreement provided a mechanism for 
enacting those changes through notification to and agreement'of the neighbors who signed the 
Agreement. All the s~rrounding neighbors signed it pursuant to the demand of the project 
sponsor and her lawyer. · 

The Appellants withdrew their CEQA appeal before the Board of Supervisors. The Zoning 
Administrator offered the Appellants two choices to implement the Agreement and plans into a 
permit, either withdraw the appeal and move forward which will take a couple of weeks; or go 
through the Hearing and then move to a permit which would take several weeks or longer. At 
the request of the project sponsor, the Appellants withdrew the appeal and allowed the permit 
to be issued within a couple of weeks in hope that construction would commence immediately. 
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The withdrawal of the permit was done by Motion, ·before the Board of Supervisors,. and was 
r~afted by City Planning. 

·1ne Board never heard the issues nor did it take any action based on a full Hearing. ·The 
language of the Motion was not drafted by the Appellants. It was prepared by City Planning 
and the Appellants accepted it as CONSIDERATION for the Agreement moving forward to a permit 
and the end of the dispute. 

While the project was ready for construction the third week ~f September, the project 
sponsor, unbeknown to any of the appellants, began to re-design the project and the building 
lay idle for approximately seven months. · 

At this point, the proje£t sponsor, along with support from City Planning, began the process 
of creating new permits to be issued because she did not want to be bound by the proyisions 
of the Permit 201103252839. She lifted the building under that permit and then abandoned it .. 
I~ was discovered after the building was lifted to create a garage, that the project sponsor 
breached the Permit and was forced to submit plan revisions pursuant to a Notice of 
Correction issued by the Building Department on June 25, 2013. 

PERMIT 201108031630: 

The Permit was.filed on August~, 2011 on behalf of the Conrad.Trust by Stephen Antonaros and 
issued on ~ebruary 8, 201i to an authorized agent named Philip Whitehead with the contractor 
to be Block Construction Co. 
Allegedly, Pam Whitehead had been involved with 'the project for quite sometime before she 
actually purchased the property in May 2012. It was a construction permit allegedly for Mrs. 
r11nrad, although that.was used by Pam Whitehead after the purchase to allow for the 

itinuation of the permit. The amount of construction was listed as $320,000. However, 
~nat.was relative to the insurance proceeds that Mrs. Conrad was to receive and not the 
actual construction cost of the project given the fire aDd the extensive demolition that was 
done thereafter. · 

But, that figure continued to be used. To date there has been no actual and real contractor 
construction costs presented to any permit either by the Conrad Trust or by Pam Whitehead. 

The permit has been used to implement plans· and construction beyond the scope permitted by 
the original pe·rmit. The permit was suspended by the Zoning Administrator in February 2014. 

PERMIT·201209260727: 

The permit was filed on September ?6, 2012', issued on October 12, 2012, and as a .supplementai , 
to Permit 201103252839, to correct Notices of Violation 20106.5414 and 201035952. The permit 
provided for the building lift of 36" and the creation of a garage and rooms for future· 
expansion and a curb cut. The cost for the. lift was listed as $10,000. 
This permit was suspended, also, in February 2014. 

PERMIT 201309247638: 

The permit was filed on September 24·, 2013 issued on October 11, 2013 ,as an Addenda permit 
to permit no. 201103252839, to serve as a triage permit to remove fire damaged.elements in 
the exterior framing and fire damaged bays and window openings. This is code word for new 
~xpansion of the building envelope beyond what the permit 201103252839 allowed for. In fact, 

der this permit, allegedly given for the removal of fire damaged elements, the project 
sponsor secured from City Planning approval to expand the rear facade into the back yard, 
remove historic elements from the rear facade ( approved by Historical Preservation) and 
permit incursion into the side yard set back with the creation of dinning room expansion for 
a fire place beyond the original building envelope. 
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This permit was suspended in February 2014·and the Zoning Administrator conceded before the 
·Board of Permit Appeals Hearing in March on the curb cut, initiated by DPW, that all these 
permits were wrongfully.issued as Addenda permits and they should have all been submitted to 
a 311 Notification to the neighbors. This is one year after construction.started and 
implemented much of the now discredited Addenda permits. 

·Such notification was given to the neighbor~ in July 2014 ONE FULL YEAR AFTER THE NOTICE OF 
CORRECTION WAS ISSUED BY' THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT ON JUNE 25, 2013, AND ONE YEAR AFTER A 311 
NOTIFICATION SHOULD HAVE ~EEN T*MELY FILED. 

PERMIT APPLICATION 201309066~51: 

This permit application was filed on.September 6, 2013 and withdrawn on October 16, 2014. 
Interestingly, it was withdrawn just as the Zoning Administrator. reinstated all the suspended 
permits of February 2014. It was on 10/16/2014 that the Appellants right to ,file for a CEQA 
appeal matured and ripened. Interestingly, the subject matter of this permit application, 
which was filed one year before it was withdrawn, dealt with the facade of .the building and 
the alteration of the entry ways into both· flats. These are basic issues for Historical 
Preservation and basic issues for a CEQA appeal. These are also basic issues into the 
question of UNIT M~RGER and the second means of egress for the lower flat, 2853 Broderick. 

The facade of the building had permission for alteration to provide a second means of egress 
through the garage under Permit 201103252839 which was tlie or.iginal Permit that reflects the 
PLANS AND AGREEMENT AGREED· TO ON SEPTEMBER 4, 2012 WHEN THE APPELLANTS.WITHDREW THEIR INITIAL. 
CEQA APPEAL. This permit application alters the entry ways AGAIN, and, of course, thereafter 
the garage second means of egress is changed to provide for the current plan to put an 
elevator in the garage to reach all floors. It is-also the plan now to alter the entry way 

.of 2853 Broderick to serve as a venue for up and down staircase to serve the future·merged­
unit home to reach the garage. 

But, what lends a lighter moment to this whole sad saga is not just the project sponsor 
hiring a lawyer who sits on the. Building Department Code Advisory Committee to navigate her 
defective permits, but th_e excu~e given by the project sponsor for withd.rawing this permit: 

She states that she "LOST THE APPLICATION" AND THEREFORE WITHDREW THE PLANS FROM THE 
DEPARTMENT. The dog· ate her applica-t;ion. But, like a phoenix they shall rise again ... " A 
duplicate application made". 

What is clear is that a duplicate application will emerge after these hearings and appeals 
are over and they do. not ·have. _to face the scrutiny of _a CEQA Hearing. This project sponsor 

. is not an ingenue,-this project sponsor is a profession~! in the righways.and byways of the 
world of permits. 

PERMIT.APPLICATION 201307010898: THE BRODERICKGATE PERMIT 

This permit deserves ·particular scrutiny. This application was filed on July ·1, 20i2 to 
answer the Notice of Correction issued by DBI-on june 25, 2013. While that Notice was issued 
against Permit 201103252839 which was the only permit in existence then to authorize a 36" 
lift of the building, the project sponsor never.responded on the basis of that permit. 
Instead she proceeded to secure a new permit No. 201307010898. · · 

The con~equence is that the original Permit 201103252839 is left abandoned. The plans that· 
are filed and dated· July 1, 2013 never go to cure the defect of permit 2011a3252839, but 
blaze a new trail with permit 201307010898. Up to the present, permit 20f103252839 cannot be 
regarded as an active permit, but an abandoned permit with an uncured Notice of Correction 
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against it; and under which no construction could have or shouid have been conducted. Permit 
~~t307010898 was NEVER ISSUED and no construction can be undertaken under that permit. 

In either case, whether the pr9ject sponsor proceeded with curing permit 201103252839 or 
whether she chose to proceed with the new permit application 201307010898, she had to give 
the neighbors a 311 Notification. 
SHE WAS TOLD THAT BY THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, and there is a large volume of writings to 
testify to the fact that _the project sponsor was told to submit her permit requests and 

. corrected plans to a 311 Notification. She did not. 

During that same period of time, DPW requested her to submit the mailing fees and materials 
for a 311 Notification required for her curb cut Hearing. DPW informed the Appellants that 
repeated requests by them 
of the project sponsor to submit to the 311 Notification fell on deaf ears. She did not 
provide the material in a timely way. 

Sometimes between July 1, 2013 and now, someone had the thought of creating a SUPER TENT 
PERMIT to house all the errant permits under it. The original application for the permit was 
then 'doctored' 
to include a sentence.... "Revise 201i03111905; 201103252839; 201108031630; 201209260727; 
201309247638". 

Consequently, when the Appellants appealed to the Planning Commission, the project sponsor 
and City Planning argued that those five permits suspended in February 2014 and, in a latter 
day move, incorporated in this NEW PERMIT???? cannot be the subject of the Hearing. · Rather 
only this· NEW PERMIT can be reviewed. Of course, it is not the original permit application 
-· 1bmitted, and, of course, it leaves the other five permits as never to be reviewed without 

J transp~rency nor accountability for their wrong doing. 

That.'s how, sometimes, "EXISTING CONDITIONS" in a project are born. They are embedded in a 
NEW PERMIT and as transplants they a~e alive only as a new permit but THEY ARE DEAD AS TO 
LEGITIMATE APPEALS AND REVIEW. 

PERMIT 201207010898 IS A BAIT AND SWITCH OPERATION. IT IS A SCAM!!! it is an effort at 
coverup of wrong doing that has existed in this project since March 5, 2013 when Stephen 
Antonaros and City Planning agreed to not involve the neighbors any longer in this project 
and in lieu of 311 Notification to simply meet with them and tell them that changes are afoot 
without any further disclosure. This permit is an attempt to whitewash that sordid tale and 
to repackage wrong conduct into a coverup permit. · 

We w~ll be watching for permit 20130~066151 to reappear with hybrid vigor after all.the 
Hearings are over and to re-introduce new changes to the building facade, with the help of 
Historic Preservation, who may not see a "significant impact" in those changes on the . 
neighborhood environment or historic character. · 

It is impossible to deal ·with the CEQA issues in this case. without understa'nding the 
pernicious permit history·of this project. It is FUBAR!!! 

Sincerely, 
Irving Zaretsky 
Appellant 

Jch Attachment includes a front page as the permit appears on DBI website and behind it are 
several pages of the original paperwork.as submitted by the project sponsor. 

List of 7 permits: 
Permit No. 201103111905 
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!partment of Suildlng Inspection 

I 1 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

.Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address(es): 

11{~0/ 201410:04!36 AM 

201103111905 

8 
0947 / 002 ! 01853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / o ~857 BRODERICK ST 

ll/?0/14 10:06AM 

Description: 
REMOVE SHEETROCK, LA TH & PLASTER FROM SMOKE DAMAGED FLOORS. REMOVE 
KITCHEN AND .BATH APPLlA.~CE.5 AND CABINETS -ALL ON STRUCTURAL (SOFT DEMO 
ONLY) 

Cost: s15,ooo.oo 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Bi.illdingUse: 28-2 F • .U.HLY DWELLfNG 

Disposition I Stage:. 

Action Date Stns:e Comments 
3/11/2011 TRIAGE 
3/11/2011 FILING 
3/11/2011 FILED 
3/ll/2011 APPROVED 
3/ll/2011 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's rt.'Que:.i datl'd 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED ncr DC P's requei;t letter dated 10/16/2014 
10/2~/2014 SUSPEND 11<11" BOA's re1:111e.st e-mail datl"d 10/22/2014 

Contact DetaiL-.1 
CQntractor Details: 

License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 

634865 
TIMOTHYW. MORTENSEN 
STREAMLINE BUl LDE.RS 

Address: mt CAMPBELL CT*· RESCUE CA 95!:172-
0000 

Phone: 

Addenda Details: 

D e.">cr1otion: 

St~p !Station Arrh•c St.art ln Out Finish Checked By Hold Hold 
·BIO-

3/9(11 3/9/11 3/9/11 FESSLER THOMAS l INSP 

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

:3 
DPW-

~/11/11 3/11/11 3/11/11 MINJANO DM'NY . 
BSM 

1-l CPR 3/11/11 3/11/n 3/U/ll GAU.ZA DELL-\· 

' 
!Hold Dc:seription 

. . 
rh1s perm1l has been l.'lSUcd.. For inform~tmn pertmnmg to this pemut, please rall 415-558~6095 • 

Appoi.ntmenl'i: 

!Appointment Dateb.\p~ointmcnl AM/PMjAppointment Codcfappoinb:nent T:rpejoc . .scription!Time Slots! 

Iru;pections: 

!Acthity Datelhu;;pectorllru.-pection Descriptionltn.speclion Status! 

Soecial lnsoections: 

ttp:f Jdbiweb.sfgov.org/dfllpts/default.a!;px?page=PermilDetails . 2029 . Pagel of l 
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:i AN. f n AN CI::; CU 

_ 6 ty d oilnty<of S Francisco 'Tt ~ · r '1) · 

f! n ft; of ~hew 9 Jnspecbon 

.. 
Edwm M Lee, Mayor 

Vman L Daf-1 ca 0. Director 
() fJf:Pf.flTMEh.!T <JF 
~ ilUJiLJJNG J/'ljPEC'flOl'I 

-< 
LICENSED CONTRACTOR'S STATEMENT 

. Apphcabon# 

Address 

&o1io3/t 19oS­

.t:.trs ;- Ji. 28"5 7 

Licensed Contractor's Declaration 
Pursuant to the BU$1l'le$s and Ptofessions Code Seo 7031 5, I hereby affirm under penalty of pequry that l am 
J1cansed under the provrsrons of Chapter 9 (eommancmg with See 7000.) of DMSIOn 3 of the Business and · 
Professions Code. and that my bcense rs m full force and effect 

LrcenseNamber ~k5 
EKpJrabon DslB ,61/-!Z-

. OWner-Burlder Declaration 
I hereby affirm under penafty of peJJUfY fhat I am exempf from the Coniractor's License I.aw, BUStness and 
Professions Code {Sec 7031 5) Marlc the appropnate ~below · . 

I. as owner of 1ha property, or my employees wrth wages as 1beir sole campensaflon, WJlf do the wotk. 
and the structure JS not intended or offered fer sale (Sec 1044) I further acknoWiedge that I understand 
and· agree that in tile event that any work as commenced contrary to fhe representabons confamed herein, 
that the Permit herein applied for shall be deemed suspended 

!, as owner of the property, am excfustvely ccntrachng with hcensed coniractors to -construct this project 
(Seo 7044) I c.:ertrfy that at tile time such contractors are selected, I wrlf haVe them file a "Copy of thts 
from {licensed Contractor's Oecfarabon) pnor ta1he c::ommencement of any work I furthet acknowledge 
that J understand and agree that. m the event that said contractors fall to file a copy of the Declaration 
Wtfh the Central Penmt Bureau, that the Perrmt herein applied for shall be deemed·suspended 

• . . 
I am exempt under Business and Professions cede Secbon 

Reason 
\ 

.'\ 

~(PRINT} 

Agent (PRINT) 
~~~~~--_,,,,;~~~~--

f Owner ( PR.lNT) 
~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

(StGNATURE.) 

NOTE ~wofatroo ofths Bus & Prof Cot:kJ Sec 7315 by any permrt app/Jcant shall be $lib.Jed ta a cMI panalty of not more tharltiva 
hJJtJdtad dollars ($500)" Bus & Prof Coda Sec 70316 Ravtsed 04/3Q/2010 . 

t 

Central Penmt Bureau 
. 1660 Mmron street- San FraDCISCQ CA 94103 . 

Office (415) 558-6070.:.. FAX (410) 658-6170-WWW sfdbt org 
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!p;irtrnent of llulld1ng Inspection ll!Z0/14 10:58 AM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Pennil Details Ktport 
Report Date: 

AppliClltion !\'umber: 
Forro Number: 

Address(t.>s): . 

Dc.'iCrlption! 

Coi:.1: 

Occupant:')' Code-: 
Building Use: 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Action Date Stage 
9{:?4/2013 TRIAGE 
~/24/2013 FILII')lG 
9/z4/2013 FILED 

1oi3/2013 PL.\NCHECK 
10/3/2013 APPROVED 
IO/ll/2013 ISSUED 
2/6/'JOl4 SUSPEND 

11/20/2014 '10:55:57 AM . . .. 
20130924763$ . . 
3 
0947 / 002 I o:a853BRODERICK ST 
0947/002{~2857BRDDER1CKST 
REMOVE. FiRE DAMAGED AND UNSOUND FRAMING DISCOVERED DURING 
ALTERATION UNDERWAY(2on-03-:z5-2839) REMOVE&: REPLACE ALL FLOOR & DECK 
JOISTS & EXTERIOR WALLFRAMlNC AT 2ND & 3RD FLOORS ONLY, REPLAC BAYS & 
WINDOW OPE.i"llNGS IN KIND. ALL NEW EXTERIOR ELEMENTS IN k'1ND. 
S18,400.oa · 

R·3 
28-2 FAMILY DWELUNG 

Comments 

Per DCP's request on 2/5/2014 
110/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's re.quest letter dated 10/16/2.014 
10/23/2014 SUSPEJ~D IJ>er BOA' request e-mail da.tf.'d 10/22/2014 

Contact Delllils: 

Omtractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 
Name: OWNER.O'\.\'NER. 
C'Ampany Name: OWNER 
Addr('BS: OWNER" OWNER CA 00000-0000 

?hon~: 

Addenda Details: 

D escr1otiom 

Step Station !Arrh•e Start In Out Finish Checked By Huld Description Hold Hold 

I 
BID· 9/:24/13 9/24/13 9/24/13 

VENTZELOS 
· INSJ> THOMAS 

2 , CF'B 9/':!.4/.13 9/24/13 q/24/13 CHAN AMARIS 

3 CF'-ZOC 9/24/J:'j 9/26/13 9/~6/13 
CABREROS !Approved. Rc1tr fat'ade a Iterations: t•xterior 
GLE.J\lN materials to he retilat"Cd in-kind 9/26/13 (~c). 

4 BLDG 9/27/13 9/30/13 9/30/13 l0/l/1?i LE THOMAS 

5 F'PC 10/3/13 rn/3/13 10/3/13 
SAMA.RAS!NGHE 

10/3/13: toCl'B.grs GILES 
6 CPB 10/3/!3 10/3/13 J0/11/13 SHEKKATHY 10/3/i.1: APPROVED. KS · 
ThL~ permit li.'ts been issued. Fo~ information pertaining to this pernul. please call 415-558·5096. 

Appointments: . 

. !Appointment Dntc!Ai>Paintmcnt AM/Pl\'l~l\ppointiuent C'.odek\ppointment TypclDcscripfamlTime Slots! 

Inspections: 

:tp://dblweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx!page=PermitDetalls 2033 Page lof2 
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.20\ . '20 \ 
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 

ADOmONS, ALTERATIONS (J_R REPAIRS 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANGlSCO 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 

~ 
;:i;s 
Q 

~ 

-. 
.·-; 

APPUCA'l10N IS HEREBY MADE TO niE DEPARTMENT OF 
\,{ BUILDING ltJSPECOON OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR 

FORM 3 r\. OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED PERMISSION TO ButUJ INACCORDANCE.wrrHTH£PLANS 

FORMB DOVER-THE-COUNTERISSUANCE ·=~~i:==~~-=PURPOSE 
f) ..{-Si~s'ER OF PLAN S,§m. v!?~ONOT~~::m 

(1) S1llEl' AllHSSOP .QI SUXJ: lllllr I 

1./(S3-z~r:;J- z-Ro.or=t?tl-K. OC/"(7 / oo:t. 

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY All APPLICANTS 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING 

{4Al rtlt!F cor;:;nt ~HD.llF I~ (7A) PRESaiT USE:- (9Al ilO, OF 

1:::- ISOf f B {>. 11'00 f "\I PNtJ-,L-JN D~Gi.. 
OCCUPANCY: /lllOcauRS: Ulll!S: 

DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING A PROPOSED ALTERATION 
(4) TrnOFClltiSTI!. (5) HO.OF 
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APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION 
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. P)IOl:E C4IJf. LlC. llO. EXPIHATION DATE 

lmlCt /'. PlfQH!: (RlR CONTAJ;l' BY DEPT.j 

't15) Ui:r Lt 65+ 

ADDRESS 

NOTICE TO APPLICANT 

YE'S 0 
·-im-.:i 
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DEPARTME1' 1F BUILDING INSPECTION 
City & ColIIl.ty of Snn FmQclsco 
1660 MlSKion Street, San Fnmc~co1 Cllllt'ornla 94103-2414 ~E: __ s_£P_2_4 ...... zn'+.?.rar--

PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT 0 New 
DIS.CLOSURE AND CERTIFICATION 0. Amended 

:P~lc~onN;,. J.OCr"U-'.1 ha,f ~A.i., •• ,, 2-I?.:iJ J;cci;e<llK 

Tiiis form must· be completed In fts entirety In connection with arr appllcatfon for a building parmlt (Fonns 
1T2. 3/8; 4/7, 5 and· BJ. Tlie form must be amended !or all new information or change In lnforpiatlon forduratlcn of 
proJecL Please be ae!vlsed that the Department does not regulate pennlt expecllerslconsultanls or afford them 

"preferential treatment. 

I& f'ermff. ~ellOiU'lt lnfor:r;atlcnl 

thereby r::ertJ1y !hat for the purpose of fifing 8.f! application 
fats building or other permit with th& Central PEirmlt 
Burea:u, oqrompfelion af any ro,rm relaCsd ta the San 
F.r.ancisr:o Bw1dlng Gode1, or to City and County ordinances 
and regu/atfons, Or [O State /aWS and C:OdB.$1 Jam Iha 
owner, tha lessee ct the agent of the ownemessee and am • 
aqthorizsd to sign all documenfs connected with this 
application orpermit. . .. 
I aeclare under penalty a/perj11ry tliat fl1eforegol11g If true w4 
carrt.cJ. lam the permit nppllcant·fil!.11I11m 
Cbeck blll'.(s): · · 
Cl • The owner (BJ o The lesses (C) · 
o Tha authmizec! ag1>nt Check enllly(s); 

o Atchllect (0) O Englnaar (D) 
• O Conlraclor {E} O AHomey (r) 

o Pennlt cOnsullant!Expr;diler (G) 

D Olliar __ ~~~--------(H) 
t Appllcant ljame 'i.51 ;;,~.;,·~,, f ..:.J-F ::-,•-·.-~/~-<-:..::, 

t'-.-.~ •' l/· gn NiUJ1e ;'/,.:tu. / ~..,, -~ ,, 
.I .... - ....... 

• #"' .. (~ 

/ . 

)?· Owner lnfonnat!ccl 

o Architect o Engineer 

~l:n~~~~:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_:_:_-:_-:_-:_:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_:_ 
License·# _______________ ~ 
ExplraUon Date ____________ _ 
Firm Address _____________ _ 

City State Zlp 

le. Genera.I Contractor Information! 
Note: .Compfets se1parate licensed contraolor's 

statement also. 

Name-------------"--~ Phone _______________ ~ 
Firm Name ______________ _ 
License# _______________ _ 
Explratlon Date ______________ _ 

Firm address_·--------------

City State Zip 

o Contraclor not ye! saleclac!. ff this box Is checked, 
submit an amended form when known. 

a Owner- Bu!lder, If tilts box Is checked, subr.nit owner­
bullder: decls_raUori form.· 

. Name 'F~:o .. /1..i 1,,,·fJl:C.L..qijo · _ ) ~IF. AftorneyinfonnaUonl 
Phone -:z..:;.,...i;·::1, £?'1-oile:Vt' re.. /{4K 2~-t>-<10-£;7. J' . . . 

• · Address __ ""=""':..i:·-::.,.... _______ '-___ .'--- Name _______ .----------

6lty Slate Zip 

\§. Lessell Information! 

Name ______ ~--------~ 
Phone_~-..:----~-------~ Add.ress _______________ _ 

City Slate Zip, 

/·' Architect I Engineer lnfonnattonl · 

ti None o Ush:!I Archflect{s)/Engln!!er(s) on project: 

1. Name -S1r:.ll..h!ff'.. \ ,..&.~-~1Y~'.t_....::_,; 
.. .a Archnact · o Engliuier 

Phone No. (I-fl-;;) 2c~'-! ~22,:;,.1 
·Firm Name OT-r. !fl.#P ·' ,. ....::.." 7-T,., 1-../(J\lc..' ~ 
License'# c- '"' 1 :,,:',;. • 
fxPlrallon Date t.J> ~ 3"" • / <.: 
FlrmAddress 'i-2..l.·I {'Jrrrb?.-f ._,._ 

-s·:~ .C,1 .. ~ 

City State 

-#-"j".J.,../ 

=,-i-11 '+. 
Zip 

2.. Name ___ ~~----------
o Arahltacl c Engineer 

Phona No:-'---------------
Firm Name ____ ~-'--------~ License#_....:.._ ____________ _ 
Expiration Date _______ ......,. ____ _ 
Flrml\rldress _____________ _ 

City Stale Zlp 

Phone _____________ ~-~ 

FlrmName------------~--
FlnnAddress ________ ~---~ 

City state Zip 

·jc;, Permit Consultant I Expedited 
.. 

Name ________________ _ 

Phone _____ ~~~~~~~-_,..---Flrm Name ______________ ~ 
Firm Address _____________ _ 

City State Zip 

!ft Authomed Agent - others! · 

-Name Phone--...---------------
Finn Name----------~---~ Firm Address _____________ _ 

City State Zip 

Ple<!SB describe your'relationshlp wiLh the owner 

Pill"ann\CPBV.utllorlzlld Aaan:ld.oc; 
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I ;; 1\ t·I F It 1\ f'I C l :i C IJ 

• ~\ r • J· I 1 1 r • . 1 

: ··~· \Cqun~lbf · n Franctsco , 
' ; ent of':.Blui · g fnspecUon 
'.11 f; • /\IH.M r: r,~r () F 
i ilU l!LJlf'lG lM:iP.ECrJON I . 

. Edwin M. Lee; Mayor 
T~ C. Hui, S.E.1 Of rector 

. .PERMIT APPLICATION#: 2.i!J f )-6 q .. -z-4 -7 (,) y . 

PROPERTY OWNER'S PACKAGE 
·Disclosures & Forms for Owner-Builaers Applying for Construction Permits 

. IMPORTANT! NOTICE TO PROPERTY OWNER 

;.n. application for :a building permit bas been submitted in your name Jistlng yourself as the builder of the property 
/ im.provem.en~ specified at 1':J?>~S - [ 1 ~ocl ctJtc.J:; ft>- . . 

We are providing you with an owner:w1der Acknowl~gment and.Information Verification Form to make you aware of 
your responslblntles and possible risk you may incur by having this permit Issued in your name as the OWner-BuJlder. We 
will not Issue a building permit until you have read, initialed your understanding of each provision, signed, and 
returned thi& form to 11$ at our official address Indicated. An agent of the owner cannot execute this notice unless . 
you, tha property ownet1 obtain the prior approval of the permitting authority. : 

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND VERIFICATION OF 1NFORMA.TJON .,. .. 
DIRECTIONS: Read and initial each statement below ta signify you understand or verify thfs information. 

~ 1. I understand a .frequent practice of unlicensed p~ons is io have the property owner ob~in an ''OVmer~Builder" 
· !lldfng permit ihat erroneously Implies that the property owner Is providing his or her own labor and material personally. 

, as an Owner-Builder, may be held liable and subject to serious financial risk for any injuries sustained by an unlicensed 
person and his or her employees wh)le working on my property. My homeowners insurance may not p~ovide coverage for 
those injuries. I am willfully acting as an OWner-Builder and am aware Qfthe limits of my insurance coverage forlnluries to 
\'l(Orl<ers on my property. · · 

~· 2. I understand building perm~ are not requ~ed to be sighed by property owners unless they are msponsr~fe for the 
construction and are not hi~!ng ia licensed Contractor to assume this responsibility. · 

~~. I understand as an "Owner-Builder" l am the responsible party of ~rd on the permil I underst~md that I may · 
~ct myself from potential finanr:::ial risk by hiring a licensed Contractor and having the permlt·filed in hTs or her name 
instead of my own: 

~"" f4. I understand Co~tractors are required by law to be licensed and bonded in Galifcmla and to fist their license 
~bets on permits and contracts. 

~~ 5. I understand if l employ or ~therwise .engage any persons, 0th.er than Ca!!fa~ia ilc:ensed Contractors, and the total 
• of my construction is at least five hundred dolfars ($500), including labor and materials, I may be considered an 
"employer" under state .and federal law. 

~S. I understand if t am cons1dered an •employer" under state and federaf law, J must register with the stata and 
federal government. wtthhold payroll taxes, provide workers' compensation disability insurance, and contribute ·ta 
unemployment compensation for each "employee." I also understand my failure to abide by tflese laws may subject me to 
serious financial lisk. · ' · 

~.7. I understand under California Contractors' State Ucense Law, an Owner~Bullder who builds single-family 
~entlal struci!Jres cannot legally build them with the intent to offer them for sale, unless all work Is performed by 
licensed subcontractors and the number of structures does not exceed fOur withln any oafendar year, or all of the work is 
1erformed under contract with a licensed general building Con~r. 

1S6fl Mission strfft-san Francis.co CA 94103 
Office (415) 558'-SGBB- FAX {415) 5SS:-S401" 

Website: "Www.sfdbt.org 
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1' an Owner-Bullder if t sen the property for which this permit ls issUed, I may ba held liable for any 
ncial or personal injuries su:stained by any subsequent owner{~) that result from any latent construction defects in the 

· workmanship or materials. 

. ~9. I understand' I may obtain more information regardtng my obiigations a5 an •employer* from the ln~emal Revenue 
Service, th& United States Small Business Administration, the California Department of Benefit Payments, and the 
Celifomia Division of Industrial Accidents. S also understand I may contact the California Contractors' State license Board 
°{CSLB) at 1..aocJ..321-CSLB (2752} orwww.cslb.ca.gov for"rnare information about licensed contractors. · . 

~JO. I am aware of and ~nsent to an Ownar-Bµilder.buildlng permitapplied for in myna~, and ~nderstand that Jam 
the party legally and finarp:;iPlJy: ~ponjilbfe r posed n ~i n activity at the following address: 

t-D - t> 4..r1 "- r · · 
.~11~ t agree~ aS tile party legally and financially responsible for this proposed ~truction activity, l Will abide by 

.~ all applicable laws and requirements that govern Owner-Builders as wen as employers. 

·~ 12. t agree to notify the Issuer of thl~ fomt immediately of any additions, deletions, or ch~nges to any of the 
·in rmation t have provided qn this farm. Licensed contractors are regulated by taws designed to protect the public. 1f you 
contract with someone who does not have ~ license, the Contractors' State License Board may be unable to assist you 
with any financial loss you may sustain as a result of a complaint Your only remedy agalnst unlicensed Contractors may 
be In civil court It is also important fur you to understand that if an unlicensed Contractor or empldyee of that Individual or 
firm is injured while worklng on your property, you.may be held llable for damages. If you obif.in a permit as Owner­
Builder and wish to tifre Contractors, you will be responsible for verifying whether or.not those Contractors are properly 
licensed and the status of their work:ers' compensation insurance coverage. · 

Before a building pennit can be fssuedr thfs form must be completed and &lgned by the prop~rty owner and 
returned to the agency re$pl)nslble for issulng the permrt. Nata: A copy of the property owners drivers llcensa, 
form .notarization, or other verlflJ acceptab_le to the agency Is required to be presented when the permit Is 
/s$Uedto verify 'the property ow. -rs slg. · · 

Note: The to/lowing Authorization Farm is required to be completed by the property owner only when 
designating an agent of the property owner to apply for a construction permit for the Owner-Bt.!lld~r. 

AUTHORIZATION OF AGENT TO ACT ON PROPERTY OWNER'S BEHALF 

Excluding the Notice to Property Owner, the execution of which t understand is my personal responsibility, I hereby 
• authorize the following person(s) to act as my agent(s) to apply for, sfgn, and file the documents necessary to. obtain an 
OWner-Builder Permit for my project : 
Scope of Construction Project {or Description of Work): _________________ _ 

Project Location or Address: ______________________________ _ 

Name of AuthanzedAgent ~----------------Phone: L_J ____ _ 

Address of Authorized Agent _____ -"--------.,..-------...,------
I declare under penalty of perjury that I am the property owner for the address listed above and t p~ohally filled 

out the above information and certify its accuracy. Note: A oopy of tbe owner's drivers license; ibtm notarization, or other 
veriffc;ation acceptabfe to the agency is required to be presented when the permit is-issUed to verify the property owners· 
signatt.na. 

Property Owners Signature: _______________ Date: ___ _ 

Rev'.sed 1D/3/2013 

2038 



.. ~ ...... . . . 
"· r .1 J .c o o~partment ..3uildirig. Inspection 

!'ll I . <:. 
l f I OllY & Cv<tn!y of S-n FraMisca 

1 \ I ' 16e0 Ml"ldon Stn>el. San Fran:lst:<>, GA 9f!lll.;wl4 

.... , • 00'>.'~ _) ® 
1 1.1 f: 11 A fl T M r: f·J T- 11 F i llVJLUJ1'JG !i'l:JPECfJON 

Paga 1 . 

- Recefptfor Filing Fees Paid {Plancheck Receipt) ··Receipt No: 13095898 
• AcoliC{llion Number · Arldress 

2Q1309Z47638 2653 BRODERICK ST 

Filing Fees based on Estimated Cost: s 2500.00 
fee Code Description Fee Amount 

TECH SUR-F Technology Surcharge 11.40 
• 

! · BLDGSTD-F eldg Stds Admin Spec Revolv Fund 1.00 

? 

,. 
'DCP-F DC? ?Ian Check (F) 34ZOO 

REC RETAIN Records R:etention Fee OBI s.oo 
PLANREV-F Plan Review (filing) OSI 222.11 

L. ___ : total Filing Faes 582.51 

Pav men ts Payme~t~o=l · Payment Stage Typa Paid By Fay Data Receipt# Rec By 

I FILING VlSP, STEPHEN ANTONAROS 415-854- 09/24/201l 13095898 A CHAN • 582.51 
2261 2261 MARKET STREET, 
SUITE# 324 SAN FRANCISCO C/l 

Total Payments 582.51 

l 

Printed on: 09/2412013 
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. ---;·_~ . ··.· ... ~~:- .·-- - ··-··-c----·- ~-- .... ··.-·--.. -...------. ~ ---= .~-r-: . •.• : .; ... - :· .: . .:. .:· 

NOTICE OF VIOLA ... ION . 
aftbe San Francisco Munieipal Codes. Regarding Unsafe, 

- Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy 

NOTICE: 1 . 
City and County of San Francisco 

NUMBER; 201065414 
DATE~ 30-AUG-1(} 

1660 Mission St. San Fr1rnciscot CA 94103 

ADDRESS: 2857 BRODERlCK Si , 

OCCUPANCY/USK: R-3 (RESIDEN11AL- l & 2 UNJT_DWELLIN(_:JS,TOVlNHOUSE~BLOCK: 0947 LOT: 002 

:J lf chtckrd. this informl'ltinn b b.~H·tl npnns sliM1bservation Oitly. fer mer rt'$elltch lllll:)" iudicate thar legal USC i1 uiffrrrnl. ]f so, a l't\'lsed Notice af Violntion 
l • i will hr i;;rncd. 

OWNl!:R/t\.GENT: 
MAILfNG 
AD'ORBSS 

INGER M CONRAD REVOC TR 
INGER M CONRAD REVOC TR . . 
CONRAD fNGER M & 1.EMAfRE MA 
607 VERANO A VE 
SON01'1ACA 

PHONE#:-

95476 

PERSON CONTACTED.@ SITE: PHONE#: -

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: CODE/SECTIONlt 

0 WORK WITHOOT PER!\HT ·106.U 

lJ ADDJ_l_"!Q~A~ WO~J(-P_E_RJ\_U_T_RE_Q_U_!_RE __ -_ D-__ -_-__ · ___ --· ~-- - - ·--------·- "' - --1-06-.-4.-7 ---·--·- --

0.EXPIRED onncANCELt.ED PERMIT Pt\#: -·---- --- -----llJ0.4. 

1~-;r~~~.~~~-g-u-,~;;~~~;. =-; 5;,~:~Tr~Ci~ME:'lrs . -. ----· .. , ~--- - w2.1-···-· - ...... . 

Fire damage at re-M of basement - :,;ignificant charring of approx 20-30%, of Door joists of unit above, possibly affecting structural 
integrity of flooi. Related sub floor area a:so charred. At unit up above :n the immediate area of the fire; signilicanL damage from fire. 
smoke, water & axe. Fr-ont ha![ of unit appears to have mainly cosmetic damage. Some plaster may require removnl due to water 
saturation. No access was provided to"2nd & 3rd floors/not inspected . 

. CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
l"JSTOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4· 41 S-55S-6l02 

1ZJ FIL.E BUILD JNG PE RM IT WITHIN 45 DAYS . 1£1 ('WITH PLANS) A eopy of11lis Nntice h1U5t Accompnn7 :he: ?em1it Application 

!71 OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 90 DAYS AND COMPLETE ALT ... WORK WITHIN 120 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION ·-· SMJ>IOFF. · 
[-::'.CORRECT VIOLATTO!\S WLTHJN DAYS. . NO PI<:RMIT REQlJlRED 

lJ H)l• F,\ILED TO CO.Mi'!.\ wn 11 ·mK ?\OT!Cf.1SI ll:\"f'fll • 'f11£RI:'.FOHl-: r'HL."i 1}£P r, MAS INITL\TF.D ABA I El\lf.:.\' r J'ROC~IWl:'llGS. 
)· 

• FAILURE TO COMPLY wrrn nrrs NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABA n~MENT PROCEEDINGS TO Bf.GIN. 
SEE A TI ACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARN lNGS. 

Obtain assessment from structural engineer to de.termioe e11.'tent of required stru.ctural repuirs in basement & 1st floor. Obtain a "soft 
demo" permit if finishes need to be removed for additional structural iny~stigation. Drawings required for structural repairs. Electrical 
& plumbing permits required. . 
lNVEST1GA TION Flr.E OR OTHER FEg WILL APPLY. 
0 9x FEE {WORK W/O PER.1'·flT AFTER 9/1/6{)) Q 2x rH: (WORK. £XC£EDING SCOPE OF PERMll) . 

0·1·i:1i::··1> l I D NCJ PF.NAl.TY' LJ ... : _ _:. REINSPECTJON FEE$ , !WORK W/O PERMITPR.IOR TO 9/l/60) 
APPIW:X. DATE OF WORK W/O PE'RM'IT VALVI'.: ot-·woRK f'l<:H.FORMf.D W/O fERMl1'S s 

BY ORD.ER OF THE DIRECfQR 1 DF.PARTMENT OF BUH.DING INSPECTION 
CONTACT INSPECT"OR: S1eve Hajna1 
PHONE# 41.5-558-6102 DlVl.SlON: Bli;> ors:rnlCT: 4. 
By:(rnspectars's. Signature) ______ .--------
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
orthe San J.'rancisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or I.and or Occupancy 

) .UUIL 
~· . ··-·--- . ---.- ... . ··-- ------. ·---- . 

Pursuant to SFBC 304(e} and 332.3 investigation lees am chaigad lor wot'll begun or perfottnod wnhoi.rt permits or !or work ~&ding Che $COpe of permits. 
Such feei; rnay be appealed la !he Soard of F'l!:l'n'l1t Appeals within 15 days or permit issuance, at 575 Stevanson SI., 41h 1loor. 554~'12.0 . 

. WMtNING~ Failure. to take .immediate action $S required· to Qql7tlCt the above violiitions wHI result in abaWmant prooaedlngs by the Department of BuHding 
~- If art Order Of AtiatmTI&n't bt~l!d ligaln$t tnt• property, 1he own&r •Ill be blllud Ot Ute property wlll be llttned for -11 eo&U JnllU(t9d.ll! 
~ coda enforc,ment p~ from Um po!d)ng et \1111 llrs! "Notli:e er Vll)fat1on" until WI: ~a•tJ are paid. SFSC "203(b) & 5$2..3 

' .~: SecU0112!:i4-ol the San Fra.ncisco'Hou~ng Code provides for imma9iale fines of $100 lot .ea.ch Instance of lnltial ~ll!lnee. fo!!Qwad by 
$00ll lines per l/lolal.ian ftlt !he se«md lns!ance OI norx:ompli~;:a. gp fo a roa>tlmum of $7,500 per building. This &OOtloo also provides tor isstijp'lCG of 11. 
criminal d\arge a!~ misdemewwr for aac;h v!olatloo, ~ling in fines ot nor less than $1 ,COG par day or slx months' Imprisonment or lx?tb. · 
WARNING: Anyone-\vho derives rentai lnaome from htluslng determined by the. Deprutmanl of Building Inspection to~ subsland~1d ~ ~ 1r0frl etiY,e 
p&rsonal income tax and bank and IXJJ'POrale ~ tax intetest, depreciation or 'laXes allrJbu~a.bfe to such stibslandard ~re-. 1¥ co;recfion work is hot 
c:ompleltld or balng diligently, expeditiously ar'!d cdfltinttOOsJy p~CIJ!&d ~ illx {6~ mtl\IM from tlia ~ta ~ lhi& i'lotice, notiftcation \'Jiii bu '61'1 to the 
fnµtchlse Tax: B.oard as provid.nd in Section t?.2S4{c) O'f !he Revem1e and T ari:tion Code. · . . 
WAANl.fiilG: Section ZOS{a) of tho San Fran~ 1'uUding Cotfa provlde.s lot cMI f1m~s of Up to $500 par day for any PIJraOn who wiates, dl.s:aba}':i, omit&, 
:negleCts or r.eJusoo Jo. comply with or opposes the execution of any provisions of this l.)Ode. This SjJO!iaA a.Isa provides lor mll$meano.r fines, if ·$C!RVict~.of 
up to $500 and/or Jmprisonrnoot. up'!£> slx roonths for each llfipa:rate offonss lat evsry day su-::h o!fei'ise QCCUis. 

\ 
I .. ' .. " 

De act1erdo ~las SecclOfles ~{e/ y 332.3 da el C6digo oe COnstrucci6n de Ediflcios de. San Franol&CC, gaslos (le itTY'a&ti9aci6n saran oobrados por trab$ 
~do o teal1zado sin los .dobidos pennisos o por trahaj1l ciue eJc:cada e! Hnilte estipulado en los panri.isos.. Dici1os c.obros flU&den sf.ll'.o.peladol! ante-la 
J\mta de Ape{aclonos de Perrnlsas {Board of Permit A!Jpeals) denlrc rl!! lo.e pcin'leros q..:ITTCB dia.'I tle haberse bbt611ielo .el Permlso. LaS apelnciona!'I se hacoo 
en el 875 de la calla St!Mln&On, c:uart-o plso. reltifono 554·o720. 

' ADVERTENCiA: Si no evmple 00.11 las ai:alones immed'iatai; requ~~as p;.~reglr i;;!~oiiss. el ~partame~io dif lnspoo::idn tie EQlliclos te~dra el 
derodlo de lniclar el proaeso .de Riffigaci6n. Si una Orden de Mitlgaci6n es registrada eontra dlcha propiodad. los ge:slils inuurridos c!utan!e el pmceso de 
apllcaci6n dal cOdlga. dasde ta prlltlefa puesta de! Aviso de lnfmooioo hasta qva todoB loS gastss ssten µa,gad~. se,le cooraran al duano d:el Pdincio o la 
prqpledad i;era sm'bar.g~da para r~erar~ gastoii. Referencia a la Sec.c~on 203(b} y S~.3 d& el C6lfrgo de Constr~6n <te Edttil;llos. 

'~RTF.NOIA: ta Secci6n .2~ ds et COdigo de VIVlende. de San Franciscx:i permlte que i;e mull.a kunadiatarr.entir $~00 por ~da prim.er . da 
nrormidad, sl¥.]liida pot 1.ma mu.IUl ds $200 por cada ssgunda infracci6n de i,nconlormlrlad, aumimtando hasUI Ull ~. ¢e $7,~ por ~ ~ -.di~ 
~ 8acci6n tamble11 permits ~blsoer cargos ttiminatas t::oma delito mrmor, resottando' en mullas de OG IJlBOo:> (la;.·~ die.nos d 5; ---=~~ 
encaroelnmlento o aml1as imneione&. . . . .. ,._. . . 

ADVERIENCIA. Cualquler jJ6!'Sona qua reciba ranlll por l.lna vivienda t.iua haya sldo deda.rada qu~ no 'Salislacn las normss.'fuqueridas por el Uepa:t~1nenici 
de Inspecci6n de Edlflcios, no pueda d1;tdl!cir !lt!I &stada lnterases pfmronalas, de banco o empre5a. depreclaci6n o taxes aln'Ouldos $0bra dloha efaruc.tum. 
Si et trabajo df; rep.:..racl6n no. si; termlna o esla t:lillgootememe. r.ipidamen1e y oorrtuamenle acusado desput<s de sais (~) mes:as de la fecha tfe e$1.if a¢$o, 
ae la (lti\l'ani 1,.na l'Ql.rliwcion a la Jul"la ae· Cont;0si6n de lrnpuestos (FranenIS!I Tal< Boafd.} de ai:uerdo a la Secd6n 1264(c) del COO!gp d.;i IngraseS'~ 
lmpoeslos {Revenue ano Taxation Cvds). --·--- ----·-------­
ADVER'rENCtA: La $eCCIOn 205(!~) de el COdigo oe Ed!CtCs (la San Fram.:!sco l!IIPCtftn mu~as civiles lla!>ltl de $500 por cads c'hi a Q;J:alquier parrona QI.le 

• intrinia., desobedeica. t>miia. descuide, Iehusa c;:ump!ir, resiSlo o ;:;e opone a la ~Jecuci6n oe las provision<::> de ~sfa ccidigo. E's!& saccicin tamtli~ impooe 
multas pot deluo manor, ~i es deciarado C!Jlpable, oo t.asta $500 o eru;F.1rcelamlento da hasl.a S meses. o ambas sanclones, por eada Ulla de laa otM~ y 
pot oada. dfa Que dk:tla cfansa ~ra. · 

_. ~ Cd11'l!C} • ~·1•.;J:ll:l .. llJ;~ftlll•IR!~. 
lltOCE':.lM~il<J.::X:.~JE~-~:r;.!!11 • \1?;~1ilCJ!IJX!i • K~H • t• 
A 'l!fJ:{eftOi'fJIUt Ill a 2 15 JCZ.ji; • ~l!f);! ;oiff'l!T .ctf~JC"iilit.I; fi: • aui'A *' 
ti;e S--111"11:1'!t4-. • d : U,..lnl> • 

. . 
p;l\aifff~• •J:j,ll!lE.~. ~M1f!l•~ 

~~~·iUl~•~~~~~~~-t-~~a•i•F.e~•~u 
BD~tf.llJliU!lEl!IF~W·~ilJI••~~,···~~·~ 
4:.tt:Jii ...... GJf~ .;zo:s (lol UJJl:in.J ~-· 

_,: C5Wl1r!!f~ c• am:> ••bl o;atn: ltflHlaJi!~ 
.. lDO 7t1 ~W.UlCXI iC ·~~-1,51;X) R.• ft1UOll 
~----C'llfllli!M$tU1 • tn:i•il'Ptlil'B t.a>O :ie • lV~QJUbi;tl 

l~;MA.Jllll!lUJlftV.:~mtaae..._~Jril~« .. 'f 
11ib...lfltlA.lfi1M;. ~'Ill~· lU:J(~·miir 
~i?tlJ»ttt· ~!'~i(}Hl .. itll'!rsl!'{~. m ....... z 
~ '~t'!lfWm (IUt~ (~~ii. T......00. O:i<lsl 1' 1$ 

(c:} ...... illJlll:niillltff.Rtrnx: ~ ~ 11..-.!) • 

W'!-! ~ • l.B:l{r,1 ~: ~U· .ifilf!t • d • :tUI. • 
~:f· ..... ·.!iiJO•a~~·~•;t 

IJQ9• ~···~·ffM·~··--·~~ ··~~$0:i5fil':l-·.V~·~· 
.• 

-· ,.. __ ,. .. ____ -- --·----:.--------
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)epartmtmt of Building lm;;pection 

Permits, Compl~ints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

ReportDatc: , 

Application Numbi?r: 
Form Number; 

Address(es): 

2012092.60727 

3 
0947 / 002./ o :!853 BRODERICK-ST 
0947/002/o'P357 BRODERICK ST 

Description: 
Cost: 

9/26/12: BOA1H2-056 DATED 06/20/12. REF: APPl.#::!011/03/25/283g-S. 
S10,ooo:oo 

Occupancy Code: R*3 
Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELUNG 

Disposition I Stage: 

Action Date Stage Cmnment.-.; 
9/26/2012 rrR.IAGE 
9/26/2012 f1LJNG 
9/26/2012 FILED 
10/12/2012 PL.\NCHEC){ 
!0/li/2012 APl,'ROVED 
10/12/2012 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSP&l\ID Per DCP's Tl."CIUl?st dated 2/5/201lj 

10/16/2014 REINSTATED prr DCP's request letter dnle.0 to/16/2014 
10/23/2014 SUSPEND ner BOA's request ~-mail dated 10/22/2014 

Contact Details;: 

Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 

D cscr1ption: 

Step Station Arrke Start In Out Finish Cheeked By Hold Description Hold Hold 
1 BLDG 9/':J.6/12 9/26(12 9(26/12 DANG DENNIS 
2 CPB 9/28/12 9/28/12 9/28/12 YAN BRENDA 

11/20/14 I.1:08 AM 

3 CP-ZOC 9/28/12 10/!/12 10/1/12 Lr.'\'DSAYDAYID iapproved per Board of AppeaLc; Decision 
Appeal No. t2.056 

4 Pl'C 10/2/12 10/2/12 10/2/12 frHAI SYLVIA 
5 CPB 10/2/12 J0/12/12 10/12/12 YAN BRENDA 10/1':!/12 APPROVED BY KS .. 
This permit has been issued. For mformat10n pertaining lo this permit. pleast' cal! 415-558-6096. 

Appointments: 

Appointment Appointment App-Ointment Appoinbnent 1)-pe DesciiptiQn !Time 
Date AM/PM Code SlotR 
8/27/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 1 

Jns1lections: 

Inspection De.c;cription I eytlon Status 
REINFORCING STEF.L REINFORCING STEEL 

Special Inspection$; 

JAdd.enda No.jCompleted Datellnspected ByJinspcction CodelDescriptionJRemarksj 

For infonnation, or to schedule an in..~prction, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

http://dbiweb.s.fgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page:=PermitDetalls 
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CONDITION AND STIPULATlONS 

IJ't'llaV!ill: w.re~·"'--=-·---THIS 1S A S!ra.eJSIJMII.AAP.UCA.TfON.- ____ ·- ----~--- 4""""'- •. ---- ---

0 NO WORK MAY aE IT'MliD'UNTIL 
· CONSTRUC'fK»I PW.I HAVE B1$N 

APPROVED. - t 

D 

0 
. 
" 

=~----

om-.ncvl.Ql 

0 

----->ii---------! !D\U1'~ 
I ~ro•il la caniplt 'l'll!i ri r:andJillXJJ or J<flptll•lloJn ar lh• VIII us bUr n111 ar d"l'"flm•n:. nol•d an lhls 1ppllcil(an "¥ 1U1cbml 
idalamaplo DJ condlllon1«1trpu!cnons, ,,(!ft:h,n1• l111•by ~· • p111l dDM• 1p¢i:al -~ . 

O\llrllll'll' nl 

~' t .• 

,,; ' 



.. . ·.~ 
:ParmltAppric:af!cnNci,: tel?- OCJ'U... f>]IJ-1 ~obAddress;. "2-'it"~-'Z.i&~ ~v~ · 
.. ... .. J I • ' c 

•• j:h!a f9ttn mm1tb!! cgmplcill!Ci In ttJ! vntrretv la conottct!tio with JIM 11pb!lc11tlon for 1l bulfdlng palmlt !F~rma 
j/2, 3/8, 4fl, 6 l!Jd 6). T!ia farm must be" amended fora!( OISW Jnfarmatlon or CIJaf!ilB Jn fTJfOT(llalfDn far duration or 
project Pie.ass ba mlvlaed lhal thll D~partment does not 111gut11le ~ermn expedttsralcqnllUllanis w afford them 

• prarerantlal tfea!imml. ' • 

•' • 'I& ;srrntt ApPllc11nl l11for~11tlonl 
., 3. N~'M t /1Bmby c11rtrry th11l far the purpws cf'OUng crq appJir;11llon .,.__a_Atch__._furc_l .....----o-. E-n-g-lna_sr __ 

!Dr a butldlng or Dlhar pGrmll with the CGntral Permit • Phone No, 
aure11u;on:ampiflllllll Of'lfnYform 1!1/atlirJ Jo Ille San ·Firm Nama-------------
F+snc!sco BuHdfng Carie, or lo t;ny am! County ordinances Ucanaq 4F · 
srtd ttJgUistfon!, or IQ :Yale f1IW.s llllr1 cadss, l sm .the • • i::~ I '"" _D_t ___________ _ 
owrutr. lhu leneu or Iha agBJ)f of Iha ownao111Sssa and 11m ? ~ r;;d:ea: 8 -----------­
fll/lfiorizod lo sign d doo!iments c:onneciad with thf3 

· appllcst/611 arpormlt, • • 

I 4'd1Crr·I11tt1a-Pfflll~ ofpt.r)r111 niat dreforqoln1 b ln:t and 
wrtd. t.alll lli\I pl!lmlt .appllcanL:!.ll.!l I •m • 

• Chei:k b11x{r}r • • 
··a. TuvQMtat(Sl • i::i ib•fmn1a~C) 

..fJI 'i11jJ aolhii>lud ·~pL Chaclc nriur,•(a}: 

City stale-. Zlp 

le. G1maral Can~clarlnfonmdlori] ' • • 
Nole: Coinpfsls $:eparsl" J/m1TllJBd oonfroclor'a 

SJl{lsmsnf af.!a. .. • • • 
!• a 

rl ~hltscl (0) . • d Englllwr (D) 
_.;____,,_.tt-'-'<CmilnlDlor-(E) tl-Attomay.if.) 

NIU!la _______ _.____, ____ _ 

Phone_.:;;;==============:----·-----------~. Flrm-Nnnre- • · --i 

I• • 

O Pormll Ct>ru1ul\Dn!ll:xped!lar lGJ 
O Olher · · (H) 

;~=~· 

Olly · • Stata 

l§: LH!f111i 1nronnat1onl 

Nwn; • Phone--..-------------
/\ddrelfa _____________ _ 

City ,StatB • Zip. 

@. Arc.hltllct f EnQlnnr lnfcrm r< tlonj 

a tton. a !JllhU Arahll"'11.(.11)/j:n1tl!laefta} 011 pro)11ct; 

'1.·Ne.ma~~ 
. ~hllact' o Englf!Blll' 

Phone No •. ~lf-1..'.?-.6 f , 

l 

•Flnn Name 
·.' Ucensa# -Cc-,~q~3~$ .... €.....----.-.----
~tlon Dais t,,,~~· • 
Firm Mdras11 r@i{ !'?A $? !?U 
9t ~ o;_ ---~~!:\1'.L 

City · • •• ' • • · ztp 
2. Narna _ __,_ __ ._. _ _,__ __ _... __ _ 

a A~tlaol o Engfn1111r 
Fhonsf.lo.' Firm Nama_......:..._,, ________ ~---

Lleam1a IJ_.::..·-----------Explr11tlon Dah1._,... _________ _ 
FlrmAdcfrssa ____ _,_ ___ __. __ _ 

Qlty Slate Zlp 

Uci;nt.11#~··,.------------~ EXplrQUcm Data ___________ .... 

P.rm 11ddre~~------------

• s!ata Zlp 

• Q Conlraotorrioty11LaatactBd. If !hl11 box ill flhaokad, 
submft 1111 amended farm when knowtt. 

• · 0 Owner- 8uildiir, 1f tfi!11'box!s ol1eokad, B\Jbmit awni!r· 
builder daolBrllUcin lcrm.. • 

jP. Attom5}1 lrrfortt111tlonl . , 

. Narrte Phom,----.------------

Ftrm Nama_-'----,---------­
FlrmAddreas.~:-----------r--

City Slala Zlp 

Nama_·--=---~-~----~---­
Phona~--------~~~--Firm Nama _______ ......,,_ ___ _ 
f)rmAddrau ___________ _ 

City SUI.ta Zlp • 

City • ' • Stal11 .Zip • 

Plet;!lB QBSOTlbe ~a1fortshfp with ifla OW11!!r 
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Receipt for Fiiing Faes Paid {Planeheck Receipt} Ree~t No: 1209194.9. 

Fhlng F.-buri Gl'I Estlmat1d Coat: $ 't.QO . 
FvCOde Oesaipllon Fae Amount 

lECHSUR-!= T¢1~ Slll'Clhluge 3.4\l . 
RECRe'rAIN ReoDrdS Retantlon Fee DBI '18.00 

OCP.f DOP Plan Cheek {F) .50 

Pf..ANREV-F Plsn Re'Vl~ {11Ung) PBt 15.5.75 

SLDGSTD-F Sldg51X:ls Admln Spea ~Fund 'f.00 

TotaJFllIM F-. "178.74 

PJ1Y1111nta . 
Payment StarJe Typ11 PllldBy " Pay Dita ,Rece1pt# Rec By· P•l![JIAmounl 

FlUNG. VlSA PAMa>.WHrTEHEA0415-250- 09l'l8/2.D12' 12092949 YANSRENOA 178.74 
4057 $0 MAGOAU:NA NlLL 
VALLEY CA 94114 

TDbJP~anbl trl.14 

.~ 
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~:iAN FHANCJ~CO 
::n \. r ·1J j Q· ) f" • '. •

1 
, I, 

l> . ~~ \ )'I. • .- • ;-ir 

r .-/ · _J fit 
(') D f: r·A Ii T M E f..J T 0 f 
~ lllJJlVli"IG 1N:>P.EC-r101"1 

.. 

'"( 
PAI BVSCOVJCH. 

.. 

OEPT.·OF BUllDlNG JNSPECTION. 
Pf:..ANNLNG DGflT. APPROVAL . 

. . . 

. ) 
AP,paUant(s) l 

} 
) 
} 

. ) 
Res~ndent 

NOTIC·E OF APPEAL 

.· 

.. 

NOTICE fS HERl33Y GIV'EN 1HAT.on Mav 02. 'ZQ12 fhe abova named aw.eUant(.6) tiled 
an ap~ vliih the aoatd of Appea)s Of the ~Jty. and County of San Franciscd from th.e dedsl()n or «tier of th8 
above namekl d&pa.rtmBnt(s), tominiSslon, or' officer. . . 
The substance or effl;d. of the 'cfgcjslon or order app.ealad tom la Ula 1s-sua,nce on ~ 17, :?.'012, to Inger C'onra~ 
~ to Nier a BullcfmQ {!'81$e bu11dJng 36"'; bulfd new garage al'ld l'OOITIS: doV.:11 for Mure expansion; ni\'11 c;urb t;ut} 
at,?~57 BroderickS!ceat • .. 
APliLtcAnoN NO. 2011/0312~395 

Addre$s & Tel. Ot Ofher Parties: . 
Inger Crin ,. Permit Ht>lder 

· c/o ~pfien AnJonaf05, A~nf for Permit Hokier. 
· 2261 Market Stiaet#324· 

S.F., CA 114114 

. 
Nonce.or DECISION\&'O~PER 

. t 

The al'oremantiOned n'IFJtter came nil ~guJarly fqt heating before .the ~ of Appeals of th~ «y & County 
of san Francisco on June 20. %912. PURSUANT TO-§ 4.106 or the Charter Gf the City & Cduilty of 8ao Frartclsco and 
MJt1e 1, § 14 of the .Bu~ & Ta>C Regulat{f!l;ls Code of the said Git1 .& Ctiuncy, and 'the action aqove sta!ed,' 
the Soard oMp?.eals hereby GRANTS THE APPEAL 

AND CONDITfO~S THE SUBJECT PSRMiT WlTH Al>OPllON OF REvlsEO PLAHS dated August 22. 2012 
{see attach~ documents). Th!~ decision is rendered on the ~is of an agreement betw~ thEf pkrtles.. 

nm su&Pf:N$lON MAY NOT BE lJmi> UNTIL FUt.LSIZE s~· OF SAID. RlmSED PLAHS AA!! AWePm:t 
BY BOAR\lr STAFF, iHEN APPROVED SY me DBl· AND PLANNJNq l)EpT ~ ANO UNllL me DBI l$SUES A 
SPl:CIAL QON~l'nONS PERMIT WHlCH EXECUTES SAIQ R!VISCD PLANS. • • . • 

• . Ori§inal HeadOO~ .June 20. ~2 
Lest'DaytoRGQu~stReheartng:: JW:y 02, 2C112. • 

Request 1t>r Reh8aring: Sept. 12, 201~ (granted) 
. . ca =g: Sept. 1.9. 201.2 

·.oH~~ 
G. Goldstein, Executive Director .. 

tf OUs tbcfs1on ls subject to mvlaw under Code Qf Civil Pmoedure § 1~.5. then the time within Which )u
0

dlcial review 
muSt be sougltt ls pemed bJ California Code of ClvR PrOOedure § 1094.a. • • • 

I 
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~AH FH1\i'ICl.'.iCO . 

\
. r 'j) l · 

) f" \ J .
1 

, . I, 

i: \,. 2.''. , ~r . 

; o Er "' · ~.1a' e; nty of San .F~ncisco 5 !l UJLLJl1"lG lrJ'.JPEC'flOl'I 
< . 

Soard of Appeals 

·AFFl·DAVIT· OF S-ERVIGE-· ------

PatBuscovfch. Appellant 
235 Montgomery Street #823 
S.F.,CA 941o4 • • 

. ·I. Victor F. P~~ t.:aat .A$Sistant for the Board of Appeals, hereby tertlfy. 

that on this ~®y of septsmber, 2012. I ~Ned the attach~d-

Notfoe{s) of .. Dedston & Order for Appeal No{~). fZ.,.,05'~ 
: .~ vsJ2Kl;__f.J2A;;._subje.ctp.mp_etty_at. ___ _ 

: ii/i~~~ o:i the'appellant(~) by mailing a 

qopy via U.S. mail, first cfa$s1 '°the address above. 

.. . 
· l dedtare under penalty. of ~ljwy under the faws of th~ Stam· of California. that the 

toreg·oing i& true and correct Execu~ in San Francisco, Calffo 

Victor F. Pacheco 

co: DBI Bt0 (If . appfisable), DBI' CPB (if appficable)1 

Planntng Dept \If applfcabte), and Redevelopment Agency {if applicable) . • 

. . 
011iERPARTIES 
OR CONCERNED'CftJZENS! 

Inger Conrad. ?emi1t Holder . 
clo John Kevlin, Attorney for Permit Holder 
one Bush street #600 
S.F., CA 14104, 

. .. 

2047 



5 AN. f .lt 1\ 1'1 C l- ::i C O 

J.:! \ I \ \, ·1 _[" v t· J 
~ iy· .. J® 
OflEPARTMEHT()F ... 
~ JWJLLJJJ';JG JN:)PECfJOl'J •. 

"< . 
~Of Appeals . City and County of San Francisco '· 

• 
. • 
\ . 

. 

. 
.BOARD OF APPEALS PROCESS FOR REVISED PLANS 

. . 

Tha following process appfies only to appeals in wntcn ~a Board of Appeafs has 

imposed as a condition · ~f ~provaf for a bUilding permit or zoning varlance, the 

submittal of revised plans. . ' 

1. The pe.rmit l'R5k:l~snatl-submtrtttrarms-ofj~visectp!ans-to-the-execuilve-secretary 

for review at)d approval · Th~ permit ho Ide~ or his/her representative will cany twO 
sets to tt1e Department of Building Inspection fOr expedited review under the 

. • I <I .. II • ~ • • 

Building COde. '.flte Bcmrd of.Appeals wm ref:ain Ql1e set as part of the permanent 

rw:;ords. 

2. iJll 3 se:t.s Of plans shall be marked with tlouds andlor highlighting to clearly 

show the spe~c ~ons required by the Boafd of Appeals. . . 

. . 
3. F~r etti~y the permit hofder shaH telepho~e the Board office far ar:a appointment 

.• 

with the executive sectetary for the review and approval of said plans. to increase 

the likelihood that it can be done with a single vi$it to the Board offlce. ·· 

. 2048 
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'Partment of Building lnspectletn 

Permits, Complaints. and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Detail5 Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Addrl'SS(c.s): 

201309066151 
8 

0947 / 002 / o 2853 .BRO DERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / o :i.857 BRODERICK ST 

11/20/14 10:S8 AM 

De.-;ctiplion: 
REMOVE STEPS PROPOSED TO BE ADDED ATNORTHSIDE ENTRY PORCH UNDER PA# 
201103252839, REDUCE NO. OF STEPS AT SOUTH, FRONT ENTRY, ADD NEW DOORS 
\\'ITH TRANSOMS AT BOTH LOCATIONS. 

Co:;!: S1.oo 
Oc:c:uparu-y Code: R-3 
Buildin~ U~e: 28 - 2 FAMIJ..Y DWELLING 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Action Dale Stage Comments 
9/6/2013 TRIAGE Ir 

9/6/2013 FI UNG 
9{6/2013 FILED 
il 0/16/2014 WITHDRAWN 

f"..ontact.Details: 

Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 
l>cscnntion: 

Skp Station Arrke Start In Out Finish !Checked Ph011c Hold De$cription Hold Hold By 

CHUNG 1415-
1 INTAKE 9/6/13 9/6/13 9/6/13 J.-\.NCE 999-

9999 

YU f415- 16/16/14: Withdrawn Per Rcqu«sl. Customer 
., CPB 10/16/14 10/16{14 10/16/14 ANNE 558- lost application & took plans. Duplic:ak 

6070 ai1plication made.ny 

A~pointm.cnts: 

!Appointment DatejAppoinnnenLAM/PMIJ\p.pointment C.odcjAppointment TypelDescriplionffime Slots! 

l;nspccl.1ons: . 

!ActMty Datcllnspectorllnspcct:ion Descriptionllnspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

!Addenda No.!Completed Datellnspcd:ed Bylinspcction C.odeJDescriptionlRemarksl 

For information, or1o schedule an inspection, call 00"'8-6570 between 8:30 11m and 3:00 pm. 

SW.lion Code Descrip~ions and Phom: Numb!!rs I 

Qn line Pennh and Cwplaiut Tra1•king honie page. 

Technical Sttpport for Online Scnices 

tp; ff dbiweb.sfgav.org/ dbiptsf default.aspx?page""Perm ltDetails. 2051 Page lof ,2 



Oepartment of Bu.ildlng lnspeaion 11/20/14 11:01 AM 

Permits, Compl~ints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Pcnnit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Addre.o;s(!;'S): 

Dl'seription: 

Cost: 
Occupunl'y Code: 
Rui!ding Use: 

I>isposition /Stage: 

A<.1ionDate Stage 
7/1/2013 TRIAGE 

7/1/2013 FILING 
7/1/2013 FILED 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Detuils: 

Addenda. Details: 

D escr1otion: 

Step Station !Arri Ye 

r 

l CPB 7/1/13 

2 CP-ZOC 7/1/13 

3 CP-DR 

4 CP-NI.> 

5 BLDG 1oft5/14 

DPW-6 BSM 

7 PPC 

201307010898 

3 
~1/002./02853BRODERICKST 

0947 /0,02 /02857 l3RODERICKST 
TO COMPLYW/ CORR NOTICE DATED 6/-:!5/13. ALSO TO CLARIFY HEJGHT OF BLDG 
BEFORE&AITER BEING RAISED 36" UNDER 2.01103252839 &TO CORR PREV SHOWN 
HEIGH1'S TO ROOF RIDGETOP.DWELUNG c.JNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDITIONS TO 
SIDE,REAR.&4/FLREVlSE 201103m905, 2.01103252839, 2ono8031630, '201209260727 
&201309247638. 
$1.00 

R-3 
28 - ~FAMILY D\VELLlNG 

Coniments 

Start In Out Finish Checked Phone Hold Description Hold Hold By 
415-CHEUNG 

7/1/13 7/r/13 \!{Al FONG 558-
6070 

ApprovcdperCase No. 2013.0433DDDE. 

415-
Correct height dimensions. Dwelling unit 

7/16/13: 7/16/13 10/15/14 I0/15/14 
CABREROS 

55$-
mcr<.;er from 2 to l unit. Side, re~'lr nnd 

GL&'\N ·\'crtkah1ddtions.10/15}l4 (gc). NOPDR#I 
6377 mailed 7/10/13 (gc). Pending reicw with ZA. 

7/16/13 (gc). 

415-
DR APPLICATION TAKEN lN ON 

OROPEZA 7/29/201tt. APPLICATION' COMPLETE AND 
iT/29/14 10/15b4 EDGAR 558- TA KEN IN BY EDGAR OROPEZA., PlC 

6377 STAFF 

CABREROS .:p5- Mailed 311 Cover Leiter 6/27/14 (Vlad) 

GLE:t-.'N 1558- Mailed 311 Notic:e7/7/14; E>..'Pired 8/6/14 
6377 (Vind) . 
:.p5-

n/6/14 \1NDl.ANE 558-
61~3 

415-
558-
6060 

10/20/14: Return to Diane Yin: snt. 
10/w/14: OTC dis:i.pproved, back to llLDG. 

415-
mml 10/20/14: to Stepht:!n Antonaros for 

TiiAI OTC. PG io/17 /14: back to OTC bin; snt. 
SYLVIA 558- io/17/14: Plans. routctl to Stephen Anton.arm, 6133 hold for Building rc•\iew. AL 10/17/14; Plans 

routed to OTC hold for Building review. AI. 
10/15/14: to BSM:; snt. 

Tttp.i /dbiweb.sf gov .erg f dbipts I defauft.as px?page =PermitDelails 
2052 

Page 1 of2 



partrnent of Building trn;pect1on ll/20/14 11:01 AM 

1oi17{14: UPDATED DESCRIPTION OF 

YA."'i 415· WORK & IS A 2 UNITS MERGER TO t 
8 CPB. BRE.."IDA 558· UNIT, NO STRUCTURE Pl.ANS & CHANGB; 

6070 FULL TO SITE PERMIT REQUEST BY 
APPUCANT. OK BY WF. BYAN, 

Appointmt.?.nts: 

k\ppointmcnt Datell\ppointment AM/PMIAppointmcnt C.ode(Appointmenl TypejDescriplionftime Slots\ 

Inspections: 

!Activity Oatellnspector!Inspcction Descriptionllnspection Status! 

Spech1l lnspections: 

b.\ddenda No.!Complcted Date/Inspected Byjlnspection Codc/DescriptionJRemarksl 

For information, or to schedule an ins1){'ction, call 558-6570 b1?1ween 8;30 am nnd 3:00 pm. 

Station Code Descriptions and Phon.c Numbers 

Online Pmnh ;rnd Cnmplu.in! Tracking: home 1>av,r. 

Technical Support (or Online Senices 

If yon need hdp or bn\'e a qul'Stion ubout this5enice, please visit our FAQ a~.i.. · 

Cont-id SFGo\· Al;ressibflity Polidcs 
City and County of San Francisco ©:woo-:mo9 

tp:! /dblweb.~fgov.orgfdbipts/default.a.spx?page=PermttDetails 2053 !'age2 of2 



t?epartmenf of Building.Inspection ll/20/14 .11:01 AM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Rep0rt 

Report Date: 11./20/2014 10:57:44 AM 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

_.\.!clrr.ss(es): 

Description: 

Co;,t: 
Occupancy Cocle~ 
Building_ Use: 

Disposition I Stage:. 

Action Date Stage 
7/1/2013 TRIAGE 

7/1/20t3 FIUNG 

7(!/2013 FILED 

Co1Jtuct Details: 

Contractor Details: 

Addenda Detail'l: 
D ' ti cscrin on.: 

Step Station Arrive 

l CPB 7/1/13 

2 CP-ZOC 7i1/13 

3 CP-DR 

4· CP-NP 

5 BLDG 10/15/14 

DPW· 
6 !JSM 

7 PPC 

20130701089$ 
3 . 

0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERJCK ST 
0941I002 / o 2857 BRODERICK ST 
TO COMPLY W /CORR NOTICE DA TED 6/25/13. ALSO· TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG 
SEFORE&AITER BEING RAJSED 36" UNDER 201103252839 &TO CORR PREV SHO\f\.'N 
HEIGHTS TO ROOF RIDGETOP.DWELLING UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDmONS TO 
SIDE,R.EAR&4/FLREVISE 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 
&201309247638. 
s1.oo 

, R-3 
2.8 - 2 FAM1LY DWELLING 

Comments 

!Start In Out Finish Checked Phone Hold Description Hold Hold Bv 

CHEUNG 415-
7/1/13 7/1/13. WAI FONG 558-

6070 
Approved per Case No. 2013.0433DDDE. 

4r5-
Com>ct hright dhncnsio11s. Dwelling unit 

CABREROS merger from 2 to l unit. Side, ri:-.1r and 
7/16/13 7/16/13 10/15/14 10/15/14 GLENN 558- vertical addtions: io/15/14 {gc). NOPDR1a 

6377 mailed 7/10/13 (gc). Pending r~view \>~th ZA. 
7/16/13 (gc). 

·llS· 
DRAPPLlCAT!ONTAK.EN IN O:N 

OROPEZA 7/29/2014. APPLICATION CO!IIPLETE A."lD 
7/29/14 10/15/14 EDGAR ssS- · TAKEN IN B.Y EDGAR OROPEZA, PIC 

6377 STAFF 

CABREROS 415- Mailed 311 Co\·er Letter 6/27/14 (Vind) 

GLENN 558- Mailcd3n Notice 7/7/14; Expired 8/6/14 
6377 (Vlatl) 
415-

J 1/6/14 't1N DIANE 558-
6133 

415-
558-
6060 

10/20/14: Return to Diane Yin; snt. 
10/20/14: OTC disnppro\'ed, back to BLDG. -

415-
mml 10/20/14: to Stephen Anlonaros for 

TliAI 
558- OTC. PG10/17/14: back toOTCbin;snt. 

SYLVIA 10/17/14: Plans routed to Stepht•n Antonll!\ 
. 6133 hold for Building review.AL 10/17/u1: Plans 

routed to- OTC hold (or Building ~dew. AL 
10/15/14: to BSM; snt. 

hl tp: // dbiweb.~fgov.org/ dbipts/ default.aspx?page .. ?ermitDetalf s 2054 Page lof2 



partment of fluildlng Inspection 11/20/14 11:01 AM 

' 10/17/14: UPDATED DESCRJPTION OF 

IYA.~ 415- WORK & JS A:? UNITS MERGER TO t 
8 CPB BRENDA 558- UNIT, NO STRUCTURE PLANS & CHANGE 

6070 FULL TO SITE PERMIT REQUEST BY 
APPLICANT. OK BY WF. BYAN. 

Appointmen~: . 

(4.ppoinbnent Dale§:ppointment M-l(PMIJ\ppointment Code(Appoinbnent Type!Descriptionffimc Slotsl 

lru.'Pectfons: 

/Acthit:y I,>atelJ.nspectar)lnspcction Descriptfon)lm1pcction St:atusf 

Special Inspections: 

!Addenda No.)Completed Datellnspected Byllnspcction CodelDescriptionlRemarksl 

Forinformntfon, or to sehedule un inspectfon. cnll 558-6570 between S:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

Statlon Code Descriptions and Phone N~rnbers I 

Qnline Permit nnd ComuJajnt Trnrhlng home page. 

Technical Support for Online Senices 
If yoLL need help or hnn! a question nbout thL'l sm·icr·, plense \'UM mrr FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov &lec!s.~i1Jility Policies 
City and County of San Froncisco ©2000-2009 

1µ://dbiweb.sf9ov.orgfdbipts/defauft.aspx?page=Perm1tDet<1ils 2055 Page 2 of2 



Department of Building lnspec:tlon 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit petnils Reyorl 

Report Dale: 

Application Nµmber: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

2ono8031630 

3 
0947/002/02853BRODEIUCKST 
0947 / 002 { 02857 BRODERICK ST 

11/20/14 10:55 AM 

Description: 

TO COMPLY W {NOV 201003592 & °20105414. REPLACE 26'X38' l/Ftlt FRAMING, REPL 
INTR \\'ALL FINISH E.!\'TIRE(!! UNlTS}.REPLACE BATH RM & KlTCHENS-2UNlTS.REPL 
ELECT&MEC.H(SEPARATE PER.MIT).lNTR ALTERN POS'I'. FIRE DAM .. .&..GES.ADD NEW 
BEDRM&BATH.AT GRD/FLR).tNSTALL NEW 
lNSULl\:,SHEETROCK,SPRlNKLER&KITCHEN&BATH FlX&CABINET. 

Cost: $320,000.00 

Occupancy Code: R-3 
Buikl~og Use: 28 • 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

Disposition /Stage: 

!Action Date Stage C.ommcnts' 
8/3/2011 TRLl\.GE 
8/::1/2011 FILING 
S/3/2011 FILED 
':!/3/2012 PL.\NCHECK 
2/3/2012 APPROVED 
2/8/2012 ISSUED 
'.2/6/2014 SUSPEND loer DC P's ,l'i'quest <lilted 2/5/2014 
10/\6/2oi4 REINSTATED lper DCP's request letter<luted 10/16/:2014 

10)23/2014 SUSPE.l\ID 'oer BOA's request e-mail dated 10/22/:w14 

Contact Details: 
C>ntractor Details: 

License Number: 
Name: 
Compnny Name: 

Addres~: 

Phone: 

Addenda Details: 
D ' ti escno on: 

Step Station Arrive 

1 
BrD- 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 

6 SFPUC lO/'J.4/11 

940335 
JASON LANDIS BLOCH 
BLOCH CONSTRUCTIONlNC 
239 BR.ANNAN ST" SA.~ FRANCJSCO CA 94107· 
0000 

Start In Hold Out Finish a1eckl?d By Hold 

8/3(n 8(3/11 WALLS MARK 

8/3/11 S/:>,/n SHEKKATHY 

CABREROS 
8/2.2/ll 8/22/11 9/2/11 9/2/11 GLENN 

9/14/11 9/2-:!./ll 1/27/12 PAPA RODOLFO 

l0/21/11 10/24/ll n/8/11 L.\lJEFF 

11/17/t! 11/17/11 TOM SILL 

Hold Deseription 

APPROVED 9/-:J./ 11 ~no chan~e hldg enw:lope 
or hldg height. (gc) 8/22/1 l - Reqest for 
buildin,:: !l{'ction 
01/:;q/2012: Approved. Route to PPCand 
route back to planning to re-stump new plan 
sheets. R. Pada 

10/24/11: comment~ Is.i;ued & route to ppc. 
11/B/u:recheck #LAP PROVED & RO.UTE TO 
PPC. 
Ri::;iewed & assessed for capacity cha.rges. 
50% paid with permit fees; balance due \\ithin 
12 months. of permit issuance date. Sec invoh::e 
attaclied to application •• Route Sitt>& S1 

nttp:/ Jdbiweh. sfgov.org f dbipts { defau lt.aspx?page=l'ermitDetails 
2056 
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:iamnent ot Bu.lldlng Inspection 11/ 20/ 14 10: 5; AM 

Addendum submittals to PPC 11/17/11. 
2i2/12: w Cl".B.grs i/30/1':2; to CP ZOC for 
stamp en revi:::ed set.grs 11/18/tt: plans in 
HOLD BIN; snt t1/8/u: Back to SFPUC.grs 

7 PPC 8/23{11 B/23/11 2/2/l"J. 
SAM.ARASINGHE n/7/u: retne\·e<l from $FPUCforJ. Loi. Back 
GILES to J .Lai when rcturned.grs to/24/11: to 

' SFPUC.grs 9/22/11: to MECH.gn; 9/6/11: to 
BLDG.grs 8-23-11: Applk.ant suhmit Rc\'ision 
1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. sif 

s CPB 2J2/12 2/3/12 2/8/12 'i/\N BRF-"iDA 02/03/12 APPROVED BY KS . . . . 
ThJS penml has been issued. For mformauon pert:unmg to LhlS. permit, please call 415-558-6096 . 

Appointments: 

Appointment !Appointment k\ppaintmcnt Appointment Type Description !Time 
Date lAM/PM Code Slots 
11/6/2013 AM cs Clm·k Scheduled ROUGH FRAME . l 

5/24/2013 ™ cs Clerk Sehcdulr<l REINFORCING STEEL 2 

5/6/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL l 

u 

Inspections: 

l\etMty Date Inspector- Inspection Description lnspectioo Status 
11/6/!!013 !Thomas Fessfor ROUGH FRAME REINSPECT REQUIRED 
:i/!!4/2.013 Christopher St".hroeder REINFORCING STEEL REINFORCING STEEL 
si6/2013 I.Joseph Yu REINFORCING STEEL REINSPECTREQLJIRED 
l2 

Special Inspections: 

~ddenda !Completed Inspected By Inspection DescL"iptfon Remark.-,; 
No. Datf' Code 

0 l 
CONCRETE (PU\CEMEl-.'T & 

fr=3000 psi - j tfri\T SAMPLING) 

0 2 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
CONCRETE 

0 4 
RELTIJFORCING STEEL At~D 
PRETRESSING TENDONS 

n 5A1 
SINGLE PASS Fl.LLETWELDS < 
5/16" 

0 24E WOOD FRA.i'\11NG 
SHEAR WAtl.SAND FLOOR 

l) 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 
DIAPHRAGMS 

Q 20 HOLDOWNS 
0 24A FOtJNDATJONS 
(} :1.4B STEEL FRAMING 

0 18A BOLTS lNSTALLE.O JN 
EX1S11NG CONCRETE 

Forinfornmtion, or to schedule an inspe<:Iion, enll 558-6570 between 8:30 dm nnd 3:00 pm. 

Station Code Descriptions nnd Phcine Numbers 

!1nline Pi•qnit and CrnDploint Tnwkin~ horn!! page. 

Technical &ipport for Online Serdces 
If yon need bdp or ha\~!! 11 question .about this serl'ict~, pl~ase\1sit our FAQ area. 

Contaci SFGo\' .Acc:r>.ssibilily Polides 
City and Conn~· of San Francisco l'.B:iooo-2009 

tp:f /dbiWeb.sfgov.org/dbip1sfdefault.asp~?page"'PermltDetalls 2057 Page;! of 2 
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, . 

.,, ;; Ar I f I{/). N 'CI.:; r • DEPARTM:&NTOFBUILDINGINSPEC'l ,{ 
::!!- \ \ f .·AJ~~ ·;CUJ&Cmmf;rQfSanl!'rmµ:hca · • · 
(') ·1 r · • l66U MWlqn Streat, Sllll l!'ran~co, Callrontla 941U3~l414 
j; ' , n ., . .. nan: _FEB_· _o_s_a=·=---
r ../ PERMIT APPLICANT.AND AUTHORIZED AGENT 
(') Q r: r f. fl T M E r-n . ""' N tr Nn 

· o HUJWJ1'1G 11'1JP.EcnoN .DJS.OLOSURE AND CERTIFIC~ .. o .,,. ' . o. Amended 

-<, .PermJt.AppHe;aUon.No.: -Z.U-M~-./1£' Job.Addreu: flfl· Ufl i'(..o*1<J( "'if". 
M form must=.be c0mDtated In° It! ,mirety •n epnnectkm wtth an appny9ijon for a tWtfd!ng Dl!nnJt !Farms 
j/2, 3/B. 4f7, 5 and Bl. Tile fDm1 must be ameridsd far aft new lnfannalfon· or change In lnfol"(tlatlon for duraHon of 
f:IRJ!ec:L Phwa be advlaed that the Dsparlmant doaa not regulate permit "'pedltarslcanauJ!ants er affDrd !ham • 

• pteferentlal treatment. · · 

I& Pmmlt App11cant ~ii s. N:am& · . ·~~~~~--~~~----~-I hnby r;stfJfy thal for ths purpose Of tmng sq eppllcstlon 
f1:JI' a bu/kllr1g or other pfHmlt wft/J ths Central Ptirmll 
B~, Qt r;:omplsllon cf Bl1Y fDrm (fl~ le ths San. 
Ram:Isr:o Bulldlng code, or ta CJ!y and Caunry ordlllsnr:es 
ad mgu/a!k>n5, or to stal& tsws fJ!ld codsBi 1 am ths 
owner, the lessee orfhs agetrf ofths awnaflfstJSes anri am 
uurtiorfzed la sign sJt dor::umsnts- connticted Wlth this 
ej,pJJr:stJon ar permit. • · 

tl Atchlbiat o E!ngJnoor 
Phone No. ______ ...._ _ __,.; __ _ 
Arm Name ___________ _ 

Uosnae4..,,._,-------,...-~----Explralfon Dale ________ _.:.. __ 
Firm Address ____________ _ 

. . City 
I~ Jl1kfrr' pena~ of/1Di!'!.1t!lat6tefarq11lng '!mu an4 
t:otm:L I 11t1 th11 ~ appllcimt·.miU 11111 }EW G&noral Ccrrtractor fnfonnatlo@ 
Cited: bi:i~): Note: ,Camplsts npara.te llcrmsed contractor's 
D· 'lb&awnsr(B) CJ Thslnaae (C) ~ntlll.!o. 
a 't1ll JiUlhDrlred apnt Chaclc e~): NB!ll9 ,A\l"¥e.-M~ 

o Al;t;hll!lal. (0) ' i1- En11lnlltll" {OJ Phon!i 
·a Contraclor(E) o Allomay.(F) FlrmNiiiempie~~~~~~~~~~~t£ 

o Ptinnll C0n1ultsn11Exp11crii« (G) Ucsnaa # .,,,..,~~~'¥-":":":':o------...._-
0 Olh•r !HJ .exp1ra11on cata~llCT~~~~~~~:=: 

, PdntAppllcantNama :l'J~~ ~-. ~ · Flmi~a . 
Sign f4mle •. 4---,__ ~· ~ · City State 

I . n Corrtnlctol' nm vst selected. 1flhls box I'll ctiai;ketf, 
• • · aubm~ an amsnded form when known. 

a Owner-Bullder, trihla.box Is checked, submit ownar­
bUllder declaraUori form • 

fr. Attomij lnfonna.tJ~~ -
Name ____________ _ 
Phone ____________ _ 

• Firm Name _______ ~ _ ___.. __ 

@. Cfwnar tnformatl;,@ . = l~=i:'.11"' 
• Addreaa a ~ )er. 

• City . -;t:=- Slate 4'f Zlp 

lC· les&&li lnformatlo@ 
FlrmAddresa _______ ....__...---

. 
Name_~-----------Phcne __ _.::_ __ _.:..-:-_.:..-----
AddfBS& ___________ ~ 

Cfty State Zip • ' .. 
la Pcmnlt con•ulbtnt I ~dltetl 

S!ata ZIP. Name-----~---~-~--~ Phone ____________ _ 
Firm Name ___________ _ 
Firm Address ______ ,__ ____ _ 

Sl:ata . Zip 

ij. Authc~d AQent - other8J 

.. 
$ta!a0l=Zlp t"ffi~'tJ 

6 
Q p~B\Aulhar!rac!Airrilfoci 

' . 
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l.:if\tl FR;\NCJ~GO 

-. ~ \ "' • r ·1J . . f n ) r • , f 1 \ 1 I ;, ,,. -
r J.•_}f.f 

• • 
• 

• 

8111 r; PA fl ' 
i:I .BUILU!f' 

-< 
Pinllll Ha: 201 , Dl!031 !l30 

Emnld BY ntillal\: BT 
OWnllr FDt Nilmli: 
Ownlt' Firm Name: .,,_,. Corne! RllYOc Tru.t 

owner: Straet Addrus: 2853 Brtldsic:*" Sl 
s.mce Adclrau; 2!S3-2a57 Broderick st 

I . llkE 
Sinlce Block 947 

Siwvlce Lat 2 

.-

w.ar Capdy Charge: (.ll' appabllt) 
Cll1l'Wll ~~ 
lAA Prior UM~ 
rotir1 war eapac1y Charge 

Wnt...-Caplcllyefqe {If~) 
CUll'd Capidty ~ 
Lal:a Prl« u.. C1lldlt 
Tola! Wafawal« Capedl.yC:har;e 

Tobll Ambunt Oil.I 

Tatll Amount (Both clJlrgel) • 

. 

. 

&ibmllJed: 
Enilredon: 

OWner I.Mt,.._ 
Canlllct Number. 

Cl!V/-

',...,. 
Servlc::a21D: 

.. 

. 
OMJ3/11 . 
11/11111 

mmB39-29SS 
S#I F,..,,,_,,., CA 
9412! . 
94123 

! • 
• I 

• 
! 

$ ... 

,, 

lt,$10.DO 
(1.33LDO} 

111!.DO 

.f,478,!llJ 
(a.909.llO) 

fi67,00 . 
'fS!.Ol:I 

I 

.. s 

_ ....... ~ .. - ... ~ ..... , •• ,__ .................. _ •• , ....... - ... OO: .. l!~--·---· ........... _ ..... , ..... __. ......... -. ...... J ........... .:.. ........ "* ...................... _ •• _. __ ~.:...-•• 

Paymlflt 2 ·Amount Cuc at SFPUC 

. .. .. 

.. 

2061 

• • . . $ 

. . 

. . 
I 

I 

.. 

.• 



------
lties Commission 

• . . 

-< This form Is to 1>e·mrect out by all appr~ts completing building applicatron fOrrn!J 1. z a. or a. 
Careful compfetio:n of this form wfU expedite SFPUC permit review at OBI. 

See "mos&ary- for mars fnfonnatlon and definitions olfootnOtsd terms. 

DBI Penn1t AµpltcatJon fl: ~tf..,, O°t-0') -/~O 
. 

1/f/11 Date Appflcatk>n Submitted: -
. ProJect Street Address: bf~... t#f1- ka~AteH 

. ,r- Project Bf~;pl~ I::- -
Project Contact fnformaUon: 

.. o; 

Name 1$, A~ra/J'M-~ 
. . . 

Street Address 
._.-eQ/ l'l~s,-; #~U 

Apt.# . . . . . 
Clly State· Zip' ?i:-. . ~ 

?411;.. 
. 

CA-- ~ . . . . 
Ph6ne: ·'(41£) [!xi,_.· ~I · . 

. 
em~: . ~A tt1Ttl1;J A.eo! ~ ~ ·"~- 4/0 J .. 1. *""4 f- . 
1. Water Effldent Inigatfon1 .. 

Yes Ho 

Does this projecl fndude t11er 1,000 square feet Of new or mod>fied landscape attJJlF a ~ . . 
2. Stormwatar MBn•gen1.itt3 Yu Ho 

la the ~ent Project Dfstu'bed .Area4 graater than or equtlr to 5.000 square feel? . D ~ . 
3. Construction Slttt Run Off .Yes No 

• Does this p!'Of ect Jnclude any extemaf d1stwbed area? 5 . 
0 ~ 

4. Recycled water' . Yes No 

Ml this prefect include a pew, ranodefed, converted buUding(s)'structure{s), or~ of a 
bulldlrig{s}l'structute{s)!'e$1fllng fnttte afteration of 40,0QO square feet or more? · D a' 
Will this prcject lnvo!ve the development of a new or exlsflng Irrigated area(s) of 10,000 square feet or more-,& 0. (g 
5. Saleh OllfCharg• Permit• .. 

Yea Ho 

Does lhts pitject int.end ta ielease any non-metered weter fnto the Cily."B Sewer' System? 
)if (Jnc?udlng, but not rmlted to; dewatming fmm amstruetlon Sites; run cff from power washing of buildfngs end .a 

parking lots; dsantng or h)ldrostaHe testing a pipes or ta!lks; purt1 ped groundWater) 

&. Capacity Charge Notice • . 
The SFPUC requires that buffdlrlg developments which will lncrease lhe demand on the City's waler and wasiewater s~tems be 
assessed a Capacity Charge. The charge recovers the costs associated with providing addltional fadiify capacity to new users as 'N811 as 
to existing ~ requking ~itional capacity. capacity Charges are typically anessed when there are addllional or largar water flxtures 
added to a <le'V&lopmen~ when there Is an ~in conditioned space or a change fnJ.tM which would patenlially increase water use 
and wastewater diacharges. Restaurants and Laundromats are two aiamptes of developments that routinely are assessed a charge, 
butanydevelopmenl that lntreases water and wastewater demandS may be assessed as well. If Capaclfy Charges are required. fhe 
applfcarta permit appllcatlon wlD be routed td the S!=P_YC d~ at DBI for review and assessment. For more lnfonnalion on Capacs1y 
Chan;ies please see ourwebstte atwww.sfwafer.ora, Cha'Qe. (SFPUC Resoluflon·No's. 07-0099 and 07..0100) 

2062 ... .• RsYlsed 11312011 



'it"'!'---:---===------· n E A N f f{ /\ i'l C J ::.; C 0 

a~=F· ~~cisc~ Ptlblic Utilities Commission 
. ., -s mittal1 f'·' rm . . 

. ~ ~ . 
b.f_ , . M f: f...,r T 0 r: • 

~ lWJLLJJtJG JM:WEcnor-1 . 

' .. 
-

~ . 
1 water etticient imptftlrt Ordlna~ca .. Requires that landscape projects 'With a IYIOCPfled 1~scape area uqust to or greater than 1~ 
square feet b& ln$ta!Jed, constructed, opetated, and maintained In acc:crdance with estmiished regulations limiting oul.door water 
::onsurnpliotl. Each landscape prdject Is given a Maximum Applied Wm- Allowance that provides the project applicant With the appropriate 
eimor.mt of water that may be used to Irrigate the l~ped area. {SF AdminlstratWe Code. ~hapter 63) 

Marfmurn Applied Water Aitowanca ·The amount cf SMUal applied water th&tmay b& used for Irrigating landScaped areas. Thfs 
lfrJilt Is eslabllshed byth!r 8an i:tanc!sco Public Utlll6as Commission {SF,PUC! Uting atate mandated form~as· and aa:;ounts for lo~I 
cl1rt1atic CQOditk>ns. 

2Modtfled t.andscapJ Area .. M planting areas. turf areas, and water features in a JandQpe, as. well as any adjacent planted~ in the· 
public right-of-way ror which the property owner la resj)onslble tl"tat will ba modified by the proposed consbtlalon. The landscape area doe$ 
not include the following elements: footprints ~ buDdlngi!I or structures unless the footprints induda planted areas such as green roofs, 
sidewalks, driveways. parldng lots, decks, patios, gravel or stone walks. other pervious or non-pervlous hardseapes, and other non-irrigated 
areas cieslgnsted for non-development such as open spaces and existing nalfva vegetation. . ·• · . . 
s $totrnwater Matl*gaMent Ordlnarice .. Requires ihe dtwelopment and maintenance or stonnwatsr management c:oiitrofs tor specm°ed 
actlvilies that disturb 5,000 square feet or more of the ground surface and are subject to building, phtrlning and sµbdMslon approvals. This 
ordinance enfOICBS lhe San Francisca Slormwater Oe$1gn Guidelines as Initiated by the Port and SFPUC. (SF PubJlc Worts C~ Art 4.2 
Sec. 147.2) . • 

Stonmftfef 0.!gn GuldellntS - ShoWs prt>Ject applicants how to achlsVe on-site stormwater management uatng'fOw impact design 
{UD) stralag!es, also known at green Infrastructure. ~ Guiielbea protec:l San Francisco's environment by reducing stonnwater 
n.molf pollution In areas Cf new development and tedavafoprnenl and by reduclrvJ the wet loYeather burden on San Francisco's 
c::cxnblned sewer. • • • \ · • • "' • 

atopmant Project Disturbed Area -Any activity at~ ska of a development prolect that drsfutbs.the cunulatf'IG groul'ld surface. 
'fri;,,se actlvitles Include, but are not 1ImitBd to: · • • • • 

• 4) Coostrucllon, modiflcallon, conversJoo1 or alteration of any buUdk'!g or strudurtl • • 
2) AssoC:lated grading, fimng. axcavatlon. change ln existing topography, and Iha addition or l-eplacsneot of.knpervlous surfaces 
(lncludeS all sidewalks, parking areas, driveways, and landscaped and Irrigated areas CCl!lSlructed In conjunction ·with Qe¥elopment in 
the. i:>roJaet area). • · • . . • 

(.Thfs area does not Include: Interior remodeling ~eels( Jnlilntenance acttvliies such as top-fayer grinding, repaving, re-roaring and 
conversions or al~ to. bulk:liogs or structures that dQ net inaease the ground sf.(tfaca. toofprint of the building ~.] 

· 1Extemat Dr.turbed Area,; Any assoclated construction adMty that oecura Qff-slla trom the devetopment project or outslde Uta proposed 
tiaverc)pment boundary. These actMtles include. but are not llrnited ftl: ~piling, staglt'lg, storing, or arry ottter activity that feSUtts in a land · 
surface disturbanoa {or sediment runoff) including lflose assoclalad with !!near prqjecta such as utility or sEl'Ner line-installation. · . . .· . . . 
1 Re*led Water Ordinances· Requlres property owriers to Install dual-plumbing aystems forrecyded water use within Iha designated 
recycled ~use areas under cert.afn circumstanoos. (SF Publlc Wotks Cods Art. 22 Sec. 1204) 

1 ~ or Remodeled b.uPdlng na .. New, remodeled, or convertact buidlngs/strUcturss and all suodlYlsk>n$ or portions of a • 
bulldlng(s)lstructure(s)' resulting in the a.lteratlort of 40,0'00 square feet or mDlll. -A developrriant projec:t Includes landscaped, Irrigated 
areas cOnstrucled In conjunction with the project. The landscaped area should not be lncll.tded ln the cafculaUon of lh9 development 
prof set's cumulaUve square footage. · 

~ 

•Hew otdstlng tnfgated aru -New and exlsting Irrigated areas d 10,000 square feet or mas not constructed m ~nctlon 
~~as. part of a dfmlopment project. • • ~ 

•Batch DlachatiJ« Pemrft • The SFPUC Issues Balrll\ llscharge Permits ta non-domestic disetiargers fot non-routine, epTsodic. batch. or 
other temporary disohargeS rnta the City's sewer system. Examples include water ~ad from activities such as: de-watering or 
construction sites; de-watering of wells dlilled lo Investigate or mitigate a sus~ed contamklsti:id sita: power-washing of bUlldlngs or 
parking lots: or any other adMty that generates wastewater, olh« than from routine commetciai or lndUslrial processes. The Batch 

'Discharge Permit specfties the condtlions under which wastewater may be discharged Into the Clty's sewer $)15\em. For more information 
~the permit appllcaUon, please :visit http://sfwater.orgfmsc f!!ain.cfm/MC 10/14/MSC fD/44$ 

.. 
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201108031530 2853 BRODERICK ST 
.. .. 

fUlng Fen bHed an EsUmmd Cost: $ 320000.DO 
l 

FeuCQde 

SLDGSTO-F 

OCP.f 

PLANREV-F 

TECHSUR-F .. 
• 
REC RE'J'AIN 

PavrMnta 
Payment Stage 

FILING 

. i 

. . 

: • Deacriptlcn . . . . -· 
Bfdg Stds Adrnln Spec Revel\' Fund . . . 
DCP Plan Chedt {F) 

Plan Ravlew {flllng) DB1 . .. 
TechnoloW Surcharge 

Reeotda RetenfJon f'eit DBI . . 
• 

' ' . 
TYJHt PakfBy . 

OHECJCBLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC 
9254873649 3317 DMSADERO 

. ST SFCA 94123 . ,. 

.. 

.. 
. '" -

. . ... 
... . . ...... . 

. . 
. 

. Ft!e.Amount .. . . . . . . • 
13.00 . . •. . 8584.20 

. ·3854.38 ,. 
"2!1.37 

30.oo . . Total Fftlna Feea 12n2.95 
. . . 

Pay Date Receipt# Rec Sy PaymetiAmount . . . . . 
08l03/2011 l'f-QS45Q4 SHEl<KATHY • 1%832.95 . . . 

12832.8& . 

. . . 

. : . !' .: • 

'. 

•. 

20~4 

. . ~· 

i;,Jf,~f-wc~ 
~ -4' 

I . l " • i '\ I "'~ l • I ' 

• 

../ 

. " 



~partment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO lnqufry 

Pennil Details Report 

Report. D~te: 

Applicntion Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

11/20/2014 10~05:45AM 

201103252839 
3 
0947 / 002. / o 2S53 BRODERICK ST 
0947/002/02857BRODERJCKST 

ll/20/l4 10:09 AM 

Description: VER.TlCAL/HORZONTALADDlTlON, RAISE BLDG 36", BUILD NEW GARAGE & ROOMS 
DOWN FOR EXPAi'l'SJON, NEW CURB CUT. 

Cost: $5,000.00 

Occupanc}; Code: R-3 
Building Use: 28 • 2 FA.1\11LY D\VELLING 

Disposition f Stage: -. 
Action Date Stage Commenl'll 
~/':!.5/2011 TRIAGE. 
,3/25/2011 FILING 
:~/25/2011 FILED 
3/30/2012 PLA-"NCHECK 
::1/30/2012 APPROVED 
4/17/2012 ISSUED ' 

5/8/2012 SUSPEND requested bv BPA-- llr dd 5/2/12 
10/16/2012 RE£NSTATED reQUl'sted b\• BPA-email dd 10/12/12, PA;;20120926or-7 issued on 10/12/12 

2/8/2013 ISSUED 

2/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's n1!JUC5l (lated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's rcqi1est letter dated l0/16/2014 

10i23/:2014 SUSPEND per BOA's reque.st e-mail dated 10/22/2014 

ConLact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

LkenS(' Number: O"\\'N 
Name: OWNER OWNER 
Company Name: OWNER 
Address; OWNER" OWNER CA 00000·0000 

Phone1 

Addenda Details: 
• ti E. Dcscrin· on:SIT 

Step Station Arri\•e Start In Out Finish Checked By Hold Description Hold. Hold 
BID-

3/25/11 3/25/11 3/25/11 DUFFY JOSEPH l INSP 
:! CPB 3/25/u 3/25/11 3/25/n YAN BRENDA 

3 CP-ZOC 3/'25fll 3/28/11 3/28/11 ·:i.j1/l":!. 2/1/l'J. CABREROS GLENN A.PPROVED per r.ase ":!.am.0394DV. 3/28/11: 
Notice lil mailed (GC), 
Section 311 Mailcd:6/14/11 E.v.p:7/13/11 

-1- CP-MP 6/13/11 6/14./ll 9/6/11 CABREROS GLENN (Millon Martin) RE-NOTICE Mailed:S/08/11 
&.p:9/06/11 (Milton Martion) 
~'iewed & assessed for capadty charges. 
50% paid with permit fees; balance due within 

5 SFPUC 3/5/12 3f.19/12 3/19/w. TOMEILL 12 months of pennit issuance date. See in\'oic:e 
atlacht..'li to .npplkation. Route site submittal 
to PPC 3/19/2012. 

Site permit approval, plans. route to PPC for 
distr. JYU 03292012 Plans in hold pi:•ndirig 
AB-005 for stair wa}~ rail. 0326~012 jsyu ... .... ..,.,.._ ,_ .... . ,, "" .. ,..., .. . , ..... -..~ .. •-t"'~'f "' . . - . .. 

tp://dblweb.sf gov.org /dbipts [defau It.as px7page =PermitDetaits 2065 Page 1 of3 



Department of Building Inspection 11/20/14 10:09 AM 

:> JOl..d.A;r .:OJ',:./£:.!. ".!/-.!O/l~ 2/<!.Q/ 1:1. 3/~/l:t. 1VdV.:t"'1'"h Wllll'.l,J;~ lOt:I..lt:llUf Ul -U)' Matn. rt:qUlre 

fa pp1uml by OCP, Please lutvt> plans returned 
lo JYU after DCP review, jyu 03012012 call tu 
architect for clumees to plans. 
Approved Site only! DPW /BSM l:lhall not 
release construction .addf'nda until complete 
applicaLion and plnns for Street Impro1·cment 
& MSE Minor Encroachment for warped 
driveway/concrete step are submitted and 
approYed Please submit application ''~th aD 

5 
DPW- 3/lf 12 3/5/11l 3/5/12 CY L!ONGTIAN 

{SI) requirements at 875 Stevenson Street, 
BSM RM. 460, and Tel. No. (415)-554-5810. Your 

construction addenda wi.ll ht> on hold, until all 
necessary DP\'\'/BSM pernrits nrc compMcd, 
or the receMng BSM plan checker-
recommending sign off Note: Please co11tact 
Urban Forestry to apply for tree pennit aprl 
landscanc nermit@ 415-554-6700 

6 CP-ZOC 3/19/12 3/23/12 ;>./23/12 CABREROS GLfu"m to Planning to revie\Vl'e\iSion; snt . 

7 DFCU 3/26/12 3/26/1'1 3/26/12 
BL\CRSHEAR L3/::l6/rn.: No impact fees. No First Source 
JOHN Hirin~ Agret>mcnt required.--.JB 

3/29/12: to CPB; snt 3/27/12: Per J. Yu, 
reinoYctl end dule and placed plans in HOLD 
BIN.~rs 3/2.6/12: to Joe \'u: s.nt 3/19/i2: to 
Planning, Glenn Cabreros; snt 3115/12: Rio 
r(n>i\-ed. Combined with plans al PUC. Will 

8 PPC 4/7/11 4/7/11 3/29/12 iTHAl SYLVIA route to CP ZOC ncX!.grs 315/12: to PUC: snt 
3/ 1/ 12: 1o BSM; snt 7-22-n: Applicanl sub mil 
Rcri.sion.7 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. sjf 7-15-
11: Applicant submit Revision 6 to CP-
Zoe/Glenn Cabl'!!ros. sjf 4-7-11: Applicant 
~ubmi~ Re\'ision 1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. 
sif 

9 CPB 3/29/12 3/30/12 4/17{12 SHEKlCATHY 3/30/12: appl'O\'t'<l. SFUSD n~q'<l, net-!d 
rontniclor's info. ~s .. '. Tlus permit has been·L<;.~uerl. For mfortnatmn pertammg lo this pcrtmt, plense i:a!l • .p 5-558-6096 . 

Appoinlmcnt'i: 

!Appoinbnent DatejAppointment.Al\'l/PMIAppointmcnt C.ode[ApJJt)intmcnt TypeJDe~l.Tiptionfrime Slots! 

Tnspections: 

jActil>ily Dute/InspcctorJlnspection De.scriptionlrnspectiun StatusJ 

Specia.l lnspections: 
' 

Addenda Completed Inspected By r~spection Description Remarks No. Date Code 
l 24B STEEL FRAMING 
I 2.4A FOUNDATIONS 

l 20 HOLDOWNS 
SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR 

l 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 
DIAPHRAGMS 

~ :?4E WOOD FRAMING 
I 1/8/2014 TCHIU 12. SHOTCRETE 
1 1/8/2014 \'TCHIU 5B5 MOMENT-RESJSTiNG FRAMES 

I 1/B/2014 IYTCHTU 5A1 
SINGLE PASS FILLET WELDS< 
li;/16" 

l 1/S/20.14 fYTCliIU k REINFORCING STEEL AND 
PRETRESSING TE.1\'DONS 

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

u 

For infonna.lion, or to schedule nn inspection, call 558-6570 betwct>n s:so am and 3:00 pm. 

Station Codt• Descriptions and Phone Numbers 

rt:tp:/ / d biweb.sf gov .org / d bi pts Ide fau It.asp x ?page =Pe rm ttDetails 2066 Pa;e 2 of3 
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NOTRDMIL 

&:M.TE 

• -- .. 

Nmftil>lml 

Dt\1E. 
fllfAa:xll 

DATE----IEMCJN 

·D 
. , ai, Lr c. ' i. 
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~· 
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"" DEPARTMENT OFmIILDING INSFECTION 
Cll;r &. Ca1111tr Qfl!tu »"rucbw ~ J . J 
166D MI.ufon Street 8ltl1 Fnmclsco, CaUt'ornia Y4lU3-l414 . DATE: 3L '1-!" ti I 

PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT IJ New 
OlSCLOSURe AND catmFrCAnON - a Amendad 

PsnnltApplJcatlan No 'Zbf! 6'.J Z-s" 'tf $q 
,,II 

· lbfl fori'J1 must bi cotmzh®d In !ta pntlratv In conn11ct!oa.wfth an agm!catloD tor a bu!Td!ng parmtt (Eorma 
~CZ· jUB. 4"· 6 and Bl . Tha form must be am11ndad far all nllW InfonnaUDn or c:han;a In lnroliflaUcn for duration ct 
prtijad PIBRSB bs advised that thl;l Depattmant dDBs not regulabt pa!tnlt sxpedlters/consull11nta or afford tham 
preferential treatmlltlt. · 
P\ · Permit Aijnc.nt InfcrinaticnJ 

I hsrsby cttrtffy that far ths ptnpDS8 Oft1Ilng an sppflcitian 
lW s bulldlng arolher prm111l wllh file Can~/ Permit · 
Su/'8.au, otlj1C1mpfat/D11 of any fCll1n rul11t&d ta ths San 
Francisco EJu/Id11111. Cod111 or lo City snrl Caunry ordfnanc:H 
tmd rt1J1llfEiflaf1!, or to 11tsfs lsW« lllld cadss, I am tha 
ownsr, the JsssaB otths RQf1nt of ths awnsrAssses snd am 
aulllonzati lo Bfgn sJf docutnenfl connuamd wtlh this 
rippllcstlon or parmlt · 

f 

liltr:Im 1llrrler pw!!] r1/perfu11 that t/Je/mgalng a tni1. 4ttd 
t:#.rtlt!f l lllll Ula p1rmlt 1ppllanl wl I lllll 
O!edc lnix{I) 
0 'l'ha llWllilr (Bl tl Ths h11at1a (C) 
Q 'The aulhDilmd sgunl Chick 11nllly{1j 

_.-At1:hl!eal (O} o Englnaur tel 
a Can\laDtur (E) C1 Atti:nnuy tr) 
tJ Patmlt Ca1m1llanl/Expadltar (G) 
c Olhar __________ (H) 

Oily Slats Zlp 

JC. Uisnv lntonn11Ua~ 

Name Phane-------------
Address _ _.._ __________ _ 

city Zip 

jo Artbltiacll Enjiirt11nr lnform11t1a& 

a twna a LM all Arah11eot(11)1Englnaar(a} on~ 

t Name S~ ~\JM,1 
,......-et-Arahlfact • D Englnaer 

Phorm No f'1f;l 4-69= .,_.,_i;. 1 

Ftrm Namu-----------
Lloqnsd c-t't'\!4 
Explralfon Dale e,,. Jt~ 

_Ann ~rBI· ™'ii:?\ !1t1 
' City State Zlp 
z Nwmt ~. 

0 Arohltsat a Eng!nasr 
PhansNa ___ _..__.,__ ___ --'--~ 
firm Name _____ ___..._ ___ _ 

UaanBB '-=--------------Explrttllan 01{ta _____ ~----'FlrmAddraaa __________ _ 

PhonsNa 
Ftrm Nama------------
Ucanee# ____________ _ 
Exp!ratlon Oats __________ _ 
Firm Address ___________ _ 

City Stats · Zlp 

jE G11natu! Oonlracfar lnfDrmatlcnl 
Nota Gomp/ets :iaparate llcimaed oantraotat's 

slatamant !Isa 

Narns~--~----~--------------­Phona __ ~--------~-Flrm Name _ _.._ _________ _ 

Ucsrnia#~------------Explralltln Date _________ ....,._ 
Firm addraua ___________ _ 

Clly Slate Zip 

a Canlll!cttir net ye! ealactad If this box la cbackad,' 
submit an amended fonn when known 

a Owner- Builder, lf!hls box la clu1cked1 11ubmlt ownar-
bulldar declaration fOrm 

jF Attom11y lnfD:m11.t1oiit 

Nams Phone-------------
FlrrnNsma ArmAddrus_s _________ _._ __ 

City Stats Zip 

i Psrmlt con1ultant I Expsdlluq 

NE!ma Phone-------------..;... 
flnn Nama __ ~---------flnnAddrass __________ _ 

City Slata Zlp 

fij Authortzod Avent .. Otha@ 

Name Phcns-------------
FlrmNama. 
Flrm Addres.-11-----------

Zip 

Please dasor!ba yaur relaUonshlp with the owner 

Clly Zip 2069 



.. 
. PERMIT AP?U~TIONffe'2tJ/{ ..tJJ~ U !tS'" 

PROPERTY. OWNER'S PACKAGE 
-Ofstlosures & Forms for OWner-Bu~fders Appfymg for Construcbon Permits-· - .. 

IMPORTANfl .1once;ro PROPERTY OWNm 
An appheabon ftrr a bl.nld!ng P£lll1li ~s been_ submrtted Iii llsfmg1~ as the hullder of the property 
unprovamenfs spealied at lJJ - · 
.We are pnMdmg you Wlf11 an Ownel<-Bl.llfder merit and l'nfonnabon Venficabnn Form to make yoo aware of 
your respanstbBmes and possibJe ftSk you rnay by havxng thlS pemut JSSUed m yoo/ name as Ile Owner"·Bu1Jder We 
WtD not ISSUa a bmldmg pemut unbl you hava read. mtbafed your understmdlng Of each pnl'VXSlOrl, .srgned, and 
returned this fonn fa us at our Dfficmf address mchcat.ed An agent of 1ha owner cannot execute ff'llS notice unless 

. you. the prcperty owner, ~n the pnor approval cf the permrttipg aufhco:f.y 

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT ANO VER.IFICATION OF INFORMATION 
DIREC110NS Read end 1l7lbal each slalemenf be/aw to S1gI11fy j'QlJ rmdwsb3nd ar'lanfy thm mfonna.tlan 

~~ I understand~ freq~ pracfJce-of unlicensed persons is to have Iha property owner obtmn an •ewner-audder" 
buldmg·'permitfuat erroneously rrnpJies 1hat fhe properly owner is pro\'tdng his or her own labor and mateoal personally 
I. as an 0Wner--Bul1der1 may be held liable and subject to -senous finanaaf osk ibr any ft1,IUl1eS sustained by an unlicensed 
peraon sl1Cf his or har emp[oyeeswhde wodang on my properly 'My homeowners ansuranoe may not provide coverage for 
tbcse lnjUlleS. Jam WJ.(lfully acbng ea an OWner-Bt.nlderand am aware of tha bmrts ofrny rnsuranae ooverags for U1Junes to 
'W!Jfkera. on my property 1, 

/t&.2 lundersfand bwkluig pem1lfs are~ - to be mgned by property owners unless they a~ responsible for the 
ccnsf:rud:lon and ma not tunng a licensed C-antrac:fcrto assume fhzs responsibility - · 

Jg,t,g I undersfand as an ~-Bwfd'er" J attaihe res~epatfy of record ~ihe permit I t.mdemtandfhat I may 
protect ll1)'6elf iom po1ential finanaal nsk by hmng a Jlt:ensed Cot di actor and hawlg the permrt fifed 111 his or her name -
instead of my own · 

/& J understand Contracfora arereqwred by law ft> be hcensed and boooed m CalrlUmia and lo hst their hcense 
numbers on pemJlfs and ~cfs ·. 

l ~ I underStand If l empfoy or~ engage arr/ persons, other than~ frcensed' Contractors, and fhe total 
\1alue of my can:sfrucfion IS at least five hundred dollars ($500). mcfudmg labor and mal:ena!s f may be COl'!Sldered an 
.ernplsyer' under slate and f ederaf law • . 

lits f undersfand If I am COOSldered an •ernployer'" under sfafe end tecferaf raw, t must register wdh fhe state and 
federal govemment.. wdhbcJd payrol taxes, proVlda Wt?fke.rs' axnpensabon dJsabilJfy insurance and cantnbtrta to 
unample>yrneot compensabon for each "employee• 1 aiso understand my falhlra to abfde by these laws may subject rne tD 
senous finanaal nsk. - · 

~ 1 I undemtand underCallfoma Oantractcnf Stat& l.JcenSe law an OWner-.Boud§"r WMbutldsamgl~lly"""j-­
restdentiar ~ camot legally blllkl fhem wmt 1ha mfent to offer them for sale, unless 811 work :s pedormed by 
beens.eel subcdhlradors and the number of sfrudures does not exceed four WJfh111 any calendar year, or all of lhe work m 
peb111ed und~ contract Wlfh a ffcensed general buddlf19 Contrador · 

16&0 MlSSmn Slreet-san Frane2SCO CA 94-'fOJ 
Office {415} 558-6088 -FAX; (415] 558-M01 

Wehstfe 1tt'W'N.sfgov orgldb1 . 
2070 
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.. 
I agree• as the party Jegany-and inanciatly responS1ble ·rortfns ptoposed CQt'iSfrucbon acbvlty, I '¥1f abide by 

1cabla laws and reqwrements that govam Owner-BUJTders as well as employers · 
~.....LJ t 
!"f aQreS f.o l'latrfy fha ISSUer of fhlS form llllmedratefy of any .addrt!~ delefloris. Cl" C:flanges ID any of tha 
bon I havu provided on ti-us form LJCensed contractors are regulated by laws deslgried to protect tha·pubbc Uyau 
t wrth someone who does not have a hc::ense, the Confracfors' State lJcansa Board may be unable ta assist you 
rffnancraJ loss you may sustafn as a result of a amipfamt Your only remedy against unbcensed Confraclora may . 
/'If court It IS also mporfantfor you to understand that if an unhcensed Confracfor er employee of tlu;it mdMdual or 
uured Wfula workmg on your property, you may be held hable for damages ff you obtam a pemut as OWner-
imd wish ta hire Contraciors, you will be respansibJe for venfymg whether or notthosa Contrad.Ots am pmperl'y 
Ip- • the status or lh~wockers' compensabon rnsura~ coverage · 

a"buAfung perm~ can be rssued, this form must f.ta compf.efed and :signed by tha property QWner and 
cf to the i19en~ responsible for 1$SUJDg the Dertt1lt Note A CQJ:Jy of the pralJfHf!' owner's dtrw·e:rs tJGense 
tanz:ation~ or arher lferdication scceptab1e m tne sgem;y IS r.aquued to be presented when tha penmr 1s 
!o ven(y the property owner's s1g11aturs . , 

!Ovmer'sS~arure ~-~~~ 
fha 'follawrng Authorrzation Form IS mqwred fa be C(Jmp/eted by the property mriner only When 
bng an agent of the property ownar ta apply fora c.aastrudion permd far the OWner-Bwlder 

AUTHORIZATION OF AGENT TO ACT ON PROPERTY OWNER'S l3eHALF 
. . I 

1 the NotrCe to PitJperfY OWner, fhe executJon of wfudl I understand JS my pel'$0llal n;sponsib1Ify, I hereby 
f the following person{s) to act as my a_gent(s) to apply for, Sign, and fila the documents necessary to obtain an 
UJlder Penmt for my Pft!Jecl · · . 

, 

Consfrudlon Pmject(or Descnptron ofWork) -------------------

>caborrar Address------,___----------------......._ __ 
~edAgeiit _______________ Phon~ -< __ , ____ _ 

tAuthonzedAgent-__ ~--~~--~--------~----------~~--~~--~ 
mder penalty of peqmy1hat I am the property owner far iha address fsted above-and l personariy filled out the 
ITT118bon and c:&tfy Ifs aceuraq Ne$ A copy of the owner's c:tM1r'.t bcense, fam1 nctanzabon, ar other · 
1 lp'lab/a to the agency IS requtrBd tabs presented When fhs pennif IS lSSfJ9d ta VfJI1{y the properly ownerB . 

·Owner's Srgnatura ----------------Date----
2071 
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SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

CERTIFICATION OF PAYMENT OF SCHOOL FACILITY FEES . . 

I APPLICANT (Completed by Applicant) 

OeveloPer/Owner /N€c£1{. ~tYRA.o mm 
OBA ~--~~--------~--~----------Developer/Owner h01 \fecno $M. 

Address . Street 

StZbO"Mt... . c..A . 
. - City · State 

Oevelopar/Owner Phone No (717) 'll&-11sa 
Contact P~ ~!f5b.) A'lJ\'m.>.Mt,O.S 

. Contact Persons Tefephone f41:r) Kb;-- 'Fk CO\ 

II SITE (Completed by Central Penmt Bureau} 

Zip 

StreetAddress gf3-2/rt ~ f«= 
If no street address · · 

SJte legal descnptlon 

Bulkltng Permit Apphcabon No{s) ;t.o(/-0 3-.2.S--2/ 3 9 £ . · 
m SQUARE FOOTAGE . (Compte.tad by Plan Checker) 

Fee ~yment Stamp 

sf u.s.a 
Facdlbes F8e 

APR l '12Df2 · 

PAID 

.Check Area Plan Checker 
Qrul ]'»»of Coostruct1on 

_ New Aestdentral - Habitable Area 
· v · Res1dent1al Addrbons - Habitable Area .. -_ New Non Res1denbaf - Total Area 

Type------~--~~----
Non Restdenbal Add1bons - Total Area 

- type ~<mGit?: . 
_ New Resn:fential - Senior Crtrzen Housing 
_ Conversron Non Residential 

to Res1daritlaf Habitable Area 
Combmed Res1dentraJ and Non Res1dentrar 

- · RestdentTaf .. Hab1tabfe Area · 
Non Resrdentiaf .. Total Area 

Total Fees Pard 

Sguara Feet .Q.el2L 
!§Ii BBi 

~: ? '25 1p--- BBi -
SSI 

SFUSO 

SFUSO 

SFUSD 
SFUSD 

IV Signed by devetoper/owner or authanzed agent at tune of Fee.Payment 
The undarstgned agrees that 

1mtiais &e. 

7IE ,f 5rp:ztf p/J. 

1 The above informatlon rs correct and true to the best of my knowledge and thal J wilt fife an amended . 
certJfreatton Df payment and pay the addlttonai fee If hequesf an mcreas& 1tt the square footage after 1ha 
~ permrt has been issued or d the tl"Hflal de'lepnmatian of square footage as found to be mcorrect 

2 · 12~~ descnbed p!OJGCl(s) oram authanzedloSlgll on lflarbehalf .. J~ 2072 A«.&t'tJ!EPf · 5)1-:5/uu 
...Z:..1 U ~ Nama1/J.'~CJ(. M /"1>A.n#IJJ) Tdla ""'··"·"-A __ ,Dal&. 
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1 r \ \. r !). 1.I . ~ 
f r _y· I .. )' ~ SCHOOL FACILITY FEE PAYMENT PROCEDURE 
(, 1: r /dlT M HJT () F . · 

~I HW11·~~1!fetes Part 1 and hands·bl clerk at the Central Permit Bureau 
~ . 

2 Central Pemnt.Bureau clerk completes Part II and sendstO plan.checker at Bureau of Butld!ng Inspection 
or to the San Franei5co Urnfled School Otstnct. If the project teqUtres a .San Franctseo Unified School 
Dlstnct rellSW, the School Otstr1ct staff Wiii require a set Of pf ans whtch Wlil be returned lo the developer/ 
owner · 

3 SFUSO staff completes Part HJ and keeps form m pending fde . . . . . 
4 THE SCHOOL FACILITY FEE PAYMENT 

When the appttcant receives a postcard from the Central Permit Bureau with the snfonnabon that the 
building permlt JS ready, the applicant may go the cashier's office address shown below, between the 
hours cf 8 SO am 12 00 pm and 1 00 pm • 4 30 pm to pay the developer fee and have the school 

, . factllty fee fQrm stamped PA10 

Before going to tha·Casf11er's office. please haVe your Btnfdmg Permit Appllcabon Number handy and 
phone 241-6090 (Property Management) to eonflrm that tha apphcation rs at the Schoo\ D1stnct office If 
your form 1s notcn1he School D1stnctofftce, CX>Otactthe Central Permit Bureau, ~ltsteFStreet. and 
ask for a duplicate copy of the school factlrty. fee form· ITT order ta .submit tt with your payment 5 { 

. . . /,CIJO M.t.~'- · 
If you choose to pay by mall. phone 241-609o and request that the school fac1l1ty fee form be malled to 
you Return the form with your payment Be sure to st~ the form and frtl m your trtte and date You win 
recewe a PAtO-stamped copy of the forrri by ma.ii, a PAID copy will also be sent to the Central Permit 
.Bureau 

Make theckor money order Q_a~ple ~ SAN FRANCJSCO UNJFtEO SCHOOL Of STRICT andwnteyour 
Bu11d1ng Pemi1t&pkcat1on Nu~ on the check Please do not send cash 

, OfLIVER OR MAIL CHECK TO Propert9 Management 
' ) " i l " San Franetscc Unlfted School 01stnct 

135 Van Ness Ave , Rm 102 
· San Fral1Cf$CO, CA 94102 

Telephone 241-6090 

5 once the fee payment stamp fS afbed to the documents, tt WIU be delivered ta the Bureau of Butldrng 
Jnspectlon for processing and t.flereafter pending other approvals by the BBi. the building penmtmay be 
issued · ·· 

6 If a request 1s made to mcrease the square tootage ·of the proJeet. addrbonaJ fees are due A new 
certmcabon of payment of fees must be completed · · 

7 tf you are entltled to a refund, the Central Permit Bureau must notify the SFUSD Cashier m wntmg that 
a refund IS cfUe · 

. 8 . YOU HAVE THE RIGHT TO APPEAL THIS FEE Call orwnte. 
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Total wastewaterCapaCl!y~I. ....... · . _______ .... I 
TotaIWBferCnptledy Chllrga ... l ....,.. ______ __,J 

.. 
Attach to tdl DBI ~app!Jcabonfotma 1.2,3 &6 
AB forms 1& 2 must su'bmrt: a complet«:I copy of thls apphcatlon with their permrt application 
M forms 3 & 8 that mcreases the number_or fhe stze of legal dW!:tllmg uru!s, ts an expamuon to a non-resdential building 

requires change Qf use is requestmg an addrllonal water meter er a larger water meter size must also suhnut a copy of 
ttus QOrTIPleted applicabon · 

Careful completion °' tfns- form Wdl expedite SF?UC pemut rav1ew at OBI 
-

1 ~~~emutApphcabon# 2.PtirJ?, Z.."'i :LVCJ .S 2 DBI Permit Form# (1 2~ar 8) 
flPRl 

3 Proiect OWner 4 Proiect Block l Lot 
t:Jq't+. Oa'L_ 

Name /tJ~ ~o \f..CS) 1 

~-
5 Number of Stones ~ Addreu 

(p(;7 VCJt~l\o~j .So~.:>CA '6t-~ 
6 ProJect Street Address zi S"3 .., 21 sr Moo-a2il¥:::-~- - -------

Phone C1"7)'1?1i-&1 s (1 ...... -- - ... -- -
7 Prqact Contact (If dtffurent from #3 above} B Date Apphcabon Submlt!:ed 

. ~"§1'~~ A!..Jr~ .[ ____ (IPR) 

~ '2.UI AA~ ~ ~32J.f 
. 9 Date Pemutlssued 

(PUC) 

-~'tz.;..5!h_ ... '1=t1L'f._-__ - -- 10 Entered by 
Phone C. ilf ~ ~u:,1-1-v"'l..b J ~ fPUC\ . 

11 Does wate( sarvica exist Et projed.lcx:a!Jon? ~ No 12 Will you bs requesbng addrtronal water seMCe? Yes 
(Please crde cc check Yes or No) (Please cin:Ia or check Yes or No} 

13 Non Reiudenbtl Use & Square Foqtaga (sqlft) U$e Square Footage 
to be devefoped With ltns pamut 
If necessary please mcluda addrtlonal information on a 

'0. nrtm£ dbt/ffng S,OOOsg/ft r;eparale sheet 

(All infonns.bon W1ll be eanffrmed when water service IS 
requested) . . ~r .. ~ G.c:=to 

' .. ' 
14 Realdent11d U... Square Footage (sq/ft.) t Number of Umts Unit Square fogtage 
Total number of un.Jls by 8qUSrS footage New units or 
odthtlonal urnts added to axisbng untt(s) oradd.tbonal ~ 
footage ta eXllb'lg property lo be developed wr!tt this permit 

~g 28 7SOsq/ft 

(All mfotmabon will be QQfl!irmed when water S9l'VICB is 
~ 
a-ld1'0 1 -- ' l. 7'L-- •• 1. Riqllested) I 

, .... 
~\J J· 

0 

2074 
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F It A i'l r- I :; r 0 ~ -
\ \ ., r • . I ') · · Proposed Water Usmg DevlCH · - · 

I tAI rionrndlcn win bctOClflfirmed ril mtrumt for water .s«MCB\ , 
"15 ~~· '\' p 

IJ ~ 
~vateUse Public Use Count F&Xtures Pnvate u~ Public Uu Coune 

- Count (Ill rn) Count 
iW'l"E h! I) I' •s tmlJfmg li:ippot 1 : !itBIW11iitWJTU!el:! (J()i'J 

tlllU~··~· ...... 
CTank Flush T~\ 
Krtchen Sink 

. Bathtub .. -

Shower 

Shawer&Tub 

Bum 

SeMCllSmk 

Diahwasher j 

Washing Mschllle 
{Clothes Washer) 
Flush Valvo Unnal 

.. 
Dnnk1ng Fountain 
Mater Fountarnl 
Hot Tub I JaculZI 

Hosa Bibb I 

Pool 

Subtotal Subtotal 

PM; {Gallanls Total t Per Minute) i ll&lll$l 
BoOster Pumll 
~n Water Using DeYJC& be for public use? Public'" applies to any mstallatJon or use of plumbmg fixtures/appurtenances for 
facilities .ceept fhosa m residences and apartments All bathrooms of hotel/motels are con&1dered to be public use 

tonly Jf you know you will be using a booster pump pf ease fill m your GPM GaBons Par Minute 
-

For Pnor Use Credrt lnformatton and Documentation for Credit 

All lnformaban will be confirmed When water seMce is A credit egamst the capac:rty Charge may be available fbr the 
requested unmedsate pnor.buddmg use Any pnor Standard water usa Within 

the last 5 years pnor to the bwldmg perinit lSSUanee can be 
cansidered 0 

16 Non-Res1dentml Use, existing Use Sauare Foataae 
Type & Square Footage (sqfft) with m the' last 5 years e I 1'dst{ clDthng 

~ooa~ If necessary please include add.rtronal mfcrmatr.on on a stm. 
$Bparate sheet (All mfonnailon wt.II be confirmed when 
water service m requested) 

17 Res1denbal Use, IDfal eXJShfig Number of Uml:s Unrl Sauare Footaoe 
Total number of f'Ormer umt5 by square foot I.JI 2 SOQmKt 

"13 Pnor Property Address lnfonnabon (If different from 
Tent proJect lnformabon ) 

I . d Pnor Property Block & Lot number{s), please list al1 
llf dlffurent from current omtecf mformabon 1 
~ In prder to qualrfy, ~bon wrll be requrred to support the clmm This may come rn !ha form of archrtectural dl'aWlngs 3R 
Report revised DBI permits, elt: For proJed.I with both resldsntraf and non-residential please list each fype separately (attach 
addttlonal pages rt' necessary) 
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~ ~H~~~i{~~!':; 6 ~. ubl1c Uti.cJes CommtSSion · .)}._, @ n Plf!n I llinl .. I 1F.orm . 
(!. c/o De e·nt of 11iJ g lnspecbon 
O 1~ l§Sf:QA §'1 Francisco, CA 94103 - . 
!fi J I (415) 554-32.89 -:::,:- ·. 
< . . . 

. 1l'llS form IS to be Nied out by all apphcants completing burkfmg appftcafion forms 1, 2 3 or 8 except !hose for re-roof pemuts, 
· ~or bath remodels, srdmg, er w111dow permits Please nots that capacity charges are requtred for construct101lpn:>Jeets 

unpactmg water use and WI! be assessed separate from complebon of this fonn Appbcants for SFPUC water S8lV!C9 or 
1mgatton SSIVICa aJso are requll'ed to complete this form Csreful completion of this form w1U expedite SFPUC permit n:M$W 

See·-· y" for more mfOrma.tton and definmons of footnoted terms 

DBI Permit AppflCatlon fl ~O/ l 03.'J..S. 2..i 'l Cf 2 Date Applx:abon Submitted j/tt] 1 J 

Pf'OJGCt Stresr Address .fa~ l ~SJ B«btJ::«t C..t!-.. . .. 
ProJect Blcckl ~ # 6'f~? /Oc11-

J 
Prqect ContlCt lnfaouat:rcn 

! 

Name SfQ-liE>J ~~·s-
Street Address 1..-UI ~ ~ 1'-314 . Apt I 

City ~· I Slate GA. Zrp &JYIJL( '. 

Phona Ji~ U.tf,.~"?hl I Emair san+ol'O.<os ~ SabG.'1ta~' ~ 
1 Water EfflCJent lmgmbon 1 YM No 

Ooea lf1l:s plOj6Ct include over 1 ooo square fest of new or modlft&d landscape l!TBar a :E<' 
2 Stonnwater t.fanalgemant

3 
' Vea No 

Is the Development Pi0Ject OtSturbed Area4 greater lhan or equal to S 000 square feet? 
l 0 ~ 

3 CoMtrudlOn Sita Run Off Y• No 

~Qes this~ mcfude 8ny extsmaJ distu~ area,? 
5 

tJ -~ 

4 R~ledW.,... ~ Ya No 

Wtll this project 1r1Cluda a new remodatsd converted buiking{$)/struc1Ure{s) er rortto" of a 
btnldmg(s)lstructure(s) resultmg tn 'Iha alteration of 40 000 Sq!.Jara feet or more? 0 x 
Wiii tlua proteet mvo!va lbedeveklpment af a new or IJXISbng 1m;ated ~s) of 10 000 square feet t>r mora?'I D Cli(. 
5 Batch Df5cbarge Perrml1 Yea No '\ 

Does ttn Pro.rect tiitend to release any non mefeied watet info the City s Sewet' Sy$tem? 

{1ncludmg. but not Jlrmted to dewafent'lg from COl'1StructJon ertes lil'I off from power washing of bu1kfings and 0 Ji\ . mrland lots clearuna or hvdrostabc 1esbna of oDSS or tanks · .. _ -.L-ter) · 

6 Capaerty Ctwge Notice 

The SFPUC raqwres that bUlldJng developments wfuch wdl mcreasa the demand on th& Crty s water and wastewater systems be 
assessed a Capacity Charge The charge recovam the costs assoaated With pttMding addlbonal racd1ty capacity to a L1H1S as well as 
to axmfmg users reqwnng add:tlonal capacity Capacity Charges are typlC8lly ~ad vmen there are addmonaf or larger water fixtures 
added to a development when there 1s an expallSIOrt m candmoned space or a change muse which WOUid potentially increase water use 
and wastewater dlscharg&.I Restauranta end Laundtamata are two examples Of deVelopments that routinely are assessed a charge 
but any development1hat mcreasas water and wastewater tlemands may be assessed aa well U Capscrty Charges are mquirad the 
applicant a pemnt applicabon will be routed ta the SFPUC deSk at DBI for rev1ew and assessment Becauae s Capacity Charge may 
srgrubcanlfy mcrease lhe cost Of a buddmg pemnt. the SFPUC raqurres !hat 50% of that cost be paid upon rssuance Cf a permit Ths 
remainder of the charge must be pad in fuJI Wtthm 12 months of the perrrut ~date Far more mformabon on Capacity c:;harges ptaasa 
see our website atwww sfwat~rmi Capacity Charge· (SFPUC flesolutlon Nos 07 0099 and 07 O 100) 

./ ,,, . ~ 

. ) 
f Data ?-J)z:s)ta1J . Signatura ~ ... r-~f - / 

~ r • 17• r 
,,,. , ,~ 

-
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.,.. ~· bhc Ubhties Comm1ss1on ~.,,...,~ E .. ::;·A"r·1~Fr1~1~:.c;· ~ :; co 
~ ·~h t>m rm ft ... 
;1J:;:flr:h1T O~ • ... ._ 
~ llUIWING h\l'..W.ECrJOI'I .,...::::'"'° 
< . . 

1 Water Efftclent lmga'bOn. Ordinance Requires ttiai landscape pTOJeots With a modified tandScape area equal to or greater than 1 000 
S!IJSl'8 feet be lnsta11&d constructed operated and mamtaJned in acc:ordance with establ!Shed regulal!Ons lunmng outdoor water 
conswnpbOl'1 Sach landscape proiect ts given a Maximum Applied Waler Allowanca that prcMdes the pr0f8Cf sppkcant With Iha appropnate 
amourit of water Chat may be used la mtgatB the iandscaped area (SF AdrmntStrat!Va Cods, Chapter 63) 

Maximum ApphedWater AUowance The amount cl annual appbed water that may ba used for ungating landscaped areas This 
hint IS .establtshed by tfis San Francisco Pubhc Ublttles Comrmsslon (SF?UC) USUlg stale mandated formulas and accounts fer loeal 
clunabc condlbons 

tlloddlad l.andfl!cape Ate. All planting me-. turf areas and~faaturea ma landscape as well as anv.~1acent pfa11ta<f ataas in tha. 
pubkc nght-of-way fOr Which ths pmperty owner IS responsible UW will be modified by ltle. proposed construcbcn The 1andscapa area does 
not inCluda the folfowlng elements footpnnts of bu11cflngs crsttudures unress Iha foolpnn,ta tnclade planted ~ such as IMng roofs 
Sidewalks, dtiveways parklng lots, decks patloS gravel or stone walks. other paMOUS or llOR pe!Vlous hardscapes and other non-imgated 
areas designated for non d!Welopment such as dipe.n spaces and e~ nalive vegatalJOn 

l1 Stormwaler Management Ordinance Requires the development and maintenance Of stonnwater management contrors far specified 
acbvlhes that dtsturb 5 000 square feet or more of lt1e ground surfaca and ars SUbJecl to building planning and subdMslon approvals This 
Oldlnance enforces the San Frarn:isco.Stormwater Design Guideline$ as Ulltlated by Iha Port and SFPUO (SF Public Works Code Art 4 2 
Soo 1472) · 

Stormwatet Design Gu1delfnes Shows P!'OJ:ElCt app~ts hOW to achieve on site stormwater management using low 1!'l'IPBct demgn 
{LID) strategies .also known as graM tnfrastructure The Gwdelms pl'otecl San FranclSCa s environment by redUCUlg stonnwater 
runoff pollution in areas of new development and cedeYeJopment and by raduclng the wet weather burden on San Franasco s · 
combtned sewer 

> ~opment Prqec:t ~ ArU Any acb\lrty at tha Site of a davelopmant pro1ect that cksturbs the tumulabva ground $ucface 
;e actMtles mclude but ant not J1n'llfad to · . . 

1) Construction modification convel'Slon or alteration ohl'!Y buildJng or structure · . 
2) Associated ;rat11ng fllbng excavation change m exrstmg topography and the adddlon ilr replacement of l11lpe.MOUS surfaces 
(tneludes all sidewalks pa.riang areas, dnveways., and landscaped and 1mgated areas constructed rn con1unctJon With development m 
the~ area) . . . . · 

[This area does not lt!Clud& lntenOt remodeling proJeets mamtenanc.e achvlbes such as top fayer grmdmg rapaVJng, ra l'Oofing and 
converSK>nS or alterabons to butldmgs or stn.ictures that do not increase tha ground aurfaca footpnnt of the- budding structure ] . 

5 ExtemaJ OOlturbad Ania .. Any associated construcbon actMly that QCCUrs off Site from the development pl'OjeCt or outside the proposed 
daValopmant boundary Thass actlvttres include but are not luTUtad to ~tnckp1bng stagmg st:onng or any other actnnty that results in a land 
surface disturbance (or sednnant n1noff} 1ocludmg those SSSOCJated wrth hm1ar Pro.iects such as utility or sawer hne 1nsta11at1on 

• R~ Watet Ordmancea Requires proparty owners to 1nsta1 dual plumbmg syste.ms fut te(lyeled water usa w1tf11n thadeS1gnated 
recy01ad watst use areas under certain cucumstances (Si;: PUblic Works Coda Art 22 Sec 1204) 

1 ... or Aemodefad btufdmg area· New ram.ocfe!ed «converted buifdmgsfstructures and an subdMslons or porhons of a 
bU1rdmg(s)lstructura(s) multmg m the altarabOn of 40 000 square feet or more A development prqect 111Cludes landscaped 1mgated 
areas constructad m COl'IJUnctlon wrttt the project th& landscaped area should not ba mcl!JOOd in tha calculation of the developmant 
pl'OJSCt s cumula_ttve square foatage 

'New ot alCtStlng nngatad mes .. New and exislmg 1m9atad !lfGaS of 10 000 square feet or more nat constructed in con1unct1on 
Wtttt or as part of a development ptoJact · 

!I Batch Dmoharg9 Penntt ·the SFPUC 1SSUes BafGh Dtscharge Pemuts to non domesbe dischargers for non routine ~sodlc batch or 
othar temporary discharges into the City s sewer system Examples include water g$f!Brated from actMbes such as de watenng of 
~ion Sites de watelll,'1g of wells dnfled to mvestrgate or mrtigate a SuspeetSd conWnma:led Site power wastnng of buildings or 
parklng lots or any other actMty that generateswastewatar othef than from routme commercial or industrial processes The Batch 
Discharge Permit specifies the COl')l:ltbons under which wastewater may be discharged into the City s .sewer system For more information 
aild the permit appbcabon, please Wiit hJtp /ls!water omtmsc main efm!MC ID/14/MSC ID/445 

2077 ' Revised 1121/201 'f 



Appbcal:lon Number 

201103252839 

Alidres5 

2853 BRODERICK ST 

F1lfng i:.as beMd on Estimated Cost 

Fett Code Descnpbon 

REC RETAIN 

OCP..f= 

.PLANREVF 

BUlGSTO f' 

. lECHSURF 

RecotdS Retenl!On Fee DBf 

DCP Plan Chadt (F) 

Pflil RiWleW (fihng) PBJ 

- Sirls Admm Spec Revolv Fund 

Technotogy Surt:harg& 

Pa.Rf By 

Receipt No: 11032077 

Stl'E PERMIT 

FeaAmount 

3-00 

31900 

6508 

100 

774 

39!5!2 

Reo Sy Payment Amount 

f.ltiNG VJSA STEPHEN ANTONAROS 415 864 03l25/2011 11032077 YANBR:ENDA 
2261 2261 MARKET ST #324 f 

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114 

I 

Pnnled on 03!25l2011 

. 2078 
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jt 5"' • ; , • r k • ~ '" ;;--- - .. -. 1. 
!Jl>f MJ f Jt 1\i'I C J ~ C O • .A 

~ "'f .. \ \ P, ~~ J h ~ ! \ tt tt .. , f i, ~ I l "! ·. I ,, '· · SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
• ../ ' _.,) ;g; CERTIFICATION OF PAYMENT OF SCHOOL FACILITY FEES 

.. 

:'l 1; r: r A n r 1,1 r: r .• r 0 r= 
~ HUIW~"lG JN:;P.ccrioi'l 24'M11911 
< 

. l APPLICANT (Completed by Applicant) 
' 

Developer/OWner LN€rel{ V"/VRA o men 
Fee Payment Stamp 

. OBA ---------------
Developer/Owner M1" Vcr,..+.o 4.,,.:, · 

. Address Street . 

. sdha,,,.,~ CA· . 
\f Cly • State 

Developer/Owner Phone No (101) "#'3&- ft~ a 
> ··~- '- • Contact Person Stz!.PtfBb.J A\J\'mJAQ.O:S 

===-====~=n==ta""'ct=Per==rson=. =s=Te_1ep_h ... ~~ ... e-=£"_:_r}===-st".=P+=====-'l?t-_....~ .... \""""""'=========--""""""=--"= ~.~ 
. 111 

I 
'tl SITE (Oomptet~ by Central Permit Bureau} 

~et idd;ess' bcfs s-2 Ir? ISAmh .'"A &-
«no street address . · , 

t 

Site legal desc:nption 

Budding Perrmt Apphcation No{s} 2-.of/-o 3-..2 !> -i.J l 9 f 
lfl SQUARE FOOTAGE (Completed by Plan Checker) 

Cheek 
Qna · · tyje of construction 
....__ New Residential • Habitable Area 

"'. Restdehttal Add1t1ons - Habitable Area --:::::!'Jllr-L..,t.:::f.:__: 

___:.. New Non~esident1al Total Ar&a 
Type . . 

Plan Checker 
Joma ls 

_ Non ResrdentlaJ Add1t1ons - Trotal Area ____ •f BBi \ • 

, 

.. 

&e" 

. Type _..Ql........,«A ..... (:;S..~----- l ' 
l sf:uso - i .. -.... .::-.. .::..:_.. N9W Restdent1al -Senior C1ttzen Housing- ----

- COnversIW' ~o~Resldentral 
to Residential Rab1table Area 

_ Combtned Restdenttal. and Non R~Stdenttal 
ReS!dentJal .. Habrtal>le Area · 

· Non Res1dent1al - Total Area 
Total Fees Pmd 

SF USO 

SF USO 
SFUSO 

/ 
lV Signed by deve!oper'/owner or authonzed agent at tme Of Fee Payment 

The undel'S1gned agrees that · 

t The above tnformabon is QOtJ'eCt and tru& to the best of my tcnowfedge and 1hat t will fife ~ amended 
ceriflcabon of .payment and pay the addrtional fee If l request an rncreasa l'1 the square footage after the 
mukimg pemnt haS been issued or tf the mmal deterpiination otjsquara faofage rs found to be incorrect. 

. . ._ I 2 I~:~~ -prqoct(sl or amaolhonzedta$1!1rtontheirl>eha!I 

~~ 2079A«_&if/rut · ~)'J-5/'f,,On 
. "r'.tt.. " Data 

·I 
I 



-
.... 

SCHOOL FACILITY FEE PAYMENT· PROCEDURE 

2 Central Penmt Bureau cterk completes Part Hand sends to plan cheeker at Bureau of Bu1ld1ng lnspectton 
or to the San Franctsco Untfred Schoof Orstnct If the project requires a San Fram:rsco Umfiad School 
Oastnct review, the School D1stnct staff win require ·a set of plans which will be returned to the developer/ 

. owner 

a SFUSD staff completes Part DI and keeps form an pending file 

4 THE SCHOOL FACIU1Y FEE PAYMENT 
When the apphcant receives a postcard from the Central PennJt Bureau wtth the mformabon that the 
bUtfdtng perrmt tS ready, the apphcant may go the Gashter's office address. shown below. between the 
hours of 8 SO a m 12 00 pm and 1 00 pm .. 4 30 pm to pay the developer fee and have the school 
faahty fee bm stamped PAID 

. " 

Before gomg lo the Cashier's office please have your BU1ldmg Permrt Apptn:afion Number handy and . 
phone 241-6090 (Property Management) to confirm that the apphcat10n 1s at the School Olstrict office If 
your form IS not at the School D1stnct office, contact the Central Permit-Bureau, 450 McAllister Street, and . 
ask for a dupbcate copy of the school facility fee form m order to submit it with y_our payment 

. . 
If you choose to pay by mad. phone 241-6090 and request that the schoot facility fea form be maded to 
you Return the form With your payment Be sure to ~n the form and ftn m your We and date You Wiil 
rece!Ve a PAID .. sfamped copy Qf the form by mair, a PAID copy will also be sent to the Central Permit 
Bureau 

Makecheckorrnoneyorder~~blet_Q SANFRANCISCOUNIFIEDSCHOOLOlS"fR~CTandwnteyour 
Budding Permit Appl!cat1on Number on the Chee~ Please do not send cash · · 

DEUVER·OR MAIL CHECK TO Property Management 
San Francisco Untfted School Drstnct 
135 Van Ness Ave • Rm 102 
San Franc1sco, CA 94102 · 
Telephone 241--6090 

5 Once the tea pafment stamp IS affJXed to the documents, Jt will be dehvered to the Bureau of Building 
Inspection for procgssmg and thereafter pending other approvafs by the BBi. the bu1tdrng pennrt may be 
issued · 

6 If a·request 1s made to morease the square footage of the prorect, additional fees are due A new · 
cerbf1callon of payment of fees must be completed 

7 tf you are entitled to a refund, the Central Permit Bureau must notify the SFiJSD Cashrer m wntmg that 
a refund· ts dUe 

8 YOU HAVE THE RfGHT TO APPEAL THIS FEE Call or wnte 

2080 
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Ptln!lt. No 201103252830 Submlflnd 03/25/11 
Enllll'lld av rlllltJall BT EtlleradOrt 03.l1Bi12 
o.mw Fnl IUml! - OWner L..ut Name COIYlld 
OWner FIJ'lll Namtl Contscl NumbB' mm 9311 !15D 

O!llniir ~ Addniu &l7 VBl1lllO Av r-""tsmta Snima CA 
Sarw:e Addma 2&53 2!57 Brodenc:lc SI :lm a547S 

SIMCllBkx:k 947 s-Ztn 94123 
SeMceLDI 2 

Wlitllt Capllal)' Chat;e (d appllcabllt) 
Current c.p.aty Chllrull 11 s;a oa 
I.an Pnar Usa Cnldit t ~.'322 002 
T otll Wlllt8r Capaafy Charge $ 18! oa 

WufawatarCapecity Chan;ie (If~) 
CUmri capacity Chqa • -tmoa 
Lesa PnOI' UN Cl1dt s ~ 90!! 002 
Total WaalBwalN Capacity Cllmva s 56100 

To1al Amount Dua s 11$500 

Paymnt 1 Amount Duit at DBI 

WA of Waler Capacty Cl1llr;a S ~ oa 
50%0!'~~ s 211350 Total Amount {Solh c;hcga) ·-~-----,=------:m-1111-

HOf9 
Chargta bued Ql1 lfdormlllhon prcM5ed by psiml. ij)plicar4 lldjultmen111 may be niqund llboukf MN l!llbrmahon 
bec:Ome aoia!llbll . 
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0 :iAM fl{;\f'JCl:iCO 

-n \ . .J I - \ ! . 
(') I .f . ·1 I J. 
;; I y ., \I r- . .Y 'fj/ 

8 fJ E r /.. R T M E J,,1 T (} r 
".BUllDJf 

~ 
t'llrllllI No 2011 tl32S2S39 SutxnCl.ed C3f25f'f 1 

Enbnd av t1mball BT r=-...iOfi C3/19/1:! 
Owrw Fnt Nama llnoflll' OWnet I.ml Name Conr1ld 
~FrtnNl!nt ConUlcf Nmlber lf707J 939 8150 

o.w. Slnlel Addraa 807 Verano Av nlhl{Slm SallCllTW CA 
Scw:e Addnsss 2853 :ze51 Broclera St ,.,,, 1154715 

S8MOI Bloc:k .li47 SetvlCIJZm 64123 
Silro.n::s Lot " .. 

W.Wo.p.aty Charge (d applrcable) 
CUtrant ~ Chlrge If 511100 
Leu Pnor u.. Cnldrt s ~1322 002 
Tctal Wsler' c.pecity Charge I 18!DO 

Wallti:tmllt ~ Cllllrg9 (If applicable) 
Oumint~~ • 1'475ll0 
Lesa Pnor u. Cnldll s ~909 9.Ql 
Total Wesl9WBI« ~ Chatl)lt ' 5B7 00 

Ta.ta.I Atttol.lf1l Dua t 755llO 

~nt1 AlnountCU.lltDBI 

~ 'OfW.till" Cspacty ~ • ~ t'IO 
50% ofWasiewamrCapaay~ I 2!3 50 
Tat.I Alilount [Both chlrgM) -------.-----371_&0_ 

hynmu 2 Amount Cue atSFPUC 

SO% cfW&W capac::ay Chlr;ll a G4 oa 
S0%:0tWasblwmlllrC!f*?!!y,-::Charp=""'------_;::'--....::m:=sa=-
Tota1 Amount {Bath ctuwges) I 371 50 

Hate 
Charge& buad cin r1bmaborl pnMded by pelJlll't appllcant. ~ m8f 1:11 requracf lhoulcf naw mfi:ltmabcn 
became llYdllble 
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(415) 558-6060 
· FAX(-415) 558 5431 
http I/WWW sfdpw com 

Department of Pahc Worfcs · 
Sunsau of Street Uu and Mapping 

875 Stevenson street Room 460 
San Franc1sa> CA 94103 0942. 

Jerry Sangumetb1 Bureau Mana°ger 

BPA PERMIT On Bold' 
LOCATION: 2853 Brodenck Street 
APPLICATION NUMBER: 201163252839 
Stephen Antonaroa .Arclntect 415"86'4-ll61 (p), 415-883--0961(F) 

STREET-USE PERMIT REQUIRED 

0 MAJORENCROACHMENT . 
0 OVER.WIDE DRIVEWAY . 

J6 STREBTIMPROVEMENTPERMIT 
2,SIDEWALKVAULT . 
•LANDSCAPER PER.MIT 

Jt -MINOR. SIDEWALK ENCROACHMENT 
0 SPECIAL SIDWALK SURFACE 
a TREE PLANTING AND/OR REMOVAL 
[J Inspection confomnty 
C OTHER _____ _ 

TO CONTINUE PROCESSING TBEBuiLDING PERMIT APPLICATION, WE NEED 

NOTES 

DPW/BSM Shafi not release BPA pennll: unbl comp Tete app?1cabon for SI & MSE tor warped 
Dnveway ramp permits 1s submdled and approved 

. Please submit application wrth all PERMITS at 875 Stevenson Street, RM 46.0t and Tel Ne 
{415)-554-5810 Your BPA permit will btl on holdr unhl all necessary DPWIBSM permits are 
completed, orthe receivmg BSM plan checker-recommendmg-s1gn off . . 

For mote mfonnation, plea:se call LIOng T1an ex_ at (4 I 5) 865-5716/ email Liongtian Cy@sfdpw org 

BBpl.atf'nwadalDaO!/l}Sl1Dll !J.1 ______ __.t....._TC=--------

llq1U!std.flf{ormlltuNIRtcmttl 1'*~---~--------------------------------~ 



' . 

LOT · aflk . ~wsv 
~ C? If - // .5 --.) .6 -;;1?3 9.:::: . · fnlbaJs · 

APPLICATIONS 

PERMIT# . /~6~.I.J,2_3 DATI:MAUO· 

DATE ISSUED o~/1:r;f3--
ADDmON CONSISTS OF 

AnDRESSOFADJACBITPROPERTIES 

LOT# 

l' 5' 3 ADDRESS ------

05'1 APDREsS -----

(}.Jg_ADDRESs _,,. ---

ADO RESS -- ---------
.. 

HORIZONTAL ADDMON 

VERTICAL ADDITION 

LOT# 
ADDRESS 

~~- ~ ---~~~--

· ADD~ss --- ------
; 

___ ADDRESS -----

___ ADDRESS -------

2084 



~rtment 1>f Building lru;.pection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

You sclediJd: 

Address: 2853 BRODERICK ST Bloek/Lot: 0947 I 002 

Pl.:a.sc select .among the fol101\i11g links, the type of pe1111it for which to view nddress information: 
Electrical Permits Plumbing Permits Building Permits Complaints 
(Bu,ilding permits matching the selected address.) 
Permit# Block Lot Sll'L>el # Street Name 
201103111905 0947 002 28.53 BRODERICK ST 
!!Ot103252839 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201108031630 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201209::?.60727 0947 002 2Bs:l BRODERICK ST 
201309247638 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201309066151 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
M450087 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
M417447 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201::!07010898 0947 002 28.~3 BRODERIC!{. ST 
M400927 0947 002 :i8:;3 BRODERICK ST 
M303327 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
9607721 0947 002 ::.?853 BRODERICK ST 
8707323 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 

Qnline Permit nnd Complaint Tracking home page. 

Teclmicnl Support for On.line Services 

Unit 

.lf )\1LL need help or hn\'e n question about this ser>ice, please \isit our FAQ arc-.i. 

Contact SFCo\' Acccssihility Policies 
City and Cou11ty of San Francisco ©2000-2009 

tp:fldbiWeb.sfg.ov.org/dbipts/Default2.aspx?page~AddressDatal&ShowPanel .. BID 2 Q 8 5 

Current StaJ,"C 
SUSPEND 
SUSPEJ~D 

SUSPEND 
SUSPE..."ID 
SUS PF.ND 
WlTHDRA\\'N 
ISSUED 
ISSUED 
FLLED 
ISSUED 
ISSUED 
COMPLETE 
COMPLETE 

11/W/14 10:07 AM 

Stage Date 
10/23/2014 
10/23/2014 
10/23/2014 
10/23/2014 
10/23/2014 
10/16/2014 
12/10/2013 
o8/14/::w13 
07/01/':!0l:{ 
o6/11/2013 
02/21/2012 
06/04/1996 
06/22fl987 

Page 1of1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

714515@gmail.com 
Sunday, November 23, 2014 4:26 PM 
Mark Farrell . 
Stefani, Catherine; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); O'Riordan; Patrick (DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); 
Fessler, Thomas (DBI); Tam, Tina (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
rnaitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockWay@yahoo.com; dorinetowle@me.com; Vince Hoenigman; 
Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardrngmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; Povlitz; 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; arnanda@hoenigman.com; wmore@aol.com; nancy leavens 
nancy; Will Morehead (; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; 
Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.'net (lbrooke@lmi.net); 
Cynthia2ndemail@grnai.l.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; 
info@cowhollowassociation.org; Larnug, Joy; Carrol.I, John (BOS); IDick@fbm.com; Calvillo, 
Angela (BOS) . 
Re: BOS HEARING NOV 25 -2853 BRODERICK PERMIT ISSUES . 
2853 Brod perrnit201108031630.pdt, AlT00001.txt; 2853 Brod permit 201309247638.pdf; 
AlT00002.txt; 285~ Brod perrnit201103111905.pdf; AlT00003.txt 

141083 

FYI -- three permits not printed out clearly below. 

Permit No:20110803630 
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partment of Building 1nspecr1on 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

siono8031630 

3 
0947 I 002 /02853BRODERICRST 
0947 /002 /02857 BRODERlCKST 

11/2G/14 10:55 AM 

Description: 

TO COMPLY WI NOV 201003592 & 20H>5414. REPLA.CE 26'X38' 1/FLR FRAM LNG. REPL 
l"NTR WALL FINISH ENTIRE(2 UNITS).REPLACE BATHRM & KITCHENS-:.iUNITS.REPL 
ELECT&MECH(SEPARATE PERMIT).!NTRALTERN POST FlRE DMLP.GES.ADD NEW 
BEDR.M&BATH AT GRD/FLR).INSTALL NEW 
rnsuw,SHEETROCK.SPRI:l'RLER&KITCHEN&:BA TI-I FIX&.·CABlNET. 

Cost: 
Om1panry Code: 
Builtling Use: 

. $320,000.00 

R·3 
28-2 FAMILYDWE.LUNG 

Disposition I SI.age: 

Action Date Stage Comments I 

8/3/2011 rrRIAGE 
S/3/2011 F1UNG 
$/3/2011 FILED 
2/3/'J.0!2. PLA.NCHECK 
:i./3/2012 APPROVED 
2/8/2012 ISSUED · 
-:!/6/2014 SUSPEND nt'r DCP's request dated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED ioer DCP's rec1uest letter dated 10/16/2m4 
10/23/2014 SUSPEND per BOA's tequci;t e-mail dated 10/22fao14 

Contact Details: 
Ccmtractor Details: 

License Number: 
Name: 
Company Name: 

Address: 

Phone: 

Addenda Detail1t: 

D cri ti es LtJI on: 

:Step Station Arrive 

1 
BID-
INSP 8/3/11 

2 CPB 8/3/11 

3 CP-ZOC 8/3/11 

4 BLDG 9/6/11 

5 MECH 9/22/11 

6 SFPUC 10/24/11 

940335 
JASONI.ANDIS'RLOCH 
BLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC 
239 SRA.i.'INAN ST• S • .<\N FRA ... NCISCO CA 94107-
0000 

Start In Hold Out 1'1nish Che.eked By Hold 

~/S/ll 8/3/11 WA.LIS MARI\ 

8/3/1! 8/3/11 SHEKKATHY 

CABREROS 
8/22/11 B/2-:![11 9/2./ll 9/2/11 GLENN· 

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

10/21/11 10/24/ll 11/8/11 t.AIJEFF 

11/17/11 n/17/1i TOM SILL 

·Hold l>escription 

APPROVED 9/2/11 -noehange bldg Cll\'clope 
or hTrlg height. (gc) 8/22/11- Reqest for 
buildinA seetion 
01/27/2012: Appro\'ed. Route 1o PPC and 
route back to planning to re-stamp new p_lun 
sheets. R. Pada 
io/24/ 11: comments fasucd & route to ppc. 
n/S/n:recheck 111.APPROVED & ROUTE TO 
PPC. 
Rc,1ewcd & assessctl for capac:ity charges. 
50% paid Y.ith pcnnit fees; balance due within 
12 months of permit Lo;sunncc date."Scc in\'Oicc 
atlachi:.-d to npplication •. Route Sit{' & S1 

tittp:/ /dbiweb.sfgov.orgfdblptsfdefault.aspx?page=PermltOetai!s 2087 Page l of 2 



Jep.a.nment ot Bulltflng 1nspee1.lon 11/20[14 10:55 AM 

Addendum submittal$ tn PPC 11/17/11. 
2/2/12: to CPB.grs 1/30/1'2.: to CP ZOC for 
sfamp on revised $Ct.grs 11/18/ll: plans in 
HOLD BIN; sni 11/8/11: Back to SFPUC.grs 

7 PPC 8/23/11 8/23/11 ':!/2/12 
SAMARASINGHE 11/7/11: retriesed from SFPUC for .J. Laj. Rae~ 
GILES to J.Lai when returned.grs '1.D/24/11: to 

SFPUC.gn; f.j/22/n: to MECH.gn; 9/6/11: to 
BLDG.grs 8-23-11: Applicant suhriiit Re\ision 
l to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cnbreros. erjf 

8 CPB 2/2/12 2/3/12 2/8/12 YAN BRENDA 02/03/12 APPROVED B\' KS .. 
ThtS permit has been L•;sued. For information perta.mmg to this permit, please ca!l 41s:ssB-6096. 

Appointn~ents: 

Appointment !Appointment !Appointment Appointment Type · Description tTime 
Date AM/PM: C.Ode Slots 
11/6/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled ROUGH FR.A.ME l 

5/24/2013 :\M cs Clrrk Scheduled RElNFORCING STEEL 2 

5/6/2013 AM cs Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 1 

~ 

Inspections: 

Acti\.ity Date Inspector Inspection De.-.cription Inspection Status .. 

ll/6/:w13 Thomas Fessler ROUGH FRM.iE RgrNSPECT REQUIRED 
5/24/2013 Chrlstonh('r Sr.hroed('r REINFORCING STEEL REINFORCING STEEL 
5/6/2013 l.roseoh Yu REINFORCING STEEL REINSPECT REQUIRED 
u 

Special fnspcctions: 

Addenda Completed Inspected By Inspection Description Remarks No. Date Code 

0 l 
CONCRETE (PL<\CEME.r-rr & 

fc=3000 psi -- j drh·e SAMPLING) 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN I 

0 2 CONCRETE 

0 4 
REINFORCING STEEL AND , 
PRETRESSING TENDONS 

0 5A1 
SINGLE PASS F:ILLETWELDS < 
5/16° ' 

0 24E \'t'OOD FRAMING 
SHEAR WALLSA.'lfD FLOOR 

0 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 
DIAPHRAGM.S 

0 !l.O lHOLDOV\'NS 
0 24A FOUNDATIONS 
0 24B STEEL FRAMING 

0 t8A !BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
E.XIS'11NG CONCRETE 

Forinformaticm. or to schedule-an inspection, call 558-6570 lldwcen S:ia am ·and $00 pm. 

Station Code Descrlptiom; i.ind Phi:me Numbers: 

Online Penni! .\md Cmnplojnt Trackini: home page. 

Technical support for Online Services 
If you need hdp or hu\·e aqucsti~n about this BEnici~. please dsit our FAQ area. 

Contact SFG0\1 A.rces.sibility Policies 
City and County nfSan Francisro ©2000-:wo9 

mp: If dbiweb.sf gov. org I db ipts /def au It. as-px?p.a ge =Perm i tDetails 
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·~ ;· . . . . . . . . 

IM1'=----
FEAION: 

M'l'E:..----­
IEAIDN: 



,. 
~ :i Ml f H M1 'CJ • .'.i Cr 

n \' r . t ;.ry·1 ., . 
:Cif:1&Comi~ofSUErmµ:W:o FEB. 

16611 Mlss\qa Stroet,Sim. ll'rancl:'co1 Cllllfontla S4103-1414 DA.n: ___ 8 ..... 201!=. ,____ 

:') D f: r f, fl T M f: [·.I T 
.. PERMTT APPLtCANT AND AUTHoRlzeo AGENT 

DJS.CLOSURE /\NO ~CATION 
... NW/ 
o. Am.ended :'.) flUJWIHG JN'.WECfJON 

~ . 
< i?ennltAppll~on No.: *Zolt•f17>1-./'f/! Job.Addl'8U: flf!-?JS1.. i>v~tc:J( c;/: 

AA ftmn muat-be cdnmret@d tn. Ifs entirety fn cormact!on !Vffh an 1ppIB;aJfon for a burfdrug 1711rrolt (Farms 
112, 318. 4fC, 5 and Bl. nia form must bs amended far aH new lnfarmatfon tir change b1 lnfol'(llatlcn for duration of 
pmiact. Pl~11 ba advlsad lhat Iha Dapmtnent doe& net regulata parmlt ~edfulra/conaullants l:lf afford th9tlt • 

• pn!feranlfal treatment . 

IA; Permit Applh:ant lnfom;atloij . 

1 hare by csrtlfy that fer the purpose d fifing aq applltation 
far a buOdlng or o/hsr permit with ths Otmtral Pdrmll 
Bureau, or ~sllon of MY torm T&lafefl ta th11 San -
F.r:am:lsc:o 'BuUd/ng Q)drJ, or ta C'Jly and County ordlnancas 
tind cegufaflons, or to stars laws and codss, I am the 
awnsr, Iha lssss1J or the agBlrl of thi! OWl1&Dfsssue snd am 
flf(fhorized to sJgn 811 documsn~ connected w1fh (hfs 
appllastlon or psrmit • 

I 

l tht:lud. raulu pma~ ofJIUilf!JI 11111.t lhe/ongomg ~ tnn lf/l4. 
CQl'ltd. I 1111 the pertfill appllcanf·!!!Jll 11111 
Check b!!X(r): 
0. "flli D'tltlet (B) . 0 'Iba 18"9& (C) 
c Tha lllllhcrlzad a~l Check enl!J:Y(a): 

c Ati;hll&cl to) • jl. EnglneBI'. (0) 

• a Cantmch>r(E) c Atfomay.(F) 
D ~II C0nauttsnl/Cxplldl!11r (G) 
ll Olh&r (H) 

PilntAppnamtNmn• ;.%?~ 
SlgnNfme •. ~ 

I I 
• I • 

.• 

~~9-----~----~~~-----~ c /l.l'Ch!teat o E;nglnear Phone No. ____________ _ 
FlrntNama _________ ~---

Ucsnss4.,,,....,,------~·-~~·------~--Expiration Dale ___________ _ 
FlrmAddrilss__. __________ _ 

City Zip 

• Ctfy . 

a Contractor net yet selected. ft thlB box Ts checked, 
tubmft sn amended form wttan known. 

a Owner- Bullda~ lf lhls.bo1C la c!uic:kad, tiubmlt cwnar-
bullder d eclaraUori form. . 

IE· Attom-r tnformat1~1ll -

Name _____ ~-·-·-------Phona _____________ _ 
dlfy -3 ~ Slate 4'f Zip • Firm Nsma _________ __....__._ 

jC. l.9811B11 lnformat10@ 

Name t:ihonii:--------------"" 
Addl'e& _____________ _ 

stata • ZIP. 

lo.. Archltact I Ettglna11r tnfcnnat!onl · 

Finn Address _______ .....__~--

City Zlp .• 

la P~nnlt Consultant l Expedited 
... 

Name~~------------~~~~--Phone _____________ _ 

Firm Name ~rmAddms_a _______________ ~ 

a NOne o Usl Ill! Archllecl(!l)/Englneet{a) ® pro1ecl! . , --------__,,S,,_ta.,..ta----,,,,_--... 
1. Name t>~u( /.t''fl~ City Zlp 

IH. A~ed A{jant • OthsrBI 

Nama_.. ____________ ~-----
Phana ___ -=----------.-----~ 'FbmNama FlrmAddres-,------------

-QIJ ______ ...,... __ -=sta::--:-ta?&A~:;;Zl'.:'"p -::zf.r."lj'f:7i ~ Qlty State Zip 

2. Nlll1'ICJ II~ PJei;se describe youfrelatlonshlp with the ~; 



~ .:i A Fl F fLI\ 't-l C l :'.i C 0 .. 
"Tl. • \ \: • I '!) · · 1 0. lf •

1 
I. 

)> I \) " 'I" ,... _/.·_) 

. . .. 
onr:rtA • 
0 .BUIWJf' "O . 
-<. ·-- Na: 2011 Dl!031 !30 

EnllncfBYllnlllllll" BT 
Owner Fbt N8lllli: 
o.rm.- Firm Hmm: ll!laler CCxnd R11wa Tltlllt 

Owner. Stnllt Addraa: 21153 Bradsldc st. 
Serllice Addr8u; 2553-2B51 Bnmlck st 

I • Ilks: 
Sarvlce Blade 947 

8arvlce Lat 2 

NOTU: 

wmr CapilClty ChW;e (If~ 
Currwt ~ ClllrQt 
L8a Prior.UM Cndt. 
iatlll Water capacllf Charg9 

Wniawfllr Clpdf¥ Charge (if appicable) 
ewr.. Capdy Chmrge 
I.Ila Prior u.. Cndt. 
Tclal Wlllta'Mller Capeclfy Char;11t 

1*1 All'lollnt Due 

.. 

. . 

. 
&Dri!llld: ~1 . 

Ermndon: t1117'/11 
°""*"lMt ~ 

r.....-Numbr. mm m-21168 . ov I S1111« Sin :---...!-- CA 
~ 9412! . I 

Sl!l'vlee Zia: !l.if.123 

lt.S1D.tl0 
:S (tJi22j)O) 

• 1aa.oo 

I 4,47!.00 
I (3,ll09.!!0) 

• !ia7.00 . 
s 755.0ll .. 

• •n ••• •"'•-• ..,.,.. ••• •••II"•• ••• "'"" "'"' .,,. ... _. ,,.... r•• ••• """"••••••••••••II••••• ••t••• n•n• ••• ••~••• •••• -•O ••••••••I••• •H •••1!•C••I •••• •••••••" •c••~••c• ._ •c•••• •••••••••• •t t •I•• 

.. 

Payment 1 . Amount Du• at 'OSI 

.50% r:JW... ~ Chm119 
~·Df Wllslllwslar.C!ip!dty Chge 

·s 
$ 

• I 

................. , ........... -•••••••• .. 1••••".'••••••••••-•••••w•o••-w•• .. ••l••lllJ•1'J ... WlllC&•••• .. lw•IW••••l•l•fl&l•U":"'•H·ltfll••t-•U1lW•lf&Ol<••#•fl•l.,.•••••"'••••••""• .. •nor•••••••-

.. . 

Nate • • 

• I 
$ 

Clw;ll baud on lnfcrmati?' Pl'IMd«I by plrnlit applicllnt ~ may be l'llqU!rad lh::lufd nM'lnformatlon' 
became l¥8llltile. 
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--------
~ties Commission ·a -· - @ . . .-

See "'Glossary" for mora infonnatfon and definitions of footnoted terms'. 
. 

cw Permtt Applk:ation 1t. ~u-ot-o') - t~" 
. 

1/1/11 Pate Appllca!ion Submitted: . 
• Ploject Street Address:..,_·~... Z,#f1 /K \) eP'A1ettt ~rr ?roJectar~~~ I~ 
~ect Contact Information:. 

. . . 
Name ~. A1J'r6#>4~ . . 
Street Address 

~~/ /11~$'r; #?U • •• .. . . . . 
City state· Zlp 

<;t:. . 
14-119- . 

. 
t:?A-

. - . . . 
Phone: /;ftf") /f,(i..,..· ~I . . 
errn!'I: ~1ft-i1rar1 ,1 A-0£. l!l £.0,,.-._ 4Jt:1J,..J. VILJ.f-
1. Water .Efficient lrrigatlon1 "' Yt& No 

" 
...ioes this projacHndude over 1,000 square feel d new or modlfled landscape area.Y.. 0 ~ . . 
:z.. Stormwaw Managerii.Mtt" . v .. No 

la the Development Pt'Ojed Dlstu'becl Arsa4 greater than or equal to 5,000 square feel? . a k' 
3. Con.trucUon Sita Run Off .Yes No 

, Does Chis project Include ai,y external disturbed area? is 
. I. D ~ 

4 Recycled water1 . Yes f(o 

Wil this profect Include a new. remodeled, Converted bulldlng(s)fstructur.e{s), or~ d a 
bUildlng{sVstructufe{s) resulting in the alteratloo of 40,000 square feet or more? 0 8' 
WJll this ~ect involve the development of a new or exlstfng frrlgated area(s) of 10,000 tquara feet or more?9 D ~ 
5. Satdt Discharge Peimft• Yes No 

0-0. lhts project intend to.refeese any non-metered water Into the City's &ewer' System? 
)er Clnclt.lding, but not limited to: dewatering from consfrucflon sites; run Off from power washing of buildings end .o 

parldng lots; deaning or hydrostatic testing or pipes or tai;iks: porn ped groundwaf«) 

8. Capacity Charge Notice .. 
t . 

The SFPUC requires that buDdlng developments which will increase the demand 01fthe City's water and wastewat~ systems be 
assessed a capacity. Charge. Tue charge recovers th& casts 8S$0Chited with provldlng additional fadlily capacity 10 new USetS as weft as 
to existing users requmg additional capacity. Capacity Charges are typically eness.ed when !here are addiHonal ortarger water. fixtures 
added toa development, whaO there Is an expansion in condllloned space a a change in µsewbichwould potentially Increase waler use 

'Cf wastewater discharges, Restaurants and Laundromats are two examples of developments lhat routinely ara assessed a charge, 
J. any development that Increases water and wastewater demands may be assessed as well, If Capacity Charges are requfred, the I apptreant's pennit application wm be muted tO the SFPUC desk et DBI forre\'Jew and assessment. For more Information on Capacity, 

Charges please 586 our website atwww.sfwa!er.ora, Caoacitv Charce.. fSFPUC Resolution No's. 07.oo99 and 07--0100) · 

2093 Revised 11312Q1.1 



• A .. 
• • • - .. 

# ii; 
Ji ......... ...~- .... 

..... Tllt!Mn. • .. ~ -
"Wlittr.etlfcfent .ltrigation ~ce ... Requires that landscaps proJects with a modified 1~scape area aquaf to or greater than 1.ooO 
square feel b& installed. constructed. operated, and mahitained in acc:crdance with estatiished regu!ations limiting outdoor wat« 
consumption. Each landscape project 1s given a Maximum Applied Wider Allowance that provides the project applicant With the appropriate 
arnaunt of water that may be used to Irrigate the l~ped ania. (SF Administrative Code, Chapter 63) · 

' . . ' 
Maxim urn Applled Water Allowance ·The amount of annual ap¢1ed water thal may be used for Irrigating lsndScaped areas. This 
limit is esta.bllshed by the San Franc:lsco Public Utilttlas Commission {SFPUC) USing $tate mandated formulas and ao;ounts for IOtat-
climatic concUUons.. ' · · . • • • • . . . 

2Madffled Landscape Area - Al planting areas, tu1'f areas. Md water feal1hS in a landscape, as wen es any adjacent planted amas in the 
public riglit-of-way fcir Which th~ property owner (s nrssponsibla. that will be modified by the proposed constr:uctlon. The landscape area does 
not Include tha following elements: fOottlrints rt buBdlngs or strudureS unless the Joatprints lnduda panted areas such as green rootsi 
sidewalks, driveways, paridng tots, decks, patios, gravel or stone walks. other pervious er non-per.ious hardscapes, and other non-Irrigated 
areas designated for non-dev~ent such as oPM' spacas and exl~ nalive vegamtlori. . • . 

s Stonnwattw Managem_,;t Ordlnan'ce .. Requires the devek>pment and maintenance of stonnwater management c:®trofs mrspecrried 
actMlles that disturb 5,000 squire feel or mOl'9 d the ground surface and are subject lo buikllng. planning and subdlvfsfon approvals. This 
Qldinance enfOICEIS the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines al lnltiated by the Port and SFPUC.- {SF Pub!Jc Worts Coda Art. 4.2 
Sec.147.2) . . . • . . .· : . . 
~w Da!gn (4uldellnes ·Shows praJDQI applrcants hoW to achieve OMile stormwater management uslng'low impact design 
(llO) strategies, alSQ known as green lrifrastructure. ~ Guide/'1es protect san Francisco's enrironment by mducing $fxJrmwater 
runoff pollution In areas of new deveiopmsnt and redevelopment and by reduclng the wet weather burden on San Frand!ico's 
carnblned sewer. • • \ • .... . . ( 

"Dewfopment Project Disturbed ma-Nr/ activity at the ·stte of a~ent profect that dfshrlJs.the a.mulative around surtace. . 
1'hese 8ctfvitles Include, but are not tlmlted ta: . • . . . • 

• .If) Construcllon, modification, convet"$1on, or a11erati0n of any buDdilg or liftudur8 • • 
2) AssoOated. gradlng, filllng. axcavatlon, Ghange in existing fopogr aphy, and the additlOn or replacement cf 1mperv1ous·surraces 
(inclUdes an $idewalks, parking areas, driveways. and landscaped and Irrigated weas construded In conjunctlon with de\lelopmmt in 
the.prqlect area). • · • . · · . • 

[This area does rl(l tnc:!upe: Interior remodellng prqedl, maintenance adlvlt!es atn:h as top.layer grinding, ~ng. ra-rootiog and 
conversions or alteratla!ia t<:>. btiildings or structures that do not Increase the ground~ footprint of lhe building ~.] 

11 External Di.turbed Area : Any assocta1fid construction .eciMty that oecum off-site from the devefopmsnt profect or outside the propcised 
development boundary. These actMtles include. but are not limited to: ~g. staging, storing, or any other actMty that resutts In a land 
sutfat;e disturbance (or sediment runoff) including those ~ssociated with linear projects such as t.1till.ty or sewer line lnslallatlon. . . . . 
•Recyded Water Ordinances .. Requlres property owners to Jnstall dual-plumbing systems for recyded water usa within the deSignaled · 
recycled v,ater use areas under certain circum~. (SF Publlc Works Cods Art 22 Sec. 1204) 

iNnf ot Rernodefed building area • N'ew, temocleled, ottonVBtltd buidlngs/sttuc:tures and BU subdivisions or pa1fons of a • 
bulldltlg{s)lstnJc!;ure(s) resu!Ong In the alteration of 40,000 square fuel or more. A development project Includes landscaped, Irrigated 
areas ccinatructad in conjunction with the project. The landscaped area should not be included In the calctllatlon of the development 
pn>Ject's tumu!allve square footage. • . \ 

1Hew orexfdng lrrlgatad mu-·New and mdsling irrigated areas d 1aooo squWefeet or more not constructed In ~uncHon 
wit?• f?_t et part of a development ptOJect • • • 

•Batch Discharge Pamtlt - The SFFUC Issues Batch Discharge Pennlts.fo non-domestic dischargers for non-routine, episadic, batch. or 
other temporary dischargeS Into the City's JeWer system. Examples include water~ from activities such as: ~ng of · 
com~trudian sit~; de-watering of well& drilled lD investigate or mi!lgal& a suspected cantam.lnatBd alte; power-washing of bUlldlngs or 
pllridng lots; ot any acher adivlty that generates wastewater, olher than frcm routine commercial or lndUstrial ptOCeUaS. lha Batch 

'Ols.charge Permit spec:ifles the conditions under whlcfi wastewater may be dfst:harged Into the· City's SEIWe( system. For more Information 
and the permll appllca!lon, please ;ilsit httqJ/sfwater.ora.'msc main.cfm/MC !0{14TMSC ID/44S 

2094 
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I .. . 'I) bi, I C-.tJ d .... Fnm::Isiia • 
1 r 1,. tllD WnlDll 11rH1.1an F~ a t.ha-1ot14 
I \I• • . i 

;:; A r- · 1 :; c r partment f""' i:tuilding lnspectfon 

.. • ... _/ ~ Page1 
:") ·~ ,; r A Ii TM r:·r.J T (j F 
) BUJLDJf•JG JN:i.f".EC-fJOl'l l• 0 ,,,. . . ,.. - .. 

< · RecatptfOr Fltlne Fees Pa1d (PlanchackRacetpQ~•J · · ·: ·ij~ceipt No: 11084594 

. . 

AoPlicatlcn Numbet Add!MI • • ~ . • ..., 
201108031630 ' . .. 

Filing Feel baled on EIUmatld Cost: $ 320000.00 
·~ 

. : FeeCode • Oeactipllon . Fe~Amount . .. .. .. . .. . . . 
SLOOSTI>-F Bldg stda Adrnln Spec Ravofv Fund . 1ioo . . . 
DCP.f OCP Plan Check (F) . . $584.20 

. PLANREV-F Plan Rev1ew (fifing) DBI . 
3954.3& . ... , 

TECHSUR-F Technology Surcharge • 25:1.37 
• 
RECRETAJN Retcards ~Fee DBI 30.00 . . . .. . TotaJ FIUng F6ils 128!2.95 

Pav!Mnta . . . . 
Payments~ .Type Paicl By Pay Date Receipt# Rec By Payment~nt . . ~. . 
FIUNG CHECl<BLOCH CONSTRUCTION fNC 08/03l2011 1108454 $HEKKATHY • 12832.95 

. 

...... i' 

. . ~ 

9254873649 S317DMSADERO 
ST SF Cl. 94123 

.. 

.... . . ...... . 

.. . 

. . 

]otal PiymantS 

n ... -· ' . .. 

. . 
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Department of Sullding ln~pect1on 

.Permits, Complaints and Boiler.PTO Inquiry 

Permit Dctailo; Report 

Report Date: 

Application Number: 
Form Numher: 

Address( es): 

U/20/201410:44:s6 AM 

2011031n905 
8 
0947 / 002 j o :i853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / 0!!$57 BRODERICK ST 

11/20/14 10:06 AM 

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

('C)i,1: 

Occupancy Codi:-: 
Building Use: 

Disposition I Stage: 

Action Date Stage 

3/u/2ou TRL.f\GE 
3/11/2011 FILING 
3/ll/2011 FILED 
3/11/2011 Al' PROVED 
l'>,/)1/2011 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND 
10/16/2014 REINSTATED 

10/23/2014 SUSPEND 

ContactDctails: · 
Contractor Details: 

Llren.se Number: 634865 

$15,000.00 
R-3 
28 w2 FAMlLY DWELLING 

Comments 

Per DCP's Tel!UCJ.i datC'.d 2/5/201.; 
oer DCP' s rcoue.'it letter dnLL-d 10/l 6/ ::?o 14 
pe.r BOA's reauest e-mail·dt1tcd 10/22/2014 

Name: 
Company Nnme: 

TJMOTHYW. MORTENSEN. 

STREAMUNE BUJLDERS 

Add.re5s: 

Phone: 

mt CAMPBELL CT• RESCUECA95672-
oooo 

Addenda Details: 

D cscnunon: 

Step Station IUT:ive Start 
In Out Finish Checked By lttold Hold 

BID- 3/g/n 3/9/11 3/9/11 FESSLER THOMAS l INSP 

i.2 BLDG 3/9/11 3/9/11 . 3/9/11 
!GUNNELL 
MICHAEL 

3 
DPW- 3/11/l! 3/11/11 3/ll/ll MINL-\NO DANNY 
BSM 

~ CPB 3/11/11 ?i/ll/ll 3/n/11 GALlZA DELIA 

Hold.Description 

.. 
ThlS penrut has been issued. For mformation pertammg to this pemHt, plF.".asc call 415-558-6096. 

IA pPointment DatefAPpoinlmcnt AM/PMIAppointmcnt Code(Appolntment TypelDe.o;criptionfl'ime Slot. .. ] 

!Activity Datelln.3)ector!Inspection Description\Inspc.-ction Statu.sJ 

Speeial lnsoectlons: 

llttp:// db!web.sf gov.org/dbipts f default.a spx?page= ?ermltDetafls 
2096 
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APPUCATION FOR BUii.DiNG PERllrT 
ADDl110NS, AL'TEAATIONS OR REPAIRS 

IMPORTANT NOTICES ~....__ .... _., .. ____ ... _.,. ..... =·· ···-~ ..... _______ ._ 
................ _ t• ··---------.-
..,._, t ·------.......-

·~·-..-.Clli--........... ,... ..... 11lt --------.............. -.. ... ____ ..,...__,........,.__ ___ .,._ 1! 

=-.:-::-=---==-;.-=:.-_..=.:.-:-......... _ ... _ . 
_.,..... ___ lll'CCllEIMflfAPPPllll 

_..,.tar10•o:::cwe1111L-C1P-.~•­::lll11C __ CJa_DP~-----
............... ~m.-llOlaM'l•lll'l"llllli.-'lllt~ 
~-'-A--l'Clm11E---~ ---------·-•-'IOlllll'lil' ............ IHllllllllll!lllllalllll ............ .., ...... IJlllftll1!Mll.A__._.. 
,. 0 a:~~.1~$----·-..... --... --.. 
T:S --a-=-

aliri\csoll 8-
APPUCAHrS-cemFICATIOH 11•• ..... - ..... ·.-r•-Pom'llll~ 

---~llU.--OJ ... ___ i.-1 

-~-mu.·------



Q\TE. _ _.;... __ _ 

D 
JEAION· 

. APPROVED 

Di\'IE -----
JEAION o-

....,Cl".. IP'laJC NCJ11RB) MR I 
-+~~~~~~~~--r-~~~~~~~.; 

D 
1».1E_ I 
IEMON I , 

---1------~-_.!~~!·~-~_,~·~lll'f~CIF~R~N~~~=====-~~NO~~IFEDE!§g~IM~---~ Di\TE ___ ii 

D 

FEABON i. 
I 

--1-~~~~~~~~~~~======-~~NC1m11FED~WI!!.._~~ 
N"PRO\'EO ~~----- i s:r t;,. e-vt,.r ............... i 

· ~0"3 .11 ... ,, I 
-

-..i..-----Oanny--M-imano __ ' D~~~.;:.;IB~SM~ji·-~--~~~~~~-=-~t:.:.-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_-:_":_-:_-:_-:_-:._-1t'NCl=='"-'l'ED=...__==... ----......UGP"••--- _, 
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LICENSED CONTRACTOR'S STATEMENT 
Appkcabon # r!}o/lo3/f l'?oS-

Llce~ed Contractors Decfaratron 
Pursuant to the BuS1ne$S and Profe5s1ons Code 9ec 7031 5, l hereby affirm under penalty of pefJU1Y that I am 
licensed under the provisron.s of Chapter 9 {oornmencmg With Sec 7000) of DMston 3 of tile Busmess and 
Professions Code, and that my license is m futJ force and effect · 

LrcenseNumber ~8Yo5 l.Joease~ ZS 
~ ----~~~~ 

&puaflonDals l·,'j/./2- Confr.n;lir...../1.a"2'V1 
~~4 

owner..Smlder Declaration 
I hereby affirm under penall.y of per.Jury that I am exempt from the Contractor's ucense law, Busmess and 
Professions C~e (Sec 7031 5) Mark the approp1Jate box below 

. . ' 

1. as owner of the properly, or my employees with wages aa thell' sale ~pensaf:lon, Will do ihe work, 
and the S1ruclt!re ts not mtenqed or offered fer sale (Seo 7044) I further acknowledge that 1 understand 
and egree fhat in the event that any wotk. is commenced contrary to the representa!!ons contained herein, 
that the Permit herem applied for shall be deemed suspended 

Architect. Agent 

f, as owner of the property. am exclusively con!racfmg with licensed c:ontraclors to construct itus. project 
(Sec 7044) t certify that at the brria such contractors are selected, I wrll have ihem file a 'Copy of this 
from (I.Jcensed_ Contracior's Declarabon) pnor to the commencement of any work I further acknowiedge 
that I understmd and agree that. in the event that said con!raclors fad Jo file a copy cf the Declarabon 
'Wrtf1 the Central Pennit Bureau, that 1he Penmt herein applied for shall be deemed suspended 

• 
I am exempt under Bi.tsiness aod Professions Code Secbon 

Reason 

-- . A:rohJtect (PRINT) 

Agent (?RJNT) ----------
'6wner (PRINT) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

(SIGNATURE) 

NOTE ~y VTo!abon "Of the Bus & Prof Codrf&io 731 S by any permit epplicant shaJ1 ba sub}eetto a (:IV/[ penalty cf not mate than five 
hundred dollars {$500)" Sus & Prof Code Sec 7031 5 Revised 04/30/2010 · 

Central Perimt Bureau 
1660 MlSSIOll Street-San FraDC$ca CA 94103 

omca (415) 558-6010- FAX {415) 558-6f10-www sfdbl e>f9 

2099 .. 



Department of 8Ulldlng lnspe~ion 11/20/14 10:58 AM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details ~ort 

ReportDa~: 

Application Numb~r. 
'Form Number: 

Address( es): 

o(.~-;cription: 

Cost: 
Occ-upancy Code: 
Building Use: 

Disposition / Stnge: 

Action Date Stage 
9/24(2013 TRIAGE 

.9/24/2013 FILING 
9/24/2013 FILED 
l.0/3/:!013 PLAN CHECK 
l0/3/2013 APPROVED 
rn/u/201;3 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND 

!!.01309247638 

3 
og.i7 /002/02853BRODER1CKST 
0947 JO® IO !!857 BRODERlCK ST 
RE..">·tOVE FrRE DAMAGED AND UNSOLI'.'iD FR..i..MING DISCOVERED DURING 
ALTERATION UNDERWA \'(2011-03-25-2839) REMOVE& REPLACE ALL FLOOR & DECK 
.rors-rs & EJ..'TERlORWAI:.L FRA .. '.\1lNGAT2ND & 3RD FLOORS ONLY. REPLA.CBAYS & 
\\'IN DOW OPENINGS L'I KIND. ALL NEW E,'\'TERlOR ELEMENTS IN KIND. 
$18,400.00 
R-3 
28-2 FA.\1.ILY D\\'ELUNG 

C'.ommenll!l 

Per DCP's req11t!St on 2/5/2014 

10/16/2014 REINSTATED !l>t'r DCP's request letter dated io/16/2014 
ho/23/2014 SUSPEND oer BOA' request e-mni! date>d l0/22/2014 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

License Number: O\VN 
N<rmc; OWNER O\VNER 
Company Name.: OWNER 
Address: OWNE.R '"OWNER CA 00000-0000 

Phone: 

Addenda Details: 
Dcscnption: 

Step Station Arri"•e Start In . Out Finish Checked By Hold Description Hold Hold 

l 
BID-

9/24/13 9/24/13 9/24/13 
VENfZEl.OS 

INSP ITTJOMAS 
2 CPB 9/24/13 9/24/13 9/24/13 CHANAMARIS 

3 CP-ZOC 9/24/13 9/26/13 9/26/13 
cABREROS Appro\·ed. Rear farade alterations: l"xtl'rior 
GLEKN materials to be replaced in-kind 9/26/13 (gt:}. 

4 BLDG 9/27/13 9/30/13 9/30/13 10/1/13 LE TH011-t.\S 

5 PPC 10/3/13 10/3/13 10i3/13 
SAMARASlNGHE 

10/3/13: toCPB.grs GILES 
6 CPB 10/3/13 10/3/13 10/11/13 SHEKKATHY 10/3/13: APPROVED. 'KS 

' .. This penmt ~s bren tss1md. For mlurmat1on pcrtalmng to this pernut.. please call 415-558-6096. 

Appointments: 

(Appoinbnent Datcbi\.ppointmcnt A.!Vl/PM!i\ppoinlment CodelAppointnient TyµejDescriptionffime Slots! 

1ttp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbiptsfdefault.aspx?page=Permlt01ltalls 
2100 
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i?ID 
zo\-ob54H 
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APPLtCATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 
ADDIDONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS 

CITY AND COUNTY 0~ SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OFBUILDINGINS?ECTIDN 

I ' 

APPUCAT!ON IS HEFlEBY MADS TO niE DEPAATMENT OF 
\..< · .BUll..OlNG INSPECTlON OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR 

ORM 3 fl"\ OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED PERMISSION TO BUILD INACCORDANCEWJTHTHEPLANS 
AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMllTED HEREWITH ANO 

ORM 8 DOVER-THE-COUNTER fSSUAN.tE ACCOROINGTOTHEDESCRIPTIONANDFORTiiEPURPOSE 

fd--t-~~BER OF PLAN S§lS, vl~~ONDT=~N~ 

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS 
lEGAl DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING 

l11:~~: m olWLs"":o~~~srA.Ce ns a 1=~1CJ.1. ru a ~~~·\\1:1G ~a 
R AinllEil'I 11G...0 llllliSTIIUCTIDll1 ""'H&-0 PERRli!MED7 Ull-Q PfllFOllME07 1iO g 
I) GEHERAL COllTAAC1llll ADDRESS ZIP PllDlll! CAIJF. UC:. !ID, EXPIHATllllt DATE 

11." A .,,,,,;; ,,.r . 

5) L5SE£ [CllOSS DUT DllE) W!JRESS ZIP 

1'/l..!V\ W+\~AD 2-B'S J grZ()Ql%aJL-1c 
lm!Ci' /'. PffllllE IFDll cormm BY DEPTJ • 

r,.irrs) U o., L.j 25.S:+ 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ~ 1 ... t;::; 1.11 E .Jf5 / '/J 'K.1 \)'() 

:ZG> COll$TRUCTJOll WIDl:R (Elim! llAllE AHll Bl!llNCI! DfSIGNAllOW If All\'.. 
IF THEl!E IS JIQ KNllWR CD!1Sl'llUC110l'I LE~oat. EllTEH "UHf.!101'1!1") 

IMPORTANT NOTICES 
ki~ Jli.ll M ~ llfl lfli4 thmdlrDI trw:~or_.JIMtoal first 11DWnklsi a ~'6dinf_Polml ___ s.. ... ~a-.- ... s..--c.o.. 
Jopotl10nol1><Aldrlg11;.-""""oldklf_"'""'_ti1"ll<'*"'<lml1U'll"lo1"1'""' 
"""""'-' liml 150 ...,._ See lee 365, i:.ill«lllt _, l"A><I<. 

_ .. $»_llUlldtnJ._. .... _pomdl_b<JlO'l>d"'"°"" 'lllJ_ .. 
...,..,....""_,._...S~l>olot1"'1'11l""""lmj,Ja 

:..dt~ .. - ... ommi.·--U#>ppll:i1ion>n•-loll<=lf-;rn"' 
lmis.11'11»lbr.$~l:latoHrt,1~~~1DCDdtridl"bltli.tub.M:ld.~thU~ 
...... ol~w.tlla...iw>l!""""""""'bs"°"l!!Hlll!1i<..,.,_lo<IJ!jlnml. 

lllllU>JllG llllT talll OWll'lWlllllll.CElrtlflCl,lI01' ~Clllll'tEl"dlN IS rQSTEIJ Ol'iM BllU.Dlllltllll 
!'a!MIJOI'~ GlllJ<TBl,WJISIEQl!l!SI. 

mBll'IAt 111 TlllSAPfUC/i!HJN P05 NOT CIJllOl11lm /Ji~ lO!I l1<f B.WllUCAl Wl!i™l Dll 
PllJliBIJlt ill$'WWllll& A SS'IJV.lt l'a!Ml'T PH lll£ \mlllU~ Pl.U1allll! !<USTJ!f OllTl<DJBL 
liEl'WltPEllJlllUlltREIMRfii IF Al<S\rot1S"!I5'11!~ DflJl(f~ llUfSTIGllS nil) Ill! /ll!) [t!I) j2lJ 
Dll!2~ 

fr . BUll.llllll!l'EllMlt HD'W!IJU;SliAlll!ESTA!ITTDUlllll.~i!Uf.lll ... P!RlllflS1'SllBL. 

In .. ~ ... -~-•-olhDfto.11"<• ... k><llOlt• ... illl"""'1lcll 

...... """"""" 

APPl.teANT'S CERTIFICA.TION 
lltalll!T CEl!1ll'I J.llO AGllE£ TlllJ If A FEJWIT IS ISSlJeD FOil Tiii! to1<$T1llm1Cll OW:IUl!Ell llt TifJli 
APf"JeijfON,m iHE l'l\DVl5l1lllS tlf M l'£Hllll' AHll Al!.1.AWS .r.~n (l!llllll~C<S lJll!ltTO wru. u 
~WJIH. 

z. 

AllllRESS 

NOTICE TO APPLICANT 
llOl.lllWIUl.fSSCUUSE-'ll\t~)bf ... tj< ..... o!IO<ptml,IJtn\tllo-..Ymll..,\0"""""5 . 
""elf! !Od-ot s.. Fnmci=- .... •Rt'rOl.,.Y lftd 14'd.W. ........ m>d-lo<-11<• 
·-""'""""'""" ..... lhll"""'ll,irpnicuol~-"'lf>(ICllJ--o!S..li_ ..... _ .... _ol!NCQJ' .... """"J"olS<l\lfo.:l=•pm.!il»d> __ .. "°"""-

tn--11Y•'"'lilf,._._e(_>allClollh< ..... ""'•l ... !t>IOolC.ld"'""lh<....-­-...,._........,__....,...,..,_111.,{llJ,,..'RIJl'io("*'<."Wll_..,.(llll,{l'll,orjYh 
-b~ n--IVl~--!1Vjmm11><...-"""' ""1l<k>IP"'P"'"' 
ldflhodol"""""""'...,,., 

lt-1>1 •--pondl!"ol....,..,. ... ol1"o~"'d•mlom: 
( l ~ l-•od"'1-h•-llat_ ...... ~ ...... "'....,..,..~ .. "'""00d 

"7S«""1-0llhfUbOIC.O.,b"lbr""""""'°'ol""'..mlor...,. .... ,.._.,..h""'"1. 

{ l .. ,_..,..tinulolbllo-.-.""-""'~"",.,.., ..... __,., .............. 
~""°'"""*""""" ..... _. ... IOllldl ... Jldlf.0~0>"'4 J!y_..,.._ 
,,_..,.. ..moru<1 IMlll<>r ...-..., 

c..p.. 
l'ollq,.,,,_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--

1 J jl, Yba""'1allill"1>1l<lobc-kl1DOW ..... 

l l JV. l..nitrlh>llalbt~lill)o ... t_far_llOs_b;_l_oa(_pOaJ ..,.._1a.,,,.,,_ ...... --............. ~-"""" ..... "'~ 
lto<lt<ot~1lh4tl-l!Ylillbol>'Clltthitlsl!Oll(6-""""'Joll!l!....i.rs _ .... p...i.-.o1 ... w.c-.r...-andfollla ___ "" 
pr...,_or5"dlatt~Ol ... lal>«l»d<,""11hlpemlitbeM!JIJ'l)Wlor~bt-.-..i. 

.J!.i<L ==·i:..""..=:~""""l....,.,::r.::-..:..-;=:.,~ 
~d~ll<bl>~""1ol..,.wur,dlll<•-""'1"'P't0lllw<looa 

Jtili1 - Pa:mlt 

_.cP0~.~.---t;:t_-::::=- L[vt/11 



EA:R APPROVED: 
TO: 

DATE: 1 • 2'4 ~ l :!> 
REASON:tJ(~ 

'(~~ 
~le-~ 

BUILDING INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BLOG. INSP. . ~ \\/ 
~-+----------------.....--~--.------..,-----~ 

DCT u t . .zon 

ATE:------
REASON: 

D 
DEl'A. OTIFIEOMR. 

APPROVED: OATE; _____ _ 

REASON: 

D 
a BUREAU OF FIRE. PREVENTION & PUBLIC SAFETY NOTIFIED MR. 6 

APPROVED: I CATE: 
en 

I 
m 

ru::ASON: g 
D 0 

J 
z . 
z 
0 

·ni 
MECHANICAi. ENGINEER, DEPT. OF at.DG, INSPECTION NOTIFIED MR. 0 

APPROVED: ~ ,tff t.t M-8 ~/NG P/i-'flfYL S' /N OATE: ~ 
S.1tf.qr::1vflA-£. t_Cu.J.s er f..4, z..~11-- ,,.~ "J.t:~ ' 

tll 

REASON: 
)> 

0 
z· 

(&It 11.1/c.'l>fO ~t«-~T _ _:_1:--:.-."---~- _ ~r./f.. .. c 
z 

· · Tr,1 .. :<:ilf. l. f·. OBI )> 

e:: 
nrr D 1 ?On Ill 

CIVIL El«llNEER, 'OEFT. OF BLOG. INSP5CTION NOTIFIED MR: 
0 
"Tl 

APPROVED:· ~ DATE: 
> 
!= 

r 

,, 
REASON: m D 0 

I z 
J tn 

I z 
0 

BUREAU OF ENGIN$£R!NG NOTtFIED MR. :1 
:!l 

APPROVED: i m 
DATE: c 

I c 
J REASON: c: 

tJ I al z 
Gl 
-a :n 

! g 
D£i'ARTMENT OF.PUBLIC HEAL.TH NOTIFIED MR. :m 

~ 
APPROVED: PATE: % 

G) 

REASON: 

D 
. f 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY NOTIFIED MR. 

APPROVED: I CATE: 

0 
r REASON: 

I 
i 

J. 
HOUSING 1\fs:PE.CTION OMSJON NOTIFIED MR. 

I agree lo COl'l'lj:llywl!h all c:ond!Uons or stipulations of the various bureaus at d!!partmenlll llQ!e<I Qn title 'l>Plk:allon, imd atltlched $tlltelltents 
of conditions or stipulation&, which a.re hereby mad& a part of this appOcallon. · 

Number of allachm•nls D 



DEP ART1\1El' IF BUILDING INSPECTION 
Cfly & County of San Frn~clsco . far,: __ s_rP_2_1 ..... w"TI;ar--1660 Mission Street, Snn 'Fnm~c-o, Calli'ornla 94103-2414 . 

PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT . D New 
DIS.CLOSURE AND CERTlFTGATION a. Amended 

+.:.,,No.: J.01.'('U 1. h '"" ~Address: t-ois Ji<<>ff<c'« 
(his form must-be completed In tts entirety In connect'lon wlth 'ltn application for a building peMnlt {Forms 
lf2, 3t8, 4f7, 5 and Bl. Tlie form must be amended for ell new lnfarrnatfon or change In lnforviaUon for duraUon of 
)l"Oject. Please ba advised that Iha Department does not regulate permit expedlterslconsultanls or afford them . 
Jreferential !ieatmen~ 

A. Permlt APPtfcant lnfoin;atlcnl 

thereby certlfythatlartf1e purpose of tiling 6f! spplication 
li:Jt s br.117cling or other pa rm it w!Ui the Central Permit 
Bureau, or completion af any rorm rerarad fo tis San 
Francisco BuHdfng Code, or ta City and County ordinances 
and regu/a!ians, or lo slate Jaws and codes, Jam the 
owner, tha lessee or the agent of the owner/lessee sild Blll • 
81/!hocizad frJ sign all dpcumants. connected wfth this 
application orparmit. • 

' l tfoc:larti usufr:rpe1llllty af perjury /liat tl1eforegal11g f: true rmd 
cnrret!t l 1un th&pennlt npplicatJt·nnd I am 
CJ1eck box($}: 
0. Tue CIWner (8) 0 The les&ee (C} 
Cl Tua w.rthcrized agent. Check anllly(s): 

Cl N.chllec\ {DJ . a Engineer (D} 

• O Contrac!or (E) O Attorney (F) · 

b Permit Consullanl/Expedller {G} 
0 OU1ar (H) 

Elr~t Appilcant Name . ·01;;~±10,i/ .~ ,r, «.a,;.?12.:"~ 
f, ~.,,,...,__ / II' , 

1 ~me '"'· / . .,..,~:..1/( 14 , .rr-: ...... ~ .~ ... "' 
) /• I ... 

3. N~me ______________ ~ 
o Architect . n ~nglneer 

Phone No. ______________ ~ 

~rm Name ______ ~------~~ 
Lk::ense·#_.,_..-------------Explration Date ____________ _ 

Firm Address---''------------

City State Zlp 

IE. General Contractor Information! 
Note: .Comp/eta separate licMsed ccntrac!or'.s 

statement a/sq. 

Nama~---------------
Phone·_ ----------------Firm Name ______________ _ 

License#~.--------------~ Explratlon oate ____________ _ 

Flr.m address _____ ~--------

City State Zip 

.a Contractor not yel $.elected. If this box ls checked, 
submit an amended form when known. 

/. . o Owner- Bulldar, lf lhls box ls checked, submit owner-
;lEi'. Owner !nformatlonl butlder-decle:auon form. 

Name 1--~~ti ~,;r/17.cJ.J:r AD IF Alto 1 f ti I 
Phone. 2-;;-.i,·;i. R+os:u::\J..;(.;.:. ((4K)Lr;'t> ,,,,.;:./) • rney n omla an 

Address __ s~-;.._---------~· __ Name ____ ·---·----------

City Stale Phone ~---------------Zip Firm Name ___________ ~--

jc;, Lessee Information! 

Name _______________ ~ 
Phone __________________ _ 
Address _________ ....,.... ____ _ 

Ctty Slate Zlp. 

Ji'·' Archltect l E.nglneednforma.tionl 

Cl NanG c l,isl all Archllect(s}!Engineer{s) on pro]ec!: 

1, Nama ':Sf1?.2Ltt°'-f'... ~ b.,..,.::,-p.-• N,,-tt...,...~s 
·-. .e Architect a Engineer 

· Phone NQ. ("-ii~'=') :Z&~I ~.22-&1 
•Firm Name ;:::'1:-'C :P.)..iF,, / .,,,,,, ...... , n A/."lflc:· ,l 

License iF c - '" 7 ~ ·.,. · 
ExPiraUon Dale · <.? ~ ?- " • t <; 
Firm Address "'J.... l.f.. I '"''' r ;.,~,,.,. ·.:, r 

.:;:;:;;;- .CA-. 

Clty State 

c ,llirt;hitecl 

·tJ-3'1·/ 
"'i.!:1} .i.J. 
Zip 

Cl .Engineer 
, ,,one' No: _____________ _ 
Firm Name _____________ _ 
License#_..;._ ____________ _ 
Explrallon Date ____________ _ 
FbmAddress _____________ _ 

City State Zlp 

Flrm Address ........ _______ _.... __ ..,...... __ 

CJ!y Slate Zlp 
. . 

jc;, Pe:mlt Consultant f Expedltsq 

Name _______________ ~ 

Phone _____ ~~~~-------~ FlrmName __ _,_ ___________ __ 
Firm Address _____________ _ 

City Stale Zlp 

)H, Authorizer~ Agent -Others! 
Name __ ..,..... ____________ ___ 
Phone _______________ ~ 
Ann Name ..... ________ ..,..... ____ __ 

Firm Address·_--------------

City Slate Zlp ... 

Plel'!se describe your' r~lationshlp wi!h the owner 

P;\Fwm\CPB1Autho'12~'3'3oc 
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. . PERMIT APPUCATlON #: 2@/ 3-6 q -z.. J -· 7 (,") ?" . 

PROPERTY OWNl;R1S PACKAGE 
Discl0sures & Forms for Owner-BuilClers Applying for Cot1$truction Permits 

IMPORTANT! NOTICE TO PROPERTY OWNER .-
An appficatfon for a building pennit ·has been submitted in your name Jisting yourself as the bul!der of th~ property 

( improvemen:S specJfledat q.Jl>~S ~ £1 ~eel l(_jt~€:. ft" · · · 
. We are providing you with an owner.unaer Acknowledgment and Information Verification Form to make you aware of 
your responsibilities and possible risk you may incur by having this permit issued in your name as the Owner-Builder. We 
will not Issue a l>ulJdfng pennlt until you _have read1 Initialed your understanding of each provision, signed, and 
returned this fOrm to us at our Qfficlal address Indlcat&d. An agent of fhe. owner cannot execute this notice unless 
you, the property owner, obtain the prfor approval of the permitting authority. 

. . 
OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND VERIFICATION OF INFORMATION · .. 
DIRECTIONS: Read and initial each statement below to signify you undersf.and or VStifY this information. 

! {W 1. I understand a frequent practice of unlicensed ~rsons is ia have the property .owner obtain an "Owner-Builder" 
building permit that erroneously Implies that the property owner is provlding his or her own labor and materral personally. 
I, as an Owner-Builder, may be held !fable and subject to serious financial risk for any injuries sustained by an unlicensed 
person and his or her employees While working on my property. My homeowners insurance may not provide coverage for 
those Injuries. I am wififuUy acting as an Owner-Builder and am aware of the· fimits cf my in$urance a.werage for {njuries to 
workers on my property. · 

~: 2. I understand building permlf:s are not required to be signed by property o~ers unless they are responsi~fa for the 
construction and are not _hiring _a licensed Contractor to as.sume this respqnsibility. , . . . 

~3. I understand as an "Owner-Builder" l am the responsible party of record on the permit. I understand that I may 
~tect myself from potential financial risk by hiring .a licensed Contractor. and having the permit filed in his or her name 
instead of fi:Y own. 

~ "4. I understand Contractors are required QY law to be licensed and bonded In Galifomia and to llst their license 
~ers on permits and cpntracts. · . ' .. 

~" 5. t understand if l employ or otherwise engag:e any persons,·other than California Dcensed Contractors, and the total 
VhlUe of my construction iS at feast fNe hundred dollars ·($500), Including labor and materials, I may be considered an. 
"employer" under state and federal law. 

~a. 1 understand if I am considered an "employer" under state and federal law, i must register with Iha slate and~ 
federal gavemment,. withhold payroll taxes, provide WOrkers' compenSa.tion disability Insurance, and contnbute la 
unemployment compensation for each "empfoyee." I also· understand my failure to abide by these laws may subject me to 
serious financial risk:. 

~ .1. l understand under California Contracfors• State License ta.w, an . OWner-Buflder who builds single-family 
~ential structures cannot legally build them with 1he intent to offer them for sale, unless all work is performed by 
Jicensed subcontractors and the number of structures does not exceed four wl!hin atty calendar year, or all of the work is 
performed under contracl with a llcensed genera! building Contractor. · 

· ·1GSO Mission St~ -San Francisco CA $4103 
Office (415) 558-6088 -FAX (415) 558-6401 · 

Website: www.sftlbi.org 

2104 



i5AN fJ{J-\f'ICljco. 

11 \ • . 1 · .- . \ r j) t') If . I r 'YI·; ,, · . . _) ~ 
(') fJ. ARTMf=rJT 0 r-
~ .a · 1 1-J f·· an Owner-Builder if I sell the properi1·for which this ·permit is issued, I may be hekf liable for any 
< ncial or persanal injuries sustained by any SJ,Jbsequent owner{s) that result from any latent construction defects ln the 

workmanship or mafeiials. · · · · 

~9. f understand l may obtain more Information regarding my obligations a5 an "employer" from the 1ntemaI Revenue 
Service, the United states Smail Business AdmJnistratron, the California Department of Benefit Payments, and the 
California OMsion of lndustrial Accidents. l also understand 1 may contact the California Col')tractors' State License Board 
{CSLB) at 1..SD0-321-CSLS (2752} orwww.cslb;ca.gov for more information about licensed Contractors. · 

~ 1 O. I am aware of and consent to an Owner-BuHder building pennit applied for ln my name, and understan~ that J am 
. . the party legally and finarµ:;ifllJy pon~le r p posed n ~ti n activity_,.2.t the t:'llowing addr~s: 

· · t-D - !9 .L...rt C · 

. ~ 11. I agree that, as the party legally and financially responsible fer this proposed construction activity, I war abide by 
.' all applicable laws and requirements that govern OWner-Builders as well as employers . 

. ~ · 12. 1 agree to notify the Issuer of thl~ form Immediately of any addltions, deletions, or ch~nges to any of. the 
in ormatian I have provided. qn this form. Licensed contractors are regulated by laws designed to protect the public. If you 

·contract with someone who does not have a license, the Contractors' State License Soard may be unable to assist you 
with any financial loss you may sustain as a result of a complaint Your only remedy against unlicensed Contractors may 
be in civil court It Is also important fur you to understand that if an unTic~ensed Contractor or empldyee of that indMdual or 
finn is injured while working on yc)Ur property, you may be held liable for damages. If you abt,?in a permit as· Owner­
Builder and wish to hire Contractors, Y'?U will be responsible for v~rifying whether or.not those Contractors are property 
licensed and the status of their workers' compensation Insurance coverage. · 

'1efore a building pennit can ba issued1. thls fonn must be completed and $lgned. by the property owner and 
mnned to the agency responsible for issuing the permft Note: A copy of the property owner's driver's Ucensa, 

farm llO'lariza.tlon, or ether verm acceptable to the agency is required to be p~ented when the permit Is 
Issued to varifY the property ow: s slg tui:e-.;_ __ _ 

... --
Note: The fa/lowing Authori~atian Farm is required to be -completed by the property owner only when · 

designating an agent of the property owner to apply for a construction permit for the Owner-Bul!der. 

AUTHORJZATION OF AGENT TO ACT ON PROPERTY OWNER'S BEHALF 

Excluding the Notice to Property Owner, the execution of which I understand is my personal rasponsibmty, I hereby 
. authorize the following person(s) ~ act as my agent(s} to apply for, Sign, and file the documents necessary to obtain an 
Owner-Bullder Permit for my project. 
Scope of Construction Project {or Description· Of Work):_...__ ___ ~------------

Project Location or Address: ______________________________ _ 

Name of Authonzed Agent -----------------Phone: LJ ____ _ 

Address of Authorized Agent ____ ,,,__---,-------------,------
I declare under pe\)alty of perjury that I am ihe property· owner for the address listed above and I p~ally filled 

out the above information and certify its accuracy. Not11: A copy af the owner's driver's license, lbnn notarization, or other 
Y9lffication acceptable to the agency is required to be presented when the permit is issUed to verify the property owners 
signature. 

_.,roperty OWners Signature: ________________ Date:_.,.......... __ 
.i"'; 
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.··.· 

Paga 1 

Receipt for Filing Fees Paid (Plancheck Receipt) , ReceiptNo: 1309?898 
Aonlicatlon Number • Address 

201309247&38 ZB53. SRODERICKST 

l ~g Fees based on Estimated Cost: $ 2500.00 
fee Code Description 

I TECH SUR-F . Technology Surcharge 

l · BLDGSTD-F efdg $tds At:imln Spec Revo!v Fund 
f 
• DCP·F DCP Plan Check (F) 

REC RETAIN 

PLANREV-F 

Payments 

Records Retention Fee 061 

Plan·Review (flllng) OBJ 

Payment Stage Type Paid By PayOate 

Total Filing Fees 

FIUNG VISA STEPHEN" ANTONAROS 415-854- . 09/2412013 1309:5898 
2261 2261 MARKET STREET, 
SUITE# 324 SAN FRANCISCO CJ 

Rec By 

A CHAN 

T-otal Payments 

I 

2106 

Fee Amount 

11.40. 

1.00 

342.00 

6.00 

. 222.11 

51!2.51 

Payme~t Amount 

'582.51 

582.51 

Printed on: 09/2412013 
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NOTICE OF VIOLA~ION . 
aftbe San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

'Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Lund o.r Occupancy 

NOTICE: NUMBER: 201065414 

DATE: 30-AUG-10· 

OCCUPANCY/USE: R-3 (RESIDEN11AI.-1 &2 UNJT ?WELLINGS,TOWNHOUSBS3LOCK: 0947 LOT: 00;2. 

1
.-, Ifchec:licd, thb°lnformatioD b ba~rd U.ptlllli si'ft-ubscn•1lJion only. forU1er r¢$earrh JU~ lndlcat' tliaf legal use b tli~fcrrnl, lf SO. a rtviscd Noti~c ofViolution 

•· willbehsucd. · 

·OWNEHJAGF.NT: INGER. M CONRAD REVOC TR PHONE#: --
MAILING D.JGER M CONRAD REVOC TR 
ADDRt:SS CONRAD·JNGER M & l.HMt\rRE MA 

607 VERANO AVJ·: 
SONOMAC.4.. 

.:~ . 
95476 

PERSON CONTACTED@ SITE: .PHONE#: -

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: l CQDE/SECTIONlt 

0 WORK W(TI-iOUT P'ERMI1'. l 06.1.l 
"""o=-A'-D-n-1_T_10_N_A_L_w __ o_R_K_ .. __ PE_Rl\_1_1T_RE_Q_1-11_R_E_o __ ~--------···-·------ 1 . 106.,4.7 -----~-

CJ ·F.XPI.Rwoi~cANGELI.EO PER.MlT "-PA#-:---- - -· · - ·-i--- · Tiit;.4 . 
• • --- • ·i _;...._ .. _ ---- _,,, -· ...... I 102.1 

1 Lv' 'UNSAFE BUILDING ·=-.i SEE ATTACHM£NTS. 

Fire damage at r~ar ofbas.emt'nl - significant charring of appro:i: 20-30%, ofi1oor joists of unit above, possibly affecting structural 
integrity of t1ooi. Related sub t1oor arf'a a!s.o charrt'd. At.unit up above ;n the immediaic area of the tire; significant damage from fire, 

1ke, Wiiler &-, axe. Fmnt half of unit appears to have m~ inly cosmetic damage. Some plaster may r.:quire temovul due to water 
_ .... uration. No m:cess. was pro\1ded to 2nd & 3rd floors/not inspecte.d. 

CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
t-:JSTOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 415-558-6102 

0 FlLE BUILD ING PERMIT WITHIN 45 DAYS ·f?l (WITH 'Pt.ANS) A eoµy of'l11is Nafh:e Must Accompru1y ihe Permil Appllc~cion 
!7l OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 90 OAYS AND COMPLETE All~ WORK WITHIN 120 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION 
-·~OFF. . . . . 
CJ CORRECT VJOLATJO!\s w1T1-11:'ll' DA Y':i. . · NO P.r:R.'.\1IT REQVIRED 

lJ \ 01< MlLEl> T.O COi\11'1.'f \VI'! I! ·11H; ~OTl~:r.1s1 tlAHcll • ·mEIH~FOJH: THIS U£P l. l!AS 1:-.llTIATF.D AB,\'! EJllE:\ r PROCEWl:'l:GS. 

• FAlLURE TO COMPLY WITII THIS NOTICE WJLL CAUSF. ABATl~:\'IENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN. 
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDJTIONAL WARNlNGS. 

Obtain assessment from structural engineer to deterinine e>..'tent of required structural repairs in basement & lst t1oor. Obtain a "soft 
demon pennit if finishes need to be removed for addiLional structural inv~srigatfon. Dra·wings required for st.rucrural repairs. Electrical 
& plumbing pe~its require".d. · . · 
lNVISTIGATIONFEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY 
0 9x FEE{WC?RK W/O PER.MU AFTER 911160) 0 2x fEl:-:(\\lORK £XC£EDING SCOPE OF PERMIT) 

n 0Tt-t£R: l I R!f:JN<;:P"'CTJON F""E $ 0 NO ?l~NAL'll' 
'·· • ....:. ~I •• ·~ • ··~ ~ {WORK W!O PERMITP!qOR TO 9/l/60) 
APPROX. DATE OF' WORK W!O l'~:l~MlT \'ALtJI:: O'FWOJ(K Pl.:H.FOR?!lf.D W/0 PER!HffS S. 

' , 
BY ORDER OF Tm: DIRECTOH, DF.PARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 

CONTACT INSPECTOR: Sieve Hajna: 
PHONE# 415-558-6102 DlVJSlON; BlD DISTRICT: 4· 
By:(fnspet:tors's Signature) ______________ _ 
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OD. Hl·J.TOf 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes.Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandanl or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy 

0 Jj UJL 1 G J1'lJY.EC'fl01'I 
~- -... - ··---- ---- ... . -·----- .----. ----

.Purstsant to SFBC 304(e) and 332.3 inwstlgatian 1eas <l:ttl Charged lor worx bil\jur! or petfottMd W1thoi.tt pertnlls or lor work exoe&ding tl$ $COj)e of permits. 
Such fees may be appealed to !he Board ol Pa-rmlt Appeal& within 15 day$ or permit issuance, al 675 Stevenson St., 4th 11oi?f. 554-6720 . 

WARNING~ Failure fl) taks lmmOOia!e aetkm $.S required la ~ the- at:iova violations will result in abatemarrt pr~ by the Depanment of auiid!ng 
~- If an Order of Abatemant ltHlfCORitld against this prop!!rty, thtl owner wm be ltllllld or Ul• property wlll be !limed for air costs In~.b1 
~ coda e;nforcpment P~• tram tlie PQ!dJng ot tfle first "Notice ut Vll)lation" untll wt r,:osa are paid. SFBC '203{b) & ~ • 

• WARHWG: Secliort 2e4 of the $an Franciscc • Hou$ing Cod& provides tor immspjale line.$ of $100 for each Instance of lnitial trotW:ornplfance, fonQwed l:!y 
$200 fines ver \llOlallon b' tha soool'J! Instance at non-compliance, up th a maximum ol $7,500 pef' building. This siootlort fllso provides tor isS\iilrK:e ofil. 
crimlr..al charge as "fl'llsdemellnOr !or aach violation, tasullhig, in fines of trof Jess 1han $1 ,ODO par day or !lw. months' Imprisonment or both. 

WARNING: S'eclion ZOs{a) of tho San Francisco 6uUcfing Cods pro't'l\1e5 tar cMI fLnas of up to $500 per day for any persen .who 'Vfoiates, disobeys., am1is.1 

'negtecis or ~ses to.comply with or <ipposes the exeetiiion of any provlllions of this QQda. This ~1' ~Tso flrcvides lor ml$meanar ttriea, if ron\iictad, of 
up to S500 and/or impriscmm~ up lO 'lix months for each Jiaparalo offense for evary day su-:ih olfortse occurs: 

.. . . ' 
Da acwerdo a las Secciooes 304{e~ y 332..3. de al C6d!go Cle Construr"...cion eta Edif!Cios de San Frttno!sco, gasto.s oo 1m:as1igaci6n saran OObradoll p()I' trab.$ 
en'lllezado o rea11zadc ~in los dvtidcs permisos o por ltahaj.i qua excsda el limite e.s!ipulado en los penrtisos. Dichcs cobt.:ii; f)Wden S« apelado.s ante ·la 
JU11la de Apell!cionas t!a Pennlsos (Board of Permit .(ppeals) denlro rle loe primeros q.mcs dia.~ 6e haberse oblel'liOo el oarmlsa. Les $elncianes se h1:1coo 
Eltl el 875 de la cal!e Slwenson. cuarto pisn. fele.trmo 554·5720. · ' · 

' ADVERTENCIA: Sl n-o <Mn?le oon tas aaoiones immealatas req~~as para correglr la:. l!lf~cciones, -el_O_a_pa-. rt_a_rne_;; dif ln'speoo.iGn lie E9il!cios tendra el 
derecho de lnlclar el proeaso de mitlg.acidn. Si wa Ort!en de Mitl9aci6n es tegis!rada p{ln!fa dicha propiodad. los geu;l,.;i; invurridos duranie ~ prQOeso d!I 
aplloaci6n del cOdige, desde la~ puasta dal Aviso de lnfracoibn hasta qua too.cs los gastGs. esten pagadoi, sa.Ie .CQOratan al duefio dQI at:!ificlo o la 
pt9piOOad l';ara. am'ba!.g~da pafa rOOIJtlerar ~It gastos. Aaterenci'a a lll. Sac;cion 203{b) y 332.3 de el COdlgo de Constru.cai.)n ® E~os. 

AO~TF.NC!A: La Secci6n 204 t$s el COdigo de Vtvier\da de S!in Franclsc:o permhe que se mutte lnmadlatamente ~:100 pot ~da p~r (la __ . 
inc:onformidad, s~Ldda pot una mul:la da $200 par c:ada segunda infracci6n de 1ncorrlorrnldad, aumanlando haS"..a W'! .~. ~ $1,~ pot~· 
Esta S6cQl6o tambl&rl permits .obtooBr car.gos . orimina!es .(;Omo clelito manor, resu!tanda en multas da no mane& da-,:~~ dtail9!> 6 & · ... -·~·T.• 
encarceJamlento o ambas sanotoneJJ. . .. .j · · ·· 

ADVERTENCIA. Cualquler persona tiUa reciba ran!a por Ulla yi;rienda qua haya s.ido {laclarada qu~ no1>a1is.fa.cc fas normas:re~uoridas par el Dap~me-nto 
de Inspecc:ion ds Edlllcios, no puwa dei:t.;cir clel fl5tado lnferases parsonales, d& banca o ampresa. depreda.ci6n o tal1f!R aln"huidos sobre dlc:.ha. estrupll.lfa, 
Si el trabajo de repo..raci6n no SP. rermlria o 4'>sla tiilfgooteinente, rapldamenle y oontuamenle acusado tlespues de sels (ti) meses de Ill faoha cte &s\9: avi$o, 

· ae !e ttn\l'ard · i..na t1Qt.1Jr;;ac16n a la J\Jr>la de Concnsi6n de l111puestoB (Francnlsa Ta11 Board} d-e acoerdo a la ~f'I 1264(e) del C6dfm> de lt'l{;r~·.u 
linpuestos (Acvenueaoo TaxationCode). --·--- ___ . __ _ 

APVERTENC1A.; la $~6o 20S{a) de el Cooigo t;ie Edteics (le San fr;mcisco ll'tlj)O(le multas ciltitas hlil>ta de $500 por caoa dia a ;:;aalquier persona que 
infrlnja. dlttlubedeu:a. •'mile, desculdit, 1ehus111 C1J!1lp!ir, ft!!';isto o se opone 11 la &)ecucr6n de las pl'QVisiones c:ie esle cOd"tgo. f:s\a >$l!OCidn tambi~n fmpo.oe 
tnuUas Pof 0elilo mencr, si es deciarado a.rlpable. de l'.asta $5.00 o $'1Carcefam1Etnto de hasla 6 meses. o ambas sanciones, por eada tma de las ofenf!M y 
porcada dfa que dich.a ofans.a occura. 

r ilJl ~ ( .. ~PBC). ~e' ~ m..l-.l!Qtf()JU! / ltB*'fQf 
~f!<J.:I.~iEIDtl7b'I :;::s ·~SMeci:x:li • Kllt'M(,U • ... 
J,.'ll)"~:!Effiiflf!l!ti fHla U ~Pl• ~l!fl:Li\'qffl!T.l:lf~Jt-tilfu.l:Ji: • ~iCUi t 
U?: s11t•d•lA iii ~:r 1t .f.• • 10!-: sswno • 

.1 p: ~tfel(li!~~- ·.tl~*fflti. ~HJl!I•~ 

i ~·itfi~-~tila~Jtti)!UE~~'t--1!1::1!~··"F.9~•!83W 
Billt!UKJUll.lE.Ui''tQU •MU~• t:•~ + h1f,I 
~:au .. .-~ •lCl:J(li) ~".Dl.3 ••. 

~~ ~~<J0~>•~1ii~~~am~ 
, ·.-a. 100 ;et ~WD lOO X: ·~--111t11ur 7.saJ ~· Jt-..W I ...... ---.-.Tlf~*ilf!. •a•ifflitlifJI. "°"' ~. ~*" 
I. 11• · . . . 

Ill :~)JllllltlU.mft.V.·~ lilUJM:E:WOW*-li!~~llt "":f 
~M;JfflO· ~111~-..l:OtJlf~•mrw 
ltM~J»ttl· ~!-~>T• .. a:ie:i::s!l~. $'f!1l'li .. a 
~ff· l!tf'i.lllWl <1n~ <• ~,.;..-Jon°""'' • 1lM 
(¢ lil!U: • amm;lff!t!R!Jl .... ("l)>c ~Tc aa.tll " -

p; ~ • ~~ %Jti~'eaio1ta:·.lfatt ·a· ... 
•••lf~:f . .,._·!lltt•U.P~·~a}C 
ti'"8 •ti!UW~i!f • fnllt:l!lll ·~ .. ,._.S:Metff 
··~.Sdl:l;rJil··~•J!. 

... ·---·-· .. --- -------
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I~ FARELLA 
'" BRAUN+MARTELLLP 

November 20, 2014 · 

Via Messenger and Email (Qos. legislation@sJgov.org) 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

. City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

AECEIVEP ~ 11-IE El.EVEN-DAY 
DEADLINI!, BY NOON, PURslJANT TO ADMIN. 

CODE, SECTION 81.18lb)(6) 
-~.6mla~-COdi.SecflOft =WI bi ~flCINid it, or prtor to, Ill Pllbllc 

Re: 2853-2857 Broderick: Appeal of Categorical H'lil==i;tii=:t:·:i:iii-:=:=:=Al;:Pift;;;«~ttie~oftkllllll=~-~>~d 
Supplemental Information 
Hearing Date: November 25. 2014 

Dear President Chiu and Members: 

On November 14, 2014, we timely filed om 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 ensme 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 was 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 Planning 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 Building • 235 Montgomery Street • San Francisco, CA 94104 • T 415.954.4400 • F 415.954.4480 

30197\4650309.2 
11/20/14 

SAN FRANCISCO ST. ~Eft:f~A www.fbm.com 



President David Chiu· 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
November 20, 2014 
Page2 

.Ii, FARELLA 
•• BRAUN+MARTELLLI' 

were frivolous, a result of Mr. iaretsky' s misunderstanding of the scope of bis own app~ 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 withou~ any explanation of the 
facts or reasons in support of jh~ir .~ppeal. Even when written materials are submitted, they are 

~~-~· · · ·: · -ilrelev*1t to ·the'.is~ hef9fe the decj.sion-making body. For example, even though Appdlants had 
_,, ... : ·. krl~W:f.<:>r six weeks. ihat.the:l?lR'.tequestwould be heard on September 18, 2014, Mr. Zaretsky 

'· submitted ihe atl!lched 1 !9-pqg~ pdf on September 16, 2014 or two days before the hearing.1 Yet,, even 
_,. ·?:'.·:at~tlengtb;'1b1ttsµbnlittai,had littl~ to do with 1he DR request It is a compilation of3+ years of 
· ' ' . ~ emails between Gity·sta.ff and Mr. Zfu'etsky regarding the pennits for rehabilitation of this fire-damaged 

building. It also included Mr. Zaretsky's diatribe on why the Planning Departm.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 allegati<?ns as.to those 
perm1ts. Tirls 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 resolution of Appellants' frivolous claims. Their failure to provide evidence why the Categorical 
Exemption was is~ued 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 Ex.emption. 

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

. ID 
Enclosures 

~IL,/) 
Ilene Dick /W.J.l)I ( 

1 Mr. Arcuri did not submit any documents for the DR hearing. 
2 See text of July '.48, 2014 letter and Exhibit B thereto. 

30197\4650309.2 
11120/14 2110 



•. 

. 7128/14 Opposition to Continuance Request 

2111 



~.:::- -:·. . ..... -··. -- :.:. - · ... -···.-:--.:· ·.::-. ·:. :· _.-; ;: . ._::;..~---·. ··- .- . :.·~--:-:·-;-;::-------;:-·:_. 

., 

I ! . 

IM FARELLA 
~-,, BRAUNtMARTELttr 

July 28, 2014 

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

Cindy Wu, President . 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission, 4thFloot 
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. 'Ibis 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 an email dated July 14, 
2014 to Commissione:f Wu, 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 cop.tinued 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 necessi~ated by a March 4, 
2010 fire that occurred in the home wlllfe 1t 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. 

I 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. 

' 
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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 garage and rooms down for expansion, new curb cut."5 For the same permit, he 
was one .of a few appelli:mts 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 BP A#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" permit. 
Exhibit D. Given the onslaught of compiaints, appeals 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 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 acciirate 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 Letter references th!it one of the complaints received about the project. 
was that "it WM. not being built according to approved plans, including an error in the depiction 
of the height of tb,e building on approved plans." That complaint was made to DBI by 

·:Mr. Zaretsky onM!lY 20, 2013 and again on October 21, 2013. ExhibitE .. The origin of the 
height discrepancy referred to in the Suspension Letter relates to the 3' lift approved as part of 
thls 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 than 3 feet 
(3'-0" absolute measurement)." ExhibitF. · · . 

At no tin1e prior to the 2011 DR he:aring· 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 rai~ed pursuant to a valid 
building permit, Mr. Zaretsky caused the actual ~eight 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 
arboth 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 
'froposed 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 h~aring 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 building permit is within 
the applicable heigh~ limit 7 Since the buildipg is within the 40' height limit; the height issue is 
immaterial to any future proceedings reviewiri.g project entitlements. 8 

In an unbelievable display of audacity, unbelmownst to my clients at the time, 
Mr. Zaretsky hired surveyors Martin Ron & Associates to survey the height of my client's 
building. 'This· activity We$ 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 bullef' 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 bUnding. Yet,. the actual survey prepared by Mr. Ron for Mr. Zaretsky was 
never released. ' 

' . 
In contrast, Ms. Whitehead .hired a srirveyor 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. Exbibit.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 basi.S of 
his conclusion that the building was raised only 3 6". EXhlbit G. · 

The only credible evidence of building height is Mr. Cook's survey and the related 
stamped, explanatory 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 
I . •t 10 . ' 
1lll1 • . ' 

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 Jv.rr. 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 "neigl1.bors"; 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 perm.it that will authorize 
all work-past and :future--<>n this building. Planning ~aff made sure tlµit the plans for that permit show the correct 
building elevations based on survey data. · 
8 The source of the height concern was a discrepancy mi the front elevation.on only 1 plan set of the 5 p~i:mits 
issued. ·on that set, th~ front elevation was incorrectly shown as 34' when it was in fact 36'10". Note that it is not 
ryquired 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 an.cl 
existing condl,tions. . . 
9 At that time, Mr. Zaretsky was alle~g 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. coRies of the ''public records" sheet showing who and 
when has reviewed Department project files. 2 

. ,. . 

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~ 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. ja: 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. Ailtonaros 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. Zl:\I'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 summaP.zed.. · · 

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 recipieµts. .' 
However, very few of those individuals have filed protests and/or attended project hearings. 
12 Unlike the Plannirig 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,factthat the opponents are 
thinking of hiring a lawyer. We strongly urge you not to consider a continuance ifthe project opponents request one 
because they decided to hire a lawyer at this late stage. They have lmown I have been representing Ms. Whitehead 
since early April. See Exhibit K. Further proof that the opponents lmew I was representing my clients was their 
effort to have my representation of Ms. Whiteliead 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 counseljustto 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 
·~r~gleader'' with a following of only a handful of neighbors. He initiated Discretionary Review 
of the site permit in 2011, and in 291~, he filed the appeals of that permit to the Board of 
Appeals and ~o 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 20 ro. 

Second, he had aniple informati:on from the issuance of the Suspension Letter 
(February 5, 2014) that a D:R hearing on the required "consolidated plans" was forthcoming. In 
addition, Mr. Cabreros emailed him on July 2, 2014 that the DR hearing was going to be 
scheduled.14 Exhibit M.15 He has reviewed the project files. 16 While no specific date for the DR 
hearing wa.S provided in these latter materials, based on his presence at the February 5, 2014 
Board· of Appeals hearing and his review of Planning Department ~es 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 
pl~ 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 fo the Planning 
Department and email requests, he did not have or view a copy of tho.se plans before he re.ceived 
them with the required DR notice. Even ta1cing his request at face value, he knows the d~tails. of 
the consolidated plan set 8:8 well as the project ~po~or, the project architec~ and the project 
planner. There is absolutely no basis in fact to grant his plea that he is faced with trying to · 
understand a "complic~ted and signiµcant case". · 

. The other basis for his request-that this DR hearing has Citywide ini.plications-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/site-specific circmnstances 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 taken 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 determination by this Commission, 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 emiiils 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 howmany 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 d?-Y public not.ice has no 
other purpose than to further delay final entitleID:ents for this house. It is hard to imagine any 
group of neighbors in a.!1-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 ~o tbe·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 neighbors 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 1Jis 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 "9onsolidated 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 gtves my clients one permit with one set of plans from which they can 
build and the City can evaluate conformance. Mr. Zaretsky retains his rights under the 
Municipal Code and the Charter to appeal these entitlements. However, it is om; hope that with 
the denial of his request, cooler heads amongst the few opponents will finally prevail. Doing so 

· 
17 AttheFebrua.ry 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 atthe 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 ap.Ji>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. e 

ID 

·vice President Fong (by email) 
Commissioner Antonini (by email) 
Commissioner. Hillis (by email) 
Commissioner J ohnsoJ;J. (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 em.ail) 
Irving Zaretsky (by email) 

· Step~an 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; rnaitsai@yahoo.cQm; 
michael@jaegermchugh.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; 
dorinetqwle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmtcom; 
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 (; Catherjne Stefani; Mark Farrell 
Fvyd: 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 
(jlenn · 
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 yo.u 
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 ~e 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. 

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

From: <IDick@fbm.com> 
. SubjeC?t: RE: 2853-57 Bro~erick Street -- Hearing date August 7, 2014: Opposition to 
request for continuance. r . · 

Date: July 15, 20141Q:16:58 AM PDT 
io: <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> 
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<;ommissioner Wu, we represent Pam Whitehead, the project sponsor in this matter. We would respectfully 
~quest that no decision be 1:11ade on this un.S~bstantiated request for a continuance from the properly noticed 8/7 

Mandatory DR hearing until you've reviewed the m€mo we are preparing that will show that' 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 project is not a "very 
complic8:ted and significant case" as Mr. Zaretsky asserts. He is ·single-handedly leading opposition to this 

·project and has already suoject 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 his requested continhance is nothing more than to simply del~y 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 
. l'fi!. .... '~~~ttii~[l~;r·-r 

.. i~.~,,.:J ... ~ li~·;!,~~.m .•. ~"" ... "' .. s.,-. 

Russ Bulldln9 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.com 

From: 714515@gmail.com [mailto:71451S@gmail.roml 
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. 

Thankyau, 
Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert Streets 

Begin forwarded message: 

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

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dick, Ilene (19) x495~ 
Tuesday, July 15, 201410:17 AM 
'cwu.planning@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 <?ll this unsubstantiated request for a conti.nuanpe from the properly notj.ced 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 ?J.Otrequesting: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 subjec~ ~t to 1 DR (2011), 2 appeals atthe 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 case .:fil~. 1 

. 

We will show his requested continuance is n~thing more than to simply delay returning this fue damaged 
historic resource to a residence and.to· harass my client. The sole result of a continuance will be to leav~ this 
hoine in its vacant,· boarded condition, which it has been 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.fbm.com 

From: 71451S@gmail.com [mailto:71451S@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~to . 
postpone the Hearing of August 7th for 4~ da!s and to be sched~~d after September 20th. 
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"'hank you, 
irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert Streets 

Be~ forwarde4 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.plahning@gmail.com> 
Cc: "wmore@aol.com" <wmore@aol.com>, "kbgoss@pacbell.net" 
<kbgoss@pacbeH.net>, "rwgoss@pacbell.net" <rwgoss@pacbell.net>,· .. 
"maitsai@vahoo.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" <dorinefowle@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.teavens nancy <nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, ''Will 
,\/'lorehead (" <letsbond@gmail.com>, "dod.fraser@gmall.com" <dod.fraser@gmail.com>-, 
"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@cowhollowassbciation.org" <info@cowhollowassociation.org>, 
"Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com" <Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com>, "meriiohn@meriiohn.com 
(" <meriiohn@meriiohn.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>', Scqtt 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 Augtlst 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 . · . 
'-:llllount of material in the files, and milltiple· sets of plans that have to be analyzed. Many of the :r:ieighbors 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 the CommiSsion pnor to Augu8t 7th and to comply with. the deadline of July 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 foamed that plans were sgbmitted 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 th.at now 
needs to be summarized. 

· We have to be given sufficient time to digest the material and deal with the myriad ofissues 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 

, .. 
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT msTORY 

The following is a summaiy of the last 4 years of histoiy and renovations on this property: 
~O: , 

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 to Pam•s··childhood neighborhood They bought 
the Home from Ms. Conrad ih 2012, after initial permits for repairing the fire damage 
and renovation I:i.ad been issued. . 
Irving Zaretsky. Co-owner of tenant occupied 2-unit building adjacent to the Home at 
2845-4 7 Broderick Mr. Zaretsky oW'ns this property rental property with his niece, 
Kate Ka.rdos-Polevoi and Sister, Zeeva·Kardos. Mr. Zaretsky has been the leading 
opposition to the.rehabilitatio~ 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 ·habitable ui;e required a multi-step permit process. Due to delays caused by 
Zaretsky-and the neighbors use o( eveiy 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 ho;me 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-stoiy wood-frame structure in their midst It is common knowledge that 
·such buildings attract vermin and other public health hazards, and can themselves 
result in 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 t;hat building 
would be fighting the Citjr and the owner to immediately repair and rehabilitation the 
building. . . · 

' Without explanatio~, that has not happened here. Despite not living on this block and 
never asserting any reason for appealing almost eveiy entitlement iss:ued by City . 
agencies for the rehabilitation of the building, the Home has remained.ip. its vacant, 
unr.epaired state for 4 years. 

30197\4476729.1 
7121/14 
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ENTITLEMENT HISTORY: 
2011: 

. --·--·--· ..J.::·----~· .. -· ... ·-··· . 

•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 of the.Home was 
issued on July 3, 2011. _ 
•A Discretionary Review hearing·was held on October 6, 2011 for a revision site permit 
(BPA#201103Z52839; 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"·apsolute· 
measurement)." 
•A variance to authorize work under BPA#2839 was granted on Novemb'er 17, 2011. 
This variance was the only appealable entitlement that Z~retsky 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#23 89), 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, mec;liated 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 tjie settlement, Board of Appeal's rehearing of BPA #2389 was held on 
September 19, 2012 to memorialize the change to th!;'_plans ·approved by the Board in 
granting the appeal Planner David Lindsay signed of.f on these plans on-October 1, 
2012. 

2013: 
. •In order to build the garage approved by the Planning Commission and the B.oard 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 dµring 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) document the entire scope of work for the proposed project, and 3) 

2 
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to fully respond to Notices of Planning Department Requfrements with a complete and 
accurate submittal" ("consolidated plan set"). 
•On May 1, 2014, projectarchit~ct Stephen Antonaros submitted to the Planning 
Department the "consolidated plari set" in conformance with the '!!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 
Cominission 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 tlie 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. Ny~amp 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 modific11tions that include expanding the existing dormers to minimum 

ceiling height and to the existing 4th floor. These modifkations 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 ~tre.et. 
F. Add external stairs to the roof deck that will not be visibfe 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 
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Department of Building Inspec1;ion · Page 1of1 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

You selected: 

Address: 2853 BRODERICK ST Block/Lot: 0947 / 002 

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

Complafut# RYDired Date Filed Active Div Block Lot Slreet# 
201450191 02/06/2014 y BID 0947 002 2853 
201344021 12/19/2013 N PID 0947 002 2853 
201335331 10/31/2013 y BID 0947 002 2853 
201329521 10/09/2013 N BID 0947 002 2853 
201329281 10/08/2013 N PlD 0947 002 2853 
201306071 05/24/2013 N BID 0947 002 2853 
201305201 . 05/20/2013 y BID 0947 002 2853 
201226781 05/11/2012 N BID 0947 002 2853. 
201065414 08/30/2010 y BID 0947 002 2857 
201035952 03/05/2010 N BID 0947 002 2853 

Online Permit and Complaint'l'racking home page. 

· Technical SUpportfor Online Services 
If you need help or have a question abont this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco @2000-2009 
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Stre~Name 

BRODERICK.ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
.BRODERICK.ST 
BRODERICK.ST 
BRODERICK.ST 
BRODERICK.ST 
BRODERICK ST 
BRODERICK ST 
.BRODERICK.ST 
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Department of Building Inspection 

-,, 

Permits, C.omplaints and ·Boller PTO Inquiry 

. COMPLAINT DATASHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 

Owner/Agent 

201035952 

OWNER DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

OWner's Phone: -
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: -
Complainant: COMPLAINANTDATA 

SUPPRESSED 

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

lristrnctions: 

TELEPHONE 

BID 
unsafe bldg. 

mo RAFAEL JR. 

REFFERALINFO~ON 

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS 
DATE TYPE DIV 

03/05/10 HAZARDOUS BUIIJ>ING BID 

03/05/10 CASE OPENED BID 

10/25/10 HAZARDOUS BUILDING CES 

02/19/13 HAZARDOUS BUILDING BID 

.COMPLAINTACIIONBYDIVISION 

NOV(HIS): 

I Inspector Contactlnformation I 

Date Filed: 

location: 
Block: 
lot: 

Site: 

Rating: 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

INSPECTOJl STATUS 

Duffy_ -
IFffiSTNOV 
SENT 

Duffy CASE 
RECEIVED 

Duffy CASE 
CONTINUED 

Rafael Jr. CASE 
CLOSED 

· NOV(BID): 

Online Permit and ComplaintTracldng home page. 

Technical Support for Onl~e E;lervices 

03/05/2010 

2853 BRODERICK.ST 
0947 
002 

Christina Weng 

BID 

COMMENT 

Page 1of1 

Permit filed, refer to district inspector. 

Duplicate complaint- see Cl'S 
#201065414 

03/05/10 

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

I 
Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 

City and County of San Francis<;o ©2000-2009 
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Department of Building Inspection Page 1of1 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

COMPLAINTDATASHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 

Owner/Agent: 
Owner's Phone: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 

201065414 

OWNER DATA 
SUPPRFSSED 

· Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

Complainant's 
Phone: 
Complaint Source: TELEPHONE 
~1:!1edto BID 
DlVlSlon: 
Descrlp':ion: unsafe bldg. 

Instmctions: 

INSPECfORINFORMATION 
DlVISIONIZ'°R 
BID FESSLER 

REFFERALINFORMATION 

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENIS 
DATE DIV INSPECI'O 

08/30/10 CASEOPENED BID liajnal 

08/30/10 HAZARDOUS BUILDING BID Hajnal 

07/26/12. IHAZAB:DO'USBUIIDING BID RafaelJr. 

07/08/Uf HAZARDOUS BUILDING 

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION 

NOV(HIS):' 

[IilSPector Contact Information I 

s essler 

Online Permit and Comnlaint'l'racking home page. 

Technical Support for Online s.ervices 

Date Filed: 

Location: 
Block; 
Lot: 

Site: 

08/30/2010 

2857 BRODERICK ST 
0947 
002 

Rating: . 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

CASE 
UPDATE 

CASE 
UPDATE 

NOV(BID): 

Christina Wang 

BID 

COMMENT 

PAl¥2ono8031630 issued to comply 
expiration date 1/23/2015, Refer to 
District ector. 
Case continued-Inspector Mauricio 
Hernandez 

08/30/10 

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

Contact SFGmr Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco ©imoo-2009 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

February 5, 201~ 

Tom C. Hui,'S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 

Suspension Request 

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

- -··.:-:---.... ;.:.. ... 

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

201309247638 

Property Address:. 
Block and Lot 
~ning District: 
Staff Contact: 

Dear Mr. Hui;· 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 
0947/002 

RH-2/40-X 
Glenn Cabreros - (415) 558-6169 

gle~.cabreros@sfgov.org 

This letter is to request that the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) suspend Building Perm.it 
Application Numbers 201103111905, 201103252839, 20ito8031630, 2~1209260727 and 201309247638 

(various scopes of work including vertical/horizontal expansion)· for the property at 2853-2857 
Broderick Street. 

Last year, the Plannm:g 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 revi~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 inq:>nsistent 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 Depai:tm-ent Requirements with a complete and accurate submittal. 

2134 
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1650 Mission St. 
Sulte4DO 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 .. 

Recepllon: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnformaUon: 

. 415.558.6377 



Tom Hui, Director DBI 
Suspension Request 
2853-2857 Broderick Street · 
February 5, 2014 

------------ .. 

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may ~ppeal this letter to the Board of Appeal~ 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 Administrat~r" 

CC: Property Owner 
Daniel Lowrey; Deputy Director, Oepartment of Buildiri.g Inspection 

SAK FRANCISCO 21'35 
PLANNING DEPARTMl£NT 
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Department of Building Inspection Page 1 ofl 

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

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 20:1305201 , 

Owner'Anent: OWNERDATA 
,...., SUPPRESSED 

Owner's Phone: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 

Coinplaullm.t: 

Compliiinant'.s 
Phone: 
Complaint 
Source: 
.Assigned to 
Division: 

COMPLAINANT DATA. 
SOPPRESSED 

TELEPHONE 

BID 

Date Filed: 

Location: 
Block: 
Lot: 

Site: 

Rating: 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

05/2Il/2Dl3 

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'-11". It is supposed to be per plans 37'. Field measurement by survey shows non-compliance with. 
plana and pemrlt. · 

Instructions: 

INSPECTOR INFORMATION 
DlVISIOtSPECTOR 

DATB Tfl'E 

05/20/13 CASE OPENED 

05/22/13 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
iVIOLATION 

03/21/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
VIOLATION 

04/16/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
IVIOLATION 

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
04/18/14 VIOLATION 

DIV 

BID 

BID 

BID 

BID 

PID 

COMPLAINT AcrIONBYDIVISION 

NOV(HIS): 

\ ~eetorContactlnform!dion L 

INSPECTOR STATUS 

!Fe,gs}er CASE 
RECEIVED 

Fe,gs}er FIRST NOV 
SENT 

!Fessler SECOND 
NOV SENT 

Fe.gs} er CASE 
UPDATE 

' 
Fessler CASE 

UPDATE 

NOV(BID): 

Online Permit and Complaint'fracldnghome page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

COMMENT 

Issued by Thomas Fessler .. 

2!ld.NOV sent byN Gutieuez 

2lld copy of NOV mailed byjj 

211d NOV wa.s sent out in error. Refer 
back to distinspectorperT. Venizelos. 
(mra) 

05/22/13 
03/21/"'!r 

If you need help or have a questlon about this service, please visit Olll' FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov .Accessibility Policies 
City and Comrty of San ~cisco @:i.000-200!1 
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
of the San Fr~ncisco Mllnieipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy 

DEP.ARTMENT OF BUJLDING INSPECTION NOTICE: 1 NUMBER: 201305201 
City and County of San Francisco . DATE: 22-+v.fAY-13 
1660 Mission St. San Francisco, CA94103 

ADDRESS: 2853 BRODERICK ST 

OCCUP~CY/USE: R-3 (RESIDENTIAL- I &:2 UNITDWELLINGS,TOWNHOUSESiJtoc.K: 0947 LOT: 002 

D. If checked, 'this informRtion is based :upons site-9bscrvation 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 WIDTEHEAD FAMILY T 
ADDRESS PAMELA J WIIlTEHEAP, TRUSTEE 

50 MAGDALENA COURT · 
MIIL VALLEY CA 94941 · 

PHONE#:-· 

PERSON CONTACTED @SITE: PAMELA J WIIlTEHEAD FAMILY 1RUS PHONE#: •• 

. ··VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: CODE/SECTION# 

0 WORK WITHOUT PERMIT 106.1.1 

0 ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED 106.4.7 

0 ExPIRED OR0CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 

D UNSAFE BUILDING D SEE ATTACHMENTS 

A complaint has be~n filed. with this Department· A subsequent site inspection has revealed that construction work has started that is 
part of the addendum: Excavation, shoring and placement of rebar is evident at the time of the site inspection. This work is part of 
PA#201103252839, site pernrltwas issued on 218/2013. Building has been raised approx36" . 

. CORRECTIVE: ACTION:. 
0 STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 415-575-6923 . 
D FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN DAYS D (\YITH PLANS) A copy ofThis Notice Must Accompany the Pennit Application 

0 OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS AND CO~LETE ALL WORI< WITHIN DAYS, lNCLUDING FINAL iNSPECTION AND 
SIGNOFF. - . 

0CORRECTVIOLATIONSWITHIN DAYS. 0NOPERMITREQUIRED . 

0 YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOTiC,E(S) DATED. ! THEREFORE THIS DEPT, HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS. . . . ·. -

• FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH TillS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN. 
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS. . . 

Stop all work immediately. No work may talce place until the appropriate permi~ have been issued. Schedule a start work inspection 
upon i$suance of permit Veri:ficaton of height of building is also reqitjfed prior to ·start of work. . · · 
INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER.FEE WILL APPLY . - ' ·:.. . . · . · 

D 9x FEE (WoRk W/O PERMIT AFTER 9/1160) D 2x,FEE cwq4 EX;CEEDING SCOPE OF PEfilvUT) . 
. . D NO PENALTY D OTHER: ·. D REINSPECTION~E $ (WORK W/O 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 DIRECTORi'DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
CONTACT- INSPECTOR:· Thomas P Fes~ler . . 
.PHONE# 415-515-6923 oMS°~dNt BID DISTRICT: 4 
By:(Inspectors's Signature) _____ -'--'----------

"·. . , .. 

2138 



-·. ·-:- ::.::: • • • --7". ·-.-:---~-.--:.- - • ...-:-:-:·;-·. .. :· .. -:.·--· - ·-·· ··-·-······.·- ·- .... --- . - . 

Department of Building Inspection Page 2 of3 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

COMPLAINTDATA:SHEET 

Complaint 
Number: 

Owner/.Agent: 

Owner's Phone: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 

Complainunt: 

Complainant's 
Phone: 
Complaint 
Source: 

20:1335331 

OWNER.DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

COMPLAlNANTDATA 
SUl'PRESSED 

TELEPHONE . 

BID 

' 
Date Filed: 

Location: 
Block: 
Lot: 

Site: 

Rating: 
Occupancy Code: 
Received By: 

Division: 

10/31/2013 

. 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 
002 

Jing.Jing Lu 

BID 

Assigned to 
Division: . 
Description: The current heig}\t of this building is inconsisl:ent with the height show on the plans·. 

Instructions: . 

INSPECTOR.INFORMATION 
DIVJSI041NSPECTOR 

4/18/2014 

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS 

TO 
BID 

CES 

COMMENT 
Return to Tom Venizelos 
Refer to Director's Hearing 

r abatement. 

DATE i!YPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS COMMENT 

10/31/13 CASE OPENED BID 

11/01/13 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID IVIOLATION 

11/05/13 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
!VIOLATION BID 

03/21/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID VIOLATION 

04/15/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 
!VIOLATION BID 

04/18/14 GENERALMAlNTENANCE BID 

04/22{14 GENERAL MAINTENANCE CES 

04/29/14 GENERAL MAINTENANCE CES 

04/30/14 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID VIOLATION , 

04/30/14 GENERALMAINT.ENANCE CES 

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION 

NOV(lUS): 

! Inspector Contact Informaiion j 

Duffy 

Duffy 

Duffy 

Duffy 

Duffy 

Duffy 

Hinchlon 

fHinchion 

Fessler 

Hinchion 

Online Permit and Coml)laintTracldng homepage. 

~echnicalBupportfor Online Services 

CASE 
RECEIVED 
FIRST NOV I.StNOV sent by JD SENT 
CASE I.St copy ofNOVmeiled by JJ UPDATE 
SEcOND 2nd NOV sent byN Gutierrez NOV SENT 
CASE :mdcopyofNOVmailedbyii UPDATE 
REF.ERRED 
TO OTHER tranferto div CFS 
DIV 
CASE 

. RECEIVED 
CASE to BID per request-RETIIRNED 
CASE Route to Tom Veoizelos per his request UPDATE 
REF.ERRED 
TOOTHER. tranfel'. to div BID 
DIV 

NOV(BlD): l0/31/13 
• 03/21/14 

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

ContactsFGov Accesslhnity Policies 
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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 BUILDING INSPECTION NOTICE: 1 
Gity and County of San Franc~sco 
1660 Mission St San Francisco, CA 94103 

NUMBER: 201335331 
DATE: 3l-OGT-13 .• 

ADDRESS: 2853 BRODERICK ST 

OCCUPAN<;YIUSE: R-3 (RESIDENTIAL:- I &2UNITDWELLINGS,TC5WNHOUSE8.Bwc~ 0947 LQT: 002 

D If checked, this information is based npons site-observation only •. Further research may indicate that l~gal use is different. If so, II revised Notice o[YJolation 
will be issued. · . . · . : . . . . 

OWNER/AGENT: PAMELA J WHITEHEAD FAMILY TR 
MAILING P.Afy.IBLA J WHITE~AD FAMILY T 
ADDRESS PAMELA J WHITEHEAD, TRUSTEE 

50 MAGDALENA COURT 
MIIL VALLEY CA 

PERSON CONTACTED @SITE: 
. I 

0 WORK WITHOUT PERMIT 
D ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED 

D EXPIRED ORO CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 

. 94941 

0UNSAFE BUILDING 0 SEE ATTA~S 

PHONE#: --

CODE/SECTION# 
106.1.1 

106.4.7 
10 .. 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 exstiiLg 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 peimit be obtained to correct the building height as it currently exist. A revision pel"II).it was filed 
but +3 date has not been issued. · 

CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
0 STOP ALL WORK SFBC i04.2.4 415-558-6656 . . . 
D FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN DAYS · D (WITH PLANS) A copy ~fThis Notiee Must Accompany the Permit Application 

0 OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN DAY~, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION AND 
SIGNOFF. . . 

0 COR!U'.CT VIOLATIONS WirinN DAYS. . 0 NO PERMIT REQp!RED _ 

0 YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH T!Qt NOTI~(S) DATED , THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS ~IA.TED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS. 

• FAILURE TO CO:MPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN. 
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDmONAL WARNINGS. 

S~p all work at this property ul;l1il a revision peimit has been approved and. issued. The revision peimit must· be approved by planning 
dept The building has already been raised by approx 36" · 

INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY, 
D 9xFEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER 9/1/60) D 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PE~ 

. . . D NO PENALTY 
DOT.HER: .. D REINSPECTION FEE $ (WORK W/O·PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60) 
APPROX. DATE OF WORK WJO P~RMIT VALUE OF WORK PERFORMEµ WJO PERMITS$ 

'BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR; DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
CONTACT INSPECTOR; . Joseph P Duffy . . . 
PHONE.# 415-558-6656 . "· . ·DIVISION: BID DIST,RICT: 

' By:(Inspectors's Signature) _____________ _ 
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SAN FRAN.CIS·co 
PLANNlNG. DEPARTMENT 

-=·~·-· .-.·. -·· 

·1550 Mission St.· 
Sulte400 

DATE: November 1, 2011 -Sall fr.liltiSCO, 
CA 94103-2479 · 

TO: Interested Parties 

FR9M: 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 Street 
2011.03.25.2839 
2010.0394D 

On October 6, 20U, the Pl~g Commission conducted a: Discretionary Review hearing to consider the 
following project: 

2853-2857 BRODERICK 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 

Reception:: . 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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 an 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'-
0" absolute measurement). 

FINDINGS 

The reasons the Commission took the action described above include: 

· The Commission recognized that are no extraordinary or ~cepti.onal circumstances in the case. While the 
Commission recognize9. enforcement of the building height at the. time of construction is under the 
plirview 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 2142 
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Speakers at the hearing included: ( 

In su ort of the DR r st 

. . 
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: · LindaD.Avery 

GC G: \Documents \2010\DR \2010.0394D - 2853-2857 Broderick\2D10.0394D - 281?3-2857 Broderick-Action Memo.doc 

~All ffiKHC)QQO' • . . ,,.......,...,...,_ 
~'l!f.(jl.~~'='-"""''"""'• ·2143 
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. SAN FRAN Cisco· 
PLANNING. DEPARTMENT 

Request to View Publi·c Record 
1650 Mission St. · 
sune400 

--·· 

~ATE OF REQU~ST: 8/6/13 BLOCK I LOT:._0_9_47_10_0_2 _____ _ 

NAME OF REQUESTOR: _lrv_i_ng_Za_r_ets_ky ______________ _ 

.t... . 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: Qtanning .ease File D1anning Case File -All (Document~ 'incl. Environmental) 

Dnvironmental Determination 0Historical File Ootion 

. Oariance ~ecision. Letter DGA Sign File Q11/312 Documents 

Qode Enforcement File I/ pther .. 

Qii (This includes all documents related to the addr~ss listed above, not a specific project) 

IF OTHER, PtEASE DESCRIBE: Buildin.g permit application and plans 

San franclsco, 
CA 94103-2.479 

Reoeptlon: 
415.s5s.sa1s · 
Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning· 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

STAFF .NAME AND PHONE.#: _G_. _C_ab_r_er_o_s_x_B-_6_16_9 ____ ....,.._ _ _,__ ______ _,.. 

. RULES FOR REVIEWING PUBLIC RECpRDS: 
Records retrieved from offsite may take up to i:Wo 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 mµst show adequate personal identification. Upon 
completion of the review, requester must sign above mdicating. that s/M has reviewed the file. Neither 
the ~ocket nor its contents shall leave the reception area or reviewing room unless a.ccomp~ed by an 
employee of the Department Copies of any public record may be photocopie.d in the Dep~bnent for_ the 
price established by ordinance. Records Jl!.USt be returned intact to the receptionist 

f..ie~~~: ~~~ b.iat y<>¥ ~derti~~ th.e rule~ ·~~r 'vi~~g: .. 

, DATE OF REVIEW: . 2 ,/l?.{0. -
TYPE OF IDENTIFICATION PROVIDED:_~--='-"""------------­

NAME O~ REVIE~ER (if different from.Requesto.~~· ·~~--~--=------....,....,,,.......,...,~ 

R~Vl~WER'$ $iGNAT0RE._)~------========~--=..:..:..:::~:__:_ ___ _ 

AUG\0 6 2013 
· IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE: 

This deadline shall apply only if the words "Immediate Disclosure Requesr are placed across the\tpr:NLttt!nRl?j<IesRattal0ff:1&t 
envelope,·subject line, or cover sheet in which the request is transmitted. . · - . ' 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
Review compfefed Retum 

MAR 3 t REC'O · 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT to Planner or Record Ct 

Reques~ to .yiew Public Record 
. . 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulte40G 
San Frannlsoo, 
GA 94103-2479 

DATE OF REQUEST: 3/28/14 BLOCK I LOT:._0_9_47_10_0_2 _____ _ 

NAME OF REQUESTOR: Irving Z~retsky, Paul Wythes, Karen Goss 

- Reoepllon: 
416.558.6378 

PHONE# OR EMAIL OF REQUESTOR: paulmaimai@yahoo.com, 714515@gmail.com 

,SUBJECT PROPERTY ADORES~:_2_8_5_3_B_ro_d_e_ri_ck_Str_e_e_t _________ _ 

. RELATED CASE#: 2013.04330 & 20123.0433f:= 

DESCRIPTION: 0ranning Case File D1anning Case File -All (Documents incl. EnvironmentaO 

Dnvironmental Determinfltlon DHistoricaf File Qotion 

Oariance_Decision Letter 0GA Sign File 011131~ Documents 

Qode Enforcement File I./ pther 

Q11 (Thi~. includes all documents. rel~ted to the address listed above, not a specific project) 

IF OTHER, PLEASE DESCRIBE: DR and E docket flies and plans. 

STAFF NAME AN.D PHONE # : Glenn Cabreros 558~6169 

~ULES FOR REVIEWING PUBLIC RECORDS: 
Recor'!-s retrieved from offsite may take Up to two weeks. Records place~ (or publicviewmg will remain 
accessible for ten buSiJ;iess days after which tl:iey will be returned to storage or be re-filed. All persons 
:wishing to view original records of the Department ,m.ust show· adequate personal identification. 1Jpon 
completion of the review, requestor must sign ~bove indicating that s/Jie has reviewed the file. Neither 

. the dpcket nor its contents shall leave the reception area or re'viewmg 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.~e initial th'1t you iw.derstand the niles for viewing: -------

. ;~ 

21.52 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnformaUon; 
415.558.&Sn 

I 
I 

I 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
.PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Request to View Pub Ii~· Reco.~d 
DATE OF REQUEST: 7/3/14 BLOCK/ LOT:._0_9_47_10_0_2 _____ _ 

NAME OF REQUESTOR: living Zaretsky . 

PHONE# OR EMAIL OF REQUESTOR:,_7;_· 1_45_1....:.5-=·@~g;_m_a_il._co_m ________ _ 

SUBJECT PROPERTVADDRESS: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

RELATED CASE#: 2013.0433DE & ~PA#2013.07.01.0898 

DESCRIPTION: l ./ p1a.nning Case File DPtanning Case File -All (Documents incl. EnvironmentaO 

Dnvironmental Determination . []Historical File . · Dotion 

Qariance Decision Letter . DGA Sign File Q111312 Docume~ts. 
Qode Enforcement File I./ pther 

[}11 (This inciudes all documents related to the address listed above, not a specmd project) 

IF OTHER, PLEASE DESCRIBE: Plans from Building Permit Application inlcuded. 

STAFF NAME AND PHONE#: Glenn Cabreros 558-6169 

RULES FOR REVIEWING PUBLIC RECORDS: 

1650 Mission St. ' 
Sulie40D .. 
San Frannlsco, 
CA9410H479 

Reception: . 
415.558.6378 

Fax: . 
415.558.6409 

Plannlng 
loformatloll~ 
415.558.6377 

Records retrieved from off site 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. Upbn· 
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 ar~ or reviewing room unless accompanied by an 
employee of the Department Copies of any J>?blic record may be photocopied in the Department for the 

pi:J.ce ~t.abli~.ed by or~ce .. R~~~r~ ~~~t-~~ ~~t:nrned intact to the receptionist. 
Pfea~(intltial thli{" oU: tfudei:sf.Utii ·th~' biles fo~'vie-wm : • ................................ Y ...... , .. _ - ............... _., ............ , .... ..,, _g: -------

DME~R~~:~· ~~~~#~~~~~~~~~~.~d~~ ·ID~ 
IYPE OF IDENTIFIC~TION PROVIDED: 0-:::tJO-:=t ( ! 4 
NAME O.F R~VIEIJ).IER (If different from Re 

'R.EvlEWER'S SIGNATO)~.E.:"""". :-------:::r...::::..(---..:!o..--===::::---------

IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE: . 
This deadline shall apply only if the words "Immediate Disclosure Reques 
envelope, subject line, or cover sheet in which the request is transmitted. 
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RELATEDCP.SE#: 2013.0433DE & BPA#2013.07.01.0898 

SUBJECT PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

NAME OF REQUESTOR: _lrv_·i_ng_Z_ar_e_ts_ky ______________ _ 

PHONE #0~ EIVIAll OF REQ4ESTOR:._7_1_4_5_15_@=-g.;....m_a_i_l.c_o_m_· _____ -+--__ _ 

OFFSITE.DOCKET ORDER INFORMATION: 

FileLD.:. _______ _ Box Number: 

(Case Number & Suffix) 

Per Planning Code Section 351 ( c) Miscellaneous Services, on July 1, 2009, the Planning Department will 
charge ~7.15 for cost r~covery per docket ~or 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 =$ __ o_.o_o __ Total 

Number of copies to be made by Staff . x $ .10 = $ · o;oo Total 
(NOTE: Staffhas.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 do~ets 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# _____ ~Receipt Number:·----~---

Files Not Found, Amount of refund,._· ------

Cash: -1/ or Ct.eek#:_. -------...,.-----· D.ate of refund:.,_· ____ _ 

CHECK OFF BY ~ECEPTION StAFF AFTER R,EVIEW: . 
'When review is compiete, .file should "be xetumed to the Reception· Staff and identification returned to 
reviewer. 

Jnitial:. __ --;_Records Returned to Reception Staff by Reviewer. 
Initial: Notify Planning Staff (name): by email to pick up .file(s) 
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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: Ju!y 15th Neighbor Meeting-6-8PM at 235 Montgomery Street, 17th 
Fl0or · 
FW: 2853 Broderick Street 

Mr. Arcuri; thank you for your message. You 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 y.iould make it easier for neighbors to attend 
dir~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 p·roductive 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 Dah Lowery's.May 14, 2014 response to Mr . .Wythes May 9, 2014 en:iail. Direc~or 
Lowery states unequivocally that there is ·no conflict. 

Best, 

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

MI: 
Russ Building 
.235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm,com 

From: Arcuri,Timothy[mailto:Timothy.Arcui-i@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 qiscuss 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 currently not legally represented (although "certainly 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 represen'ting other neighbors, I know there are many that feel the same way about this proposed 
meeting. 

ThankS 
Tim 

Timothy M. Arcuri 

215s 
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Managing Director 
'owen and Company, LLC 

...155 California St, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Tel: 415-646-7217 
Mobile: 415-710.-5550 
timothV.arcuri@cowen.com 

From: IDlck@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; 
gones@forwardmqmt.com; cynthla2ndemail@gmail.com; dieter@hoppercreek.com; dod.fraser@gmail.com; 
dorinetowle@.me.com; elarkin@hill-co.corh; ericreimers@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com~ gqwood2@qmail.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; rwgoss@pacbell.net; santonaros@sbcglobal.net; Arcuri, Timothy; vince@citymarkdev.com; 
wmore@aol.coin . . · · 
Cc: glenn.cabreros@sfqov.org; whiteheadwest@msn.com; mnykamp@msn.com; scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Subject: 2853 Broderick: July 15th Neighbor Meetinq-6-SPM at 235 Montgomery Street, 17th Roar 

Good afternoon! I represent Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp with respect to 2853 Broderick. 1·am w~iting to ,invite 
yo1:1 to a me~ting at our offices on Tuesday, July 15th from 6-8PM to discuss the plans being reviewed by the Planning 
~ommiss,ion at its August 7th meeting. Beverages and light. appetizers will be served. Below is a detailed agenda of what 
..viii.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. 
********************** . . . 
Dea~· 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 builping. In April. 2014, 'Planner Glenn Cabreros asked th~t we submit one plan set 
{"consolidated plan set'') showing everything that has been and will be done to the building under approved permits. 
That work includes: 1. wor~ that was done under preyiously issued permits; 2. work that was approved by the Board of 
Appeals in 2012, ·updated with survey data 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 pr~posed 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) Hearing 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. 
. \ . . 
file are inviting an ·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, Vote want to 
share with all of you in one meeting the final proposed plans {most of which have been shown in separate permits) and 
to di~cuss any remaining concerns with the project. · 

2 
2157 



.··.·· ...... .•.· ....... ·. :· .· 

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 c;onsolidated 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 units 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. Ada 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, the project architect, made a n~merical error on earlier plans 
with respectto the existing heigllt of the building and tile 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 Francisco I CA 94104 

f.JJ#i2) 

T 415.954.4400 
F 41 S.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, disclosure or distribution Is prohibited. If you are not the Intended recipient, please contact the sender by 

· reply e~i:nall and destroy all copies of the original message. Than~ 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 purqhase or siµe of any security in any jurisdiction where such an offer or 

. solicitation would be illegal. Neither Cowen Gr~up, 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 respons:UJility to 
t1date any op~ons or other information contained herein. . . 
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)ick, Ilene (19) x4958 . 

From: · 
Sent: 
·To: 

Lowrey, Daniel (DBI) [daniel.lowrey@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, April 08, 2014 2:02-PM 
Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 . 

Subject: RE: 285~ 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, 201410:49 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 Ito discuss the scope of 
work that can be dorie on this house while the permits are suspended. 

Thanks, 

Ilene R Dick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
dick@fbm.com · 

415.954.4958 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Str:eat 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.tbm..com 

This e-rnail mess;;ige 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: 
~ent: 

Cabreros, Glenn (CPC) [glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, April 08, 2014 5:42 PM 
Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Ilene-

· Lindsay, David (CPC) 
RE: 2853 Broderick 

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 n\eetin"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 DepartmE;int J 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@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplannjng.orci 

From: IDick@fbm.com [mailto:IDick@fbm.com] 
-Sent: Tuesday, April OB, 201410:53 AM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn (CPC) 
Subject: 2853 Broderick 

Glenn, I hope you are well! Per my voice mail, 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 
Spa Counsel Attny 
idick@fbni.com 
415.954.4958 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Stree.t 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

71iJf!i ~..,..,~, 

T 415.954.4400 
F·415.954.4480 

. wwwJbm.oom 
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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 

Dick, llen~ (19) x4958 . From: · 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Monday, April 21, 2014 3:10 PM 
'Sanchez, Scott'; 'Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)' 
'Pam Whitehead'; 'Antonaros Stephen' 

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 
Broder~ck (with nominal interior work related to the drainage) during the pendency of the suspension of 5 
building pennits begun on 2/05/14. In order to complete the drainage system, the 3/18/14 suspension of 
PP20131220876 needs to be modified since drain~ge work was approved under that pennit 

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 myselt: 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 wiltbe 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 information/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 pennitted under~ plumbing pennit. . 
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. infonnation. 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 continuillg 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 

21ll4 



Spo Counsel Attny 
ick@fbm.com 

-t 15.954.4958 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

:.~·~ 
T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.fbm.co~ 
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Dick, Ilene (19) x4958 

From: 
Sent: 

Sanchez, Scott (CPC} [scott.sanchez@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, April 22, 2014 4:32 PM 

To: Dick, Ilene (19) x4958; Cabreros, Glenn (CPC) 
Cc: whlteheadwest@msn.com; santonaros@sbcglobal.net; Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); O'Riordan, 

Patrick (DBI) . . · . ... 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick: Exterior work permitted to proceed : 

Hello Ilene, 

Thank you for the email. The scope 9f work outlined bel~w 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 reiterat~ 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 Ad~inist.rato~ 

Planning Departme~t 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.ora 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or plc@sfgov.ora 
Plan.nlng. Information Map (PIM): http:/lpropertvmap.sfplanhlng.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:p.sion of 5 
building permits begun on '))05114. 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 forw~d 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 o~ while these permits are suspended. The meeting between myself: N.fr. Antonaros and Glenn Cab~eros 
clearly identified the modifications Mr. <;:!abreros wanted to the plap. set for BPA No. 201307010898, which will 
be the master plan set. Once those revisions are approved, we will cancel BP A 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 s,· 2014 suspension be lifted, with the understanding that no work can 
occur that has not already b€?en approved. · 

\ 
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***************** 
)elow 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 limit~d 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 
-~tall 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 information/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 installe4. " 
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 this 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 from both inside arid 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 out understanding thatwith this email, the above..; 
described work can commence. Please confum by "reply to all" that that is correct. 

Thanks again for your continuing professional courtesy in this matter. We look forward to working with you 
nd your staff to brin,g this project to the Commission at the earliest time possible. 

Best, 

Ilene RDick 
Spc Counsel Attny 
idick@fbm.com 
415.954.4958 

·· Russ Bulfdin9 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francrsco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.1bm.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 rei;:lpient, please contact the sender·by 

reply e-mall and destroy all copies of the· original message. Tpank you. . . 
Farella Braun + Martel LLP 
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.D'ick, Ilene (19)°x4958 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc:. 

Sub}ect: 

Qear 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; arnanda@hoenlgman.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 c!arify, the approved scope of work to secure/weatherize the building only a(lows 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 environmental .review, which is anticipated to be compieted 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 Al:Jgust. I trust that this will answer any remaining questions that you have on this 
project for the time being. 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administra~or 

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 
Emall: scott.sanchez@sfqoy.org 
Web: www.sfplanninq.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pjc@sfuov.ora 
Planning Information Map (PIM): http:l/propertymap.sfplannlng.org 

From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 7:11 PM 
To: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC)1 Gabreros, Glenn .(CPC) 
Cc: wmore@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchllgh.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; maitsal@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; paulmalmai@yahoo.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; Povlitz; 
nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (; Geoff Wood; Cynthla2ndemail@grnail.comr 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: 
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Tn response to your email, we don't understand why you have granted permission for the change of windows 
h.en many new windows have been added· and they are 8.11 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 
theroqf · 
development and that is still pending. 

It seems that structural work should wait until all the .reviews, hearings and appeals are finished and final 
pennits are issu~d. We can understand painting as weathei:Pr.oofing but not the structural work you suggest. 

Is everything really a 'done deal' ~d we ate simply not privy to it????. 
. -

·Please advise, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
On May 7, 2014, at 3:36 PM, Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yal~.oo.com> wrote: 

' FYJ. Below is the reply from Scott Sanchez regarding the work that was recently done at this property. 

Paul 

--- Forwarded Message ·---- . 
:om: "Sanchez, Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 

l'o: Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>; "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>; "Venizelos, 
Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfqov.org> 
Cc: "Lindsay, David (~PC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2014 3:1'6 PM 
Subject: R!=: 2853 Broderick Street 

Dear Mr. Wythes, 

Thank you for the email. In February, I suspended the 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 (ll~ne Dick- attorney; Stephen Antonaros - architect) and ~taff 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 the underground drain lines, lateral and hook ups all related to 
sewer connection; · 

\ny work in excess of those stated above would be considered a violation of the suspension and result in 
immediate enforcement · · · 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 
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Regards, · 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department I City and County of San Franclsco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 41 S..558-6350 I Fax: 415-558-6409 . 
Emait scott.sanchez@sfgov.om 

. Web: www.sfulanning.ora 

Planning Information Center {PIC): 415.558 .• 6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
Planning Information Map (P.IM): http:/lpropertvmap.sfolannlng.ora 

I' 
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From: Paul Wythes·[mailto:pa'ulmaimai@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 $treet 

Thanks for your he.lp. I'm looking forward to hear your reply. 

·Paul· 

Froin: "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.om> 
To: Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo~com>; "Venizelos, Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: "Sanchez, Scott (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; "Lindsay, David (CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, May 5, ·2014 9:49 AM 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick Street 

l'v~ copied the Zoning Adminis~ator, 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.om 
Web: www.sfolanning.org · 

. <i~age006.png> <image007.png> <image008.png> <image009.png> <image01 O.png> 

From: Paul Wythes [mailto:paulmaimai@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, rylay 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 tl')at we noticed work starting up again, hence the questions coming from the 
neighborhood. 

·The bigger question I have concerns why plumbing worl< is. anowed to continue while the permit is suspended. It would 
seem to me that all work would be suspended until the permit has been reinstated. I don't understand why plumbing is 
allowed while other work isn't What other work is allowed even though.the permit is suspended? · 
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"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 (!?Bl)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Mr. Wythes, 

The stop work for plumbing work that was issued on March 1 B w~s 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@yahoo.com) 
Sent: Thursday, May 01, 2014 5:04 P~ 
To: Venizelos, Thomas (DBI); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) 
Cc: Mai Mai Wythes; Cciltagirone, 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 

Thomas, 

On March 18, Inspector Fessler conducted a site visit to this property and found the workers performing 
plumbing work. You sent out an em~il that said the following: 

Inspector Fessler conducted a site visit today and ·round that the 
plumbing contractor was working on a building sewer lateral. The 
contractor was asked to stop work.and vacate the site. The contractor 
complied with the inspectors ~quest . 

Can you please explain why the plumbing contractor was asked to stop work on March 18 but is. not being . 
asked to stop work to~ay? Has something changed between then and noW? · 

Thank you, 
PaulWythes 

From: 'Venizelos, Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org> 
· To: "O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI)" <patrick.oriordan@sfaov.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@citvmarkdev.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>; "Fess!'er, Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.fessler@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, May 1, 2014 3:14 PM · 
Subject: RE: 2853 Broderick Street 

To All Concerned, 
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'lick, 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 Streat 
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, 20l4 2:16 PM 
To: paulmaimai@yahoo.com · . 
Cc: Sanchez, Scott {CPC); .Hui, Tom (DBI); Strawn, William {DBI); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI); Venizelos, Thoma·s·(DBI); 
Oick, Ilene (19) x4958 
:ubject: 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 Broderick 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 DM and Pat, 
Please, review this email and work: with Scott in this case. 
Bye 
Tom 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: ."Sanchez, Seo~ (CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 
Date: May 9, 2014 at 8:27:17 PM PDT 

1 
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To: Paul Wythes <parilmaimai@yahoo.com>, "Hui, Tom (DBI)" <tom.hui@sfgov.org>, 
"IDick@fbm.com" <IDick@fbm.com> 
Cc: "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, "Venizelos, Thoma~ (DBI)" 
<thomas.venizelos@sfgov.org>, "Lindsay, David (CPC)" ~david.lindsay@sfgov'.org>, Irving Zaretsky 
<iiz@me.com>, Amanda Hoenigman <amanda@hoenigman.com>, Vince Hoenigman 
<vince@citvmarkdev.coin>, Richard Goss <rwgoss@pacbell.iiet>, Karen Goss e 

<kbgoss@pacbell.net>, Arctirl Timothy <Timothy.Arcuri@cowen.coll1?', nancy leavens nancy· 
<nancYo.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 Advis0ry 
Committee (CAC) is appointed by the Building Inspection Commission and makes technical 
recommendations on· code changes and rules/regulations to the Director of DBL The CAC is advisory 

. only and does not manage or oversee DBI. The CAC is com:Prised of a variety of building-related. 
professionals (architects, engineers, attorneys, contractors, etc.) and I understand that these individuals . 
activ~ly 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'ni 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.sfulanning.org . 

. Planning Information Center (PIC): 
415.558.6378 . 
Pioperty Information Map (PIM): 

. http://oropertymap.sfplanning.org 

On May 9, 2014, at 7:58 PM, Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Scott, 

2 
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1ick, Ilene (19} x4958 

'From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject:" 

Dick, Ilene ·(19) x4958 
Monday, May 12, 2014 B: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 nancy; Mai Mal Wythes; Stefani, 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.· DirectoF Hui can confirm. this as 
well. As a CAC member, I do not make or participate in any decisions regarding specific pennits, projects or 
enforcement actions. There is thus no conflict or tin.ethical conduct when I work with City staff, including DBI, 
on project specific matters. I hope the below explanation, along with the relevant Building Code prov.i.sions, 
explains why i am pe~tted to represent Ms. Whitehead any other cli~nts 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 Blc,: 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 C.AC 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 
nembers 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 
:iJ;idividual pe~i.ts, specific projects or specific ellforcement 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 CAC' s voluntary membership (n:one of us are paid for our time 
· preparing for or attending m~etings) 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. l 
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 

I hope that by reviewing the actual SF Building Code provision.S governing the CAC's role,~. Whitehead's 
neighb~rs are clear tha~ 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 ;Building Official and the 
Building Inspection Commission determines have an impact on co:QStruction permits. · 
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~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 
· Commissionpursuairtto 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 104A2 rules and regulations should remain in 
effect, be modified or be canceled. · 

· iOSA.4.3.1 Member~. In the event that a ·vacancy occurs during the terin: 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 m and v construction. 
3. A registered civil engineer whose practice is prifilarily 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 III and V construction. 
5. A registered mechanical engineer or licensed mechanical contractor. 
6. A registered fire protectioh 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 contractor 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 alteratio~, ·. 
remodeling or restoration. 
10. A representative of a licensed general contractor whose work is primarily the construction of sirigle- and 
multifaniily 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 may, but need not, possess technical skills or knowledge. 

From: Sanche2, Scott (CPC) [mailto:scott.sanchez@sfqov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 09, 2014 8:27 PM · 
To: Paul Wythes; Hui, Toni (DBI); Dick, Ilene (1~) x4958 . 
Cc: Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Venlzelos, 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, 

. _Thallk you for the email. This is a DBI matter, but .fro-!Jl what I understand the Code Advisory Committee 
(CAC) is appointed by the Building Inspection Commission and m~es technical recommendatioris on code 
changes and rules/regulations to the Director of DBI. Th.e-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 3;ctively 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@sfgov.org 
Webpage: http:i/www.sfplanning.org 

Plfill!ling Information Center (PIC): 
415.558.6378 
Property Information Map (PIM): 
http://propert;ymap.s.fplanning.org 

In May 9, 2014, at ~;58 PM, Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Scott, · 

I noticed 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 th~ Building Inspection Co~mission. 

Do you think Ms. Dick's presence at the April ·1 a meeting represented a potential conflict of interest? If not, can you 
please explain why? · 

Thanks, 
Paul Wytties 

From: "Sanch~z. Scott (CPC)11 <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 
To: Paul Wythes <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>; "Cabreros, Glenn (CPC)" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>; "Venizelos, 
Thomas (DBI)" <thomas.venizefos@sfgov.ora> 
Cc;: "Lindsay, David (CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2014 3:16 PM 
Subject: RE: 2853 Brpderick Street 

Dear Mr. Wythes, 

fhank you for the email. In February, I suspended the pennits for 2853 Broderick Street, but noted that the 
project sponsor may perform work necessary to secure/weatherize the bufiding (in part because this building is 
a known historic resource). It ~ame to my attention after the suspension tliat neighbors were concerned that 
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work beyond that to secure/weatherize the building may have been performed. On April 16, 2014, I met with 
representatives of the project sponsor (I len·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· e 

-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 415-558-6350 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Emait scott.sanchez@sfgov.om 
Web: www.sfolanning.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pic@sfaov.om 
Planning Information Map (PIM): http:l/propertvmap.sfolannlng.ora 
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·From: Paul Wythes Cmailto:paulmaimai@vahoo.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)" ie::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: RE: 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 Francisca 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. 
Direct 415-558-61691Fax:415-558-6409 

4 
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9/16/14 Submission to Planning Commis~ion 

2179 



Commissioner Cindy Wu 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94103 

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick 
Scheduled for Hearin·g 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 st~tus 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 
iss.ues 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 ~8th for the followin_g 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 orrginaf 
Permit was not properly issued it is no~ 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 prop~r 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 when 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 r:ieither 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 decisior:i by the Cify 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 c.ould 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 
City Attorney 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. Wh.o 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-cons.ideration. 
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The Permit and all the derivative Addenda listed above are currentiy 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, purchasep the subject 
prop·erty 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 conrntion 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 butlding 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 Kevlin, 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 and the South side of Filbert street signed the Agreement, It appeared 
to us that everyone was satisfied that a resolution was fou!Jd. 

On September 4, 2012 Mr. Kevlin and Mr. ~aretsky met at Supervisor's Farrell's office 
about 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 
rµn up the document i~mediately 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 foun~ 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 tl)e 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 phanto111 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 i~ the full Agreement docum·ent 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 Bo~rd 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. 

City 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 twned out, this meeting was the product of collusion between Mr, Antonaros 
and members of the Planning staff to use the meeting to elicit an em~il from Mr. 
Zaretsky that he saw the plans. 

Mr. Antonaros approached the Planning staff and said that he wanted to avoid the 
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 approva1·would substitute for a 31 t 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 neighbo,rs who signed the 
Agreement of September 4, 2012. This was a blatant violation of our civil rights, · 

For the next several months new peri:nits 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 Planning, 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 SupeNisors 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 suNeyor 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 th~m 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 bui,ldings. 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 fi1ed 
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 invo1ved in this ,case. The documentary 
material we ~ave 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 bf 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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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

This Settlement Agreement (the "Agreement") is entered info as of September 4 2012 
{the ''Effective Datej, by and between Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp ("Permit .t;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· 
Morehead ("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 appU~ 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 PropeftY. ' 

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 
ass9ciated 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 fifed 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 too. 

F. On or about July 2, 2012, Appellant filed a request f~ 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, re: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 d~termination of categorical 
exemption from environmental review. for the Permit. 

-1-

2192 



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 
~~ri . . 

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 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 lnspe~lon and Building Code); . 

C) Any modfficatlons 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 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 lnspe~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 ypon 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. AppeHants agree to not be represented by co--Appellant Kate Polevoi as an 
attorney in any arbitration or litigation relating to this disput~. 

7. Entire Agreement: Controlling Law 

This Agreement and all exhibits attached hereto and lncorporate.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 Califomia 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 ~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 wliole 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 tack of participati.on, in the drafting hereof. 

[SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE} 
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This Agreement is executed as of the Effe~ive Da.te by the parties. 

/---. .. . 

Eric Reimers 

Rob Povlitz. 

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

"?;"; .. ____ ·,,, h f' _? d\;-
PatBus~ ~~~ 

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 ~s of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Permit Hof@r; 
·~ 
"
1 

, I 

Metinda Nykamp 

I . 
,,,. ' ,, I 

< .. f I , / 

1:' ·, . i 
" 

/
.,· L.1 I) ) 

f 11,· _,_ 
'. . 

. !. 

Appellant: 
",··'.~ f"... .• ~·· / fiC~,.t •"') ,,7·· .. 

Pa;:U~~;~h'~ (_.~.,--.',,/ ~";c:--·./'._.r,_•,·--7 
r-

-/ 
/. 

Craig Jones 

Michael Jaeger 

Eric Rmmers 

Kefda Reimers 

Don Morehead 

Ann Morehead· 
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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 
:?,01309247638 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
0947/002 

· .RH-2/40-X 
Glenn Cabreros - (415) 558-6169 
glenn.cabreros@s£gov.org 

This letter is to request that the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) suspend Building Pennit 
Application Numbers 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 and 201309247638 
(various scopes of work including vertical/horizontal expansion) for the property at 2.853-2857 
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 ~roject 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 
2011031l1905, 2.01103252839, 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. 

www.sfplanning.org 

2205 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.55a.6409 

Planning 
lnformaUon: 
415.558.63n 
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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 4fteen (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 ~uilding Inspection 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2206 
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"Sanchez, Scott" <scott.sanche?'.@sfgov.org>& February 5, 2014 1 :29 PM 
To: Pam Whitehead <whiteheadwest@msn.com>, 
"santonaros@sbcglobal.net" <santonaros@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: "Lindsay, David" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, "Teague, Corey11 

. <corey.teague@sfgov.org>, "Arcuri, Timothy11 <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, 
11kbgoss@pacbell.net11 <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 11IVl(goss@pacbell.net" 

. <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, 11maitsai@yahoo.com11 <maitsai@yahoo:com>, 
11michael@jaegermchugh.com 11 <michael@jaegermchugh.com>, 
11annabrockway@yahoo.com 11 <annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 11ericreimers@gmail.com 11 

<ericreimers@gmail.com>, 11dorinetowle@me.com11 <dorinetowle@me.com>~ 

'Vince.@citymarkdev.com" <Vince@citymarkdev.com>, Kate Kardos . 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, "cjones@forwardmgmt.com" 
<cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com11 <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>, 118rooke (lbrooke@lmi.net)" <lbrooke@lmi.net>, 11(elarkin@hill­
co.com)11 <elarl<in@hill-co.com>, Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
11Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com 11 <cynt~ia2ndemail@gmail.com>, "merijohn@merijohn.com 
(" <merijohn@merijohn.com>, "Lowrey, Daniel 11 <daniel.lbwrey@sfgov.org>, "Caltagirone, 
Shelley" <shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org>., 11Jones, Sarah11 <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>, 
Irving <714515@gmail.com>, 11Stefani, Catherine11 <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, Sweetie 
<mnykamp@msn.com>, Marri <marri61@sbcglobal.net>, ntede.<ntede@aol.com>, 
11dieter@hoppercreek.com11 <dieter@hoppercreek.com>, "Cabreros, Glenn11 

<glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, 11Shah, Rahul 11 <rahul.shah@sfdpw.org>, 11Elsner, Nick" 
<nick.elsner@sfdpw.org>, "Goldstein, Cynthia11 <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), incJudes 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 

2207 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: Novemberl,2011 

TO: Interested Parties 

FROM: Linda D. Avery 

Planning Commission Secretary 

RE: Planning Commission Action - No. DRA - 0229 

Property Address: 
Building Perm.it Application No.: 
Discretionary Review Case No.: 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 
2011.03.25.2839 
2010.0394D 

( 

On October 6, 2011, the Planning Commission conducted a Discretionary Review hearing to consider the 
following project 

1650 Mission St. 
$ultB400 
San fram:lsco. 
CA !f4103-2479 

Reception: 
41s.sss.sa1a 
~ 

415.558.5409 

Planning 
ltifOf'IYlatiO!i; 
415.558.6377 

2853-2857 BRODERICK STREET - west side between Filbert·and Union Streets, Lot 002 in Assessor's 
Block 0947 - Request for Discretionary Review of Building. Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 
proposing to ritjse the existing three-story-over-basement, two-unit building three feet to insert a two-car 
garage within the basement level, in 8!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' -
0" 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. \'Vhile 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 under~tanding 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 

2209 



Speakers at the hearing included.: 

In su ort of the DR re est 
Patrick Buscovich 
Irvin Zfil'ets 

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 Wormation 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 

SAi.i fRANCISOO 2 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

August 16, 2013 

Irving· Zaretsky 
3111 Jackson Street 
San Franci~co, CA 94115 

MARTIN M. AON. LS. (1923-1983} 

BENJAMIN B. RON, P.LS. 

ROSS C. THOMPSON, P.l.S. 

BAUCE A GOWDY, P.L.S. 

Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick Street, Ass~ssor's Block 947, Lot 2 
San Francisco 

Dear Mr. Zaretsky: 

On ~u1y 5, 2012, before the reJnOdel, our survey crew measured the height o~ the 
subject building at its southern end (roof peak) to be 36'-7 l/B". 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/B 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, 1-1/8 inches. The zero point for the 
height measurements is tha top of curb.at the center of the lot along Broderick 
Street. 

On July s ,· .2012, before the remod6ll, 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 1 2013, and then again on 
August 9, 2013. We found the following changes in height: 

7/5/12 4/30/13 8/9/13 

Top of 1st story window trim: 0 +3 1 -on +3'-1 3/4" 
Top of l.st story cornice: 0 +2'-11 3/4" +3'-1 7/8" 
Second story roof: 0 +3'-0 1/2" not measured 
Roof peak at 3rd story: 0 +3'-3 1/4" +3'-4 1/2" 

On April 24 1 2013 1 our survey crew set three settlement monitoring points on the 
exterior 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-meas=ed 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 tru1y.yours, 

~~·~~ 
~~ B. Ron, Preslde:t ~ 

/mw 

859 HAR~lSON STREET, 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 

Irvin9 Zaretsky 
3111 Jackson Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

MARTIN M. AON, LS. (1923-1983) 
BENJAMIN S. RON, P.LS. 

ROSS C. THOMP~ON, P.LS. 

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 subjeQt 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 cai1. 

Very truly yours, 

{6:; (gcafT. 
· Benjamin B. Ron, President 

/mw 

859 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 200. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 ·Ta (415) 543-4500 •FAX (415) 543-6255 
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714515@gmail.com# 
(No Subject) 

. 6/o.s/ 
OflY MID CO'Jf'll'YOF St\N Ffll\NCl$CO 

Di:PAA11v!ENT O.F BUR.DING INSPECTION 
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From: ggwood@aol.com 
Subject: 2853-57 Broderick Street - Height Issue 
Date: S,eptember 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· Inspector 
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 shoul_d 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 feet under 
earlier approval. However, if the approval to raise the 

. house was based C?n incorrect existing and final 
. height measurements all provided 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 theref~re as 

2218 



responsible as the sponsor for any erroneous result. It 
is the .city's responsibility to correct this error now--not 
when the project is hal.f built and Commission . 
Members are loathe to correct irresponsible mistakes 
of city employees. 

·1 strongly ·urge you to stop the project and address 
these problems. It is your responsibility to do so now. 
Allowing this work to go on tells the public that 
building rule~ have no teeth. 

Very truly, 

. Geoff Wood 
Zoning Committee, Chair 
Cow Hollow Association 

2219 
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. From: Stephen Antonaro.s 
<santonaros@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: Fw: Re: 2853-57 Broderick Building height 
Su Ney · · 
Date: April 25, 2013 ·9:35:38 AM PDT 
To: Whitehead Pam <whiteheadwest@msn.com>, 
Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net>, Vince Hoenigman 
<Vi nce@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@forwardryigmt.com, rpovlitz@yahoo.com, 
wrnore@aol.com, amanda@hoenigrnan.com, 
tirnothy.arcuri@cowen.com, lbrooke@lmi.net, 
brpokesampson@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 wilr 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 ~f the ridge . 
now or before being raised, since the proposal was 

. only to raise the existing and make no o•ff'fzlT-f"~Ai=f-j~­
to the building envelope. 

SL!t, 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 ~o collect as 
much accurate ir:tformation as possibl~ 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" <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, 11catherine.stefani@sfgov.org 
Stefani" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, Povlitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, 
11kbgoss@pacbell.net" <kbgoss.@pacbell.net>, "michael@jaegermchugh.com 11 

<michael@jaegermchugh.com>, 11maitsai@yahoo.com11 <maitsai@yahoo.com>, 
"nf¥goss@pacbell .net''. <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, 11annabrockway@yahoo.com 11 

<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, "ericreimers@gmail.com 11 <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
11dorinetowle@me.com11 <dorinetowle@me.com>, Kate Kardos 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 11vince@citymarkdev.com 11 <Vince@citymarkdev.com>, 
"cjones@forwardmgmt.com" <cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com 11 

<paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, "timothy.arcuri@cowen.com11 <timothy.arc1:1ri@cowen.com>, 
"amanda@hoeiligman.com 11 <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 11wmore@aol.com" 
<Wmore@aol.com> 
RE: 2853-2857 Broderick Agreement of ~/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@dtymar.kdev.com; cjones@forwardmgmtcom; 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. Kev lin to my pr.evious 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 of Broderick who are concerned about the activities at 2853-57 
Broderick. 

I hope that Mr. Reuben may jofu 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' 
11". On May 7, 2013 our surveyor informed us that he Can.not certify thatthe 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 37' 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 !mew the height of the building and submitted plans with numbers 
based on "guesswork" or that you !mew 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 infonned and.truly to give its consent. 

With regard to the room/shed that" first makes its appearance in the signed documents of 9/4/2013, you will notice that it appears as very 
faint dots on page A2 primarilyyisible to a plan checker. As you know, this delineation of a 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 s.igned 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, Catherin·e Stefani, and me 
that issu·e of a 'shed' or 'room' was never discussed 
and the issue never arose. In all t~e 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· doc.uments to be signed to 
Supervisor Farrell's office. I ask~d 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 n?ar yard back stairs, and everything was 
according to ou~ 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 ch~nges? This element never existed I 

through the Planning 
Commission's DR, the Board of Appeals, or the C.EQA 
appeal. When was this ·'red headed child' conceived? 

This is a most puzzling thing and needs to be 
addre$sed 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:·11:08 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@pacbell.net>, 
"michael@jaegermchugh.com" 
<michael@jaegermchugh.com>, 
"maitsai@yahoo.com" <maitsai@yahoo.com>,. 
"rwg~ss@pacbell.net" <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, 
"annabrockway@yahoo.com" · 
<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 
"ericreimers@gma~l.com"- <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
"dorinetowle@me.com" <dorinetowle@me.com>, 
Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
"cjones@forwardmgmt.com" . 
<cjones@forwardmgmt.com>,· Povlitz · 
<rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, "wmore@aol.com" 
<Wmore@aol.com>, "amanpa@h~enigman.com" 
<amanda@hoenigman.com>, 
"paulmaimai@yahoo.com" 
<paul.maimai@yahoo.com> 

Dear John: 

I hope you are well. I have requested from Pam 
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Whitehead to l·et 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 refe~ring .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 bee.n 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 lift 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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71451 S@gmail.corn# 
(No Subject) 

September 16, 2014 6:34 PM 

2853-2857 Broderick 
Street ID No. 6959 

DCP 1976 Register 

11111983: 
HIST. SURV~lD 

2853 & 2857 Brodericli; Street 

Ownership ~ory: 

J\ccordlng to the following oral account :from the 
cnrrentResidmit and long-time owner ofili.e property, Inge Conrad, the originul builder 
of2853-57 Broderick Street was an ItaUanfarmer who built it as a duplex fot his 
extended .f!!m.ily. Likely construction date is around 1890. 

The duplex was built when CowHollowwas still not a part of San llmncisoo, but 
was part of the Presidio. • 

According to Inge Conrad the houses all along the blook were built for Filipino 
officers, befure they were allowed to live in the Presidio and cottuges, for tbeir wives, 
were built in the back of the lots. The lots may have been muah longer than they are 
currently in order to accommodate 1he: construollon of these •kitchen houses' in the back. 
Kitchen Houses were fur the wives of the Filipino officcis. 

The next owner W11S William Hammond flail, surveyor/engineer of Golden Gate 
Park. who purchased the home sometime around 1930. After his death in 1934 the 
building passed to bis daughters. The Hall sisters were still residing in 1he upstairs flat 
when John and Inge Conrnctmoved inns 1enants in the bottom flat in late 1954. 
John and Inga Conrad bought the building from the Hall sister.; in l963 and baVe resided 
tllere cootinuously fur 56 years. 

Oral history colleated by Stephen AntOllll;RIS. Angust 02, 2010 . 
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"Cabreros, Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>'-" October 4, 2013 10:39 AM 
To: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com>, "Duffy, Joseph11 

<jos~ph.duffy@sfgov.org>, 11Fessler, Thomas11 <thomas.fessler@sfgov.org>, "Lindsay, 
David" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>, "Sanchez, Scott" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org> 
Cc: 11Rodneyfong@waxmuseum.com 11 <Rodneyfong@waxmuseum.com>, 
11CWU.planning@gmail.com 11 <CWU.planning@gmail.com>, 11WOrdweaver21@aol.com" 
<Wordweaver21@aol.com>, 11plansf@gmail.com 11 <plansf@gmail.com>, 
11richhillissf@yahoo.com 11 <richhillissf@yahoo.com>, 11mooreurban@aol .com 11 

<mooreurban@aol.com>, 11hs.commish@yahoo.com 11 <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>, · 
11lbrooke@lmi.net Brooke" <1.brooke@lmi.net>, 11ggwood@aol.com 11 <ggwood@aol.com>, 
"kbgoss@pacbell.net" <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, 11rwgoss@pacbell.net11 

<rwgoss@pacbeff.net>, "maitsai@yahoo.com" <maitsai@yahoo.com>, 
11michael@jaegermchugh.com 11 <michael@jaegermchugh.com>,. 
"annabrockway@yahoo.com 11 <annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 11ericreimers@gmail.com 11 

<ericreimers@gmail.com>, 11dorinetowle@me.com 11 <dorinetowle@me.com>, Kate Kardo~ 
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 11Vince@citymarkdev.com 11 <Vince@citymarkdev.com>, 
"cjones@forwardmgmt.com" <cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, Povlitz · 
<rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, 11timothy.arcuri@cowen.com 11 <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, 
"amanda@hoenigman.com" <amanda@hoenigman.com>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com 11 

<paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, nancy leavens nancy <nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, 
11Stephen Antonaros (santonaros@sbcglobal.net) 11 <santonaros@sbcglobal.net>, 11Pam 
Whitehead (whiteheadwest@msn.com)" <Whiteheadwest@msn.com>, "Joslin, Jeff11 

<jeff.joslin@sfgov.org> · 
RE: 2853-57 Broderick Street - Height Issue 

··----~----------------· 
__________ 5_A_tta"-chments, 10 KB 

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 
sponsor-to 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 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@sfoov.org 
Web: www.sfplanninq.org 

D ••. . e .§31 

-------·-----
From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:ilz@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; lnfo@cowhollowassociation.org; elarkln@hill­
co.com; BrookeSampson Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net Brooke; ggwood@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; rwgoss@pacbell.net; 
maitsal@yahoo.com; michael@jaegermchugh.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericrelmers@gmail.com; 
dorinetowle@me.com; Kate Kardos; vince@citymarkdev.com; cjone5@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 
agaiJ;J. 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 iss~ed 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 infonned 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 infonned 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 
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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 · 
~~m . 
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 Hearirig 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 temporazy 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 not the 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.pdf> 
<GC 311 Notif .. rtf> 

<JD Sept. 18.rtf> 

Begin forwarded message: 
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ncabreros, Glenn 11 <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org> April 19, 2013 1.2:59 PM 
To: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net> 
Cc: Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, "Pam Whitehead 
(whiteheadwest@msn.com)" <Whiteheadwest@msn.com>, "Stephen Antonaros 
( santonaros@sbcglobal.net)" <santonaros@sbcglobal.net>, "Lindsay, David" 
<david. lind$ay@sfgov.org> 
RE: 2853-2857 Broderick 

-·~------------

Hi Irving-
The plans that were last approveo by Planning remain cons.istent 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: lr.ving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Friday, April 19,.201310:46 AM . 
To: Sanchez, Scott; Lindsay, David; Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc: Kate Kardos 
Subject: 2853-2857 Broderick 

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 
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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 anc;J 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 Marcb 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 notcompl.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 ?ill 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 u~timate 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 1addendum' 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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From: Pam Whitehead <Whiteheadwest@msn.com> 
Subject: FW: 2853' Broderick - Bo.ard of Appeals No. 
12-056 (BPA# 2011.03.25.2839) 
Date: March 6, 2013 8:20:15 PM P~! 
To: Irving <714515@gmail.com> 
Cc: 11santonaros@$bcglobal.net'.1 

<santonaros@sbcglobal. n·et> 

Hi Irving, 

Here is the correspondence as of today, things are going 
backward.s 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 t~at 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 qr 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 Brqderick - 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 i~· really not OK. 

There was never any issue with t.he interior layout of the 
building by either the Appellant or the Board of Appeals or 
the Planning Department. The issue was always simply the 
ext~rior 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 approv~ble 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 
W'#W.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 inte.riors 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 Appeal~, 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 $treetJ 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-
.I 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 Appeal's 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 Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbcg~obal.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 th·e raised ,Steps. Please let me kn:ow 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 involv~ 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.treet, 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 por<;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 m~rger. Please confirm that I dont need to 
involve the neighbor. 

<imageOO l .jpg> 
<image002.jpg> 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCIDTECT 
2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 
(415) 864-2261 
Vv'\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" 
<gleoo.cabreros@sfgov.org> wrote: 
Hi Stephen-
! was at a counter shift. For this building permit application, 
please submit a formal revision to t~e 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 ullits 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 facade: 

. 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 fagade: this 
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 lled. The idea is to retain nsparency 
of the covered porch, wh1 e· e covered porch to be 
enclosed with glazing .. 
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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: 2.853 Broderick. · · 

Stephen: 
Yes - you may revert back to the previously approved ~-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 9omments. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
San Francisc9 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 
To: 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 
facade. 

Lastly, the side e~evation (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 · 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
T: 415-558-6169 
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, Glenn11 <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 
i650 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 11:42AM 
To: Lindsay, David 
Cc: Cabreros, Glenn 
Subject: 2853 Broderick 

David, 
. . 

· Just letting you know that the final 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 final approval as work is now underway, 
There are some minor window and exte.rior changes at the rear 

that do not increase the building envelope but mostly it is interior' 
structural alterations. 

Stephen Antonaros, ARCHITECT 
2298 Third Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 
(415)864-2261 
www.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 

Irving, 

March 7, 2013 11:19AM 

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, 
however slight, befo e we wait for another cautious and counterproductive pronouncemen 
on their part. If you could just send an email· 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 headt?d ryow to Broderick with my sister. 

Thank you, 
Irving 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Glenn, 

Earn Whitehead 
Cabreros. Glenn 
santonaros@sbcalobal net: Sanchez Scott; Lindsay. Oayjd 
2853 Broderick Street 
Tuesday, Marcll 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 for-Ward 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 discus?ed this on the phone with the Board of Appeals the later 

part of August a~ 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 appeal able 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 u · ,,......--- . 
Filbert and lived there for .many v.ears. I was only able to--purchase the property because I 

had known the owner since !'was 4, and she love_9,,tn~ldea of us moving into the house. 

. / 
,/ 

I am at a loss to why the planning departme'f1t is not allowing us to significantly modify the 

. inte;ior plans under the umbrella of th?'{pproved appeal set addenda. This agreement was 

submitted and attached to the submi al plans and final appeal decision and spells out what 

we are to follow and how. This agr ment was part to the overall settlement that was 

ultimately signed and should be o 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 an 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 last Friday. From that conversation, I was that Scott 

' had voiced to John Kevlin, my attorneV,,that the " agreement" w party to the appeal (-

set. This was n~ws to me. I am then not ~~speiitmoney 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 und~r 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 

cnanges 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 tempor~ry supports, this is 

no~ 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 car:es 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 chang~s only that is subj.ect 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. David: cabreros Glenn 
Kate Kardos 

Subjei::t: 2853·2857 Broderick 
Date: Friday, April 19, 2013 10:45:23 AM 

Dear Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Lindsay qnd Mr. cabreros: 

I am sorry to have tp 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 Sroderick, 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 l;>e frank about what her ultimate complete plan is and follow the right format tor 
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 revieV'I'. that 
undennines 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 eXt:ent 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 Zaretsky 
Pam Whitehead· 
Sanc:hez; Scott: Lindsay: DaVjd: cabrerm;, Glenn: Stefani Catherine: timothy: arcuci@cowen com: 
kbgo55@pacbe!I net; rwgoss@pacbell.net; mjc:hael@jaegermchuob.com: majtsal@yahoo.com: 
annabroc!sway@yahpo com: ertcre!mers@gmall com: dortnetow!e@me com; vjocg@c!!ymarl<dey com: Kate 
~ ciones@forwardmgmt.com; paulmajmai@yahoo.com: ~ amanda@hoenlgman.com: 
wmore@ao! com 
Fwd: 2853- 57 Brodertck 
Tuesday, Aprll .23, 2013 5:22:04 PM 
l!ndsay 4313.rtf 
antonaros 3713 rt:f 
Document1.dm;x 

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 refuse 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 requeste~ 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 <Wbitehead.west@msn.com> 
Subject: 2853- 57 Broderick 
Date: April 23, 2013 3:25:24 PM PDT 
To: "davjd.lindsay@sfgov.org" <davjd.lindsay@sfgov.org>, "Cabreros, 
Glenn" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov org>, scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
cc: Irving Zaretsky <iiz@me.com>, Stephen Antonaros 
<santonaros@sbc.global.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 hav.e 
· 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 

i~dustry. 

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 ultimatel_y approved. 1 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. 

2264 



From: 
To: · 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Pam: 

lrvinq Zaretsky 
earn Whitehead 
Sanchez, Scott: Lindsay, David; Cabreros, Glenn; Stefani. Catherine: timothy.arcurl@mwen com: 
kbgos:;@pacbell.net; rwaoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegennchugh.com; ma!tsal@yahoo.com: 
annabtnckway@yahoo.com: eticrejrners@gmall.com; docine!pwle@me com· vince@cll;ymar!sdey.com; Kam 
~ cipnes@fprwardmgmt.com; paulmalmai@vaboo.com: Em1llz.; amanda@boenlqman.com: 
wmore@aol.com 
Fwd: 2853- '57 Broderick 
Tuesday, April 2.3, 2013 5:22;04 PM 
lindsay 4313.rtf 

· antonaros 3713.rtf 
D0rument1 dacx 

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 b~t 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 Nay 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 <Whiteheadwest@msn.com> 
Subject: 2853- 57 Broderick 
Date:, April 23, 2013 3:25:24 PM PDT 
To: "david.lindsay@sfgov.org" <dayid.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 
<whjteheadwest@msn.com> 

Dear Scott and Planning Department, 

I am writing in response to Mr. Zarets~y's last email toyou 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 spe~king 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 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 M~. Zarestky has recently addressed concern over, I ~ave 
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, 
ttJat do not exist and will not exist. As we all know, J 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 offe:ed to meet with Irving and go over the 
plans in person. Mr. Zarestky continues to ignore my offer. and continues to sen.ct 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 concerns1 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: 

Irying Zaretsky 
· eabreros. Glenn . 
Lindsay. pav!d; Sanchez. Scott: Farrell. Marie jnfo@cowhpllowassoclation.om: elatl<ln@hlll-cp.com: 
brookesampson@yahcio.com Sampson: ggwood@aol.com: Stefanj.cathertne:wmgre@aol.com; 
kbgoss@pacbeJl.net: m!chaeJ@jaegerrnchugh corn; rnaltsaj@yahoo.com: rmioss@pacbell.net: 
annabroakway@yahoo.com: erlcrelrners@grnai!.com: dorlnetowle@rne.com: y!nce@cttyrnarkdev.com: ~ 
~ gones@forwardmgmt.com: pau!majmaj@yahoo.com· l?m!l.i!z:; arnanda@hoenlgrnan.com: 
tfmothv.arcuci@cowen.com: Whitehead Pam: Stephen Antonaros 
2853-57 Broderick Plan revisions 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 5:34:18 PM 
revised plan 2853 Brod rtf 
2853-7 Brod. agreement.pdf 
2853-7 Brod. agreem. signatures pdf 
2853-7 Brod sjgned drawjngs pdf 
antonaros 3713.rtf 
aritonaro5 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 ar.e 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 b~ 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 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 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 ...•. 11 

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 neighbor'' and then devising your own invented solution of askirig 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 · 
"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 Antonaros to me requesting that I write "in 
some manner, however slight" 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? 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.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 Af' 
> 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: ~853-2854 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. Marl<: jofo@cpwhollowassodatlon.org; elar!<in@hUl-co.com; brookesampson@yahoo com 
~ ggwood@aol.com: stefan!. Catherine: wmore@aol.com; kbgoss@pacbe]l.net; 
mlchael@jaeoeanchugh com; maltsai@yahoo.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; anoabrockwav@vaboo com: 
erlcrejmers@gmail.com: dprinetowle@me.com: vjoce@citymarkdey.com; Kate Kardos; 
gones@fprwardmgmt.com: paulmaimal@yahoo.com; £m11ilz; amanda@hoenjgman.com: 
timpthv araid@cowen.com; Whitehead Pam; stephen Antonaros 
RE: 2853-57 Broqeddc 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. rylr. 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 or foot·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 alleg<'.tion 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 3611

• 

In ~egards to your allegations that the pre-application meeting notification excluded relevant 
parties, I explained (in a separate email) that notificati,ons are only required to be sent to 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 ~he propos.ed 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, 
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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.org 
Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymag sfplanning.orn 

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; 
kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; vince@dtymarkdev.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 ?)on-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 betweeµ 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 pian 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 bad 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 Jetter 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 ..... 11 

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 
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 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 "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 Alitonaros to me requesting that I write "in some 
manner, however slight" 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 anyon~ 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 ofrevising 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 ai)plicant 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@sfgoy oi:g> 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 [ml!iTWfiz@me com] 
>Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 12:18 PM 
>To: Cabreros, Glenn; Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott 
>Cc: Kate.Kardos 
> Subject: 2853-2854 BRODERlCK 
> 
>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: 

Irving Zaretsky 
Farrell. Marie Stefanj. Catherine: Goldstein CYnthia;. pacheco. Victor; plagnlng@rodneyfung.com: 
cwv.plannlng@gmall.com: worclweaver:Zl@aol.com: plansf@gmall.com: richhU!issf@vahoo.com: 
mooreurban@aol.com: bs.commjsb@vaboo.com: !nfo@cowhollowassociat!on.oro; ggwood@aol.com; 
elarkin@hill-co.com; brool<esampson@vahoo com Sampson: lbroOke@lmf.net Brooke: 
amanda@boen!gman com: kbgQSS@pacbell.net: mjchae!@laegerrnchugh.com; rwgQSS@pacbe)l.net; 
majtsaj@yahoo.com: annabmcl<wav@yaboo com; ericre!mera@gmajLcom: dotlnetow!e@me.com: 
vjnce@citvrnarkdey.com: Kate Kardos: cjones@forwatdmgmtcom: paulmajmal@yahoo.com: wmpre@aol.com: 
~ timothy atq.1tl@cowen.com; Whitehead Pam: Stephen Antonaros: Sanchez. Scott: Lindsay. Dayjd; 
Cabreros. Glenn: Matd A Lemaire: ben@martinroo.com 
2853-2857 Broderick building lift 
Friday, May 03, 2013 1:14:17 PM 
Ben Ron Survey. pdf 
C'rty Pl. DR.pdf 
2853-7 Brod. agreement.pdf 
2853-7 Brod agreem sjgnatures pdf 
2853-7 Brod. sjgaed draw/ngs.pdf 
proposed Plan 2853-57 Brodetlck.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 enforce the Decision of the City Planning 
Comrnission 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 Survey 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 Sanc;hez 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 Spon59r 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 eptire 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 SETTLEMENT, 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·iift 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 i~ violation of th~ 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 
cabrems. Glenn: ~ 
Lindsay. pavjd 
RE: 2853-2857 Broderick building Ii~ 
Monday, May 06, 2013 1:09:00 PM 
jmageOOl.ong 
lmage003.png 
lmageOOS.ong 
jmage007.png 
jmage009 png 
jmage011 png 
jmage012,pnq 
lmageD13.png 
jmage014 png 
jmage015.pnq 
Ben Ron survev.pdf 

Thanks, Glenn. I will try to respond later today and address various issues (height, pre-application 
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 inaccurat~. 

Cheers, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

Planning Department l City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Missfon 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://oropertymap.sfolanning.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-
! 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 regarding the Pre-Application 
meeting? -- particularly as Supe Farrell's office and the PC Commissi~ners have been copi~d 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.sfplanning org 

From: Irving Zaretsky [mailto:iiz@me.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 06, 2013 9:26 AM 
To: Farrell, Mark; Stefani,· Catherine; Goldstein, Cynthia; Pacheco, Victor; planning@rodneyfung.com; 
cwu.planning@gmail.com: wordweaver2l@aol.com; plansf@gmajl.com: ggwood@aol.com; 
richhillissf@vahoo.com: mooreur!Jan@aof.com; hs.commisb@yahoo.com: 
jnfo@cowhollowassociation.org: elarlsin@hm-co.com; brookesampson@yahoo.com Sampson; 
lbrooke@lmi.net Brooke; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; mjcbael@jaegermchugh.com; 
iwgoss@pacbell.net: majtsaj@yahoo.com; annabrocl<way@yahoo.com: edcrejmers@gmail.com: 
dorinetowle@me.com; vince@ctt:ymarlsdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardrngmtcom: 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com: wmore@aol.com: amanda@hoenjgman.com; Povlitz; Stephen Antonaros; 
Whitehead Pam; Sanchez, Scott; Lindsay, David; Cabreros, Glenn; Mam A Lemaire; mnykamp@msn.com 
Subject: Fwd: 2853-2857 Broderick building lift 

Dear All: 

The CEQA Appeal Settiem~nt 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 impli~s 
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 plan.8 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 Antonatos: 

"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 the:ir 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 pemtlt application, the plans must r~flect 
. the Board of Appeals decision."' 

City Planning is aware of the CEQA appeal Settlement and the signed docunient and plans 
that were submitted to the Board of Appeals. The issue may need to be further reviewed by 
the City Attorney. · 

We will talce this up with the Board of Supervisors and the Boar~ 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. Secret}.and 
public disclosure do not make good companions. We are asking the Zoning Administrator to 
enforce the decision of the 
City Planning Commission arid 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 miµlings 
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 
rp.eeting. 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 depfjrtments and officials. 

Thank you, 

Irving 
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From: AinJti Timothy 
Farrell. Marie To: 

·ec: 

Subject: 

Sanchez Scott· Cabreros Glenn: Mee!:;! ArcUrt· Rieb Goss (rw,goss@pacbel! ne!J• Karen Goss 
Ckbgoss@pacbell.net): !'au! and MajMal Wytbes (pau!majmaj@yahoo.coml: dodnetowle@me.com 
2853-2857 buildlng lift 

Date: Monday, May 06, 2013 '6:53:53 AM 
Attachments: Re 2853-57 Broderick Bu!ldjng height Syryey.msg 

Fw Re 2853-57 Brodetick Building height Suryey.mso 

Mr. Farrell-

As the neighbor at 2832 Broderick St (across the street from this project), I am deeply concerned 

about a few aspects qfthis_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 ~eems 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 applogize 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 Broderiek 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 

. timothy.arcuri@cowen.com 

·coWEN 
If you va/C}e the service we provide, your vote(s) in the lnstitutionq/ Investor Poll 
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(Technology - Semiconductors, or Technology ·Semiconductor capital Equipment} is 
greatly appreciated/ 

41 51 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: 
. htips://cowep.research.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") 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 
"Iryjng Zaretsky"; Farrell. Mark; Stefanj. cathecine; Goldstein. Gyntbja; racheco. Victor; 
plapnjnq@rodneyfung.com; cwu.plannjng@gmail.com; won:iweaver2l@ao! com; plan5f@gmail.com; ' 
qqwood@aol.com; cicbhfll!ssf@vahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com; hs.commish@yahoo.com; 
!nfo@cowbollowassodation oro: e!arkin@hi!!-co.com; bropkesampson@yahoo.com Samoson; fbrooke@lmf.net 
JW2Qke; timothy arcuci@cpwen.com: kbgoss@pacbe!I net; mlcbael@!aegerrnchuqh com· rwgoss@pacbell net; 
ma!tsa!®vahoo com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; ecicrelmers@gmall.com; docinetow!e@me com: 
Yince@cilytnarkdey com; Kate Kardos; ciones@forwanlmgmt rom; pau!malmaj@yahpo com; wmpre@ap!.rom; 
amanda@hoenlgman.com; fQv!itz.; steahen Antonaros: Whitehead Pam: Undsay. pavjd: Cabreros Glenn; Marti 
A Lemaire: mnykamp@msn com 
RE; 2853-2857 Broderick building llft 
Monday, May 06, 2013 4:42:00 PM 
bejght cert 2853 pdf 
Ben Ron SuIYey pelf 
!mageOOl.png 
!maqe002 png 
image003.pnq 
Image004.png 
jmage005.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 ~y 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, 201~, Mr. Cabreros received an em<iil 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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EXHIBIT 12 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Steohen Aotonaros 
Sanchez Scott 

Subject: 
Pam \lifbltehead; Cabreros Glenn; Lind~. Day!d; Taeb Ozzje: Guy. KeVin 
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 <:;:ity and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-558-5350 I Fax: 415-558-5409 
Email: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Web: www,sfp(annjng.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or plc@sfgoy.org 
Planning Information Map (PIM): htl;p:{/pmpertymap.sfplannjng,org. 

<jmage001.png> <image002,png> <image003.png> <image004.png> 

<imageOOS png> 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
subject: . 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Stephen-

Cabreros. Glenn 
Stephen Antonaros (santonaros@sbc:global.netl; Pain Whitehead fwhjteheadwest@rnsn corn) 
Lindsay. Dayjd: Sanchez. Scott 
2853 Broderick - height correction and dwellJog unit merger (OUM) 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 9:58:38 AM 
jmage011.png 
lmage012.pnq 
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. 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. ~s such, another public 

notice will be required to properly notice the project. 
'. 

As you have OUM 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 · 

OUM and the height correction will receive one public notice, ratherthan 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 
Plann.er 

Planning. Department I City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 41,5-558-6169 I Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 

D •.... 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Dear Scott, 

pam Whitehead 
Sanchez Scott 
Stephen Antonaros; Cabreros Glenn; Lindsay. David; Joslin Jeff · 
Re: 2853 Broderick - height correction and dwelllng unit merger (OUM) 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 4:42:21 PM 
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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 formally 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 submit from 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 ta the plans we showed the neighbors in May at our neighborhood 
pre application informal meeting. 

I am hopeful that this process will b~ 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 J?R and appeal. It does not seem efficient to process the permits 
separately, but we will discuss internally. Additionally, we will likely require.thatthe 
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". I understand that the building was only raised 36"; 

however, theterror 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.5fplanning.oro 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.558.6377 or pjc@sfgov.org 
Planning Information Map (PIM): ht:t;p://propertymap.sfplanning.ora 
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From: Stephen Antonaros [mailto:santonaros@sbc;global.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 3:39 PM 
To: Cabreros, Glenn 
Cc:· Pam Whitehead (whjtebeadwest@msn com); Lindsay, David; Sanchez, Scott 
Subject: Re: 2853 ~roderick - height correction and dwelling unit merger (DUM) 

Glenn, 

The perm.it 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 antonams 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 

r proposed buildings are both depicted taller than the previous'public notice under 

Section 311. As such, another public notice will be required to properly riotice 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 . 

DUM into the permit .application (2013.07.01.0898) th.at 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 OUM 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 j Fax: 415-558-64Q9 
Email: gleon.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplannjng.oro 
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From: Cabreros. Glenn 
To: Irving Zaretsky; Sanchez. Sm!t; Lindsay. Dav!rl , 
Cc t!mpthy arcur!@giwen com• kbgpss@pacbell net; mjchae!@jaegennchugh com· ma!tsa!@¥iJboo com: 

rwa055@pacbel! net; annabroci<way@vahoo.ccim; er!creimers@gmail.com; dortnetowle@me.com: 
y!nce@ci!:vmarkdey.com; Kate Kardos; cj0nes@foiwardmgmt com; paulmajmal@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoenlgman.com; ~ 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 le?ve them out under your 
name. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Cabreros, LEED AP 
Planner 

Planning bepartmentlCity 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, 2oi3 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: 

Irving Zaretsky 
cabreros. Glenn 
timotb,v.arcuri@cowen com; kbgoss®pacbe!l.net: m!chael@!aegerrncbugh.com: rna!tsal@yahoo.com: 
rwgoss@pacbel! net: annabmc!swav@vahpo.com: edcrelrners@grna!l.corn; dotinetowle@rne com; 

. Yince@ci!;ymarl<dey.corn; Kate Kardos; dones@forwardrngmt com· paulrna!maj@yahop corn• wroore@apl corn· 
amanda@hoenjqman.com: ~ Lindsav. Dayid; 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 tQ re-survey 2853 Broderick. On August 9, _2013 our 
surveyor did a third sur-Vey. 
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 it:; 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 $]ted 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 pr~vious 
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 entiret}r of 
the plans must be presented, induding 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 
m~. . 

We have filed a formal complaint with DBI and await their response. The Project Sponsor rnust 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 cahnot 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 Commiss!on'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 Department:city and County of San Francisco 
:> 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
> Direq: 415-558-6169:fax: 415-558-6409 
> Email: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
>Web: www.sfplanning.org 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message---
> From: Irving Zaretsky [roailto:iiz@me.com] 
> Sent: Monday, August 05, 2013 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 b~ause 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 oh Broderick Street and Filbert Street 
> 
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From: 
To: 

Stephen Antonaros 
Cabreros. Glenn 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Whitebead Paro; Lindsay. Day!d; Sanchez. Scott 
2853 Broderick 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Monday, September 23, 2013 2:43:59 PM 
2857Brodericf<.92313.realfram!ngA1.pdf 
2857Broderick.92313.rearf@mjng.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 /1istory, 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 khow 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, Cslifornia 94107 
( 415)864-2261 
www.antonaros.com 
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From: 
To: 
Cc 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Irving Zaretsky 
Duf!Y Joseph: Cabreros. Glenn 
timothy arcuci@mwen corn; rwgo55@pacbell.net; rnjchae)@jaegeanchugb.com; rna!tsal@.Jlilhpp corn: . 
kbgoss@pacbeknet; annabrocf<wav@vahoo.com: erlqelmers@gmall.com; dorinetowJe@me.c:om; Kate Kardos; 
y!nce@cltvmarlsdey.com: dones@forwardmgmt.com: E.mdllz; paulmajrnaj@.Jlilhoo.com; 
amanda@hoenjgman.com; Fessler. Thomas; Lindsav. David; Sanchez Scott; ggwood@aol.com; elark!n@hm­
romm; Jbrooke@lml.net Bropke: broo!sesarnp50n@yahop.com Sampson; lnfo@cowbollpwassociatlon.om 
Re: 2853-2857 Broderick street-New Permits issued 
Sunday, October 06, 2013 3:20:35 PM 
New permits 1853 Brod .. odf 
NOY 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 
Broderick 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,s still outstanding for over 4 months. 

We do not understand how a new permit c9uld 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 heig!'lt 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:rwg055@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 grqss 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 effort$ 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 pnor 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 proc;ess. 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, 2012; 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 suniey, .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·ProjeCt Sponsor has had now nearly two months to submit her pl(\ns 
> > 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 mmplete 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 HAYE 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 NEIG~BORS, 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 APPUCATION 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 MEAL 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 ENTIRElY 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 error. 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 wrorig 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 \:hat 
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.com; 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 ha\'e 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 possibie, 
>>> 
> > > Irving Zaretsky 
>>> The concerned neighbors on Broderick and Albert Streets 
>>> 
>> 
> 
> 
> 

. I 
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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; Povlitz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; miChael@jaegermchugh.com; maltsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmall.com; dorlnetowle@me.com; vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmalmai@yalioo.com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead(; dod.fras~r@gmait.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 J, 2014 Categorical Exemption. Rather than detail the 
circuitous and complex permit/administrative history of this project, to facilitate -your consideration of out 
position, I have attached excerpts of pertinent administrative documents and highlighted the relevant portions 
for your conyenience. · 

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 pennit 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 pennit vvill allow. In fact, this is the very 
same building p~rmit for which he sought and was denied Discretionary Review (DR) by tjie 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 petmit. 

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 pennit application are not "discretionary actions"· under CEQA. 
Only the issuance of the permit by DBI constitutes an approval subject to CEQA, requiring a CEQA 
determinati:on. Here, a CEQA determina~ion has been made for this.building pennit (and the proposed sc9pe of 
work) under the Categorical Exemption that Me_ssrs. 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 pennit 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 tliat 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. 
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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 s·cope of work under the building pennit 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 pennit, the Planning Department scheduled a DR hearing on this pennit. 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 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·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 pennits that were themselves subject to the 
Categorical Exemption issued in 2012. The Board of Superv~o!S upheld that Categorical Exemption on an 
appeal brought by Mr. Zaretsky. 

·Contrary to Mr. Zaretsk.y's as~ertion, per.nrii 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@fbrn.com 
415.954.4958 

(t FARELLA BRAUN+ MARTEL LLP 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco I CA 94104 

T 415.954.4400 
F 415.954.4480 
www.lbm.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: Catherine Stefani; Povlltz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@iaooermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com: erlcreimers@gmall.com; dorlnetowle@me.com; vlnce@cltymarkdev.com; Kate l(ardosi · 
.:iones@forwardmgmtcom; rwgoss@pacbell.pet 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 
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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 Permit no. 201307010898 wJiich 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, 20l4. 
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 revfew. · 

We had hoped, in good faith, that the Permit would have been issued by now· and would allow us to see w~t 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 P~t 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 issµes 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 p~ts 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 tim~ 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 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 ctnTently 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 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. Streel Suife 4o.o San Francisco. CA 94103 

- 'NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION . (SECTION 311) 
On July I, 2013 the AppJic:antm,1med •bcl.ow .filed BPA Ne;,. 20l3..07.01.089!h.·ith the Oty and 01unty of Sa11 Francisco. 

2853 Broderick Stmet 
FllbertJU11Jotl Streets. · 
09411 ocrz 
RH-2/40-:X 

Applicant: 
Address: 
City, state: 
Tele hone: 

Stephen.Antomuos, Arehiteet 
2261 M.ar~et Street, #324 
San Ffilm•i!;J;.o, CA ·94114' 
41 864·Z261 

You are receiving this 11oticus a property owner or resident within 150 feet: o(tlteproposed proje<;t You a.re not.required t~ 
takC.:1ny action. Fur more infOnn!!tiOn about i:he proposed project, or to express concernsabnut the project; pleai;ew:ntacUhe 
Apf1Iie11nt listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you belic\le that there 11tc exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its di~cnary 
powers to review this application at a publit hearing. Appllc:atioll$ requesting; il Discretionary Review bearlngmll!lt !:ie!i.led 
during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Dlltcslmwn below, or the next business.day if 
that date ls on a week-.end or a legal hol!day .lino .Requests for Discretionary .Review aT!! filed, this praj'ect will be approved 
by the Planning r;ieparlment after !he Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provid,e. personal Identifying infcll:m~n when tht!y communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral"i:cmmunications, including submitted pexsorotl ci;mlactinfurmation, .may 
be made avaifoble to tlm public for inspc(:tion and copying upon request and may appear on lh~ Department's website or in' 
other public documents. 

~ .. "" · . . ; :· · . PROJECT SCOPE . .:.. . ·. - . 

D Demolffion 
x Change nr Use 

x Rear Addition 
PROJECT F~ATU RES 
SulldingUsa 
Front Selbacl< 
Side Se!backs 
Banding Depth 
Rear Yard 
Building Height 
Number of Stories 
Number of Dwelling Units. 
Numt?ernr Paiking Spaces 

Q New Construction 
. x FavadeAlteration(s) 

x Side Adciitil!ln , 
AS APPROVED'T AS BUILT 

Two-family dwelling I No Change 
-·-

10 met/ 10 feet 
6'@soulh & 2'@ oor1h I No Change 
57 Feet I No Chang~ 
13 feet I No Chimge 
37' 1o rid,ge / 40' lo ridge 
3 over garage/ ·~~o Cha11ge 
21 No Change. 
2/NoChange 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

x Alteration 

D front Addttian 

JC Vertical Add"dlon 
PROPOSED " 

Slogle-family residance 
No change 
2' @ south & 2' @ north side ' 
Na Change 

. l'1o Change 
No Change 
Ne Change 
1 
No Change. 

"Undsr previously approved BPA#2011.03.25.2839, the subject buHdingwas lifted 3 feet lo lh~ As.Bunt {~isling) c:ondltlon -at the 
subject property. During conslructlcin It was discovered.that the existing and proposed dimensioned helg'1fs disefosed under 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly stated and were deficient by 3 feet. Tue subject pennit application has been filed to 
demonstrale fhal ths $ubjecl buildlng was fifted 3 reet !O a height Of 40 feel, ra1her than io 37 reet as Staled ih 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839. Tue subjeclpemiil application also propo~ 11ddltional work incjuding a dwe!fing unit merger from 2iti1 
unit and side and vertical additions to .Ille exfs!lng buff ding. A Dlscre.tlonlfil' RevJew hearhg, Gas:e No. 2013.04330, for~ project 
is $checlLr~ fi;ir 12:00 µ.m. ~m Thursday, AUgustT. ;2014 at CltyHall;· 1 Dr. C~rlton B~ Goodie~ Place, f.'ODm 400, S~ Ftanclsco, 
CA. Tueiss~aoce of lhe bull di rig permit by the o:apartment ot. Bu]dlng lnspe'cflon l)rthe Planning Coll'lmlSSlon project.approval at 
a discretionary rellie\lt hearing would constitute as the Apprmrdl Aclloo for. t~e pro~ for the purposes of· CEQA, pursuan~ to 
Secllon 31 .0'4 of the Sah Ftanclscc Admln!sl!'atlve Code.. . . 

For more in£onnatio.Q, pJiase contact Planning Dep.arfm.en.t sla.f.f: 
Planner: Glenn Cabreros 
Telephone: (41?) 558-6169 
E-mnil! glenn.cabreros@.Sfgov.org 

r.f:i j[ ~ rm~ 11: (415) 575a9010 

Para informaci6n en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-901 O 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY tNFORMA TtONJPROJECT DESCRIPTION 

.Project Address· BJocl(/Lot(s} 

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

2013.04335 

[l) Addition/ Doemolition ONew I QProjectModification· 
Alteration (requires HRHR if over 50 years old) · Co.tiStn.u:tion CGO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning.Department approval. 

~ront facade alteratfons; new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing dormer. 

~-.-------· 

. ____ , _______ ......,_ .... __ 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

< 

No le: If neither class aw lies, an Bnvi.ronmental livRlmition A.mtlicat:Jcn i$ rea1;1.ired, 

0 Class 1-Existing Fadlities. Interior and exterior altara.tions; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; ch;mge 
of use if principallv 'Permitted or with a CU. 

0 Class 3 -New Consh:Uction. Up to three (S) new single-family :residences or sfx (6) dwelling tmits 
in one huildim:; cammercial/offke structures; utililv extensions.. 

D Class_ 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BYPROJECTPLANNER 

If any !xix is checked bduw, an Environmental Bualuafian Apf1licritl.on i$ required; 

D 
Transportation: Does the project create six (6) 01 more net new pitrlcing spaces or residential units?. 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transil', 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, schoo!S,day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-car~ facilities) within an air pollution bot 
spot? (refer lo EP Jlri:Mnp > CEQA Cn lex De1m11i1111tion Layers> Afr Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected o£ 
containing hllZllrdous materials (bas.ed an a previous use such as gas station, au to repair, dty 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): W-OUJd the pr.oject 
involve soil disturbance of any amdunl or a clUlnge of use from industrial lo . 

D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation oE a completed Maher 
Application that has been submHted to the San Francisco Deparmieot of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such dncu,mentation must be appenQ.ed fofhisform. ht all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environme11tal Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application wlth DPH. (refer to EP_AlcMap> Maher layer.) 
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Hlstorfc Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
.2853·2857 Broderick Street 

PART II; PR.OJECT EVALUATION 

Proposecf Pro}ect 0 Demolition &i?J Alteration 

P~ Drawings Pated: May 1, 2014 

Project Oescriplion . 
The proposed. projec:t·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_entiy pordi; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 
alteration nf main entry steps to reduce the height; altera.tiim of"i.he main en~an.ce l,o lower th~ threshold 
approximately 1' and add a transom above·t:he existing doo~; and, removal of s\alrs at the rear fa~de. 

Please note that the pennit plans associated with this project also :rectify discrepancies in previous 
P,ermits regarding height n"otation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 
ch~ges to the properly. 

Project Evaluation 
1f the property has been determined lo be a histarical resou.rcdn Part i please check whether the proposed projed 
would materirilly impair the resource tend ideniifiJ any modificatio11s fo :the proposell profed that may reduce m-
avrnd i'!llPacts.. . . 

Subject Properly/flistoriC' Resource: 

(El The project will not cause a significanl adverse impact to the histm:.ic resource as propas'ed. 

0 The project l!ID. cause a .significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposarl. 

Califomi.aRegisterMeligible Historic Distrlctor Context: 

181 The project :l:'llil.llill cause a significant adverse impact ma Californi~ 'Register-eligible historic district. 
or context as proposed. 

D The project wm cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register~eligible historic district or 
c~text as proposed, 

Proj ec:t Spedjfu Impacts 
The profect appears to meet the Secret/try of the Inte.rior StJtndards far :Rehabilitation and would not cause a 
substantial adver~ change to the contn'buting building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradifion Historic District such that the signUicance of the resoutce {the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applieable 
Standards. 

Sta.11flard.1. A property will be used as it was historimlly or be given tt MW use that requires minimal 
chll71ge IP its di:;mwtive mnterials,. ,feature;, spaces, ITTul spatial rellltitms11ips. 
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. 1· . ....... 
1. : .. .- .. . .. ~ ! ~. ! . 

.. 

SAN.fRANG1SCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMBNC 

. .. .. WIZ AUG 2.1 PH ~= l 5 
Categorical Exemptio~ Ap_peal t>lld"' · 

1650 MiSsltm st. 
-. Sulia40"0 

2853~2857 B~oderick· Street· · · · · 
· San Francisco, 

CA 94-103·2.479 

DATE: August 27, 2012 , 

Rooepllon; 
415.55U378 

FaX: • 
TO: · 
FROM: 

.Angela Calyillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisor~ 
Tina Tam, Serlior PreServation Planner- Plamrlng Department (415) 558~6S2S ' 
ShelleY, Calf:aslrone, C.ase Planner - Plari.nhfg Department ( 415) S58-6625 

. 415.558:640, 

RE: 
' 

HEARING DATE: 
ATTACHMENTS: 

BOS FileNo.120781 ~Case No. 2010.0394E] 
;Appeal ofCa±egorlcal Exemption fol'. 2853-2857 Broderick Street • 
sefitembet ~ :mu · · . 

I 

Planning 
Information; 
415.558.6371 

A. Plaro:llng· Department Cafegorlcal · ~emption Certificate inclu4fng Historic 

. 
" lNTRODU~TION 

~w:ce Evaluation ~po;;ise Men!o 
B; Photographs and Plans 
A. Appeal Lettet . 

Stephe;i Antonaros, Ar~tect- 2261. Market Street, #324 · 
KatePolevoi, Zeeva Kardos & lrvingZaretsky • 2845-2847Brotleric'k.S±reef 
Craig Jones &lv.1icbaelJaeger - 28~7-~832 Broderii::k: Street' 
Erle & Kelda R¢mers - 2865 Broderick Street 
Rob &: Jennifer Povlitz - 2869 Broderfck Street 
Don~ Ann Morehead - 2715 Filbert Street 

' ' 
This mem.otandum. and the attached do'cwneni:s are a response to th~ letter of appeal. to the Board of 

.. Supmisou (the "B~).rega:rding:'tbe Planning·Departmenfs (the ''Department") issuance of a 
Categorical Exemption under the Ca:li£ornia Environmental Quaiify-"Act.("CEQA Peter.rninatiort') fox a 
project at 2853-28571!rodericlc Street (theJl!lrojei:t''). · · · 

The Department, ~ursuant to 'Iitle .14 of the q!QA Guidelines'" issued~ Categorical Exenpti0n' for 2853-
2857 Broderick'St!eet o:n :Pebruary13, 2011, Sncling that the proposed project will n0t have an adverse 
frnpact to a hls~rlc resoUice. · , · · · . . • . · 

. . . 
The decision befcrre the Board is wh~ to uphold ;the Depa:ctment'f de~on to issµe a categorlcal 
exemption and deny ihe appeal, or to overtu:tn the Depa:rlntent' s d,ecision to issue a categoftca.1 exemption 
and retul:n. the project to the Department staff for additional. en.v:i:ronmentai :r~ewi. ' 

SITE DESC.RIPTION & PRESENT USE 

The project site oontams a tbree-story-ovei-ba.Se:inent building contafuing tWo dwelling units. The first 
floor ahoVe j;he pasement Iev.el ~ one dwelling unit.with~ entry along the south. side fa~de. :ni~ 

~·sfiP~afning.org 
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Board of Supervi$ors Categorical Exemption Appeal CASE NO. 20.1a • .039;4E 
2853-ZB57 Broderick .Street • Hearing Date:: September 4, 2D12 

-second and. t:T:ili;~ floors are oc.cupied by the second dwelling l.Ulit with its, <:>wn entry on .the nortbem side 
: of the front fa<;ade. The project lot measures approximately 54.5 feee 'Wide by SO feei; deep with an area of 
2r760 square feet. 

PROJf;CTDESCRIPTION 

The Pl'.Oposal involves raislng the? building by·approximatelJ. three (3) reet to insert a garage at the gromd 
floor level, expanding the grcinnd floor level towards the rear of the building, and. creating a new cu;b 
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 
ran~ary 17, 20i1 

February 3, 2011 

April .217, .2-011 

.· 

November 17, 2011 

Eistorlc: Resource Evaluation 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 determined that the proposed project is -exempt/excluded ·from 
env.ironm.ental reyie:w, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Secf;ion 15301 {Class One - · 
Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, · {e) Additions to ex:iSiing crlmctures· 
provided that 1:he a4dition Will nof resuit :in an @nc.reas~ of mere than 10;000--
squarefeet). . 

'Ihe zorµng A~ held a puhlia hearln.g on Variance-Applit:ation .Nfn 
2010.0394V. Per Plam:dng Code.section SU.. public notification for tb.e associated. 
building permit application.. No. .201103.15.2839, was cOnducted. from June 1~ 
2011 to July: 13, 2011. On Tuly 1, 2011, a request-for Discr.etioriary Review request/ 
Case No, 2!J10.0394D, was filed by fue owner of the adjacent building directly 

. south of ~e stlbject lot From -August 8,, 2011 to Septetnber 6, 2011, tha project 
was re-noticed pursuant to Section 311 to correct an error regarillng the height 
limit as dericted on fue plans mailed with the ori~ notice. The project scope- , 
of-work was not revised between tb.e time of the :initial notice and the re.-notice. 

The Planning Commission ield. a Discretionary Review ~ (Case No. 
. 2010.1)3~40} and apprcrved fue building pemtlt application for the proposed 

project per Discretionary Re\li.ew Action No. DRA-0229'. 

Variance decision letter issi;ied/grante~ by Zoning Admi:nistrator. 

:f.ssuance of Building Permit appealed to the ~axd of Appeals. ~Oard r;>f Appeals -
upheld :issuance of ~uilding permit. 

622 
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FILE NO. 120782 MOTION NO. }'\. f 2. - {O 3 

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 !:?treet 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 

a· Environmentat Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative 

9 Code Chapter 31. The prop9sed project involves raising the building by approximately three 

10 

11 

feet to ·insert a garage at ground level, expanding the ground floor level and £?feating a new 

curb cut. By letter to the Clerk of the Board, Kate Polevoi, on behalf of Zeeva Kardos, INing 

12 Zaretsky, Craig Jones; Michael Jaeger, Erle and Ke!da Reimers, Rob and Jennifer Povlitz, 

13 and Don anc~ Ann Morehead (Appellants.), received by the Clerk's Office on July 10, 2012, 

14 appealed ~e exemption determination. The Appellants provided a copy a Certificate of 

15. Determination, Exemption From EnvironmeiltaJ Review, issued by the Planning Department 

16 on July 3, 2011, finding tht; proposed project exempt from environmental review under GEQA 

17 Guidelines Class 1 (14 Cal. Code. Regs. §15301); and 

18 WHEREAS, On September 4, 2012, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to 

19 considerthe appeal of the exemption detennir:tation filed by Appellants, and following.the 

20 pu~llc hearing affirmed the exemption d.eteff1'1ination; and 

21 WHEREAS, !n reviewing the appeal of the exemptton determination, this Board 

22 ·reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeal Jetters, the responses to 

23 concerns document that the Planning Department prepared, the ofuer written records before 

24 ·the Board of Supervisors and aH of the public testimony made ln support of and opposed to 

25 the exemption determinr;ttion appeal. Following the conclusion bf the public hearing, the Board 
Clerk of the Soard 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 

8/30/2012 . 

oliglnated at: v;\legis support\electronit: attachments\2012. - ad flles\120782.doc 
r1!1Vised on: 8130/2012-v:\legis suwort\ele.ctronlc attachments\2012 - ad files.\120782.doc 

2312 



• I ' I. 
.. ·:. ·-. - ~ ___ ; ______ - l • I. 

1 of Supervisors affirmed the exemption determination for the project based on the written 

2 record before the Bo~rd of SuperVisors as well_ as all ot: the testimony at the public hearing in 

3 support of and opposed to the· appeal. The written record and oral testimony in support of and 

4 opposed to the appeal ~nd deliberation of the· oral and written testimony at the public hearing 

5 before th~ Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in supp·ort of and opposed to the 

6 appeal of tri~ exemption determination is 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 <?f 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 ~xernption detemiination; and be it 
. . 

11 FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that based on the whole 

12 record before it there are no substantial project changes, no substantial changes in project 

13 circumstances, ~nd. no new information of substantial importance that would change the 

14 conc~usions set forth in the exemption deiermlnation 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 Supervisors at the hearing on the exemption 

19 determination, this Board ce>ncludes that the project qualifies for a exemption determination 

20 under CEQA. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
Clerk of the Soard 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2 

S/30/2.012 
originated at: v:\leQls support\electronic attachments\2012- ad files\120782.doc 

revised on; 6/30/2012-v:\legis support\electronlc attachments\2012 - ad iiles\120782.doc 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Motion: M12·103 

City Hall 
l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett: Plllcl: 
San Francisco, CA. 94l~9 

FUe Number: 120782 Date Passed: September 04, 2012 

Motion affirming the determinatfQn by the Planning Department .that .a project located at 2B53-2.B57 
Broderick Street Is exempt from envlronmenlal review. 

Sspternber 04, 2012 Soard of Supervisors -APPROVEO 

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, f'arrelt, J<lm, Mar, Olague 
and Wiener 

File No, 120782 · I hereby certify that the fore.going Motion · 
was APPROVED on 9/4/2012 by the Board of 
Supervisors of the City ahd County of San 
Fraticisco. · 

:Aµ;•": 6 ""~ 
{ Angela Calvillo 

Clerk.of the Board 

City 1111d Coun(J' of SanF~ Pqt.l 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING .DEPARTMENT 

Cast No.: 
Project Title: 
Zanihg: 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from Environmental Review 

2010.Q394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
RH-2 (Resid~ Housei two--Fanu1y) 
40-X HE!ight and Butk District 

16511 Mission SL· 
Stlite400 
San fr.mclsco, . · 
CA D4103-l!47ll 

Re~pUom 
415.55$.6378 

Ftrc 
41l5511.lr4ti9 

Black!Lot: 
Lot Size: 
l'rajl!Ct Sp~ 

0947/002 
2,7S/ squa:te feet 

· Plannill~ · 
lntormeUD!t: 
415.558.6377 

Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
(415) 864-2261 
Shelley Caltagirone- ( 415) 558-6625 

· shelley .caHagirone@sfgov.org. 

PROJECT OESCRIPTtON: 

The proposal involves raising 1;he building by approximately three (3) feet to insert a garage at qie gi;ound 
(Joor leVel, exPlmrlingthe ground floor level towards the rear of the building.. and creating a new curb 
cut. The project woula add appr~lmately 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 Street, 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: 

l da hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.. 

cc: Stephen Antonaros, Architectt Project Sponsor 
Inger Conrad, Properly Owner · 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
Supervisor Farrell (Via Clerk of the Board) 

I 
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Vkna Byrd, M.D.F. 
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Exemptfon from Environmental Review Case No. 2010.0394E 
28$3-2.851 Brol:lerlck Stteet 

REMARKS (continued): . 
In evaluating whether the proposed pxofect w~ld 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. 11wsubject property is included on the Planning 
Depa:rtment's _1976 Archltectural Survey with a raang of "1" and was listed as a ccinhibutor to a historic 
district In the National and California Registers in 1983 according t6 the Planning Department's Parcel 
In£ormation Database {tegister form cannot be located}. Under the Planrung Department's CEQA .Review 
Procedures for H.istorlcResomces, the property is considered a "Category A" knoWa historic resource, 

As described in the Historle Resource Evaluation (ERE) Memorandut:X)1 (attached), the 2B5S..2857 
Broderick Street pr0perty is listed on the National Regis~er as a contribuijng btli.lding within a historic 
district. The register fo:rm cauld not be located; how,ever, based upon a review of the stm.·ounding 
architecture, the district appears to be ~gnifu:ant under Crltetlan 3 (Architectni:e) as a collettion of late 
19u.* and early 2.Qlh-cettf:tny buildings dating from the eadfost period of residential development ;in the 
Gow Hollow/Pad£icHeights nel~othood. The majority of the buildings are2-3 storiesm scale; are dad 
in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building forms .including a defined base, 
body, and cornice; .display pt.Inched window openin&-s, often· containing wood-framed windows; and 
di!iplay rlch·archltec:ttttal details aii.d ornamentation. The p~od of. .significance (or this district appears to 
be approximately 1870-lS30. The conatru.ction date of. the subject birllding places it within the period of 
significance idenl:ified for the surrounding }tistcnic district. Furthermore, the property retains sufficient 
historic integrity to co1wey their historic significance. As such, the property is C:onsidered a historic 
tesour_oefot the purposes of d::QA. 

Since the building wu detetmined to. be: a his!odc resoitrc~ the Planning Department assessed whether 
the ptoposed_project would maj:erially .impair the resource.~ bepartmmt determined that tbe project 
would not cause a substanUal advet'$e.clumge 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 projed would retain the historic residential ttse at the site and would not alter the 
building in~ way that would harm. its abntty' to 'convey its signifk:11I1ce as a 'First Bay Tradition~ 
style building da~ng from the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights earliest period of development. 

. . 

' " No distinctive·materials, feahll'~s, finishes, construction techniques or examples Of craftsman.ship 
would be af£ected·.by the· proposed project. Whil~ the height of the ground floor lev~ will be 
increased by approximately three '(3) fee~ the· change w~uld n~t significantly impact the overall 
proportions of the three-story ia~de. The- new' garage doot opening would occur at the new 
raised' portion of the building and would not cause the removal of historic: material. Although the 
en.try stairs would be extended to accommodate the new height~ they are not original to .. the 
building so that their rep!ac:emen~ ·would not remove histori~ m

0

aterial. 

' Memorapdum hom Shelley Caltagirone, Preserva.ti.on·Technkal Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Planner, 
Major Environmental Analysis, January 14, 2011. 

S~N fl!AJICISGD 
Pl.ANNINO DEPARTMEr>IT 2 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

MBA Plmitret: Brett Bolllnge.r 
Proje.d Addri!S$: Z853-2857 Broderick Street 
Bloc/dl..ot: 0947/002 
CnseNo.: 2010.0394E 

1650 Mlsslqn St. 
Stllle40D . 
San franciooo. 
CA9410S-2479 

!lm:epllon: 
415..558.6378 

fax: 
411i.551U4D9 

Date of~: January 14, 2011 
Planning Dept. Reviewer; Shelley Caltagirone 

(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagiron~.o!g 

. Plaooina 
l!lformallOn: 
415.558.6371 

PROPOSED PROJECl igj Altaralion D New Construction 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION · 

The proposal imrdlves raising the building by apptoximately 3 feet to msert a garage at the ground floor 
level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creatmg a new curb cut. The 
ptojecl W"Oufd add approximately 680 square feet of residential space to the existing 3,774-square-foot-
buildi~g resulting in 4,454 total square feet. · 

PRE·EXISTING HfSTOR!C RATING 1 SU~ 
The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 .iµclUtectu:raI Survey with a rating of 
"l" and was listed as a contributor 10 a hlstorie district in the National and California Registets 1n 19~ 
according to the Planning Department's Parcel In.fonnalion Database (register form cannot be located). 
The property is considered a ''C'.ategory A" (l<hawn Historic: Resource} property for the purposes of the 
Planning D~artment' s California Errviroro:nental Quality Ad (CEQA) review procedures. 

HISTORJCDISTRICT /NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The 2,75%squar&-foot parcel is. located on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located wlthln the Pacific Heights/COW Hollow neiShborhood in an .l'm-2 (Residential, House, 
Tw_p-Family) .ZOning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The area includes a rang.a of res:identi.al . 
building types, including larger Single-family dclached residences at the higher ~ations and two­

famUy :esidence:i or multHamily strueti:ll'!!S ot'l <:0rnet lOts and at lo.wer. elevations. The houses al"e 
designed In a variety of styles- dating. from the late 1911. .:and early 20Jh...century, which reflect th.a various 
stages of development within the neighborhood. Visual continuity is. mixed in terms of .style; however, 
there is a strong pattern of massmg !Ind materials along the immediate b.IOck. 

The .Pacific: Heights/Cow Hollow Area was incorporated into San Francisco in 1850 as part of the Wes.tern 
Addition annexation. Up Until the 1870.s, the. area indl:lde:cl the scattered vacation homes of the wealthy 
but was CJ::!mprised malnly of dairj farms, grazing land, and windswept dunes. Beginning in the 1870s, 

the neighborhood's proxlmlty 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. I 
~~=~~· 
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Exeniptinn .from Envitorunental Review Case No-. 2010.039!lE 
285"3·2.857 Broderick Stteet 

• The proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the 
building a~ the site aS·it Wouid be ·cons.tructed at the real' of the building, Which is not visible 
from the adjacent public righl:$-of-way. The proposed garage door at the fron\ fa~ade would be 
placed fl~h 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 wood and details to be compatible with the historic 
design. 

The proposed project would involve the addition of ;rppl'.Oldmately 680 sf ·Of residential space to the 
. existing 3,774-sf-building resulting in 4,454 total sf. CEQA State Guidelines Section 153Dl(e)(1)1 or Class 11 
provides fur additions to ©i:isl:ing structures provJded 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 struc~re and add approximately 680 sf ta the 
existing 3,774-sf of build.Ing area. The proposed project therefore meets the criteria o! Class 1. 

CBQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categoricaf exemption shall m~t be used for an 
activity where there is a reasonable possi:'bi.lity that the activity will have a. significant effect on the 
el."lvitonment due to unusual circumstances. Section 1S300.2(f) speclfically states that a eategorlcal 
·exemption shall not be used for a itroject that may cause a $Ubstantial adverse .change in the significance 
of an historical xes:ource. As described above, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of the histoxical resource undet Section 15300,~(f). Given this fact and the 
nature o£ the proposed project, the exemption provlded for in CHQA State Guidelines Section 15301( e), or 
Class 1, may be used. Th.ere are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the proposed project ffiat 
would suggest a ;easonabie possibility of a sigl)ificant environmental effect. The project would be exempt. 
under the abaite-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project ls appropriately exempt 
from environmental rev[ew. 

3 
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SAN FRANCl.SGO. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 
(CONTINUED FROM REGULAR MEETING OF AU.GUST 7, 2014 WITHOUT HEARING) 

Date: 
Case No. 

Septe:Inbe~ll,2014 

2013.0433-DDD 
Project Address: 2853-28517 Broderkk Street 
Permit Appli.cati.on: · 2013.07.01.0898 
Zoning: RH-2 [Resid~tial Hous.e, Two-Family] 

40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block!Lot: · 0947 /002 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact; 

Recommendation; 

PROJECT DESCR!PTION 

Stephen Antonaros, Architect. 
2261 Mark~t Street, #324 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
Glenn Cabreros - { 415) 588-6620 
glenD...cabreros@sfgQY.org 

Do not take Discretionary Review and approve 

The project proposes to clarify a height discrepancy approved under. Building Permit Application No. 

2.011.03.25.2839, '\Vhich_ per:fi~i,tted_ f!1e exis.ting ~ee-story-oveJ:~baseu!ent, nvo-unit building to be lifted 3 
feet to insert a two-car garage wifuin·the basement level. That·projec(v.ras c.onsidered and approved by 
the Planning Commission in 2011 •mder Case No. 2010.0a94D. Th~ current prOject also proposes 

a~dilional work including a dwelling unit merger fr-om 2 unjts to 1 unit, a sitj.e horizontal addition at the 

south, side fai;:ade, and vertical additions and rear fai;:ade alter~tions to construct dormers and a deck at 
the roof/attic level. 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND.PRESENT USE 

The project site contains a three-story--over-hasement builcling -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 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 ~ppraxim.ately 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 e:>..-pression. The adjacent building to the no:rf:4 is a three-stOry-over­

basement, two-unit building at the in.tersec.ti.on 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,. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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1650 Mission St. 
Suitn4DO 
San Francisco, 
CA.94103-2479 

R~ception: 
41'5.~58.5378 

Fax; 
415.558.6409 

Pl~lng. 
lnformatlon: 
415.558.6377 



Dfscretionary Review - Full Analysis 
September 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2-013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

tw-o-unit building. In general, the subject block face is characterized by three-sl:bry .. over·basemerit/ga.rage 

buildings, while the opposite block face is characterized by rour•story slructures {two, two-story building 
do exist on the opposit~ block face, but closer t6ward$ 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 vvithfn the Cow Hollow neighborhood and subject to the Cow Hollow Design 
Guidelines. 

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICAT,ION 

311Notiae 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 NOTIFJCATION 

:~·:'f.,:'.·ll:f r -·~~·:·;-I~~~· l1/:~ri~;f:;~~r~1(;1.ff~~0i~:~~:~~~~~~!f.f ~·:{~~~~~1~t~~~·~~f ~f 1·~ . ~~f ~::~r: :~ 
Posted Notice 10 days July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 days· 

Mailed Notice 10 days July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 days 

PU:BLIC COMMENT 

Other neighbors on the block 
or dllectly across the street 

· 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 J;ruilding 3 .feet, c9ntinues to be oppos~d to the currept project 

DR REQUESTORS 

The subject DR request, Case No. 2.013.043~D, is. a Mand,atory 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 eacli of the two dwelling units prqposed 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 tinit is above the affordability thresholds of Planning Code Section 317. 

2 
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Discretionary Review - Ful1 Analysis 
September 1 B, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Jn 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, directly south and adjacent to the project. (Mt. 

Zaretsky is the original DRrequest.£or the project that proposed to llit_the building three ~et under DR 

Case No. 2010.03940.) 

Timothy Acuri, resident of 2853 Broderick Street, across Broderick Street from th? project. 

PUBUCL Y·FILED DR REQUESTOR'S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED Al TERNATIVES 

Mt. Zaretsky's issues:. 
Issue #1: With regard to the physical envelope of the proposed project1 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 buil~lng and the merg;er of the n-vo dwelling units into a sing1e­
family· residence. Mfa. Zaretsky: would like to· see the building 1owered and the proposed. expansions 
removed from the project to allow the building to be restored to its original condition. 

Issue #2: Mr. Zaretsky is conremed 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 En.viromnerual Quality Act). 

Issue #3~ Mr. Zaretsky has concerns regarding excavation and drainage. Excavation and drainage issuel?· 
do not fall under the purview of the Planning Code or the Residential Design Guidelines, as such issues 
are under the jurisdiction of the Building Code. 

Ml'. Acuri' s issues: 

Issue #1: Mr. Acurl ~tes that he did not have the opportunity to review the revised plans and that due 
process was not served m obtaining the original permit appiica'!.ion which proposed to lift the building. 

~ence the Discretionary ReDiew Appli.cutions for addilional information. The Discretionary Review 
Applica.tions from the publicly~filed DRs are attached_ documents. 

ISSUES AND CONDSIOERA TIONS 

Height Correcl:ioil! Under previously approved Building Permit Applicatipn 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. 'foe subject permit application has been filed to demonstrate 
that tlie subject builc:llngwas lifted 3 feet, however to a height of 40 feet, rather than to 37 feet as stated in 
'BPA No. 2011'°3.25.2839. 

3 
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Discretionary Review- Fulf A11afysis 
Septetrlber18,2014 

CASE NO. 2013,0433D 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

2 w 1 Dwelling Unit Merger. Per the apprai~al SJ,lbmitted by the applicant, the dwelling unit merger 
may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator as each dw.elling unit is above the 

affordability thresholds _of Planning Code Section 317 and not subject to a Mandatory DR hearing. 

Additional Alterations beyond Orlginal Approval: As part of the subject permit application, the proje(::t 

sponsor (a new owner of the project) hCIS 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 :;;ide 

horizontal additions would retain the side spacing pattern that is created by the existing buildings on the 

subject block face o( Broderick Street. The Department is supportive of the altetations at the aU:ic/roof 
level, as the altera:ti~ns 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- th~ is parallel to the front 
fai;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 Ju1y 3, 2014, the Departmen~ determ.lned that the propo:!!ed project 

is exempt from environmental review. See attached Categorical Exemption Certificate. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

Upon teview of the subject permit application, the Department recommends the Commission not take DR 

and approve the project based on !:ha following" 
• The correction to the buildfog 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 BPA No. 

2011.03.25.2839 per Case No. 2010.03940. 

• The proposed side additions would retain the ~xisting dev.elopment pattern as viewed from the 
public right-of-way. 

• The proposed vertical additions are proposed within the existing building footprint" and wriuld 

be minimally vislble from the public right-0£..way. 
• The proposal has been reviewed as one consolicfoted project, including Environmental Review of 

the project in its entirety for the purposes of CEQA. 

RECOMMENDATION:: Do not take Discretionary Review and approve the project. 

Attachments: 

PR Applications submitted by Irving Zaretsk-y and. T'illlothy A.curl 
Categorical Exemption Certificate 

Section 311 Notification for current project (BPAff 20132.()7.01.0898) 
DR Report, Case No. 2010.0394D, dated Septem.ber.29, 2011 

DR Action Memo, DRA-0229, dated November 1, 2011 
Project Spoi:isor Submittal: Response _to Discretionary mi.ew and Reduced Plans 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

November 17, 2014 
..:·: 

·Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board 

Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning 
Department 

Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 2853-2857 
Broderick Street; Assessor's Block 0947, Lot .002 
Planning Department Case No. 2013.0433E 

HEARING DATE: November 25, 2014 

1650 Mission St 
Sutte 4DD 
6an FralleiS<:O, 
CA 94103-2:47!> 

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. · 

RECEIVED AFreR THE ELEVEN-DAY 
Tharik you. DEADLINE. BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN. 

CODE. SECTION 31.16(bX5) 

Memo 
2325 

(Nola: Puniumt1o C'.allfomla Q(Mrnmanl Coda. Sacllon 
l5009(b)(2), lnbmatlon rac:elved llt, « pllDr to. Iba pmllc 

hellltng wl be Included 81 Pait d the aftlclal tit.) 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 
ATTACHMENTS: 

Categorical t;xemption Appeal 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 

November 17, 2014 

· Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer- (415) 55~90~8 
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 ~d Tim 
Arcuri (Exhiliit A of Letter of Appeal is the July 3, 2014 Exemption from 
En~onmental Review and June 24, 2014 Historic Resource Evaluation 
Response) 

PROJECT SPONSOR: StephenAntonaros, Architect, (415) 864-2261 

APPELLANT: Irving Zaretsky, (415) 559-6875; Tim.Arcuri, (415)710-5550 

INTRODUCTION 

' 1650 Mission st. 
Sui!E400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Receptiorc 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

PlanninlJ 
lnfurmallon: 
415.558.6377 

This memorandum and the attached documents are a r~onse 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 Californla. Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA Determinatlon") for the 
proposed 2853-2857Broderick Street project (the "Project"). · · 

The Departm~t, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a Categorical Exemption for the 

Project on July 3, 2014 fuiding that the proposed Project is exempt from the Califomia Environmental 
Quality.Act (CEQN as a Cass 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 ovettum 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 fa9lde. The 
second and third 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 fa91de. 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 r'?of decks, construction .of dormers on the h.orth 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; al~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 correctiorui do not conSti.tute physical 
changes to the property. 

BACKGROUND 

On March 2, 2014, the Department determined that the Projecf was categorically exempt under CEQA 
Class 1- Existing Facilities, and tha,t 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 haye 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 ther.efore are categorically exempt from the requirem.ent for the.preparation of further 
environmental review. 

The CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(2), or Class 1, provides an exemption from environmental 
review for additions to existing structures provided 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 a.ass 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. 2010.0394E. 

Sf\N flWICISCO 2 
~ DEPARl'UElll1' 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: Nov~mber 25, 2014 

CASE No. 2014.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street. 

whichever is less. The Class 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 Class 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 signfficant effects 
shall be based on substantial evidence i:J;1. the record of the lead agency. CEQA State Guidelines 15604(£)(5) 
offers the following guidance: "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or e;vidence 
that is c:Iearly inaccurate or erroneotis, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substan~ 
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 
Deparbnenf s responses. 

Issue 1: The ApP.ellants contend that 1'the 36-inch p,ermitted lift was a height that ~s negotiated · 
b~ed 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 respopsible for enforcing its terms. The permit plans associated with this project did rectify 
discrepancies in previous permits regarding height notatio!\ and drawing accuracy. These corrections did 
not const~.tute 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 viili.d. Work recently completed at the project site resulted in raising the 
building approximately 3' to add a garage at the front fa9Clde. This work, in. combination with the 
currently proposed work, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a silbstantial 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 significimce 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 First 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 prc:>perty 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 FIWICISCO 
3 

PLANNING DEFfARTlllERT 
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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 B.nd 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 elimlnation of the West elevation porch has materially impaired the 
stru~e 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:t:oric homes. 

·The current exterior construction and planned development ~ort the original proportions and the 
structure .and negatively impact adjoining historic resources." ' 

Response 2: The Planning Department reV:iewed all aspects of the proposed design for compliance with 
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and found that none of th.e changes would cause. a 
substantial adver5e change to the contributing buildhi.g 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 harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition­
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of resideJ1tial development 

• No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmarisliip 
would be affected by the proposed project 

• All original elements of the p~ fa\:'lde 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!ie decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining features of the buildll;tg 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 pilblic would be retained. 

• The proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with contemporary 
windows and detailing such that they are distinguished as contempo~arjr 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 m~er of the previously 
approved two-unit building into a single-family home. 

SAii FRARCISCO 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: November 2·5, 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 afford.able housing 
and to bring in a diversity of population to occupy buildings in the neighborhood.. 

The ctirrent plans prevent the structme 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 structmes but does not include what physical impacts 
woul~ 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, Oass 1 Categorical Exemption allows for demolition and removal of individual small 
structures including up to three single-family residences. in urbanized ;;rreas, this exemption applies to 
duplexes and similar structmes where no more than six dwelling units will be demolished.. Effects 

analyzed under CEQA m~t be related to a physical change in the environment. The appellants do not 
state how this would result in an adverse physical change in the environment, and therefo:i:e 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 Depaitment has found that 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 
Departn:tent · 

For the reasons stated above and in the July 3, 2014 CEQA Categorical Exemption Deter:z:rrlnation, 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 the~efore recommends that 
the Board uphold the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination and deny the appeal of the CEQA 

Determination. 
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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 Jline 24, 
2014 Historic Resource Evaluation Response) 
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Board of Supervisors 
Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 9~102 

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 ~lanning Department has issued a CEQA CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 

DETERMINAT~O.N (CASE NO. 2013.0433~ - Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation 

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

RESPONSE (Case No. 2013.04$3E) 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 n<;>t have a significant effect on the environment. 

The Planning D~partrnent 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 1 gs ·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 Cleare$~ example 

of the First Bay .Tradition building .style and residential building plan for i:nixed housing . 

2 
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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 Sroderick street and the South side of Filbert 

street; and two and three story multi residence buildings, consisting o~ two fla~ 
.. 

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 allo~ each structure 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 architecturaliy 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~upi"ed with the remaining flat rented out. 

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

3 
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of the buildings and how they fol_Iowed th~ slope of the hill. The roof lines have been 

staggered to follow the descending slope. Tliis is a characteristic of many sloped 

streets with historic homes in San f rancisco. 

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

Albert 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 yai:d set backs. All the homes have maintained 

sub~tantial back yards. 

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

betWeen 6'9" and 7''Z.' 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 have been kept as originally designed. .. . 

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

streets lies in Iarg·e measure due to the history of the Presidio and the ryeed, 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~mify houses contribute to the total environment of this part of Cow 

Hollow. 
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BACKGROUND TO 2853-2857 BRODERICK 

· This str~cture 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 

Sroderick 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 tower flat 

had been continuously, and without interruption, rented out at highly affordable rents 

for families, oouples, 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 is8ues 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 oymer~ bought the building in about May of 

2012, although they had been in the process 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. $50,000 and the sel1er 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 building plans in place 

and the architect stayed on. 

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

Hearing set for September 4, 2012. Supervisor Farrell negotiated a S~ttlement 

Agreement (enclosed) which was signed by the c;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 Orie 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 Brodertck 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 Ag~eement was si~ried at Supervisor Farrell's office on September 4, 2012 and 

the Appell~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 mo~ths later the current owners lifted the building under this permit and then 

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

_It was discovered after the building was lifted that the original stated height of 

the ouilding 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 n~ighbors complained to City Planning and the . 

Building dep~rtments . 

. 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 ~e revised plans had to be submitted ~o a 311 neighborhood notification just .as 
_, 

the original plans ~ere subject to such notification. 

The project sponsor and City Planning failed to submit the plans to a timely 3.11 

.notlficatioR and i(lstead, abandoned the plans of Permit 201307Q1 0898 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 the Revised· Plans were submitted by the 
. . . .. . . . 

. . . 
project sponsor, ANDAFTER CONSTRUCTION WAS COMPETED UNDERTf:IE . 

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 w~ the Revi_sed Plans and the 

interim Addenda plans that re-introduce several of the issues that caused us bfile 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 the curb and the building 
. . -· . . . . 

height exceeds 40 ' at the North elevation. 

Appellants were misled by the tnitiaLheight designation on the original plans that the. . .. . 

building was 34' in height and that "YJ"Ongful 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: 
l 

Appellants are appealing 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)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 garaae 

construction. 

5. DWELLING UNIT MERGER: 

Appeflants 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 v9-lue and Valuation report submi!:ted by the 

project sponsor to date provide a statement of value based on Mure 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 appraisi;ll 
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is totalfY speculative and ~s based on inaccurate comparisons to existing 

building~. The sole purpose ~f such an appraisal and Vafuation Report appears 

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

the Board of Supervisors and b~aving it to the discretion of the Zoning Administrator. 
. . . 

The current appli~ation b~ 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. )HE BACKYARD: 

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

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

. 7. GARDENING SMED 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 B~ard of Appeals on September 19, 20~ 2. 

That development continu·es to be availabl~ 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 : 

AppeUants 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. 

PERMIT APPROVED ON SEPTEMBER 19,.2012 VS. THE NEW PERMIT 
201300010898 
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The original negotiated plans· betw~en the project sponsor and the rieighbo.rs provided . 

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

structure wl!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 v0th 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 the 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 

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 subs.equent construction presented to ~e neighborhood. City Planning 

did not complete the CEQAchecklist 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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· Nonethel~s, construction had already occurred and the current hearings appear 

to be intended to simply ratify constructio~ that has already taken place to the 

irreparaf?le detriment of the Cow Hollow neighborhood . 

. The current construction and the planned construction have ~ significant effect on· 

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

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

subject property has taken it out of all 'proportion ·to the height profiie 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 buildings. The encroachment into the. back yard ar_id the virtual elimination· 

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

large open space in the center of the q~adrant bounded by Broderick, f?aker, 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 elil!lination 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 home5. 
' 

The current ·exterior construction' 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 bundings in ·the neighborhood. . 
. . . 

The current plans prevent the structure froin 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 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 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
p'LANN·ING· DEPARTMENT.·. 

CE~ Catego'ricaf Exeo:iption Determination 
PROPERTY !NFORMA TION/PROJECT DESCRfFTJON 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 
-

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

20i3.0433E 

Il]Addition/ Ooemoliiion D-iew l OProject ~edification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project desaipti..£>Il for Planning Department approval 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new donners; a~er existing doimer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TOBECOMPLETEDBYP.RO]EC!"PLANNER 

Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions ~der 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
ofnse if · ci all · ed orwiih. a cr.r. · · 

D Class 3 -New Conslmction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences ar six (6) dwelling units 
in one buil • commercial( office sb:uctures; utili extensions. -

D Cass_ 

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

If any box is ch.ed<:E;d below, anBnvironmental B'DaiuationAppricati.on is required. 

0 
Transpomtion: Does ihe project create six (6) or more net new patldng spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have:lhe potential to adversely affect transit.. pedesf:rian md/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of neaiby transit,. pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifiaally, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwel,lings, and. senior-care facilities) wil:hin an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer fD EP _ArcMap > CEQA. Cato: Determination lm;m; Air Pollution Hat Spats) 

Hazardous Ma.terlals: /i.ny project~ tiiat is locate~ on ~e Maher map or is suspected of 
con:ammg hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station,· ~to repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground $.rage -tanks): Would the project 
involve soil ~ance_.of any amount or a change of use from industrial to 

D . ~ercialfresidential? 1f yes, shoµld the applicant present doc:amentafion of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted f:o the San Franciseo Deparlll'\ent.of Public Health (DPH), this 

. box does not need to be checkecI:. but snch dorumentation mu.st be appended to this fori;n. In all 
other circ::umstances, this box must be checked and the project: applicant must submit an 
Enviromnenial Application with a Phase I Environm"ental 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 

Soil Disf:tnib~di£ication: Would the project result in soil disl:urbance/modffica.fion greater 
than two (2) feet below grade in an arc:heologic:al sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non­
~logical senstti.ve area? (refer to EP ..}.rcMizp > CEQA Cata Dderrrri:nation 'lagers> ArcheologicaZ 51!11SitirJe 
~ 

Noise: Does the p:roject:incl.Ude new IJ,oise-sensitive recepto.i's (sChools,·day ca:re .facilities, hospitals, 
residential d~,. ~d senior-care facilities) .froilf:i:ng roadways located. in the noise 'mitigation 
area? (re.for to EP _,ArcMap > CEQA Cata Determi:natian Laym >Noise M'mgaiicm. Areii) ·• 

Subdi~t Line Adjustment: Does~ project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a 
slope average of 200,{, or more? (refttr ta BP ...An:Mtqt > CSQA Cata Dete:nnination.Layers> Topograpblj) · 

Slope= or> 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square. 
footage e:i::pa:cision greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpimtlng, .re!:ai:niDg wall.~ DI grading 
on a lo~ wi£b. a sJ.ope average of 2D% or more? .Exce:ption.s: do not c1r.eCJc box fr 'lJX!ricpe:rfomted on a 
preui.or:s'/:y de:oi/.q::fedpori:ian of site, 5fa:i:rs, patio, tkdr:,., <1r fence work (re.form EP _An=Map > CEQA Ca:te:r 
Dett::rminatian Layers> Ttrpognrphy) If box is c:hei::ked,. a geotedu:dcalrepa:rt is xequired and a. Certificate or 
'.bigherlevelCEQAd~re~d . . · 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project :involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
.sqa.a:re footage expansion greater than I,,000 sq.".£!:... shoring, Und~g, retaming wall wOJ:k,.. 
g:radmg~udmgeXcava!ionand fill on al~dezone-as iden~dmthe San ~co · 
Generai Pl8Il1 E=ptions: do Wt check box far toorlcperftmne4.cn a preuiously de:oel.oped porlicn of fhe. 
site, stairs, paiia, deck, or fan.a iwrk. (nft:r to BP _An:Map > CEQA Crzia Dete:mzination Lay=> Seismic Hazard • 

Zones) If box is cl:Lecke~ a geotedmical:repcn:Us :requb:ed. and. a Cemfi.ca.fe or higher level CEQA docament 
:ceqi:dred • · 

Seismic: liquefaction Zone: Does the projed::involve excavation Of 50 aibic yards of soil 0r more,. 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft sho:cing, llil.d.erpi:nni retaining wall work, or 
grading on: alot ma liqnefaction zcrne? E:cceptiOns: D!J not r:!het:X box far 1Jl01'lc peefonned. on a pre:ui.ously 
de:qif.qped purtion of the sit!, stairs, patior deck, or fence woik. (refer to EP _An:Map > CEQA Cata 
Ddt:rnrinaiitm Layers> Sdsmie Hazard Zanes) If 'box is checked,. a geotedmical xePort will ijkely 'be reqcii:ed. 

Serpentine Rode: Dqesthe prpjectmvolW.any excavati.On on a property contaiirlng serpenline 
rock? Exceptions: do nat dieck box far stairs, patio, deck, retaining wif.4i, or fr:n.ce Wm;k. (refer to 
EP _Arc:Map > CBQA Catex Dd:ermintztfon Layets >Serpentine) · • 

If no boxes axe checked ~ow,, G.O TO STEP 3. J.£ one 'or more boxes a:re clieclced ahove, an 'Environmen:taI. 
'E'DaT:uaii.on .AJ!.p7.icati.Cn. is reqliired. · . · · 

Project cm proceed 'With" ~gorical exempfum review. The project does not ttlgger ai:ty of fb.e 
CEQA impacts' li:st-ed ~ave. . 

~ents and.Plami.er Signatu:re (optional}: 

No ex,cavation. Jeanie Pofing 3/3/14 
" 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS-HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT.PLANNER 

A: Known .Hlsfe:cical Resou.rc:e. GO TO S1'EP 5. 
-B: Potential Bistoriccil :ResollICe (GVer 50 
C: Not a :ffistoriC:al Resonxce or Not A · [e (:'Uil.der 50 ears of a e). GO TO S.TEP 6. 
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STEP 4: PROPO.SED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BYPROJECT·PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

l J 1. Change of use and new C:Oll$trudion. Tenant improvements not .included. 

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

D 4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Wzndcmi Replaccment S!;antitzn:Is. Does not include 

storefront window alterations.. 

D 5. Garage work. A new op_ening that meets the GuUiilines far .Ad#ng Garages and Curb Cuts, a:OO/or 
replacement of a. garage door in an existing operong lhat meets the Residential Design Guidel1nes. 

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

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

D 8. DoIIner installation ~meets the requirements for exemption from public notification ~er l.oning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer V\'.mdo?Ds. 

9. Additi~n(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D clireciion; does not extei;id vertically beyond_ the floor.level of the top story of the sl:ructure-o:ds only a 
single sfury in heigh.f;; does not have a footprint that is more than 50~ larger than that of the original · 
building; and does not cause the removal of arc:hit~ significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. . 

D Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

tvl Project does nof: confonn to the scope$ of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

D Projectinvo!Ves less than.fa~ work descriptionS. GO TO STEP. 6. 

STEP 5; CEQA IMPACTS-ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW · 
TO BE CO:Ml'LETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the proj eel:. 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resomC:e (CEQA Category A) as determined.by Step 3 and 
conforms entirely to proposed work che&list :in Step 4. 

0 2 Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

wr. 4. Fa~de/sln;refront aiterafions fha± do not remove,. alter, or obscure c:hara.cter-defurlng features. 

Ii]' 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure chamcter-~g 
features.. 

D 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a btillding' s historic conditiop. such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

@' 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are nlinimany visible from a public right-of-way · 
and meet the Seadary of the Interior's Standnrds far Rehizbilitatitm... 

~ PEPARTMSNT 09.1S.2013 
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8. Othe:r Wade cmisistent with the Secrela:ry of the Inicriar Standards for iht: Treatment of Erstoric Properties 
(Spedfy or add comments): 

~ 5e,e.." r\-'R'E:.K ~w {,/~J.t (t t{ ll\t.a\.o 

~ 

D 9. ~sifi.cafion of property stat:as to Category C. (RJ;qui:res a:ppwo&ll by Se:niar Preseroatiun 
p~ Coordinator) . 
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER) . 
b. Other (s-pecify): .. 

. 

Note: J.f ANY box in STEP 5 above is ch.e&:ed. a Preservation l'lanner MUST check one box below. 

D Ftttl:her environmental review .reqaired. Based. on the info:rma.lian provided,, the project requires an 
En:oircmmenttil Et1aiutztiDn Application to be submitted.. GO TO STEP 6. 

if Project can pxoceed with~ exemption :revieW. The project has beenrevWved by the , 
Preset~ ?Jficm Planner and can proceed with ortego:rlcal exemption revieW. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): . 
. 

Preservation f'.lanner Sign2.f:are: . .//_// (-;_/,/ . 
.. 

~ 

F 

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

D Farther envirm 1111ental reviewreqtrlred. Prop~ project does not meet scopes of work in eifber (check 

all tha:ta:ppZy): . 

D Step 2-CEQAimpaas . .. 

D Step 5-Advanced.Historlcal. Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental. E:rNib&atwn.Applicaii.On. . .. . 

B" No .ftu:ther en'Vironmenfil reviewis required. The ~ect is ca±egotlca.lly exemptllllder CEQA. .. .. 
Sig:ciamre or Stamp: 

Plarmer N~ Skc.ll~ CJ.b.<:\1?11\C. 
. 

Project Approval Action: - . 

.ikll; Select One b4::; .. 7/-gfq "If Discrel:ioruuy Review befo:te the Planning 
Commission is~ t'heDisaeliamu:y 
Review beating is !he .Approval .Adion..forihe 

.· 

pmjecl:. . 

Once signed or stamped and dated,. this docmnent c:onstituies a cal:egorical exempti~ pursaantto CEQA Gtiidelines 
and Cllapter 31 of the .Admirrlst:rative Code. 

Jn accordance with. Ci.apter Sl of !he San F.randsco Admmistcafi.ve Code, an appeal of an exemption detea:ninalion 
can only be filed wiihin.30 days oflh~.~ectrecei'ving the first approval adion. 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING PEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Eval"uation Response 
Date Re:oiewed: 
Case No.:· ., 

Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: I 

Staff Contact: 

June 2~ 2014 (Part II) 
2013.0433E 
2853-2857.Broderlck Street 

. BH-2 (Residentful, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; 
40-X Height and Bulk District . 
0947/002 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planne: 
(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@~ov.org 

~ 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description . . 

1650 Mission st. 
SUitB400 

. San Francisco, 
CA 941{)3-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnformalioa: 
415.558.6377 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is loca~d on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
· property is located within the Pacific Heights/eoW Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2. (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zoning DiStrict and a 40-X Height and Bulk D.istricuTh.e subject building was constructed 
circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Traditio;i.-style. . 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey . 
The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating o£ 
"1." In the Jamiary 14, 2011, the Plannln.g Departm.ent 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 fue time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 
Department evaluated the pjoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
distri,ct significant under ~terlon 3 as a ~llection of buildings dating from t;he neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, ~e Department has discovered that the Planning Department's Parcel 
Information Database incorrectty·identi.fied 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 eoll~on of buildings dating from the neighborhood.' s 
first wave of development Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a "Category 
A!' (Known Histc?ric Resotll'ce) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's Califomia. 
EnvD:onm~ Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. · 

Neighborhood Context 
The fol19wing historic context is excerpted ii'\ part from a draft Cow Hollow Histoi;ic Context Statement 

.·prepared by the Department m 2013. While not formally adopted. ?J. ~e 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 no_rthern 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 Lombaxd Street to 



· ·Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
Jun~ 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 201S.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 2lso playaj a significant 
roledn tbe.neighborhocxfs development, both ar~tecturally and socially. 

Hlstori~y~ the area was part of ~ W estem Addition, adopted by th~ city in the 1850s. 'l.ll'l.der the Van 
Ness Or~ce. The neighborhood was origfually kD.qwn as 0 Spring Valley" durmg the early American 
period beca.Use of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name beCam.e eponymbUS With 

the SPrlng Valley Water Company, the neighborhood .adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, local conira~r George Walker pro:i:rioted the area a8 11Cow 
Hollow,0 in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery distri~ 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 ~ in£1.u:x 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~gulaxly being 
published :in the San Francisco Chronicle. and other local papers. At the same time, g:r;ow:ing de\relopment 
pressures and the -demands of the Department of Public Health.. approxmi.ately thlrty 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. 

· J;he estahli$hment of the Presidio and Ferries cable ca:r l:ine led to a sustained period of residential 
development :in Cow Hollow picked up, but the pace of growth was :i;el.atively modest By 1893, thirteen 
years after the opening of the c;ar.l:ine, few blocks were fully dev~oped with new real estate. According to. 
the 1893 Sanbom Map Company .fire insurance map, development ha4 clearly clustered along the Unien 
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streeis. Many lots 
remained undevelopE4 although parcels had been subdivided .tfuoughout fhe area west of Steiner Street 

The.1899 Sanbom Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 
ihe area, primarily along the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-sooth axis ap.d along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets to the north. To the west, fhe area remajned undeveloped aside from a 
small tract ~f homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development a~ this time was fo~ed on s:ingle-family residences, often :in 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 Stick-Eastlake, which were common throughout 
Cow Hollow. · 

Rebuilding of ihe City began within mo:Q,ths of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate 
ihe urgent City-wide.housing needs, multi-unit flats.were increasingly constructed :in all residential 

neighborhoods,:as is clearly seen :in Cow Hollow folk~w:ing the. disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue wa~ '. 
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 
un:inhabitable. 
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The citywide building boom that began :in inid-1906 continued nearly unabated tmtil World War.LA 
I!iitionwide 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 geog;-ap'.hic separation of incompatible 
land uses. The operrlng of streetcar tUnnels in 1918 and 192B, as well as the adoption of mass automobile 
use beginning~ the 1920s, spurred residential development m 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 ins.an 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 Admlltlstration public works projects and economic incentiv~ for construction-reJAted 
activities. · 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little dam.ag~ such.as CoVf Hollow, not only hosted refugee 
camps for the two years folfowing the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay :in the area rather 
than 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 Pal:i.ama-Pacifi.~ 
Intemational ~ition took place. During this perio~ many two- to six-mrlt 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 c:alled 
"the least stirring section of [San Francisco's] real estate market" had become an increasingly popular 
neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as 1~ surprisingly'' active despite its lack of 
infrastructure and transit. 

J?uring this perio~ the area bounded· by Lombard Street to the north, Lyon Street to the west Green 
S~t to the north arid Pierce Street to the east had clearly become a popular enclave for middle-cl?Ss 
families, with the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on: most. Flats were 
constructed along the western face of Broderick Sfreet and at occasional com.er 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 cra£t:sman-style structure :in the fashion of the architect Bemard 
Maybeck. . 

Bay Regi.on Tradition 
Coined m 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, info~ and anti-urban. ',The Bay 
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years· and has since bee!). classified into Fll'St, Sec~d and Third 
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The Fiist Bay Tndition. 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 Emopean Modemism popularized by the 
Bauhaus and the IntematiomI Sty~ Transitional architects that bridged the first and second Bay 
J;raditi.ons include Remy Gutterson and John Hudson Thom.as. 

The First Bay Traditi~ spanrrlng roughly from the 1880s to ~ly 1920s, was a radical reaction to stai~ 
Classicism of ~eaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ol:namented Victori~-era styles also popular 
at that time, First Bay Tradition architects developed a builcllng vemaCular linked to nature, site 13Ild 
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 Bl.lllgfilow, Prairie and 
Califorrua Bungalow. The First Bay ~diti.on is characterized by sensitivity to nailµal materials and 
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landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship m wood. Buildings of this period 

exhibit both p~onal des1gn apptoa:c:hes and the ideas of architecis. such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 
Bay T:i:aditions of the" 1930's and later deriva~ of the 1950s and 1960s are clear desi::endants of this 
style. . ! • 

I• 

A few homes, were designed with spiicious front porcl:ies supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
bouider ~d brick piers. Along with natu!al woo~ shlngl~ and clinker brick, materials such as ficld st:One 
and river sto~ were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in 
pian, resi!iences were characterized by tripartite Windows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs often have bXoad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting · ~ 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionally~ clinker. brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 

tl:rl.s sfyle. 

CEQA Historical Resource{s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if ii is "listed in, ar determined ta be 
eligible for listirJ.g in, the Oz1.ifomia Register of mStoriaal.Resources." The fact t1iat a resource is not listed in, or 
detemr:i:ned ta be eligible for listing in, the California. Register of Histarical. Resources or not included. in. a lqcal. 
register of 1riStorical resources, s'liail. not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qua1:ify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. -

Individual Historic District/Context 

Prop~ is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California 
California Register under one or more of the Re~er Eistoric District/Context under one or 
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:_ 

q:iterion ],- Event 0Yes\ZINo Criterion 1 - Event .. 0Yes\ZINo 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yesjg!No Criterion2 - Persons: 0Yesl'81No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0Yesl8JNo Criterion3"-Architecture: \ZIYes0No 

·Criterion 4 - Jnfo. Potential: 0YeslZINo Criterion 4 - Tnfo. Potential: 0Yesl'81No 

Period of Signifi~ Period of Sigrtifica:nce: 1888 -1914 
. \ZI Contributor 0 Non-Contributor 

In 2011, the Departm.ent found that the property appeare4 to ·contribute t~ a historic tlisb:ict significant 
under Criterion 3 as a colleciion of buildings dating from the neighborhood's ·first Wa.ve of development 
with a period of significance .of 1880-1930. Since then,, the.Department has gafhered further information 
about the .Cow H~llow neighborhood,. which has allowed us to further refine our fll:tdings. The 
Depa.rtment continues to find that the subject property contributes to a historic district; howEWer, the 
boundaries, historl~ 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 sigpificant as a contributor to a historic district under Criterion 3 for both its 
asso~tion with the neighborhood!s first large wave of develop~~t and with the First"Bay Tradition .. 

architec;tural Siyle. The period of significance for this ~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 
south,. and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis below. . · 
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PLANNING DEPARTllllENT 2.3·58 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick street 

· Criterion 1: It is associ.tded with e'Dents t'Juit ka'De made a signifiamr:t contribu:tion to the broad patterns 
· of local crrregirma:J. history, or the cu1:t:ura:J. heritage of Ca:J.ifomia or the U:nited States; 

Tuere is 'no :in:formati~n provided by the Project Spo.i;wor or located in the Planrrlng Departlnent' s 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject builcling. Althougli 
construction of the subject building was part o.f the primaxy patl:erl1 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 neighborhC?od, 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 li'o~s of persons important in our local, -regional ornat:ional 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 liv:i:ng at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in_ 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear i;hat.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 pr~ed 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 signi£cant persons ~e associated with the subject 
building. The subject building is therefore determ:ined not to be eligible UIJ.de; thls criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinati:ve characteristics of a type, period, regi.cm, or method of 
consi:ru.ctwn, err represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic 'Dalues;. · 

· . The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eli~le 
for listing on the bili!omia Register fur em.bodymg both the distinctive cha:racteristics of the first period 
of large scale.architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 

• I 

Tradition stj-le. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unlmoWn architect in 
the First Bay Tradition style. The general ·chaxacteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified 
geometric. forms, natural mat~ (often ind.uding shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), 
structural honesty, picturesque ~ asymmetrical massing and articulatlon, uniform exterior cladding 
with no interruptions at comers, and simplified omament and details. :Many of these elem.en.ts 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 19t1i -and early 
20~entury buildings dating fi:on;i. the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. Many of the buildings :fiom this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, which. ~ 
unique to the region. As sii~ this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
~ctive ch.araci:eriStics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of signifi~ce for this 
district ?-ppears to be approxmtately 1888-1914, r~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 signifi~e 
identified for the surrounding historic· district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
no~ Scott to the east, Vallejo to the squth, and ~yon to the west 
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Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yieltl., information important in prehistory or history; 
Th.ere is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Plamting D~piµ1ment' s 
background :files to indicate that the subjeci; property is likely to yield information important to a better 
understanding o,£ 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 CEQ4 a property must not only be shown to be signiftcani: under the Ca1ifornia 
Register of Historiciil Rfsaurces crit~ but it also mus~ htzoe integrity. Integrity is defined as "the trUthentieity of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced by the suroi:oal of physical characteristics that existed during~ property'tl· 
period of significance." Historic integrity enable:1 a property to illustrate signi.ficant trSped:s of its past. All se:oen 
• qua1iJ:ies do not need. to be present as long the uoeraTJ. sense of past time a:nd place is evident. 

The subj;rl property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A! 

Locafion: IZ! Retains 
.Association: lZ! Retains 
Design: lZ! Retains 

Workmanship: lgJ Retains 

Ir't.Storic District · 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
01.acks 
0Lacks 

Setting: IZI Retains 
Feeling: jg! Retains 

Materials~ t8J Retains 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

The Cow Ho~ow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient infegrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms . of material, design and wor~hip, 
particularly when compaxed to buildings :found outside of the District. The majority of District btrllclings 
retain a high level of original building £ea.tuxes such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lowei levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windqws is· also coinm.on. FeW 
horizontal or vertical additions axe visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
:integrity of feeling. .setting, location, and association. Contributors rei;nirln single-family, are sited at their 
original location,~ are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family houses. 

Subjectl'rope:rty 
The sul:Jject 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 app;r:oved 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 builcllitg or the building's relationship to its setting within the hist~ric 
district. The. work also did not remove any character-defining feablres of the building. The buildfug, 
therefore.1 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 ph2se of development within the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. ' · · ·· 

Step C: Chaiacter Defining Features. 
If the subject' property has been det_~ed to htzoe significance a:nd retains integrity, please list the character­
defining fea.tures of the building(s) a.ndlor property. A property must retain the essenf:ial physical fe"a:tu.res that 
enab7.e if to can:oey its historic identity in ortler to a:oQid sign.i.fica:n.t ad:oe:rse impacts to the resource.. These essentia1. 
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features f!.Te these that define both why a property is significant and whin. it was signifi.can.t, u:nd without whf.ch a 
property can no longer be it1.en.f:iji.ed as bem.g associated with ifs significtmce. 

. · The Cow Hollow Fll:st Bay Tra~tion Historic District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 

xµassing, articulation, fonn,, setba~ and stylistic eleinents 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 ~etb~; 
• Gable or hipped roof forms; often with dormers; 

• Locally sour~" natural materials, often incluc'!lng shingle cladding, ruStic lap sicling,. and brick; 
• Mul'f:i..light wood-framed windows;, 
• Raised entries; aru:4 
• S:i:m.plified ornaffient and details including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 

incorporating Colonial Revival and Aits and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

[8] IBstorical ~urce Present 

D Individually-eligible Resource 
[8]Contributor to an eligible Historic District 

D Non-cOntributor to an eligibl~ Historic Di.slJi.ct 

D No Historical Resource Ptesent 
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PARTil: PROJECTEVALUATION 
Proposed Project D Demolition IZ! Alteration 

. Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 
The proposed project-calls for exterior changes to the house, including the construction of two roof decks, 

construction 0£ dormers on the north and south slope5 of the hipped portion 6£ the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of t1;ie side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the heigh!; alteration of the main -en±rance 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 discrepantjes in previous 
permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 

. changes to the prop~. ' 

Project Evaluation 
If the properly haB been determined to be a historicaJ. resource in Part I, please checlc whether the proposed project 
w:mJ4 materiaIT.y impair the resource a:nd identify a:ny modificati.ans t(] the proposed project that may reduce or 
avoid f.n:pacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

t8J The project will not cause a Significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

D The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the histoJ1,c resource as proposed. 

Cali£omia Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

t8J The project will not cause a signifi~t adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 
or context as proposed. 

D The project will Ca.use a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible hl,storic district or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific bnpac:ts, . 
The p.roject appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rihaln7.iftz.f:ion and would not cause a 
substantial ad.verse change to the contributing building at 285a..57 Broderick Street or to i:h.e ~ormd.ing 
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~. 

Standard 1. A. property wi1J. be used. as it was historically or be gi:(len a new use that requires minimtzl 
cha:nge to its distincf:i:oe ma.teritiis, features, spaces, awl.spati.ril relation.ships:. 

l 
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The proposed .project would retain the historic: re:sidential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would haxm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition­
style building dating fro:i;n the Cow Hollow earliest period of resid~ti.al development. · 

• . ! ..,. . . 
Sta:nilar.d 2 The historic character of a property will. be retained ·a:rr.d preseroed. The remtrr;Jal. of distmcti:oe . 
materii1s or al.teration of jeaf:ures, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be 
a:ooided. . . 

No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of cra£t:smanship . . 
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 !J.Ot detract from the chaxacter of the en.fry and the door woul~ be retained or replicated. 
The proppsed. alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary .facades that do not contribute to 
the ov~ character of the building or district.· 

Sta:ndard 3. Each property will be recognized as a physical. record of its time, place, and use. Oumges that 
create a false sense of histarica1. deoe!opment, such as adding conjectural. fea.tu:res or ~ts from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Conjectural eleinents are not are not a part of the propos~ project All contemporary alterati~ns 
. and additions would be construct~d of new, yet compatible, materials . . . "' . . . . : .. " . 

Standard 5. Distinctive materiais, features, finishes, and consf:ruatian techniques or examples of 
crttjtsmanship that characterize a property will be preseroed. 

The proposed project would not result in the loss of distin~e featur~. · 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior al.terations,, D!' related new construction. will not. destroy historic 
materials,. feaJ:ures, and. spatial. ril.ationships. thaj characterize the property. The ne:w work will be 
dijfere:nti.atetl from the old and will be compatiole with the historie materia!s, features, _size, scal.e and. 
proportion, a:nd massing to protect the integrity of the property and its emii.ramnent. 

The proposed side and rooftop additions, incl.tiding the decks and dormers, would not negatively. 
impact the character-defining £ea.tuxes 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 ~ct 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 secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
character of the builmng or disb:ict. · · 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a. 
manner that, if remooed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property a:nd its 
en:airomnent would be unimpaired. . 

SAN fRAllGISCO 
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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, l;>ut this removal would not impair the integrity of the historic 
property. . 

Cumulatf:oe bn:pact Assessment 
The proposed work must al$o be Consid~ed 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 garag~ at the front fa~de and constructing a rear addition. This wQrk, in 
combinatipn with the currently proposed ~ork, meets the Secretary Stan.dards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse challge to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surround.mg 
Caw Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the disirict) 
would be. ~terlally impaired. The building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its signific:anCe as a F:irSt Bay T;radition-style builcling 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 ~£the district that would contribute tq a cumulative impact to 
the re8ource. : . · · 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 
c . . 

Signature; ~~ Dat-e: 7~ .R~ AO)~ 
T"ma Tam,. Senior Preseroation Planner 

cc: Vn:naliza. Byr~ Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G:\Doctnlll:BNTS\ Cases\CBQA \HRBR.Menzos\2.D13.0433B_28S7 Brotkric1ciioc 
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EXHIBIT B 
.. 

Wide alleys betwe.en building on West side of Broderick Street 
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EXHIBIT C· · · 

2853 Broderick ~uilding lift above skyline of all adjoining 
;properties. 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEYORS 

Oc~ 20, 2014 

~o: Department of Building Inspection 
. 1660 Mission Street 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

. . -.. --: ....... _._ ... :._ ... -...:. ..... : __ ,,.. __ - . -·· 

MARTIN M. RON, LS. (192:3-1983) 
BENJAMIN B. RON. P.LS.. 

ROSS C. THOMPSON. P.LS. 
'BRUCE A. GOWOY, P.LS. 

St:lbject: Residential. Remodel at 2853 & 2857 Broderi.ck Street 
Assessor's BJ.eek. 947 r Lot 2, San Fl:anci.sco 

Dear.Sir: 

On Jul.y S, 2012, before the remode1, o= survey =ew measured the height of the 
st:lbject building at. its s=thern end {roof paak) to be 36' -7 1/8". On Au.gust 9, 
2013 1 our sm:vey crew :re-meas=ed the height of the scbject bail.ding. At the 
southe= end cf the buiJdillg 1 the height (:rco£ peak) was meas=¢ at 39 feet, 
U-5/8 inches. At the centerline cf the bllilcling, the height (:roof peak) was 
:measured. at 39 feet, 11 inches. At the :c.orthe= end of the building, the height 
(:z:oof peak) was :measured at 40 feet, 1-1/S inches, ~ zero point fer the 
height measurements is fhe top of' cm:b at the center of the 1ot a1ong Broderick 
Street. . 

. _On Jul.Y: 5, 2012 / befo:re the remodel, our ·survey c:c:ew measured the elevation cf 
th~ roof peak at the thi:c:d story, the second story :roof, the top of the :f:izst 
story cornice and the top of the w±ndow triJn at the :first story. All said 
el.evation points were taken al.ong the southerly building line of the Silbject 
p=ipe:z:ty. These pointS were re~ on Ap:ril. 30, 2013, and then again on 
AUgust 9, 2013. We fo=d the following cha:o.ges in height: 

!Eop of 1st sto:ry 'window trim: 
:fop of lst sto:i:Y cornice: 
second sto:ry roof: 
Roof peak at 3rd story: 

7/5/12. 

0 
0 
0 
0 

4/30/13 

+3'-0" 
+21·-11 3/ 4" 
+3•.,..o 1/2" 
+3'-3 l/4n 

8/9/13 

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

Oll April 24, 2013, our survey crew set three settlement :monitoring points on the 
exterior face of the st:lbjact bttilding. ~ese points were set a1ong the south 
a:nd ea.st bu:il.ding faces, at the southeast corner o£ the subject property. Ott 
Augll.st 9, 20.13, our survey crew re-measured said three points and found that 
eacb. point had :moved i::i,P by 0' 1-7/8". !!!his upward m.oveneut expl.aiiis the 
diffe:ce:c.Ce in :measurements frolll. 4./30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above tab1e. 

O= :measurements conclude that a1o:o.g the St7tl.ther1y building line the buiJ.cling 
was :raised between 3 feet, l-3/4 inches a:nii 3 feet, 4-1/2 inches. 

•• '"' _., ··------·· • - -· .,. ••-~"' -- •-.-:- -----·-·----·-----·-----......... ·-·- -~-·-- __ .. _·-.-••,--."•'-:.; '"."'':""' ·~·~-.o•••-•<- -• 
,•, ' 0', _.; , o • ",'• •• '•' ' • ".,, • , ' "' • ', 

0 
,," o' ,'.".-'1-1.• 

0 I•.,,_,•,,': ' i • .1 
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Department of Bnild5ng Inspection 
Page 2 
Octcber 20, 2014 

:r :reviewed a letter by ~ocy Cook, t:lle P;r;cject Engineer for the :res:i.dent:i.a1 
:cemodG1. dated .April. 30, 2013, that was a.dci:essed. to the Department of Buil.d.ll:ig 
::tnspection. '.rhe 1etter states tba.t Mr. Cook's :measurements deteJ:::mined tl?at the 
subject bai.l.d:i.ug was :i:ai.sed by three· feet. Si.nee the letter did :c.ot i;lcl.ude 
details of how the :m.~ents we:ce deta=ined., :Z: ·could not ver.ify his ~ts. 

!l!hallk you for this opporttlni.ty to be of service. If you have any further 
questions, pl.ease fee1 :free to ca1l. 

~;::s_ 
<~. ..... 

. '; ... -:""'-:-·----- ....... ·-·--··""-·.--..,....,, . .-... --·· ._ .. :- --···- _,, ____ .. ·-·:-- . -.· .. · . ... .. . •' '\..: .. 
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April 30, 2013 .... · 
.... 

. TO: City and.c0unty nf.·San F~ .'. . · ·: .. 
1660 Missioll~ . . . . 
SanF~ ea·94.r03 . . . .. 
Attm.~qf.a~~~·. ' 
• • • •' ', ', ... I •, • ' ::,,"' ' : • 

. -· 

.. ... · · ......... . 

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

demolished. . 

., 
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··.EXHIBIT E 

2 853 Broderick expansiciri ~f West Elevatj.on into back yard after 
· porch demolished 
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EXHIBIT F 

Permit History 
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:;. . 
)epaitrnent o(Bulldlng Inspection 

: ' 

Permits, Complaints and Bo~ler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

ReportDate: 

Applicatlon Nmnber: 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

10/19/201412."i.6:;;8 PM 

201309247638 
3 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST· 
0947 / 002 / o 2B57BRODERICKST 

10/19/14 12:35 PM· 

Description: 

REMOVE FIRED.AMA.GED AND UNSOUND FRAMING DISCOVERED DURING 
.ALTERATIONUNDERW.AY(2011-03-25-2839) REMOVE &REPLACE.ALL FLOOR& DECK 
JOISTS &EXTERIOR WAII.FRAMING.Al'2ND BJ::gRD FLOORS ONLY, REPLACBAYS & 
WlNDOW OPENINGS IN KIND • .ALI.NEWEX.TERIORELEMENTS IN KIND. 

Cost $18.400.00 
Occnpancy Code: R-3 
BuildiDg Use: 28-2FAMILYDVYELLING 

Disposition I Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
9/24/2013 TRIAGE 
9/24/2013 FlLlNG 
9/24/2013 FILED 

110/3/2013 PLANCHl'A:t< 

110/3/2013 APPROVED 
lO/n/2013 ISSUED 
2/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's ...,.,,,,Pot- on 2/5/20-u. 
10/16/2014 TED .,,,,. DCP'srequestletter dated 10/16/2014 

Contact Details: 
Comractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 
Name: ·oWNER OWNER 
CompanyNam.e: OWNER 
Address: OWNER* OWNER CAooooo-oooo 
Phone: 

.Addenda Details: 

roved. :Rear facade alteratioDS: exter.ior 
• to berep}acedin-ldnd9/26/13 (gc). 

This permit has been issued. For infurmation pertaining to this permit, please ca1l.415"'558-6o96 • 

.Appointments: l 

~ . 

ttp://dblwep.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 
2384 
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·. . ·~ 
)epartment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

' PermitDetailsRepc;irt 

Report Date: 10/19/201412."l.T-58 P.M: 

Application Number: 
Form Number: 

.Addr~(es): 

201209260727 
3 . 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / 002 / 0285'7 BRODERICK ST 

Description: 9/26/12.: BO.A#12-056 D.A:rED 06/20/l2.. 'REF:.APPL#2ou/03/25/283g-S. 
Cost: 
Occupancy Code:­
Buildmg Use:. 

Disposition/ Stage: 

9/26/20').2. 
9/26/2012. 
10/12./2012. 

'10/l2 2012. 

10/'32./20l2 
. 2/6/2014 

10/16/2.014 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 

Appointments: 

. $10,000.00 . 

R-s . 
28-2 F.AMILYDWEUJNG 

ointment Type escrlption 

10/19/14 12:36 PM 

e 
Slots 

RErNFORCINGSTEEL . . 1 

Inspeeti.ons: 
•• Date IDspection Status 

8/2'l 2013 REINFORCING STEEL 

Special Inspections: 

(AdderuhtNo.\CompletedDate\I1lSPectedBYJIDSPectionCodefOescriptionJRemar:ksl 

Forinfonnation, arto sc:bednleaninspection. call5584>570 between 8:30 amandg:oopm. 

---.. ·~--... -----~-, ...... -~~.........._.. 

rttp:/ J dbiWeb.sfgov.org/ dblpts/ default.~px..?page=PennitDetails ·· 
2385 
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. . l 

)eparm;ent of Building Inspection 

:· 

10/19/14 12:37 PM 

Permitsll Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

PermitDetails Report 

ReportDate: .. 10/19/201412:19:14 PM 

Application Number.: 
Fo:cmNumber: 

.Address( es): 

Descriptlon: 

Cost: . 
OccapancyCode: 
BuildiDg Use: 

201108o31630 
3 
0947 / 002 / o 2853BRODERICKST 
0947/002/028:;JBRODERICK!![r 
TO 001Y'IPLYW /NOV 201003592 &: 20105414-REPLACE 2~ 1/FLllFRAMING, REPL 

, lN.l'R W.ALLF.INISH ENTIRE(2 lJNITS).REPLACE BATHRM &KITCHENS-2UNITS.REPL 
ELECT&MECH(SEP.ARATE PER.Ml.T).INTRALTERN POST FIRE D.AMAGF.S.ADD NEW . 
BEDIW&BA.TH AT GRD/FLR).INSTALLNEW 
INBULN,sHEETR.QCK,Sl'RINKLER&KITCHEN&:BATH F.IX&CABINET. 
$s2o,ooo.oo 
R-g 
28-2F.AMILY Dyv.&LUNG 

Disposition I Stage: · 

Contact Details: 
Conl:ractorDetails: 

License Number: 
Name: 
~paicy'Name: 

.Address: 

Phone: 

Addenda Detmls: 

Comments 

940335 
JASON LANDIS BLOCH 
BLOCH OONSTRUCTION lNC 
239 BRANNAN ST* SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107-
0000 

B/22/n B/22./n 9/2./n 

9/14/n 9/22./n 

8/n LAI JEFF 

6 SFPUC 10/24/11 /17/n 17/11 TOM BILL 

r 

PROVED 9/2.fu - no change bldg envelope 
or bldg height. (gc;) 8/22/11-Reqest for 

dlngsection 
01/27/20JZ .Approved. Route to PPC and 

back to planning to~ newplan 
ItPada 

0/24/n: comments :issued &route to ppc. 
8/n:recbeck #1.Al'PROVED &: ROUTE TO 

PC. 
• ewed &: assessed for capacify chm:ges. 

0% paid with per.mit fees; balance dllewithin 
months of permit :issaance date. See invoice 

attached to application.. Route Site&: S1 
snhmfttak to PPC n/17/n. 

tt;i:{/dbiweb.sfgav.org/cibipts/default.aspx?page=PennltDetails 
2386 

Page lof2 



:;. 

)epartment di Bu!lding Jnspecclon 

c 8/23/n 8/23/n 

l0/19/14 12:37 PM 

2/2/u: to CPB.grs 1/30/l!l.: to CP ZOO for 
onrevisedsetgrsu/18/n:plansm 

HOLD BIN; sntll/8/n: Bac'k to SFPUC.grs 
SAMARASINGHE il/7/n:retrievedfromSFPUCforJ.I.aiBack 
GILES J.Lai when retumed.grs 10/24/m to 

C.grs 9/22./U! to MECH.grs 9/6/n: to 
BLDG.grs 8-23-l:l! Applicant snbmit Revision. 
l to CP-Zoc Glenn·Cabreros. • 

Thispermithasbeenissned.Forinformationpertainingtotbispermit,'pleasecall415-s5S-6096 • 

.Appointments: 

Inspections: 
•• Date ·on Description "onStatas 

OUGHFR.AME ECT REQUIRED 
REINFORCING STEEL RCINGSTEEL 
REINFORCING STEEL 

Speclal!Dspections: -
• 3~~ .. 

Completed~ ~ection 
INo. 'By ~cription Remarks Date -

0 l 
CONCRETE (PLACEMENT&:. f'c=3ooo psi-j drlVe SAMPLING) 

0 2 
!BOLTS INSTALLED IN· 
CONCRETE 

0 ~ 
IREINFOru::ING STEEL AND 

• ~·~SING TENDONS 

0 5Al SINGLEP.ASS FIILETWELDS < 
5/16" 

0 24E !WOOD FRAMING 
SHEAR W.ALI.S AND FLOOR 

0 ~9 SYSTEMS USED AB SHEAR 
lnT. 'DU'D A GMS 

0 r.ao HOLDOWNS 
0 24.A. FOUNDATIONS 
0 248 STRRI FRAMING 

0 llBA BOLTS IN5T.ALLED IN 
~ 1~GCONCRETE 

·. For information. or to sche~e an inspection; call·558-6570 between8:so am ands.-oo pm. 

Online Permit and Complaint Trac'king home page. 

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

Contact SFGov A.ccessniili:!;y Policies 
City and Cotm.ty of SanFra.ncisco@2ooo-2009 

ttp;// dbiweb.sfgcv.org/dblpts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2387 Page 2 of2 



::· 
>epartment ofBullding lnspectio.n 10/19/14 12:38 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boller PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 1of1..9~20'1.412:2D:21PM 

201103252839 .Applli:ation Number: 
FormNmnber: 

Address(es): 

Description:. 

Cost; 
0=.pancyCode: 
Building Use: 

Disposition I Stage: 

IActionDate 
3/25/2011 
l'l./25/2.011 
Lo./25/2on 
3/30/Wl2 
~/30/wl2 
4/17/20l2 
5/8/20l2 
'J..0/16/20'32 
'2/8/2D'J.~ 
2/6'20l4· 
10/16/2014 

ContactDetails: 

Contracl'or Details: 

license Number: OWN 

3 
0947 / 002 / o 2.853 BRODERICKST 
0947/002/02857BRODERICKST 
VERTICAL/HORZONTAL.ADDITION, RAISE BLDG 36", BOILD NEW GARAGE &.ROOMS 
DOWN FOR EXPANSION. NEW CURB COT. 
$s,ooo.oo 
R.-s 
28-2F.AMILYD~G 

lstage Comments 
TRIAGE ' 

lmT:rNG 

FILED 
PLANCHECK 
APPROVED 
lIBSUED 
SUSPEND byBPA "b::rdtl5/2/12 
~'RTN'S'EAl'ED "byBPA email dtl 10/12/~ PA#201209260727issned OD.10/l2/l2. 
ITRSUED 

SUSPEND Per DCP's retm""" dated 2/5/2014 
!REINSTATED perDCP's reqnestletterdated 10716/2014 

Name: OWNEROWNE_R. 
CoinpaDy Name: OWNER 
Address: OWNER 11 OwNER CAooooo-oooo 
Phone: 

Addenda Details: 

4 CP-MP 6/J:J/11 6/14/11 9/6/ll 

/2/12 2/28/12 /28/tt 

·' 
eckedBy Hold Desc:ciption 

OVED per case 2010.0394DV. 3/28/n; 
once .#1 mailed (GC). 

Section 311 Mailed:6/14/11 Exp:'J/13/ll 
CABREROS GLENN (Milton MartiD) RE-NOTICE Mailed.:8/oB/11 

:9/06/n(MiltonMartion) · 
IReV:ielv!~&assessedforcapacil;ycbarges. 

0% paid~ petmit fees; balance dne within 
months of permit issuance date. See invoice 

to applicalion. Ro1Ile site submittal 
o PPC 3/19/2012. 
. permit approval, plans rouie to PPC fur 

distr. JYU 03292012 Plans in hold pending 
05 ii:>r stalrway rail..03262012jsyn... 

JOSEPH Changes to exterior of enttystmrs reqtrlre 
~t'J..T\(TJJ 'D~ h...........J---~ 

ttp:// dbiWeb.sfgov.org/dblpts/ defau lt.aspx..?page=PermltOetails ·. Page I of3 
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·. ,. :'-.. 

)epartment ofBuifdlng Inspection 10/19/14 12:38 PM 

5 ::- 3/1/l2. /5/l2. /5/~ CYI.J:ONGTIAN 

8 PC /7/U 17/U .3/29/12 SYLVIA. 

9 3/29/l2 3/30/12 
30/'12! approved. SFUSD req'd. need 

contractor's info.. 
Thls permit has been issoed. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 4l5-SS8-6096 • 

. Appointments: 

: · Inspections: 

IAcliVi1Y Date!IDSI>CctorlIDSPection Description!IilSPection Status! 

SpeclalJnspeetio:ns: 

lA.ddenda Completed -By IInsPection !Description IRemm:ks !No. !Date Code 
1 l24B STEEL FRAMING 
11 '"-"" IH'OUNDATIONS 
11 . 2o IHOLDOWNS 

SHEAR W.ALI.S AND FLOOR 
11 119 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 

DIAPHRAGMS 
11. b..i'R twooD FRAMING 
11 1/8/2014 :n~u 112 SROTCRETE 
11 11/8/2014 r~u l5B5 IMO.MENT-RESISTiliG FRAMES 

li/8/2014 lsA1 SINGLE l'ASS FlLLE'I"WELDS < 11 i.l'.1U:U.U s/16" 
11 1/8/2014 14 REINFORCING STEEL.AND 

IXJ.~U PRETRESSlNG TENDONS 

11 1/8/2014 tricm:u 12 BOLTS IN'STAU.ED IN' · 
- CONCRETE 

11 2 

Forinfui:ma.tion, or to schedDle anmspection, .can 558-6570 between s:ao am and 3:00 pm. 

ttp:/ I dblweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/ default.aspx?page=PermitDetails Pase 2 of3 
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)epartment ofBunding lnspe.c:tion 

Permits,, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry · 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

.Application Number:. 
FormNnmber: 

.Address( es): 

10/19/201412:21.:UPM 

201103m905 
8 
0947 / 002 I 02853BRODERICKST 
0947 / 002. I 0 2857BRODERICKST 

10/19/14 12.:39 PM 

Descriptioli: 
:REMOVE SHEETROCK, LA.1H &:PLAS'IER.F.R.OM SMOKE DAMAGED FLOORS. REMOVE 
XlTCBEN .AND BATHAPPUANCES .AND CABINETS-.ALL ON STRUCTURAL (SOFrDEMO 

Cost: 
• O=ipancy Code: 

BtrlldiDg :Use: 

Disposition/ Stage: 

Action Date Stage 
"3/11/2an TRIAGE , 
3/nYwn FIL1NG 
S/11/20ll !FILED 

?./11/20ll APPROVED 
s/ll/2on ISSUED 
2/6/2014 ISUSPEND 

ONL"Y) . 

$15,000.00 
R-3 
28-2 F.AMILYDWELLING 

Comments 

Per DCP's request dated 2/5/2014 
10/16/2014 ~w· TED oerDCP'srequestletterda±ed.10/16/2014 

Confad:Details: 

Cont:racror Details: 

License Number: 634865 
Name: TIMOTHYW. MORTENSEN 
Company Name: STREAMLINE BUlLDERS 
Address: ll11 CAMPBELL er* RESCUE CA 95672-

0000 
Phone: 

AddendaDebdls: 

old.D~on 

Appointments: . 

IAPPomtm.entDateJApPOintment.AM/PMIAPPoin.tmentCodelAlJPointmentTypell)eScciptiontrmleSlotsl 

Inspections: 

Special Inspections: ' 

rtttr.1 /dblweb.sfgov.org/dblpts/defaµlt.aspx.?page=PermitDetaI1s 
2390 
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)epartment ofBulkling Inspection 

Permits1 Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 

.Application Number: 
Fonn Number: 

.µdress(es): 

i0/19/2014 12:21:57 PM 

201309066151 
B 
0947 / 002/ 02853BRODERICKST 
0947 / 002/ o 2Bs7 BRODERICK ST 

10/19/14 12:39 PM 

Description: 
REMOVE STEl'S :PROPOSED TO BE.ADDED AT NORTH SIDE ENTBYPORCH UNDER PM 
201103252839, XEDUCENO. OF STEPS .AT SOUTH, FRONT ENTRY, ADD NEW DOORS 

Cost: 
Occa:pancyCode: · 
BUfuli:n.g Use: 

Disposition/ Stage: · 

Contact Details: 
Contractor Details: 

1 

WITH TRANSOMS .AT BOTH LOCA.TIONS. 
$1.00 
R-3 
28-2F.AMILYDWELLING. 

Comments 

2. CPB 0/16/14 0/16/14 

Appointments: 

'· 

10/16/14= Wltb.drawn Per Reqo.est. Customer 
st applicatlon &: took plans. Dtlplicate 

a: lication :made.ay 

lAPPoimment Date\APPointmentAM/'PMIAPPoin1ment CodejAppointinent TypejDescr.i:ptioDJTiJne Slots! 

. Inspections: 

. . 
Special !Dspeclions: 

Forinformati<:>n. orto scbednle an inspection, cail55S-6570 between s:so am and 3:00 pm. 

OnJine Permit and Complaint TracB:ing home page. 

TeclmicalSupport for _Online Services 

,ttp://dbiweb.sfgcv.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PeOJlitDetails 2391 Page lof2 



)e~ent of Building lnspec:tlon 10/19/1412;41 PM 

Permits~ Complaints anc( Boiler PTO Inquiry 

· Permit:DetailsRepQrt 

Report Date: 

.Application Number: 
FOD!l Number: 

·Address( es): 

~. 

Description: 

Cost 
OccupancyCode: . 
Building Use: 

Disposition I Stage: 

Con:ta.ct Details: 

Contractor ;Details: 

.Addenda Details: 

CP-ZOC /1/13 

CP-DR' 

4 CP-NP 

5 LDG o/'15114 

6 DPW-
BSM 

7 PPC 

8 CPB 

tttp:/ / dbiweb.sfgov .org/ dblpts/ default.aspx?page=PermitDeta!ls 

· io/19/2014 :l.2*3=25 PM 

201307010898 . 
3 
0947 I 002 Io 2853 BRODERicKST 
0947/002/022.s7BR.riDERICK.ST 
TO CO'MPLYW/ CORR NOTICE DATED 6/25{J3. .arro TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG 
BEFORE&:AFrERBEING RAISED 36• UNDER201103252839 &TO CORRl'R.EV SHOWN 
HEIGHTS TO ROOF RIDGE TOP .DWELUNG lJNlTMER.GER TO SFD.ADDIT!ONB TO 
SIDE,REAR&:4fF.L.REVISE 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 
&:201309247638. 
$LOO 
R.:S 
28 -2 FAMILY DWELLING 

r-

/29/14 

2392 

roved per Case No. 2013-04ssDDDE. 
ectb.eight dimensions. Dwelling unit 

from 2 to 1 mrll:. Side, rear and 
. addtions. 10/15/14 {gc). NOPDR.#1 

7/10/13 {gc): Pendm.g reviewwith ZA. 
i6/13 c). 

DR.APPUCATIONTAKEN IN ON 
/29]2014.APPUCATION COMPLETE AND 

IN BY EDGAR OROPEZA, PIC 
STAFF 

ed 311CoverLetter.6/27/14 (Vlad) 
dg11Notice7/7/14; Ex;pired8{6/14 

(Vlad) 

10/I'l/14! UPDATED DESCRll'l'ION OF 
RK &:IS A2 UNITS MER.GER TO 1 

UNIT, NO Sl'RUCTIJRE PLANS 8t CHANGE 

Page 1 of2 



'i;. 

:>epartment of Building Inspection l0/19i14 12:41 PM 

I J r,. ........... u 16070 ~TO BmPERMIT:REQUEST:BY 
_ . ~CANT. OKBYWF. BY.AN. 

Appointments: 

Jnspeetipns: . . . . 

SJ?ecial Inspections: 

[Addenda No.ICQDiPleted Date!IDSPected Byl!nspection Codej]}escr.iption[ReJiilli'kSI 

Forinformation. orto schednle an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

Online Permit and Complaint~home page. 

Technical Sa;pportfor Online Services 
If yon need help or bave a question abollttbis serviCe, p'Jeasevisit OIII' FAQ area. 

ContactSFGov Accessibility Policies 
\ . 

City and Ccnmzy of San. Francisco @200D-2009 . 

.., 

ttp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/~bipts/default.aspx?page=PermltDetalls 2393 PageZ of2 
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EXHIBIT G 

Correction Notice 6 /25 /13 to provide revised plans, within 3 0 days, . 
. to be follow~d by 311 notification. · 

Notification was not provided until 1 year later 

In the ~nterim addenda pe~its were issued which were suspended -
on2/S/14 

) 
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EXHIBITH 
Agreement, September 4, 2·012, on the basis ~f whic4 appellant 

. . 

· with~evythe CEQA appeal in 2012 
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SeTTLEMENTAGREEMENT 

This settlement Agreement (the nAgreement») is entered into as of September d 201; 
(the "Effectlve Datej, by and between Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp {"Permit fo1der"), 
and Pat Buscovich, Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Poleyoi, Zeeva Kardos, Craig Jones. Michael 
Jaeger, Eric Reimers, Kelda Reimers. Rob Povfitz, Jennifer Povlitz, Don Morehead and Ann 
Morehead {"Appellant"). Pennit Holder and Appellant are sometimes each referred to in this 
Agreement as a "Party" or "party" and coll~tively 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 Polevol and Zeeva Kardos are the owners of the 
real property commonly known as 2845-284Z Broderlck 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 aJlow for the raising of the 
existing builcf1119 on the Permit Holder Property by 36 inches and construction of a new garage, . 
among other things, pursuant to Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.2.5.2839 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 z 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the Permit with the San 
Francisco Board of Appeals ("BOA Appear) 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 Soard 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 flied 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 Appealu). which set 
forth vark>U$ concerns and objections Appellant has with the determination of categorical 
exemption from environmental review for the Permit · 

-1-
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H. AU parties now desire to settle their differences on mutually agr~able 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 p~rties.agree as follows: 

1. Recitafs 

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.. 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 purauant to the drawings attached as Exhibit A. ln 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 P~it pursuant to the attached 
drawings on her own. 

Minor· mocfrfications may be made to said plans Jo satisfy Planning Department and/or. 
Department of Building Inspection requirements for the building permit application. "Minor 
mocflfications0 do not include, and are not limited to: 

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

b) Any increase in the btiilding height beyond a maximum of 36 inches from current 
conditions (which alz:eady Includes ~ny tolerance otheiWlse permitted by the Department 
of Buifding inspection and Building Code); 

c) My modifications to the fire wall on the north elevation of the rear yard stair ca~ 

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 Ifft was 36 inches. · · 

Permit Holder releases any claims they may have against Appellants with respect to lhe 
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) Appenant will not support the CEQA Appeal at the -Board of Supervisors hearyng 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 file no future appeals of BuHding Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839, 
as ~t 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 California state court or U.S. Federal court. This does not bar Appellant 
from filing any complaints against the Pennit with the Department Of Building. lnspection 
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 Pennit. · 

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, offipers, 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 ~ 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 fh!s paragraph. 

6. Attorneys' Fees 

The parties acknowledge and agree that if any party commences arbitration or litigation to 
interpret or enforce the tenns of this Agreement, each party will be responsible· for their own 
attorneys• fees. Appellants agree to not be represented by co-Appellant Kate Polevol as an 
attomey in any arbitration or litigation relating to this dispute. 

1. Entire Agreement; Controlling Law 

· This Agreement and all exhibits attached hereto and incorporated herein sets forth the enti~ 
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 sigl")ed 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; Severabif'!tvj lime is of the Essence · . •. 

This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts and signatures may be exchanged by 
facs!mile or etectronlcally, 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, ac~owledgment, covenant, agr~ement. clause, provision, promise, or 
undertaking made by any party contained in this Agreement js deemed, cbnstrued, or aneged to 
be illegal. invalid, or unenforceable under present or fUture laws, in whole or in part, the parties 
acknowl_edge that each and every other term Of this Agreement shall remain valid . and 
enforeeable. Time is of the essence for the completion of the acts descn"bed 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 advlce of counsel on the meaning and 
effect of this Agreement. The parties have had an opportunity to fully particlpa~e 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 partlcipati?!1• in 'the drafting hereof. 

[SIG~TURE BLOCKS FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE] 
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· This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Appellant: , 

p~~aJ_~ ?.~-
PatBus~ ~/~~ -

---~T 

Craig Jones 

Michael Jaeger 

Eric Reimers 

Kelda Reimers 

Rob Povlitz 

Jennifer Povlitz 

Don Morehead 

Ann Morehead 

-5-
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~-'<--ff-'1--'b\-~..--r.o~=--=-- ;.;r 

Appellant . ~ . . 

ti~~~ . . 

lrv;ng~~~ 

Eric Reimers 

1:~~ . \ 

Rob Povtitz . 

-5-
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Tnis Agreement is ~~ed as of the Effective Date by the parties. 

Permit.Hofder: ., . 
:\ • I 

Melinda ~yk"amp 
·:'x. 

,·· I I 
{l,,J I. ·;· · t./ .... 

I / , I 
' I I..,.(__.. .... 

J • 

~· 
. -

- - .... _ .. __ 
Ct<1lg Jones 

Michael Jaeget 

Ertc Reimers 

-·---- --·--·-Don Morehead 
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~·.:bct~ber:20, 2014·~ : ... 
c 

PAY TO THE ORDER OF ***DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING*** 
• • ,,·' : : N"' " ,.. 

[I 

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

WELLS FARGO BANK. N.A. 
3431 CAUFORNIAST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 
FOR INQUIRIES CALL (480) 394-3122 

.. . .. ...... ·-. -- . :- .. ·- . 

\ 
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**$547 .00** 

VOID IF OVER US$ 547.00 
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CON'IROLL.ER • 
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lul4DC120·PH12: OS October20,2014 

.. -__p,a""",_ --
Board of Supervisors 
Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
City ffiil~ Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick St (subject property) 
Lot 002 Block 094 7 
Perrnits:2013070l0898,201103111905,201103252839,201108031630, 
201209260727,201309247638,201309066151 

Previously heard by: 
Planning Commission DR Review Hearing September 18, 2014 
CEQA Categorical ExemptionDetennination by Shelley Caltagirone July 3, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433E · _ 
Ffistoric Resource Evaluation Response by Shelley Caltagirone July 2, 2014 
Ca.Se No. 2013.0433E 
Project Evaluation by Tma Tam July 2, 2014 (for Drawings dated May 1, 2014) 

APPELLANTS: 
Irving Zaretsky {Zeeva Kardos, Kate Poievoi) _ 
Tim Arcuri 

Dear Members of the Board of S~pervisors: 

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~ 

~yoi:IUf .17 T~ ~ 
Appellant 

ud: /7/r-:7/CJ- s-~c' 

+~~-·~e~-~ 
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
LAND SURVEVO~S 

BEJ:Gla' CERTIFICM!ION 

October ·20, 2014 

~c: Depa.rt:ment of Buildi.Dg :i:nspection 
l.660 Mission Street · 
San. Francisco, CA 941.03 

.. __ ,..:,, ... .. .. ·- -------

MARTIN li4. RON, LS. {1923-1983) 

BENJAMIN S. RON. P.l..s. 
ROSS C. iHOMf'SON, P.LS. 

BRUCE A. GOWDY. P.LS. 

l$ubject: Residential. Bemode1 at 2853 & 2857 Brcder.i.ck St:ceet 
Assessor's B1ocl: 947, Lot 2,. San F.raio.cisco 

Dear Sir: 

On Jul.y 5 r 2012, before the remodel., ot= survey crew mea.sared. the height cf the 
subject: building- at its southern end (:roof peak) to be 35' -7 l/8". On August 9, 
201.3 1 oi:i:z= s=vey =ew re-meas=ed the ~ght of the subject building. At tbe 
southern end cf the building, the height (roof peak) was :measw:ed. 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 and d tha building, the height 
(roof peak) was llleaSU.red at 40 £eat, 1•1/8 inches.. ~ zero pomt for the 
height measurements is the top cf' cm:b at the center cf the l.ot al.oxig B=oderi.ck 
Street. · 

On JuJ.y 5, 2012 , before the remodel., o= survey c:ew :measured. the eJ.evati.on cf 
the roof peak at the third stc.ry, th.a second story .roof, the top of the first 
story co=ice and the top cf tq.e window trim at the first st0%y. A11 said 
elevation points we.re tal:ei along the southerly buil.di.ng line o£ the subject 
property. ~ese points were :re-m.ea.sm:ed an Ap.ri.l. 30, 2013, and the;n again on 
August 9, 2013. We fo=c:i the following changes in b.Eci.ght: 

.. 
Top of lat sto:ry window trim: 
!fop cf :lst sto:ry co=ice: 
Second sto:::y roof: · 
:R.oo£

0 

peak_ at 3.rci st:O:ry: 

7/5/12 

·O 
0 
0 
0 

4/30/13 

+3'-0" 
+2'-11 3/4" 
+3'-0 1/2" 
+31 -3 1/4n 

s/g/13 

-1-3'-1 3/4" 
;.3•-1 7/8" 
not :mea.s=ed. 

. +3' -4 1/2" 

On April. 24, 201.3, our su:cvey crew set th:ee settlement :monitoring points on the 
exterior face of the sUbject ;tn,lldiDg. irhese p6ints we.re set a1ong tb.e south 
and east bui.l.cling faces, at ·the southeast co.:cner of the Sllbject ::prope:cty. On · 

Augu5t 9, 2013, our survey crew :i:e-measured said th:eee points and found that­
each point had. moved up :bI" 0' l.-7 /6". ~ upward :movement expl.a.ins i:he 
clif:fe:rence in :meas=elllents from 4/30/l.3 to 8/9/13 in the above table. 

<>= maas=eme:o.ts concl.uda that along the southe.rl.y building l:i.ne the puilding. 
was r.ti.sed between 3 feet, 1-3/4 i;lches and 3 :feet, 4-1/2 ~. 

B.."9 HARRISON STREEtsum:mo. SANfP.ANCISCO. CA94107. Ta.{415}545-4500. fAX(415}54S-6255 
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:oepa.rt:ment of Building Inspection 
Page 2 
October 20, 2014 

:r reviewed a letter by. Grego:cy Cook, the Pl:cject Engineer' for the :z::esi.c!Eintia.l. 
=ode1 dated April 30, 2013, that was adcb:assed to the Depa.rt:ment of Building 
J:nspeotion. 'l!he latter states that Mr. Cook's mea.s=ements detel::mined that the 
subject bu:i..l.cling was raised by thl:ee feet. Since the letter did. not include 
details o:f how the .measuremeuts were detm:mi.ned., :r ccu1d not ~y his :results. 

niank you for tb.i.s opportunity to be of service. If you have any fu:ther 
questions, please feeJ. free to'ca11. 

2413 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick street 

If the proposed additi.~ns were to be removed..- th.en the roof and south wall of the subject . 
. · building wduld require repair, but this removal would rtot impair the integrio/ of the historic 

property. 

Cum:uJati:o.e 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~ 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 Sttmdards and would not cause a 
subst:mtial adverse chaDge to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
c.crw Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District Su.ch that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The building wOuld retains all elements of historic integrity so that it' 
r • • . 

continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building consfructed during the early· 
phase of development within the Cow E;ollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that w~uld contribute to a cumulative impact to 
the resource. · 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

' 
Signature: ~ ~ 

Tma Tam, Senior Presiromon Planner 

.o::: V:u:naliza. Byrd, Environlnenta1 Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

. SC: ~\DOCUMENTS\Cases \CBQA \HRERMemos 0.01.3.04...33E_2857 Broduiilc.t1pc 

.. 10, 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part ti 
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 
build.mg in a way that would hann its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition­
sty~e building dating from the C.Ow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

. 
Sttuul.ard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained a:nd prese:roed.. The remwal. of distincttoe . 
materials or al.terati.on of fer#u:res, spaces, and spatial. rel.ai:ionships that characterize a property will be 
avoided.. 

No distinctive materials, features, fD:Ushes, ·construction tecmuques or examples of craftsmanship:· 
would~ affected by the proposed project. All original elements of the primary fa91de would be: 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the mafnJI.oor height, this change 
would not detract from the character of the entry and tlte door would be retained or replicated. 
The pro:eosed aJterations ~ouJ.d OCCUI at secondary· and terl::iary fu,.cades that do not contribute to· 
the overall character of the building ?r _district. 

Sta:nt!ard 3. Each pr~erty wi1l be recognized as a physical. record of its time, place, a;nd use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical ileoelopment, such as adding conjectural featu:res or elements from other 
historic properties, wilJ. not be undertaken. 

Cortj'ectural el~ents are not are not a part of the proposed project. All cantetnporary al.terati~ 
. and additions would·be constructed. of nevr, yet compatible, materials. · 

• ~ 'r ,. ' I 

i,•· \ ... 

Stantlard 5. Distinctioe materiais, features, finishes, 'rm.d construclion tec1uriques or examples of 
crafl:sman$hip ~ characterize a property will be preuraed.. · 

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

S~~ 9. Nao additions, exterior alteratfuns, or rel.ated ne:w c~ will not deStroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial reia.tionsh.ips that characterize the property. The new work will be 
dijfer'entiai:ed from the old and will be cDm.pa:lible with the historic ma.terials, Jea.tu.res, size; scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its en'Oi:ronment. 

The propos~d side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dorm~, would not negatively 
impact the cha!acter-defining.features of the.building or.the site as they would be cqnstructed 
towards the rear of the builcling, which is not visible from tl).e adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the cha:racter 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 fu.e main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the c:ha:racter of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
th~ alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall · 
character of the bufu:lini or disi:nct. 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new construclion will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if ·re:mo'Oed in the future, the essential ftmn and integrity of the historic prC!perty and its 
en:oirop.merct would be unimpaired. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pt.ANNING DEPARTMElllT 9 
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· Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project D Demolition 181 Alteration 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 
The pr~pcsed 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, construclion of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry sf!:ps 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; an4 removal of stairs at the rear fa~e. 

. . 
. Please note that the pemrit plans associated. with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 

permits regardlng height notation ~d drawing accuracy. These correclions do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. \. 

Project Evaluation . 
lf the property has been determi:ned to be a historictil resource in Part I, please chec1c whether the praposed proje,ct 
wouM. ma:f:e:riaIJ.y impair t:he resource and ide:n.tify fl11.1J moQijicati.ons to the proposed project fJilZt may reduce or 
r:woid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Res01II'ce: . . 
l'8l The project will not cause a significari.t advexse D:npact to the historic resource as proposed. l. 

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

Cali£omia Register-eligible Historic District ?i Context 

l'8l The project Will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 
or context as proposed. 

. ' ' 

D The project IDll cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible 1$toric district or 
· context as proposed. -

Project Speci.ftcI:mpacts 
The project appeaJ;S to meet the Secretary of the Interior Sta:nda:rds for RehnbiJ:itation and would not cause a 
substanfial adverse change to the contributmg buildlng at 2853-57 Broderick Street ·or to. the ~ouncfing 
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. . . 

Stant1.ard 1. A praperty wi11. be used. as it was historicilJ.y or be given a new use that requires mini:maI 
dha:nge to its aistirt.ctioe miteri.als, features, spaces, a.nd.spa:ti.il rel.ationships. 

8 

2418 



. 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24,. 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick $treet 

ftdtu.ree are those tha:t define both why a praperly is si.gn.iftcant and when it was si.gn:lfi.ca:n.t, a:nd without which a 
praperty can no longer be identified as being associated with its si.gn:i:fictmce. 

The Cow HOllow First Bay Tradition Historic District's significance is reflected through the ~hesive 
:massing, articu1ation,. fonn, setback, and stylistic eleinents in the First Bay Tr~tion style. The ch.aracter­

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 sid:ing, 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 

181 Historical R.esource Present 
D Individually-eligible Resource 

181Contnbutor to an eligmle Historic District 

D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District . 

D No Hist~rical Resource Present: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANRING DEPARTMENT 

24:19 
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CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in. prekistory 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 tq yield information important to a better 

understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore deterµ:tined not to be eligible 

under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQ.A.. a property must not cnil.y be s]J.own ta be signiftca.nt under the California 
Register of Hist:crri.ci:il Resources criteria., but it al.so must ha:oe integrity. Integrity is t1.efi:ried. as "the r:r:u.fhent:icity of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced b<J the su.roi:o«l of physical. cha.racteristics that existed during the property's 
period.bf significance. 0 Historic i:n.tegri±y endb~ a praperty to iifustrate significa:nt aspects of its past. All seoen 
. qwi!ities d.o not need to be present as long the overall. sense of past time a:ru1. place is eoide:nt. 

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

Location: [81 Retains 
Association: · [81 Retams 
Design: IZ! Retains 
Wo:tlananship: [81 Retams 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
"0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

. 
.Setting: 
Feeling:. 
Materials~ 

0Lac:ks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retafns sufficient :infegrity with which to convey its 
sigrUfi.cance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workman.ship, 

· particularly when com.pared. to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District buildings 
r~t:Un a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal 6mamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic divided light .wood-sash windows is also· coinni.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. Contribul:Ors remain single-family; are sited at thfilr 
original locatio!lt and are sm:rounded by residences of similarly sca1ed single-family houses. -

Subject"Propert:y .. 
The subject building has not been significantly altered si:O.c:e its origIDal construc:tion. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground :6.oor 
level was expanded towards the rear of ih.e building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 
Department in 2010-2011 under ~ No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required rep~cement of the· 
front stair, which was·not part of the original consh"Uction. 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 Il;Ot 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 aa a Fll:st 
Bay Tradition-style buildmg co~cted during the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow . 
neighborhood. · 

Step C: Chatacter Defining Fea~es 
lf the s.ubject property has been d.etennined to iume significance a:n.d retains integrity, please list the dharacter­
d.eftning featu:res of the buiUii:ng(s) rmd/ar propertg. A praperty must retain the essential physical. features that 
auible i± to c:mvey its historic identity in order to a:ooid. si.gnifica:ni ad.verse impacts to the resource. These essential. 

6 
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2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that katJe made a si.gni:ftcant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local ·or regioiial 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 
back.ground files to indicate that any significant events are associa~ with the subject building. Althougl:i 

construction of the subject builcling was part of the p.rimaxy pattem of residential development that 

occurred in the area in the 1ate 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 oonstruction or subsequent usage of the Subject 
building _as a srr;_gle-family residence. It is therefore detamined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in. our local, regional ornati.onal 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 <;laughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that the 

property was purchased for their U?e. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 
with fhe Hall's care~ as an· engineer. No other significant. persons· are ass~ciated with the subject 

building.·T.he subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under.this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It em.bodies the distinct:i:oe ch.aracte:risti.cs of a type, period, regi.on, or method of 
• ~ or represems the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; . 

The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow'Hollow Fjrst Bay Tradition Historic District eligible 

for listing on the Califomia Register for embodymg both ihe distirictive characteristics of the first period 

of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the _First Bay 

Tradition stjrle. The subject building was construc!:ed circa 1890 and designed. by an unknovvn 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 clad.cling, rustic lap siding, and brick), 

structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and artlculation, uniform exterior cl.adding 
with no interruptions at comers, and simplified omament and details. Many of these elem.ents 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 style1 does not 
represent the· work of a master, does not possess high. artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 

historic integrity of qesign. However, the building.,,_ does contribute to a ~llection of la~e 19111 -and early. 
20th...century buildings dating fro~ the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollow 

neighborhood. Many-of the buildings £rpm this period represent the First Bay Traditio~ stj-le, which~ 
unique to the region. As su~ this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distindive characteriStics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of significance for this 

district f.ppeaxs 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 signifi.C¥1Ce 

. identified for the sui::rounding histonc district The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 

no~ Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west. 

SAN fl!ANCISGO 
PLANNll!IG DEPARTMJ:NT 5 
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2853-2857 Broderick Street 

lcindscape, 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 clea:r descendants of this 
style. .· 

A few homes were d~igned with spaclous front porclies supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
bouider and brick piers. 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 asymmetrica1= in 
plan, residences were characterized by tripartite Wmdows divided into a large lower pane and small · 
upper panes. Roofs often have broad spread.mg eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionally us:i:ng clinker brick apartment houses were often strong exam.pl~ of · 
tl:$ style. 

CEQA Historical Resource(s} Evaluation 
·step A: Significance 
Under CEQA sectiDn 21084.1, a property qwi1ifies as a hiStoric resource if it is "listed in, or ~ to be 
eligz."ble for Wsting in, the Criliforn.f:a. Register of H'ist:orical. Resources." The fact that a. resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be el.jgible for Iisti:ng in, the Ctiiifornia Register of Historical Resori.rqes or not i:nduiied. in rL local 
register of JristoricaZ resou:raes., shaII. ncit preclude a lead rLgen.cy from determini:ng whd:hir the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource tmder CEQA. • 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property· is individually eligible for :inclusion in a Property is eligible fur ~usion in a California: 
~mia Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or 
follow:ini Criteria: more of the following Criteria:. ' 
.. 

Criterion 1- Event 0Yesk8JNo Criterion 1-Event 0Yesi8:1No 
Crlterion2 - Persons: 0Yesl2JNo Criterion2- Persons: 0Yesi8:1No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0Yesk8JNo Criterion 3 ·-Architecture: !2JYes0No 

·Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yt:5rgjNo Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: D Yes 18:1 No· 

' 
Period of Signifi~ce: Period of Significance: 1888 -1914 

IZI Contn"butor n Non-C011tributor 
- . 

In 2Dl1, the Department found that the property appeaxed to ·contribute to a historic district significant . 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating frclm. the neighborhood.' s first wave of development 
with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Deparb:nent has gathered further information 
about the Cow Hollow nei.ghbo!hood, . which has allowed us to further refine our :f:U:dings.. The 
Department continues to find that the subject property contributes to a historic district; however, the 
boundaries, historical association,. and period 0£ significance haven been more ~owly defined based 
upon the .new infonnanon provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow study. The Department now 
finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a histeric district under Criterion 3 for both its . 
assooation with the neighborhood's first large wave of development and with the Fll'sfBay Tradition. 
architec;tmal style. The period of significance for this Cf?w Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is 

1888-1914. The ~daries of this district are roughly Filbert to the n~rth, Scott to the ~Vallejo to the 
south, and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis bclow. -

SAH l'f!AHCISCO · 
PLANNING EJEP.ARTilllENT ... .. 4. 
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28~-2857 Broderick street 

The citywide building boom that began in mid.-1906 continued. 'nearly Unabated until World War.LA 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boor:p:in San Francisco and 

enacting of the City's first Planning Code in 1921, rrtandating the geographic sep~tion of incompatible 
land uses. The opening of streetcar ttmnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of inass automobile 

. use beginning m the 1920s, spur.red residential development m outlying areas o~ the City, mcludfug 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 

progran:ts and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity resulted in massive Works 
. Progress .Adnrlnistrati.on public works ·projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. · 

Areas that had survived the earthqu.ak~ 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 m the Cow Hollow :ii.eighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the yea:r the Panama-Pacific 
In.temati.onal Exhibition took place. During this period,, many _two- to six-unit flats were constructed · 

throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its .iromediate cros~ streets; where 

commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Real Estate Circu.1.tu had called 
"the least stir.ting section of [San Francisco's] real estate market," had become an increasingly popular 

, neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as ~ sw:prisin.gly" active despite its lack of 
· infrastmcture and transit. 

During this period,, the area bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Lyon Street to the west, Green 

Street to. ~e north and Pierce Street to the east had clearly become a popular encl_ave for middle-class 

families, with. .the blocks fully st.ibdivided with single-family homes constructed ort most. Flats were 

constructed along the western face of Brod~ Street and at occasional comer lots. Residential 
axchitectur~ at tbiS ~was strongly mfluenced by the First Bay Tradition,, and many of.the homes are 
decorated with red.wood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard 

Maybeck. 

Bay Region Tradit:Wn 
Coined m 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumfor~ the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 

architecture endemc ~ the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, ·kifonnal, 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 [Le. 
. architects associated with. the Second Bay Traditi.on), who incorporated the regional vernacular of 

red.wood, shingles, and elements of Arts and G:a£ts with the European Modernism popularlzed by the 
Bauhaus and th.e Intematiorutl Style. Transitional architects that bridged the ~st and second Bay 
Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hu\ison Thomas. 

The First Bay Traditio~ spanning roughly from the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 

Oassicism of ~eaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly omame.nted Victorian-era styles also popular 

at that ·time, First Bay Tradition architects 4eveloped. a building v~cular lhiked to nature, site and 
locally sourced materials. yVitbin. this stylistic category, buniaJows and hou8es constructed between the 
1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 
Califorrua Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and 

"· 
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the north.. Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Pl'esidio to the west and Van.Ness 
Avenue to ~e e~ The topography of·th.e neighborhood, which ascends to the s~ offers sweeping" 
views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography ~o played a significant 

· role in the neighborhOod.' s development, both ar<#tecturally and socially. . · 

Historically, the area was part oHhe W estem Additio~ adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 

Ness Or~ The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring vaiJ.eyr during the ea;:ly American 
period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. AB that name ~eC:ame eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the ar~ s views of the bay. In 1924, local contractor George Walker promoted the area as 0Co:n 
Hollow," :in honor of its history as a dairy.and tannery dis:tri~ although it had been known by the name 
locally since the l~Os. · 

Cow Hollow' s most substantial peri~d 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 visitor~ 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 Cltronicle. and .other local papers. At the sa:i;ne time, ~owing development 
pressures and the demands of the Depai:tment of Public Heal~ approximately thirty dairies and 

associated tanneries that had eamed Cow Hollow its ~e relocated to the south in Hunter's ~oint by 
1891, liowever the name remained with locals for generations. 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable cax line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up1 but the pace of growth was relatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 
years after the opening of the car l:ine, few blocks were fully developed with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanbom Map Company fire :insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Unien 
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Si;reets. Many lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughou;t the area west of Steiner Street 

The 1899 Sanbom 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 ap.d Greenvyich 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 focuse4 on single-family residences, often in· dense rows. 

Building types vari~d 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 tl:1m 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 F:tre. In order to accommo~te 
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 l:ine, 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 l:ines along Union Street rendered useless and many structures rendered 

uninhabitable. 

2 
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The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on BroderiC:k Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residentlat House, 
Two-Family) Zorung District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject buildfu.g was constructed 
circa 1890 and, designed by an unknowµ. architect in the First Bay Tradition-style. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey . 
The subject property is l,ncluded on the Plan:rring Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 
0 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 Califomia Registers. At the time, no register fonn coul~ be located to confirm the listing, so the 
Department evaluated the ptoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 

district ~gnificant under ciiterlon 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development Since then, '!he Department mis discovered that the Plannmg Department's Parcel 
T:r)formati9n Database :incorrectly. identified the property's historic status. Although not formally listed,. 
the Department continues to find that the property ~ould qualify for listing.on the <;:alifumia Register as 

. a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's 

~wave of development. Therefore, for -fl:l~ Department continues to cor¢der the_ property a "Category 
X' (Known Historic Res.ource) property for the pmposes of the Planning Department's Califomia 
Environmental ~ty Act (CEQA) review procedures. · 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted in part from a draft Co~ Hollow Historic Context Sprtement 

prepared by the Department in 2.013. While not fonnally 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 U.es at the north.em end of the S~ Francisco Penfusula, overlooking 
the Golden Gate. Geographically, the .µea is nestled between the slopes of Pacific H¢gh'ts 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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P.LANN-IN·G· -D.E·PARTM-~NT 

· : CEQA Categ<;i.ricp~ Exe~ption p.~t~nnJnat~o11 
PROPERTYINFORMATION/PROJECTOESCRlPTION 

Project Address l Block/Lot(s) . 
" 

2853-:-2857 Broderick St 09~7[0.0? 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

[{JAddition/ []Demolition Q.lew I 0Proi7ct Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if oVei 50 years old) COJ."'!Strudion (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project descrlptl.OI1; for Plam:IDg Department appr.o~ 
Front facade alterations; new roof decks~ ne..y dormers; ajter existmg .i:!ormer. 

: 
. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO 'BE CO:M:PLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior an4 exterior alterations; additians under 10,00.0 sq. ft.;. change 
ofuseif • ci ' "tte1i'or\vifh'aar. · · · 

D Class 3 - New Co:cistruction.' Up to three (3) neW single-family residences or·six- (6) dwelling cnits 
in one buil · commeXoavo.ffice slrudures; utili · ~ans. · 

D Oass....:... 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS _ 
TO BE COMP!.ETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an ~:Ev~Applipd:ion is :ceqtlired. 

0 
Transportafum: Does the project create~ (6) or more net new parkmg-spa,ces Qr~~ uni.ts? 
Does the project have the potential to adv.ersely affect transit, -ped~!r:ian mid/or bicycle safely . . 
(hazards)' or the adequacy of n~y transit,. pedestrian a:nd/or bicycle facili±i.es?-

D 
All-~ty: Would_ the project add :new .sensnive receptors (specifkally, sc:hoolS,. day:ca:re 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within~-aii po14itionhot 
spot? '.refer to EP _ArcMtrp > CEQA Cata ~tmnil'!llfion Lllyas;. Air Pollution H%Spats) 

Ha.zardo:as Materials': ~y project~ that is locate{i on~ Maher map· or is su.sp~ of 
~hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, ~to repair, dry 
cleaners~ or heavy manufacturing, or a_ site with, und~:and ~rage f;allks): :W:oul~ ~project 
involve S<?.il ~bance_ of a:ny amount or a change of use fro.m indusmaUo 

D- commercial/residential? ~ y~, sb.o:lld .the .applicanI; pres~ ~oaun~talio.n of a completed Maher 
Application !hat has been submitted to theS~ F;rand:s~ Depa.i:m.ti:ntof PublkHea].th-(DPH), this 
box does not~ 'f;0°be-checked, but Sllch.documentation must Oe appen~ tO this~ Jn all ~ 

·other cirollnstance:S,.tl'tis ~must~ cheCked and the project app~ m.Jt ~ aI:t • 

Envixomneii.tal Application wifu a Phase I Enviro:pmental Site.Assessment -anrl/or file a Maher 
Application with OPH. {refer to EP _AicMap > 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 TACs 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.s 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would ·be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of PM2..5 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.s 
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.s, 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.s. This is consistent with the impacts reported 
and considered significant by SFDPH (2008) using <ii" 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 balanc~. 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 paf1iculate 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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lev~ls. 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.s sources near receptors, then the cumuiative threshold will be reached 

. sooner than it would in another area with fewer PMz.s 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 tlie 1, 000 foof 
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 tacnity 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 cantinuing 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 
qualifiep 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 qualfy 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 fu~d its fair share of a mitigation measure 
or measures designed to alleviate th~ cumulative impact. 
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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 TACs 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 100 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 (A THS) 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 tlie air district, the facility is required to conduct an airborne toxic risk reduction audit and 
develop a plan to implement measures that will reduce emissions from the facility to a level below 
the significance level. The Air District has established a nan-cancer Hazard Index of ten (10.0) as 
ATHS mandatory risk reduction levels. The cumulative chronic non-cancer Ha~ard Index 
threshold is co~sistent with the Air District's A THS program. · 

Increased Ambient Concentration of PM2.s 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
sigAificantwhere ground-level concentrations of PM2.s from any source woµld result in an 
average annual in.crease greater than 0.8 µg/m3

• · • . 

If one applies the concentration-r~ponse 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 feel 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.s. will afford similar levels of h~alth protection. 

The cumulative PM2.s 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 b~ a threshold for assessing community risk and hazards, it was designed to protect 
public health at a region~l Ievel by helping an area maintain the NAAQS. Since achieving and 
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maintaining state and federal AAQS 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?ffimined the potential heal~h 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 t~ke 
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 GARB 
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 zo11es 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. 
BAAQMD will provide guidance as to the methods used to establish the TAC buffers and what 
stand?rds to be applied for acceptable exposure level in the updated CEQA Guidelines 
documenl 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 plarr impacts could affect all plan adoptions ahd amendments 
and require mitigation for a plan's air quality' impacts. Where sensitive receptors would be 
exposed above the acceptabl~ 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 
projectjevel (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.s 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 mitigation 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 lessen 
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. BMQMD'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 emissiorys and exposures; . . 
(F) Include procedures for monitoring and updating the inventory, modeling and reduction 

measures in coordination with Air Dis~rict staff; 

(G) Be adopted in a p~blic- process following environmental review."· 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: . 

Cc: 

Subject: 

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, 
Shelley (CPC); Stephen Antonaros; 714515@gmail.com; Arcuri, Timothy; Hui, Tom (DBI); 
O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) . 
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 
- Permi~ Holder's Response Brief 

141.083 

Please 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 f911owing 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 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 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does· I 
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 !n other public documents that members of the pu~lic may inspect or copy. 

2d-32 



Carroll, John (BOS) 

tom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

IDick@fbm.com 
Friday, November 14, 201411:10 AM 
Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy; Board 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 mem.bers and parties. 

Best, 

Ilene R, Dick 
- Spc Counsel Attny 
ldick@fbm.com 
415. 954.4958 

,_ FARELLA BRAUN+ ~1ARTEL LLP 

Russ Building 
235 Montgomery $treet 
San Frnnclsco I CA 94104 

T 415~954.4400 
F 415.954.44SO 
v..ww;fbm.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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. "~BRAUN+ MARTEL LLP 

November 14, 2014 

Via Messenger and Email (bos.legislation@sfgov.org) 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Plilce 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 2853-2857 Broderick· 
Appeal of July 3, 2014 Class 1 Categorical Exemption 
Hearing Date: November 25, 2014 

Dear President Chiu and Members: 

ILENE DICK 
idick@fbm.com 
D 415.954.4958 

i 

i 

ci· 
I 

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 n~t offered 
any substantial evidence1 to challenge the Planning Department's determination that the work 
being proposed will 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 Ex~mption issued for this Project. Accordingly, this letter will focus solely on "!he 
Categorical ExeJI!.ption. 

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 Cat~gorical 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" •fu.clude[s] facts, reasonable assumptlons 
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 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
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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, 
indepe:n.dently 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 ofMr. Zaretskty'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 Re.view 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 Exhi'bit 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 oftb.e suspension of the Issued Pern;rits to 
the Board of Appeals. See Exhibit C. Th~ appei;J. 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 permit for the Project until this appeal is final. · 
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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 defeqtive 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 ~011, 
the Planning Department issued a Class 1 Categorical Exemption ("2011 Categorical 
Exemption") for the Issued Permits. 7 It found that the increase in building hei~t 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 plzysical 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~s 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 Cat~gorical 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 i.Ilsert 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 F, 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. · 

Il. THE CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION CORRECTLY FOUND THAT THE 
PROJECT WOULD NOT ADVERSELY IMP ACT A ffiSTORIC RESOURCE. 

In contrast to Appellants' unsubstantiated statements, Planning Department staff's 
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 
thos~ facts. Staff's analysis and conclusions constitute substantial evidence.10 

. · 

The Categorical Exemption includes a detailed analysis of the buildillg' 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 iJ;npacts to the resource. On that basis, the Planning Department correctly 
issued the Categorical Exemption. · 

Despite Planning Department staff's 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 opinio~ 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 ofHistoric 
Properties ... ·shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical 
resource. 
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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 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 contemporary windows and detailing such that they are 
distinguished as contemporary features. 13 

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 1~384, their opinion is not "substantial 
evidence." There is thus nothing in the record to support a finding that the Project would result 
in any significant impacts to the historic resource. · · 

Planning Department staff's 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 stl;!f:f' 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 n~t substantial evidence in support of a potential significant impact. 

ID. 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 substantiaJ. adverse change to a historic resource is. 
based on substantial evidence.· When as here, a Categorical Exemption is based on extensive 

13 See Exhlbit 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 mustbe upheld. 

ID:ec 
cc: Pamela Whitehead (Via Email) 

Melinda Nykamp (Via Email) 

30197\4639583.3 

~~ 
Ilene Dick · 

'·' 
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Historic R~·~purce Evaluati·o:n.Response 
Date Reviewed: 
Case No.: 
Project Add.res~ 
Z01iing: 

Block/Lot; 
Staff Cotitact: 

" 
. June 24, 20H (Part Il) 
2013.043:?E· 
28~~~2s5.7 Broderlclc Street . 
RU-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; 
40-Xtteight find au1k Distric~ · . .. .. . 

0947/002 
Shell~y ·Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
{4i5) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.or.g 

Hl$TOR1C RESOURCE.STATUS 

t¢1§tt.1 

1650 Mission st. 
Sulle4DD·· 
San Francisco, · 
CA 94103·2479 

RecepHon: 
415.558.6378 . 

Fax: . 
4i5.~58.,6409 

Planning · 
ln1ormallon: 
415.558.6377, 

. ·Building and Property Description .. . 
· " The' ·2,7S7-square-(oot. parcel is: located on Broderick Street between· Filb~t and Union Streets. The 

.propeiiy is located within the Padflc:Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
. Tw~-Family) Zoning"Distrlct ai:td a 40~X Height and·Bulk District. The s~bject building.was 'constructed· 
orca· lB90 and designed by an urtlo,town architect 1n the First Bay TraditiOA.;~tyle. 

P.re·Exlsting Hist9ric Rating J Sury~ .. 
J'!.1~ ~ubject prop~ty is included ·on the Planning Department's 1976-Ar~hitectural.Survey with a rating of 
"'1.:' ·In the January 14,_ 2011, the Planning Dep~tm.ent issued a Historic;· Resc;>urce Evaluation Response 

· 1';1emo .~at inistakenly ·identified ·the-property as a contributor to a:historiC distric.t. listed in the National · 
. and California Regist!?I'S. At fhe time, ~o regi~ter form" could be locate~ · ~· ~nfirm ·the listing, S? the 

Pepartment evaluated· the proper!;}' .separately and found that it appeared ~o contribute to a historic 
district·sigriificarit ll!lder Cnterion 3 as. a collection of buildings dating froi:n the ncighborhood's first 
wav~'.c;>f developm~t. Since then, th~ Department has discovered th~t.the.~lanning·Department's Parcel 
Information Database incorr~ctly ld~ntifled the property's historic sta~wi •. 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·datmg from. the neighborhood's . 

. first wave of development The~efore, for the Department continues to coiisider the pr~perty. a "Category 
A:' (~own Historic Resource) property for the. purposes of the· ~lanning Departil1ent's California 
Environn.lental Quality Act (CEQA) ,review procedures, 

Neighborhood Context .. . 
the fo!loWing .historic context is excerpted in part from a draft Cow Ho)l~w Historic Context Statement 

·prepared by the Department in 2013. WhiJe not fornially adopted by the. City,· the study provides 

imp.ort~nt information about the dev~lopment of Cow Hollow and the hi~toric significance of the subject 
property. 

. . . 
The neighborhood of <;:ow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
'the Golden Gate. Geographically, the area is nestl~d b'etween the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 
and the li:iw-lying Marina Di~trict .to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded. roughly by I.ombard Street to 

www.sfplam:1ing.org 
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the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon-Sb:eet and the Presidio to the·west and Van Ness 
Averm~to the. east. The topography of the neighborhood, which .ascends.to the sauth, 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. · . . . . 

HistoricalJy, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 
Ness Ordinanc~. The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring Valley" during the early Ameri<:an 
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 nGolden Gate Valley," to· 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, lociµ contractor George Walker promoted the area· as "Cow 
Hollow," in honor- of its history as a dairy and ~ery district, although it had been knoWn by the n?me 
locally since the 1880s. · 

Cow Hollow' s most substantial pei:iod of development began in the lBSOs, 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 i;r spur in residential deveiopmeii.t By th·e mid-1880s, the 
moniker of "Cow.HoQow" had taken rQOt·in whaj; }Vas ~ly known as Spring V~lley, regularly being 
published in the San FrancisC:o Orronicle.and other Jo~ papers. At the sametime,.grqwing development 
pressures and the demands of the Department tif Publi~ Health, approximately 'thirty· dairies and 
a~te~ tanneri~ that had ea¢ed Cow Holl~· Us nam~ relOca.ted 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 {:'!i' line led to a sustained p_eriod of residential 
developrilent in Cow Hollow picked up, but'~ pace of.gro~th was relatively-modest. By 1893, ,t:hlrteen 
years after the opening of the car line, few blocks were fully deve~ped with new real es~te. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire inSurance m·ap, development had clearly cluste:red along the Union 

· .line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich 'to Greeri' Streets. Mfilly lots 
remaiIJ,ed µndeveloped, although parcels had beerfsubdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street. . . . 

!l!.e 1899 ~bom ;Fire Insurance maps depict that multipie-unit flats were already b~ing cc>ristructed in 
the ~a. primarily along the cro~ stree~s that cilt through Union Street on a north~south axis and ~long 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets· to the north. To the west, .the area remained undeveloped as.i.de front a 
sIX)all tract .of homes along Greenwich Street near the ;F'residfo, 

Residential developinent at. this time was focused 0n single-family residences, often in dense rows. 
Building types vaned from single-story cottages and. small flats, i;nost often found nortq of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular sty~es from the 
1860s through the tum of the century were Italianate and Stick-Eastlake, which were .common throughout 
Cow Hollow. · 

Rebuilding bf the City be~· within mooths of the 19.06 Earthquake and Fire. In order to a~coµimodare 
the: urgertt City-wide housing needS, mulfi~unit ·flats were uicr~singly c:onStructed: i? all residential 
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ne5s Avenue was 
used as a fire line; whicll .involved the dynamiting of most-houses east of the avenue and 1:1outh of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severE'. destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 
extensive d~age, with rail ~ines along UI;J.ion Str~et rendered. useless and many ·s~clures rendered 
uninhabitable. · "· · 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The citywide pui\ding boom that began in mid~l90.6 continued 1:\early unabated until. World War I. A 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correl~ted wjth another building boom in San Frai)cisco and 
enacting of tlle Ci.ty's first Planning Code in 1921, mand~ting the geographic separation of ~coµipatible 
land uses. The.opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918and1928, as well as the adoption ofmass·automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, inc~ud.ing Cow 
Hollow •. '.The ... eco~·omic crisis precipitated by the Sto~.k Market Crash of 1929 had ·a mas~ive d.ampening 
effect on co.nstruction in San ·Francisco, which 'd~dn't picl«up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 
programs an4:poli¢ies to spur employment and ·~timulate building ·activity resultecl in .ma·11sive Works 

· Proiress Ad.mini.Stration public works projects·· .and ~co~omic incentives for co~tructiOn-related 
~~~ . 

Areas that.had.survived the earthquake with. little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only.:h~s~ed refugee 
camps for the two years following the· disaster, but many camp residents opted fo stay in the area rather 
than :r~locate to' their demolished neigh!:>orhoods. According t<? the records of the Assessor, 670-_Sfructures 
-\;vere .b.uilt .. in 'the Cow Hollow neighborhood betw.een 1906 and 1915, the year the Panama-Pacific 
Internatio~i ExhiJ>ition took. place. During this period, many .tWo- to six-unit flats were constructed 
throughout· Cow_-Hollow, espeeially along> Un~on.-Street and its immeqiate: cross streets, where 

· . commercial- goods and public transit wer~ ·r~a4ily av~ilable.. What an 1868 Re~l Estate Cir~lar· ~d called 
"the !east stir~ing section of [San Francisco's] real estate mar~ei:," had become.ail increa~ngly popular 
neighborhood .. for residents and developers, often noted as "surprisingly" a~thre despite its laCk of 
infra~tr.u.cture ·and :ltansit. · · · . 

. Du~ing .this .p~iod, i:he ~rea boundea by-lo-!IJb~d Street to the ilorl;h, Lypn Street tO the ~est, Green 
· Street to the .north and Pierce Street to the east 'had clearly ·become a popular enclave for .middle-class 
fa~ilies, wlth. ~e bloc!<s fully subdivided with single-family hoines constructed on.:mo~~;. Flats were . 
. constructed ·along the western face of Bro.derick Street. and at occasional comer lots. Residential 
arCh.itE:~ture ·~t. ~s time was strongly infl~en~~·by·th~ First Bay Tradition,'.and many of the homes are 

'. decorated wi°th redwood shingfos on a ~aftiiman-~tyle structure in the fashion of the arclutect Bernard 
MaybecJc.'· · .... '. · . . · . . ·: , · · . .... ..· . · 

Bay Region .Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewi~ M.um.ford, the Bay Region Tl'.adition is ,a regional vernacular 
architecture. endemic to the S<!n Francisco Bay A'.rea that is woodsy, informal, ;md ·anfi~urban. The Bay_ 
l(egfon Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and has since been classifie.d into First, Second and Third 

. ti:ad.itions, spai1riing from the 1880s-1970s. ·The First Bay Tradition influenced later Modernists (i.e. 
"·· ·architects associated .with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporafed. the regional \~~acular of 

r~d.wood, shingles, and·elem¢nts of Arts and Crafts .with th~ European: Modernism popularized by i:he 
Bau~au~ an~· the International Style. T~ansitional architects that '.bridged the ~rst .a~d second ·say 
Tra~ition~ u\ciud.e Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. . . 

The Fi.rst Bay Tradition, ·spanning .roughly fi-om. the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 
Cfassidsm of Beaux-Arts historicism. Eschewi~g the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 

···at that time, First ·~·ay .Tradition arc1iit~ deve~oped a building vernacular linked to .nat~re, site and 
. · localiy sourced ~aterials. Witl:tin' this stylistic c!lteg~ry, burigaiows and. hoqses constructea betwee~ the 
· .... 1890s ·and 1925 c~ be ·divided into several styles; including: ·Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 

. California Bu.n~l~. Th~ First Bay Tradition is characterized. by· sensitivity to natµr~l materials and 
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landscape, appreciation 9f. str11ct_ural form, and fine craftsmanshlp in wood. Buildings of this
1

period 
exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects s1.1ch as Bernard Maybeck. The later 

Bay Traditions of the 1~30~s and later derivatives of the 1950s and '1960s ar~ clear descendants of this 

style. 

A few hom~ were designed with spacious front porches ~upportei;l by square; buttressed posts atpp river 
boulder and brick pie~. Along With na~ wood, shlngle, and clinker brick, materlah; such as field stone 

and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame sb:llc!;ural systems. Usually asyinm.etrical in 
plan, residences w~ characteri,Ze~. by trip~ite whidows divided ~o a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs o,ften have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 

beams. Stucco and brick occasionally .uslng clinker brick apartment houses were often stiong examples of 
thi.s style. · 

CEQA Historical Resour~e(s} ~valuatton 
Step A: Sigruficance 
Under CEQA section· 2108l;.1, a property .qualifies as a historic Tesour~ {/'it is "listed in, or determined to be 

. eligible far Jisting in, the Calj/Ornia Register of Histprical Resources,,. Tire fact that a resource is not listed in, .or· 
determined to be eligibl.e,jor listing in; the CaUfornia Register of Historical ResPUrces or not include4 in a local 
register of historical 'resour~1 ·shall not preclude a lead-agency from dettm.nining whether the resource may qualify 
as a historlad resource undet·CEQA. · 

Individual Historlc District/Context 

Property is indivic;luaJiy eligible for hlclu$on in a Property'is eligible for inclusion in a <;alifomia 

California Register .t.ui.~er one m _more of the Re~stei lllstoric DistricVContext under one or . 
following Criteria: ' 

_more of the following Criteria: · 
. 

Criterion 1--Event:' OYesl.83 No Cclterion·l • E'vent: O~st8l·No 
Criterion2 - Persons: . - 0Yesl81No Criterion 2-Persons: 0Yest83No 
Criterion 3.- Architechtte: 0Yes!Z!No Criterion 3'-Arclrltecture: ~Yes0No 

· Cri~erion 4- Info. Poteri~iil:· · 0Ye~~No Criteripn 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yest83No 

Period 0£ Signifi~cei, Period of Significance: 1888-1914 
.!)(! Contributpr n Non-Contributor 

Irt 2011, the Departmerit fourtd that the property appeared to contn"bute to a historic diStrict significimt 
·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 gaµtered further information 

abOut the Cow Hollow neighbortiood, which has allowed us to further ·refine out find~gs. 'the 
Department .continues to find that the subject property contn"butes to a historic district; hpwever, the 

boundaries, historic.al ass~dation, and periop of f!ignl{:icance h_aven bi?en more narrowly defi~ed based 

upon the new inform~tipit ~provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow·snidy. The-Department now 
finds that the property is. s_ignificant as a contributor to a mstotic_ district under Criterion 3 for }?oth ~ts 

ass.ociation with _the neighborhood's first large·~ve of deve),opment an~ W:t1h the First Bay Tradl.tion 

arcllitedural style. 'Pie p!?Iiod of significance for this Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition ~storic: Di~trict is 
1888-1914. The bcnuidaries of this district.are roughly Filbert to the north, S.cott t.~ the ~st, Vallejo to the' 
south, and Lyori to the ~~t Please see fue analysis below. · 
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Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant confy'ibution to the broa.d pfitt~is. 
of local or regional history, ·or the culh1ral heritage of Califomia or the United· States; 
The!,'e is no information provided .by the Project Sponsor o~ Io~ted in the Planning Department'.s : 
background files to indi~te thaf any significant events are associated with the.subject building. Although· 

·construction of the subject b~ilding was part of the primary· pattem Qf resi9ential development that .. 
occurred in the area in th~ late 191h'century, this patteqi is not documented as significant within the­
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, or the· haUon. Furthermore, there are no. · · 
specific historical events iql~ to be associated with the c~nstruc.tion or subsequent usage of the subject .. 
bunding as a single-family re5idence,_lt is therefore determined not to •be eligible under this criteriOl'I. . . : . 

Critericn~.2: It is associated ~i#& iJi~ li~es of persons import~mt i1t o~r local, regional or national ptist; . · 
The inform·ation provided b.y thEi ·Project Sponsor and a revjeW of tli.e City Directories indica~ ·that· . · 
William Hammond Hall brieffy owned the property circa 1930. Hall. was a $ignificant person "in· San .. · 
Francisco's history as th!!.desigrier·of Golden Gate Park an~ the first state ci~il engineer. Hall is".listed in 

· · the directories as living at 3855 Jat:ks~n Street between 1905 and 1932 ~d he died in 1934. Therefore, "it . 
does not appear thafhe resided at ~e subject property. According to the oral ~:;tory collected by .the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughtendived. at the subject property as.iat~ as 19.54, so.it is presumed th~t the. 

. . property was purchased for -'thclr lise The property is riot histQdcally sign~fica.nt as it is not associated 
· · with the Hall's career as.~ ~gine~. No other significant persons are associated with ,the-" ru~ject 

building. The subject building is. therefore determined not to be eligib~e under this criterion. : ·· 

. . . : Cri:kriott 3: It embodies. th~· distinctive chtiracteri.sti~; o/ ,i. fype, period,. region, or t~ethod o/. · 
· constnicticm, or represents the. 1!J.ork of a master, or possesses·hlgh· arlistic values; · 
· .. The .sllbject buildi~g appears ~·contribute to a Cow Ho~Iow Firs~. Bay ~raditioi: Historic District cligibl~ · · 

for listing on the Califo~i~ ~egisterfor embodying both the distinctive characteristics of the first period · 
of large scale architecturaldevelopment in Cow Hollow and the disti_ncl:ive(;h~racteristics of the F~st-~ay .. 
Tradition style. The subject bui19,ing was _constructed Circa 1890. al)Cl-°deSigried by an unknown archiiect in· · 
the First.Bay Tradition style. .. Ib:~··gener.al characteristics. of thiS style. a~e ·an .emphasis -on. simplified 
geometric forms, natur~l materials {oft~ including shingle cladding, ~tic lap· siding, ~nd brick),. 
structural hO.J:iesty, pictu;-esqu~ :and. ~ymJiietrical massing' aqd articulation, 'uniform exterior cladding , 
with no interruptions at comers, and simplified ornament and details .. Many of these elements are· 
evident in the subject buHding; The subject !'.l.oes not appear to be a.sign~~cant example of the' Firs~ Bay .. 
TradiUon style as an individu.al properfy because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not · 
represent the work of a master, dpes not possess high artistic value, and does not appear . to retain high . 
Mstoric integrity of desigl). Hbw~er, .the building., does contrib~te to a collection of late ~9th -and ear~y 
2Qlh.century buildings daµng from ·~e .earliest period .~f. reside~tial developn;ient in the Gc;>i'. Hollow . 
neighb.orhood. Many .Pf the b~ldings ·from this period represel)t" the First ·Bay Tradition ·styl~ which is·.· .. 
unique to the region. As such;. this. collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a speciid period of regiona~·archftect~re. The·per~od of signific~nc~ for this 
distdct appears to be approximat~y 1888-1914, relatix:ig to.~e construction.booin and the particular use 
of the style. The constniction date of the subject building places it \'.'ithln. the period of significanc!'! 
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundari~ of this distric;t are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the east, Vallej~ to the south, and Lyon tq the west. · · · .· 
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Criterion 4: It yields, or may be ·likely to yidd; iiifonnation important in prehistory vr history; 
Ther~ is no information provided by the Projeet. Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 

. bai::kgtound ·files to indicate that the-subject property is likely to yield infor~ation Important to a better 

understanding .of prehistory or history. The .subject buildmg is therefore determined not to be eligible 
under-this criterion. · 

Step :S: Integrity 
To be a r~ource for the purposes of CEQA, a F.Of1etty must not only be shown t(J. be significant under the California 
Registef of Hf$toricill Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is rlefi.ned µs "the authenticity of 
a property's historic identit1J, evidenced by ·the ~rOtoal of physical. characteristics that existfil during the properttj's 
period_ of significance. II Historic integrity enable;s a ·property to .illustrate significant asptcts of ifs past. All seven 
qualities do not need fo be present as long tJie overall sil!lse of past time and place is evident. . . . . .· ·. . 
The subject property reta,ins mtegrity from the period· of significance note.d iri Step A: 

Location:· .12'.i Retains 
Associaf;ion:. 18].J~etains . 
D~igtt: . 18] Retains 

W~r~anship~ 18] Re®ns 

Historic District · 

O'Lacks 
Oiacks . 
o·Lacl<it . 
.0La~-: 

. Setting: 
:Feeling: 
·Materials: 

l8J Retains 
[8J·Retairis 
~Re~s 

·. 

0Lacks 
0LaCks 
D~~ 

The Cow. Holl~w First Bay Traditiohl:iistoi:ic Dislrlct .retaini; sufficient. integritJ With which to convey its 

significance. District contributors p.osse&S :integrity. in terms of material, design and ¥.J'Orkmanship~ 
partjcttlarljr when-~mpared to buildfugs found outside.of the District. '!he majority of.Dlstrict buildings 
retain a high level of original building- features such as redwood shingle sirung, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, arid minimal ornamentalion. Contemporary roll-up garage doors hi!-ve been added to ·many 
lower levels. Replacement of the lUstoric .diV.ided light wood-.sash windows Js also ·common. Few 
horlzoratal or ver_tical additions are visible from the pµblic right-of-way. District ci>nf:#butors also retain 
in.tegrity bf feeliitg, ·Setting, location:, aml: asi;ociation. CO$ibutors remain si.rigie-farnily; are sjted at th~ 
original ~ocation, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family ho1,1Ses'. . . . . . 
Subject Property . . 
The subject bulldi!lg has not been si~cimtly altered since its original cpnsttuction. _Recently, the 
building w~ ialsed ·approximately 3 f~t to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
l~vel was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reViewed and approved by the 
De~tment in 2010-2011 under Case N~. ~o·rn.o394E, Raising the bullding requ'ired replacement of the 
fro~t stair, whiclt was not part of the ori'ginal ·construction. 'this slight alteration.in height has not unduly 
changed the migiml scale of the building or the building's relationship to its setting :within J:he historic 
district. The ·work also did not remove any_ character-defining features of tQe building. The buildini:;, 
therefo_re, retaira all elements of hisforic 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 · 
ne~ghborh~od. . . 

Step C: Character Defining Featn,res 
If tbe subjict properly h!IS been detmniued to ·have signijiennc.e and retnins integrity, ·please hst the chnracter- · 
defining fettlures of the building(s) an,dlor property. A praperty must retain .t1ze ess.entiill phys.icnl.features tha~ 
enable. it to c;onvey its historic identity irt order to avriid significant advt:rse imp_acts to the r~so~rce. TliCse essential ' 

SAN FBA11C1SCO. • 
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CASE NO. 2013.0.433E 
ZB53-2S57 Broderick street 

· features are those that define both 10hy a property is :significant aud when it was sig11ificard~ m;d :without wlrich a 
'property can no longer be identified as being associated with its ·significance. . 

The Cow··Htillow First Bay Tradition Histori~ District's significance ~s reflected through 'the· ~ohesive 
massing, ~rtic1:1Iation, form, setb~ck, anc;I stylis* .elements in.the First Bay Tradition ~tyle. The character· 
defining.f~ltlres are:. · 

• Two-three story scale; 
• :e~cturesque an.d asymmetrical massing:a~d artic;ulation; 
• : Emphasis on simplifie~ geomi:;tridqi:n:is; . 
• . Front an~ !!ide setbacks; 
• Gable pr hipped roof forms, often with dor~ers; . 
•. . l~cally source4 natural materials, o~ten inciuding shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, 'and brick; 
• ~ulti-light, wood-framed windows;, 
• Raise4 en~ies; and, . :-. . ., 
. ~ . Si~·pJifiei ornam~t and .'detai!S .including projecting bra~ets, eyebrow. d~rmers; often 

in~orpprating ~olonial Revival and Arts and' Crafts design elements. : . " . . 
. - . . . 

CEQA'Historlc Resourc~ Determlnatlol) 
. I 

181 Hifitoricaf Resource Present 
D. Indi~idually-eligible .Resource 
[8Jcontributor to an eligible i·Ii~toric Dis~i~t 
D Non-coritribU:tor to an eligible Historic bistrlct 

D N~ Historical Resource Present. 

·.·· 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 
June 24, 2014 · 

CASE NO; 2013.04338 
2853-2857 Broderick Stre~t' 

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Propose.cl Project D Demolitiol) IZ! Alteration 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1,·2014 

Project.Desc~lption 
The propose4 project·calls for exterior changes to ·the house, including ilie construction of. two roof de¢ks, 
construction of dmmers oil the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof. constnicition of a ' 
t;>ay at the.so11th.~levation·to the west of the sid~ entry porch; alteration of.the side entry steps 'and 4oor; 

alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of .the main entrance to lower the threshold 
11-pproximately 1' and add a transom above the existing 4oor; and, ·removal of stairs at the rear fac;ade. 

: Please i;iote that the permit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previcius 

permits regar.ding height-notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not canstitut~ .. physical 
changes to tliepropertf. · · . 

· Proj!!et Evaluatlo_n _ · . 
if the""pr:upefty has. been determined lo be a historical resource in Part I, plell$e check whether the pruposed project 
would maU;rially impair the resource and identify any moaificatians to the proposed projec! that mm; red'!lee or 
avoid i?11Pacts, . · · 

Subje~f Property/Histo~c Resource:. 

IE! The project will not caµse a significant adverse impact t6 the histOric rel!ource as propos'ed. 

0 The J.>roject will cause a significant adverse impact to the his~oric resource as proposed 

Califomiallegtster-eiigible Hist~c District or,Context: 

J8! The.project will not eausea significant advers.e impact to.a·Califomia_ Register.:eligible historic district' 

·or cqntext a:i proposed. 

0 Tue project will cause ~ significant adverse impac~ to a California Regwter-eliglble historic distri~t or 
context as proposed. · 

Prpject Specific Impacts . 
The project ;:i.ppears to meet .the Secretary of the Interior Standards for RehabilitatiCJf'! and would not cause a 
substantihl adverse change to the .contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the SUttounclin:g 
Cow Hollow First Bay T.radilion Historic Distrid such that the signtficance of the resource (the district) 

would be :rµaterially impaired.: The following is an analysis of· the proposed project per th~ applicable .. 

Standards. 

Standard i. A property will be used as it was historically ar be given a new use that requires .m~al 
change to its distinctive material.s, features, spaces, and spati~l relationships. 

S.\N f~ANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick street 

. The proposed proj~~l would retain tl!e historic residential-. use at the site and would not alter the· 
buildhig in a way .that would harm its ability to convey.its. significance as a First Bay Trad~~on'.­
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest pe~iod of residential development. 

. . . 
. Stmidard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive 
materials or altmtion: of fe4tures, spaces, and spatial r~lationships that characterize a property wm b~ 
:avoided. 

No disonctjve mat.erials,. featµres, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmansh.ip 
would be aff~cted by the proposed project. All original elements of the primary.fa~de woul~· be. 
retained. Whl.,le th!'! ~try threshold would be lowered .to match ·the main floor height, this change 
would.not detract frOm tlie character of the entry and ili.e door. would be retained or replicated. 
The proposed altera~ons would .occur at secondary a.ri·d t~rtiary facades that do not contribute ~o . 
the .overail chara,c.ter of'the building or qiSqicl . . . . 

Standard 3. Each propertY will .be recognized as a physical record of its. time, place, and use. Changes .that 
create a false ·sen~e of historical deVelopment, such as adding conjectural features or elem en.ts from 'other . 
historic pr~perties,.-wilj not be undertaken. 

Conjectural elem~11ts ~e not are not a part of the .pr~posed pro}ecL All contemporary alterations 
·and additions wouid be constructed .of new,:yet compatible, materials. . . . . . . 

Standard 5. P!stinctive -materials; features, finishes, .. and ·amstruction techniques or examples of . 
craft~~anship that cJuzrqcterize a property will be preserved.. 

The l'ropo~ed project w~uld not res~lt ~n the foss of 'dis~inctive features. 

Standard 9. New tiddf.tions, exterior alterations, or relate4 new constrliction will not aesir:mJ historic 
materi~s, features, .and sp!ltial relationships that characterize· th~ property. The new work .Will be 
differentiated Jram the old and will be compatible with ·the: historic materials, features, size, scale and 
propor.~ion, and ;H~ssing tci protect the integrity of the property and its environment: . 

The·proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negativ_ely 
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of .the building, whii:h ·is not visible from the adjacent public. rights-of-way. 
Thus, the char~cter of the property and district as viewed by tl;ie public would. be ·retained. 
Moreov~r, the proposed ad.dition, . dor:mers, . and roof decks would be . constructed -. with 
ccintemporary windows and detaili~g such that they are dist;nguishe.d as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would. b.e lowered to ma~c;h the main floor height, this change would 
nc;>t detract from the character of the e11try and the door would be retaµied or replicated. Las~ly, 
the alte~ations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
chai'a~ter of the b~ilding or distri~t. 

Standard 10, Ner.D· additions a11d adjacent or related i1ew .constr11ction wm be un{lertaken in such a 
manner rhat, if removed in the futu.re, the esse1tti11l form tin.d integrity of the hist~ric properi:y a.nd its 
enviro11111e11t wo11l d b~ unimpaired. 

S~ FRANCISCO 
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2853-2857 Broderick Str&et 

. . 
If the proposed additions were to be removed, then the toof and south wall of the subject 
building would requix'e repair, but this removal would.rtot impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cumulative Itit.pirct Assessment 
The proposed work must also be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 
property and historic dislrict. Work rec~fly completed at the project site resulted in raising the l;Juilding 
approximately 3' to add a garage at tlie front fa~e and eonstructing a rear· addition. This wqrk, in 
combination with the currently proposed work, meets the Seer~ 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 ·sign$.cance of the re8ource (the district) 
wot:iJd be materially impaired. The buildlng wouic:t retains all eletnents of historic integrity so that it . 
continues to convey its significaru;e as a First Bay Tradition-style building-conshuctcii during the early. 
phase of development within the cow. Hollow neighborhood. The Departni.ent is not· aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the ·district that would con~bute to a cumulative .impact to 
~resource. 1 · · • • 

PARTU: $ENJOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REViEW 
~ 

Signature: a?Jn,@4, Date 7.· ii· :lOJ 1 
· Tina Tam, Senior Preseruaticm Pir:mner 

cc: Vll'Ilaliza Byrd, Environmental DJviajon[Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G;\DOCUMENTS\C11ses\CEQA \HRER Mei_nos\2013.0433:£..)857 Brciderick.doc 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN.NINO DEPARTMENT 

.Release of Suspe·n~ion Reques~ · 
October 16, 2014 

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 

. Dep~ent of Building Inspection 
1660 N.liSsioh Street, ?ixth·Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Buildin~ Application Nos.: 

Prop~rty Address: 
Block and Lot · 
Zoning. Dist+ict 
Staff Cori.tact: . . 

Dear Mr. HU.i, 

201103111905, 201103252839, 2011080~1630, .201209260727 and 
. 201309247638. 

28~3-28S7 Broderick S~eet 
0947/002 
RH-2/40-X: 
Glenn Cabreros:- (415) 5.58-6169 
glenn.cabre~s®sfgov~org 

This letter i~ to' requ~st. that the Department of Bllilding Inspection (DBI) rel~ase suspens.ion . of 
Building Pe~.t Appii.ciJ.tion Numbers 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727 
and 201'30924'7638'(varloits seopes .of work including vertical/horizontal .expansion)- for the property 
at 2853-2857 Broderick ·street. · 

On Feb~ 5, 2014, I sUbmitted a R~est for Suspension for the subject building pe:rmit appli~tions 
because of concerns related .to errors on the appr~ved .plans, do~entatlon of the scope of work and 
responsiv~ess to .Notices of PiaDning Department Requirements. The Project Sponsor has been 
working with the Department to correct errors on th~ plans and docum~t the full scope of work 
under Building Penrut.Application No. 201307010898. This building pen:riit underwent neighborhood 
notificatiori 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. 00arumously to no~ take Discretionary Review and approve the builrung permit 
applicatio~ On October 15, 2014, Planning Department staff approved. the subject buildi,ng permit 
and routeid it to .DBif~freview. . . · 

Given that the Planrung ~ommission and Pl~g Departmerit hav~ r~ewed/approved Building · 
Permit Application No. 201307010898 to correct· errors contained on previous plans and document the 
fuli scope .of work under. one permit; the suspension of Building i'~rmit Application Numbers 

201103111905, 201103252839, 20'~.108031630, 201209260727 and 2013092476~8 may now be released 
provided that WC?rk conforms to the scope of the issued pemlits. 

www.sfpl~.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.55U409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: . 
415.558.6377 



Tom Hui, Direct.or DBI 
Release of $uspension 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 

SAP/ fRANGISCD 
PLANNING. Cli!PARTilllENT 2470 

2 



EXHIBITD 

. 2471 



2472 



Department of Builclir!.g Inspf ·on Page 1 of2 

•', • I 
'! .. :. 

•'! • 

:· ; ... 

·: . 

.. ,··: 

'- . ~ . 

· ... 
. : ... 

.. · ... 

f . 
•". 

... . . . 
. .:\ .·. 

...... 

: • • ••• t·~. • • • •• 

. . :'·.·:. · .. 
·~. · ... 

... · .. .... . 

r , ·~~~its, ComPl.iints ru:id Bolier i;>To Inquiry 

II·..;_~- ..... 
r . ~orti>a,~ :ll/;13/2.014.s:~:;o\~ :·. 

Application Nli:aiber: 
. ,.Fo!mN1ll)ll;>er: . 

. -:~./:·'. . 

'. ·D~ciiptlon: 

ccist: . -
. O~pancy.Code: 
.·Buil~Use: 

?.~~sitla~ I ~ge: .. 
IAction Date Stage 
7/1/2013 TRIAGE 
7/'1f20l3 FILING 

·'17/l/20l3· FILED -

stey .. 
~~D. Arrive 

·1. CP~ 7/l/l3 . . 
.. 

~ CP.-zoc 7/l/l3 .. -

: 
3. CP"DR 

4 CP-NP .. 

·5. ~LDG· 10/15/14 
.. ... .. 

6 . DPW-
BSM, · 

7 .p~c. .. 

.. .. 
·. 

.. 

20.1307010898. . ... ·· 
• . 

3 . 
0947 / 002. /o · .~53 . .11ROi>ERICK ST , ::: . : 
0947 / 002_ ./ o '285'7. . BRODERICK . Bl: .. · ::: . 
TO CO"MPLYW/.CORRNOTI:CED.A1'ED 6/25/.l3.Alll0 TO CLARIFYHEIGHT OF 
BLDG BEFORF.&AF.:r.ER BEING R.t\ISED 36" DNDER2orio32s2839 &TO CORR 
PREV SHOWN HEIGHTS TO.ROOF RIDGE TOP.DWELLING UNIT MERGER, TO 
SFD.ADDIDONSTO.SIDE,REAR&~.fFL.REVISE 201103111905, 201103252839, 
2orioB031630, '201209260727 &201309247(i38. . . : · · : ... · 
$1.M . .. . . 

R-3· ... : .... 
28- 2 F,AMILY DWELl'.JNG 

CommentS 

In Start. 
Hold 

7/l/l3 

. :. -·~. : 

.. 
... 

··." 
. . 

. ·-· 

Out". 
Hold 

' 

Fllrlsh 

. : 7./l/l3 

. . 
. :-.. ·.:. 

; 

Checked. 
By 

CHEUNG 
·WAIFONG 

CABREROS 
7/16/13 7/16/13 10/;~~14 10/15/14 GLfillN 

OROPEZA 
7/29/14 10/15/14 EDGAR 

.• 

- . ... CABREROS 
GLENN .. 

.. 
11/6/14 .. YIN DIANE .. 

: 

-
.THAI 

- sYLVIA .. 
'··, 

. . 

.·. ... 

. .-· 
.::· ·.· 

•:.· ·:·~ ...... · ... ·. 

. ..:/: .. 
:. ·.·: ·:· . 

Phone HoldDes~~mi 

415- '" 
, 

558-
.• .. 

6070 .. ·- .. 
. Approved per ease.No:. · . · 
2013.0433DDD.E. Correct height 

415- dimemdons. Dwelling mrl:t merger 
558- from 2 to 1 unit. Side, rear mid 
6377 !vertical adiiti.ons. lOil5/i4 (gc). 

INQPDR,<¥1nl.ailed7 /10/13 (gc). 
Pennin .. reviewwithZA. 7/16/13 (gc). 

415-
DRAPPLICATIONTAKENIN ON 
7/2<j/2014 APPUCATION. 

558- COMPLETE AND TAKEN tN° BY · 
6377 EDGAR OROPE;ZA, PIC STAFF 
415- ~ed311CaverI:etter6/27/14 
558- (Vlad) Mailed 311Notice 7/7/14; 
6377 IExoired B/6/14 (Vlad) . · 
415- .·· ..... " 
558- .. 
6133 ..·· 
415~ 

.. ... '. 

558-
.. .. 

6060 
10/20/16,: Retam to ~e Y-m; snt 
io/20/J.4: !JTC disapp~ back to 
BLDG. mml 10/20/u,£ :to Stephen 

415- An1;onaro~forOTC:PGio/17/:i;;: . 
558- back to OTC .bin; snt. io/17/l.4= Plans 
6133 routeii to"Stepl;ien'.Ai;rtop.aros.hold for 

Buildillg revieW • .AI:.·10/17/Ji,: Plans 
routed to OTC Ji.old .for ·Bnitcling 
review. AL 10/lf,/Ji,: to'BSM; snt 

'· : 

.. ... 
:· 10/17/J.4: UPDATED DESCRIPTION . ' . . . ~ .• . 

~:.>~~ --~-~-~:-· ·. ~--.'~-,~~~·(~.:-·::~~ -·. - ·- -· --~~ -· .. :~·-- . ---· -.-----:-----·- -- --- .. - ·--: ... ·-··:. 

. ··· .. -. 

...-~.473. . ·. .. . ' 

. . . :··. 

·· .. 
·- . ·--
.. ~ . ~ . 

·.·: 
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OFWORK&IS A2 UNITS MERGER 

YAN 415- tto l UNIT, NO STRUCTORE PLANS 
8 CP~ 558- & CHANGE 1<'0LL TO SITE PERMIT BRENJ:lA 

6070 REQUFSI' BY APPIJCANT. OKBY 
~.BY.AN. . . 

o~bnent 
Descriptlo siO: e 

~onsi ... · ·. 
=·Date!Inspectoi"l~ection DescclptioD)~ection Sta.his! 

. . fi]ecial IruipeCtions: · · · 
dendaN o•ICompleted DateJinspectedJlYl:fn8J>ection Cod~ID~criptioD)Remar~) 

Forinfor_ma1ioii, or.to ~cl).~e an in§pection, ~ 55S.:657.o-1;ietwee11.B:3~' ~and 3:00 pm. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
.-~LANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St 
Sul111400 C.ertificate of Determination 

Ex.emption.from·Environmental Review . San .Francisco, 
CA941~-2479 

C~e_No.: 

Project Title: 
'Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project· Sponsor: 

Staff Contaqt: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

2010.0394E 
2853·2857 Broderick Street 
RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/002 
2,_.757 square feet 
Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
( 415) -864-2261 

Shelley Caltagirone-(415) 558-6625 
shelley .caltagirone@s£gov.org 

The proposal in~ol ves raising th.e building by approximately three (3) feet to insert a garage at the ground 
floor leyel, expanding the ground floor level- tOW-ards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb 
cut. The project would add apprm:cimately 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 Street, and Baker Street in the Cow Hollow neighborhood 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301( e)(l) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

cc: Stephen Antonaros, Architect, Project Sponsor 

Inger Conrad, Property Owner 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 

Supervisor Farrell (via Clerk of the Board) .. 

~ 5,d2D// 
Date . / 

Vlrna Byrd, M.D.F. 
Distribution List 

Historic Preservati.on Distribution List 

Reception: 
415:558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnlonnauon: 
415.558.6377 

~-



Exemption from Environmental' Review 

REMARKS (continued}: . 

Cl;lSe No. 2010.0394B 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

In evaluatihg whether the proposed project wo11ld be exempt from environmental review under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQJ\.), the Planning Department determined that the buildings 
located on the project Sife. are historical ·resources. The ·subject property is included on the Planning 

Departmenfs 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of "l" and was listed as a c:Ontributor to a·historic 

district in the National and California Registers in 1983 according to the Planning Departrnenfs Parcel 
Information Database (register fonn cannot be located). Under the Planning Department's CEQA ·Review 
Procedures for Historic Resources, the property is cqnsidered a "Category A" known historic rei?ource. 

As described in the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) :f:.1emoi:and1lll).1 (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 appe!ll's to be ~ignificant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a collection of late 
19111.. and early 20th-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development m the 
Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights neighbarho~d. The majority of the b·uildings are 2-3 stories in sc:ale; are cla:d 
in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building forms including a defined base, 
body, and: cornice;_ .display ptmched window openings, often· containing wo.od-framed windows; and 
display:·rich·archi~ctural details and omamentation. The period of significanee for this district appears to 
be approximately 1870-1930. The coruitruction 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 theil' historic significance. As such, 1he property is considered a historic 
resource for the purposes cif CEQA. 

·since the building was determined to be a historic resource, the Planriing Department assessed whether 
the proposed. project }'lOUld materially impair the :resource. Thi:: 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 p:roposeci 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 T:radition­

style building ci.a~g from the Cow Holl~w/Pacific Heights earliest period of development. 

• No distmctive materials, features, finishes, constru~tion techniques or examples of craftsmanship 

would be affected ,by the proposed project. While the height of the ground floor !eve.I .will be 
increased by approximately three (3) feet, the change would not significantly impact the overall 
proportions of the three-story far,;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 the 

entry stairs would be extended to accommodate the new height, they are not original to the 

building so that tlieir replacemen~ would not remove historic material. 

1 Memorandum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation TecJ:mical Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Planner, 
Major Environmental Analysis, January 14, 2011. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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. Exemption from En\'irru;unental Revi~ Case No. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 'Broderick Street 

Th"e proposed acldition would 'not negatively impac~ the character-definfug features of the 
building or the site as it would be constructed at the rear 'Of the building, which is not vis'ible. 
from the .adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front fa~de would be 
placed flush with the plane of the fa~de so as to retain the volume of the.building at its b~e. ~e 
door would also be constructed of solid wood and details to be ·compatible with the historic 
design. 

The praposed project would involve the addition of approximately 680 sf of residentia1 space to the 
existing 3,774-sf-building resulting irl 4,454 total sf. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e){l), or Class 1, 
provides for additions to existing structures provided t11at the addition would not result more than 50 
percent of the floor area of the. structure before the adaition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The 
proposed project would make alterations to an existing struc;ute and' add approximately 680 sf to the 
existing 3,774-sf of building area The proposed project"therefore meets the criteria of Class 1. 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states. that a categorical eicemption shall not be used for an . . 
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a sigroficant effect on the 

· environm~t due to unusual circumstances. Section 15300.2(f) specifically states that a categorical 
exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantjal adverse change in the signifi.cance 
of an historic;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 provided for in CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e), or 
dass 1, may be used. There are no other unusU:al circumsta.nces surrounding the proposed proje<;t tha~ 
would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The project would be exemP.t' 
under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropr~ately exempt 
from environmental review. 

SAN FllANCl5CD 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 



SAN FRANCIS.Cd 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 MlssiQll St. 
Sulle400 
San Fraoclsco, 
CA 941DS·2479 

MBA Plminer: ·Brett Bollinger 

Project Address: . 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Reception: . 
415.558.6378 

Block/Lot: 0947/002. 
Cnse No.: 2010.0394E 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Dnt.e of 'Re'oir:w: J~uary 14, 2011 
Planning Dept. R,evieWer: Shell~y Caltagirone 

( 415) 558·6625 I shelli::y .caltagiron~@sfgov .o!g 

PROPOSED PROJECT D Demoliti~n ~ Alteration. D New Construction 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Planning 
lnronnallon: 
415.558.6377 

The proposal involves raising the building by approximately 3 feet' to insert a garl!-ge at the ground floor 
levei expanding theground floor level towaxds the rear of the building, and creating anew curb cut. The 
project would add approximately 680 sqtJare feet of residential space to the existing 3,774-square-foot­
b~di~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 
Plannip.g Department's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review proced!J!es. 

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street _between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located within fue Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Farriily) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk Districl The area includes a range of residential 
building types, including larger ~ingle-family detached residences at the higher elevations and two­
family residences or multi-faµtlly structures on corner lots and at lower elevations. The houses are 

designed in 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 of 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 untii 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.ti:e City's mosffashionable neighborhood. This notoriety attracted many of the 

www.sfplanning.org 



Histpri~ Res0urce Evalu~tion Response 
~an.uary 14, 201 ~ 

CASE NO. 2D10.0394E 
2853-28~7 Broderick Street 

.. · Ciifs best architects and the City's most affluent re'sidents. Due to rapidly increasing.land values many 
of the.earliest homes in the area were quir::kly d~olished 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 develop~ent in t~e neighborhood-. 

1. California Register Criteria 0£ Sigcl.fi~ce: Note, a building may be·an, l;tistorical resource if it 
meets any of the California Register Crit~a li~ted below. If more i'n,formation iS ~~~ded to make such' 
a determination please specify.what ir¢>:i;mation is needed. (This determination.for.·Cizlijornia Register 
Eligibility is made based on existing 'dat~ .and ·research provided to the Planning Dep.arl1;nent by the above 
·named preparer I consultant a.nd other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are 
attacheif.) . · 

·Event: or 0 Yes · ·18) No D Unable to determine 
Persons: or D Yes. ·IZI No D Unable to determine 
Architec;ture: or 181 '¥~ D No D Unable to de~ 
Information Potential: . D· Furth~ investigation recommendeii. 
District llt Context:. ' J8J Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context 
If ~es; Period 0£ significance: 1870-1_930 .. 

According to th~ Planning Department's records, the subject property is listed on the National 
Register ~s a contributing buildlllg ·within a hist<?ric district The register form could not be lo~d; 
however; based upon a review" of the_ surrounding arc~tecture, .the dishict appears to be signi~cant 

. under Criterion 3 as a collection. of builQ:ings dating from the neighborhood's first wave 0£ 
. development 

Criterion 1: It is cassociat~d with events that have made a sigtr.ifica11.t. contribution ~ the bio~ 
pattems of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; . 
There is no information pr~ded by the Project Sponsor or locate4 in the Planning Department's 
background files to :inclic~te: that any significant· events . are associated with the silbject building. 
Although construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of resiclential 
.development that occui'red in the area in. the late 19th century, this pattern is not documented as . . 
signifi~t 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 construction or 
subsequent usage 0£ the subject building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined I).?t to 
be eligible under this criterion. 

. . ' 

Criterion 2: It is associq.ted with the lives of persons importan:t in our local, regional orn~tional 
past; 
The Wonnation provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate th~t 
William Hammond Hall btjefly owned .the property circa-1930. Hall w<1s a significant person in.San 
Francisco's history as the deiiigner of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engm~ Hall is listed 
in the directories as liv~g at3Bs5 Jaskson Street between 1905-1932 and he ~ied in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not app:a-1" that he resided. at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 

SAN fRAHCISCD . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
January 14, 2011 ·· 

CASE NO. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Project Sponsor, HalJ'.s daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it·is presum~d that 
the property was purchased for !;heir use. The property is not historically. significant ·as it is not 

associated with the Hall's career as an engineer. No other significant perso.ns are associated with the 
subject buildni.g. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterioti 3: It embodies the distiticti.ve characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
constructio11, or represents the work of a tliaster, or pos.sesses high artistic values; 
The subject build.1ng and district appear to be listed on the National Register for embodying the 
distinctive characteristics of a period of architectw:al development in Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow. 
The-subject buildjng was constructed circa l89P and designed by an unknown architect in the First 

Bay'fra~tion-style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified. geom~tric 
forms, natural materials (often including shin:gle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), structural 
honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and a_rtlcul~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 dci!!S not app~ 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 191h • 
and early 2Qth-c:entury 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 ·represents 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 tnay be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is n!) information P.rovided by the Project Sponsor or located In the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that the subject prQperty 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 ~e purposes of 

CEQA, a prop~ty must not only be shown to be significant under the Califomia.Registf'.r criterii;i, but 
it !ilso must have integrity. To retain hi~toric integrity a property will always possess several, and 

usually· most, o£ the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrij:y from the period of 
significance noted above: 

Location: l:8J Retains 

Association: l:8J Retains 
.Design: l:8J Retains 

Worlananship: l:8J Retains 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTMENT 

0Lacks 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

Setting: 
Feelingi 
Materials: 

fZI Retain!! 
l:8J Retains 

[ZIRe~ 

0Lacks 

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 stall. It retains all r;?l.ements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance !IS a 
First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during_ the early phase' of development within the Cow . 
Hollow /Pacific Heigflts .. nei:~~o.rhood. · 

3. Determinitfon of w~eth~ the property is an J'histoi:ical resource" for purposes. of CEQA. 

0 No Resource Present (Go to ·5 below.) · t8J Historical Resource Present'( Continue to 4.) 

. . 
4. . If the property appears to be an historical resoilrce, whether the proposed project would 

materiaµy impaiz the re~ource (i.e. alter in an adv~rse manner those physical characteristic~ whkh 
justify the property's inclusion in any registry to which it belongs). 

181 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 an 
alteration.) 

0 The project is a significant i~pact as propo~ed. (Continue to 5 if the project is ~ alteration.) 

Staff has revieW'ed the project proposal and 'finds that the project would ~ot cause a substan_tial 
adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the resource would be materially 
impaired. The foll~ng is an analysis of the proposed project impacts to the histqric resource. 

• The 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 eonvey· its significance as a First B~y 

. Tradition-style building dating' froµi the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights earliest period of 
development. 

• . No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques 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 fee!:, the change will not signifieantly impact 
the overall .proportions of the three-story fac;ade. The new garage door operung will occur at 

· 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 :i;e_ar of the building, which is not visible 

from. the.adjaeent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front Iac;<ide will be 
placed flush with the plane of the fac;ade so as to retain the volume of the building at its bas~. 
The door will also be constructed _of solid wood and details to be cpmpatible with the historic 
design. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
• PL.ANNINO DEPARTMENT 4 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
January 14~ 2011 

CASE NO. 2010.0394E 
2a53-2857. Broderick Street 

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained .or respected in order to avoid a 
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or ctim.ulatively, as modifications to the project 

. to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be de~irable to 
· mitigate the project's adverse ~~ects. 

The character-defining fea_tures of the subject building include all those exterior features visible from 
i:he public rights·of·way that convey its original First Bay Tradition-style design, including: 

• 

• 
• 
• 

The DV!'!l!lll massing, si:ale, an.d form; 
The building's location, front setback, and relationship to its adjac~t neighbors; 

The side-gable roof an.d gabl.ed dormers; 

The wobd shingle cladding; . 
The multi-light, wood-framed·windows and fenestration pattern; and 
0

The raised entry; and, . · . 

The.decorative trim.work • 

6, Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-~te hist~cal resources, such as 
adjacent historic properties. 

0Yes i81No 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 indivi~ual 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 h2nnony among the buildings in the area. The proposed 
design of the addition and far;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 histo~ical significance. 

SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

'1 ""-i~-a 
Signatur~ ______ "-"'T ____ r1o_~-----------------------------'---

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: Linda Avery, Recording Secr:etnry, Historic: Preservation Commission 

Virnaliza Byrd I Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G:\DOCUMENTS\Ctrses\ CBQA \HRER\Z010.0394E_2857 Broderick.doc 

SAN FRANGISCO 
PL.ANNING DEPARTMJiNT 

Date: /,. /7--.2J>// 
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SAN FRANG.ISCO 
P.LANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
·pRgP~RTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

l'roj~ct Addi:ess Blocl</Lot(s) 

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

. 2013.0433E .. 

[{] Addition/ · [Joemoiition []New. · I 0Project ModifiC:ation 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) . Construction (GO TO STEP 7) 

Projec~ description for Planning De~artn:ient approval. 

Front.facade alterations; new roof qecks; new dormers; alt~r e'Si~ting dormer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class auulies, an Environmental 'Evaluation Application iS required. 

Ill Class 1- Existin~ Facilities. Interior and exterior alterati9ns; a~ditions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principallv permitted or with a CU. 

D Oass·3 - New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residencell or six (6) dwelling units 
in one 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 EvaluaHon 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, resi~ential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer Io EP _ArcMrrp > CEQA Ca/ex.Deierminniion Layers;. Air Pollution Ho/ Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of 
conEaining.haza~dous materials (based an a previous use such as gas station, au to repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with undergrounq storage tanks): ~ould 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 
Appli~on that has been subn;iitted 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 pr~ject 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 fl!ANCJSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT09.1G.2013 



·spil Disturbanc~odificafion: Would tht;l project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

D than tWo (2)-feet below grade in an archE'.Ologi~ seqsitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to BP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex ~etermination Layers> Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

.D 
Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day ca±e facilities;. hospitals, 
residential dwellings, and senior-care fumnes) .fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to BP _ArcMap > CEQA Cntex Determination Layers > ~oise 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 Lp.yers > Topogrnphy) 

Slope= or> 20%: : Does t4e project involv~ excavation of.50 cubic yards of soil or mo:i:e, square 
footage exp;insion greater thail 1,000 _sq. ft, !lhoring, underpinning, retainll;lg wall work, or grading 

D oti a .lot with a ·slope average of 2o% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work perfonneil on a 
previously d;eveloped portion of site, slnirs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refu.to BP _ArcMap-> CBQA Cntex 
Deterinin11tfon Layers> Topography) If :Qax is checked, a geote~kal 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, 
sqo.a,re footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, .rehrlning wall work, 

D 
gradinf?-including excavatio:t and fill on_ a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptirms; do not check brrx: for work performed on a previously developed portion of fhe. 
site, slairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP _,ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >Seismic Hazard · 
Zones) If box is checke~ a geotechnicalreporl is required and a Ce.mficate or higher level CEQA document 

. required 

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

D 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, "underpinning, ret:ahrlng wall worlc, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work perjonned on a previously 
de'qeloped portion of the site, stairs; patio, d_eck,· or fence work. <refer to BP _ArcMap > cEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

D 
Serpentine Rocle: Does the prpjec:tinvolve.any excavation on a property containing setpentine 
rock? Exceptions: do not clreckbox for stairs, patio, deck. retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to 
EP _Ar.cMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Serpentine) • 

If no boxes are cliecked above, GO TO STEP 3, If one or more boxes are checked above. an ~vir1m111ental 
°E'oal1tation Amzlication is required, · 

. [l] Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of th~ 
CEQA impacts listed above. · 

Comm en ts and Planner Signature (optional): 

No excavation. Jeanie Poling 3/3/14 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT. PLANNER 

~1~ DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013 
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STEP 4: PROPO~EP WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

l j 1. Change of- use and new con~truction. Tenant improvements not included. 

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

D 4. Window replacement thatllleets the Department's Wind"!u Replacement Stnrtdards •. Dries not incluµe 
storefronrwindow alterations. 

D 5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the G11idelines for Adding Garages a1:1d Curb C11ts, anc:J/or 
replacement-0fa gal!lge door in an existing operrlJ.lg that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 6 .. DeCk, ~ace-construc;tj.on, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public ~ght:-ef-way. 

D 7. Meclt~nical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately a'djacent public right-of-
way. 

D 8. Donner install~tion that meets the reguirements for exemption.from public notification under Zo~ing . 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Donner Windows. . ' 

9. Addibbn(s) that are not visible fro~ any ~mediately i!djacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each · 

D direction;· d_oes.not extend vertically b,eyond the floor lev.el of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single ·stciry 'i:n height; does not have a footpriht·that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural sigriificant roofing featllres. . . 

Note: Project Planner'tfttist clteck box below before proceeding; · 

D Project is"not listed .. GO, TO STEP 5. 

L'l1 Project does not conform.to th~ scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5. 

r i Project in: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 

Ched,c all that apply to the project. 

D 1: Project involves a known historical resource CCEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and· 
conforms entirely to proposed work chei:klist in Step 4. 

.. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of ori.ginal/historlc windows that are not "in-kit_ld" bUt a~ consistent wilh 
existing historic cltaracter. 

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

~ 5. Raising the building in a mann~r tha~ doe5 not remove! alter, or obscure character-defining· 
features. , 

D 6. Restoration bas~ upon doa,lmented evidence of a building's historic _condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or siniilar buildings. 

[ff 7. Additi.on(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standnrds far Rehabilitntio~. 

SAii mANClSCD 
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8, Other work .consistent with the SecretanJ of the Interior Standari(l.s for t1ie Treatnient of His tone Properties 
(specifiJ or add comments): 

~ 
5e£ lt'R£~ ·~~ c,/~'i (14 11'\tl'l\O 

D 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires ""1ovai 1nj Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preseivation Coordinator) · 
aPerHRERdateci! (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one brix bel~w. 

D Further environmen~ review required. Based on the information provided, the P!oject requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be sub¢tted. GO TO STEP 6. 

if Proj~t can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Plamier and can proceed with categorical exemptiop. review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (Optional): 

-. 

Preservalion .Planner Signature: .//. // ( L /,/ 

F 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TOB~COMPLETEDBYPROTECTPLANNER 

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 
all tllat 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: :Skdlt...t GJh~\r?JM. 
Signature or Stamp: 

-Project Approval Action: 
Select One AUf.; {!;ft;Y 7/-sf~ ~If Discreilanai:y Review before the Planning. 

Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearlngis the Approval Action for the .. 
projecl 

Once signed or siamped and da!ed, this document constitutes a calegori~ exem.etion pursuant to CEQA Gu.idelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Adminlsb:ative Code. 
rn accordance 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 fir~t approval action •. 

SAN FRANCISCO . 
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FILE NO. 120782 MOTION NO. fo'\;l2 - / 0 3 

[Affirming the ·Exemption Determination - 2853-2857 Broderick Street] . 

·.· .... . . 
MC?tion affirming ·the determiri~tion. by the ·pianning Department th;if a P.roj~ct located at 

2853-,2857 Broderick s·treet is. exempt from environmental review. 

. " .... 

WHE~EAS, The Pfanning Department fo:is determinE?d that a proje<?t loeated ·at 2853-
. . 

2857 Broderick Street is e~empt from envir~nmental ~eview und.er. the California . 
. . . . . 

Enviroh_mentai ·.Quality Act ("CEaA1
) 1 th~ CE9".\ Guidelines, and San Francis¢i:>'Admi~istrative. 

Cqde.Chapter 31: The proposed proj~ct involves-raising the building by-appi-6xim~tely three· 

fe.et to ·insert a gar~ge· at ground lev~I, expanding the ground floor Ievei and cr~ating ~·new · 

~urb ·cut's~ l~tt~r to.the ·Clerk ~fth.e Boa~~.- Ka~~_Polevoi, on b:~~alf of Zee~"ci. Kardos, Irving 
• • • • . •• l • 

Zarets~; .Craig.Jones, Michael Jae~er, Erjc and Kelda Reimers·, Rob and Jer(~lfer Povlitz, · .. 

and.Pon ~t)d:-Ahri fv'!br~head (Appellant~). received by the Clerk1s Offic~ on ·~i.i~· 1·0; 2012, 

appe~led· the .exemption determination. The Appellants provided a copy a. C~rtlfic~te of 

Determi~at~on.' Exempt;on Fro!TI Enviro~~~n~; .Review, issued .. by .the PI~n)iin.~·.oep~rtme~t 
ori)ti'ly 3,. ·~01~{ findi~g th~ propd~~d proje~t exe~pt from enviroDmentaf revie~ ~~-der CEQA 

Guideiine~· Class 1 (14 Cal.';Code:Regs. §15391); .. and. · ; · . · ·· 

" · WHEREAS, Oh September4, 2012, this Board held a du.iy noticed p~blic he~ririg to 
. . . 

" consider the appeal of the e~empti·ori d~terrnination filed by Appellants, and foil owing· the · 

public he~ring·affirmed the ·~xemption determination; and ..· 
' . 

. ·WHEREAS, tn r¢vl~wing.the appeaf of the exemption determination, this Board 

feviewed ~hd ·considered the exemption .dete_nnination, the appe:al letters, the responses to 

concern~ document that the Planning Department prepared, the other written rec~rds before 

the Board of$upervisoi-s an~ all of the pubUc testimony .made in ·s.upport of and opposed to 

the exemption determination appeal. Following the conclusion-of the public he~rin.9, .the Board 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF $UPERVISORS Page 1 

8/30/2012' 
-originated .at:· ·v:\legis support\electronic attachments\2Q~2 - ad fjles\120782.doc 

.revised on: 8/3012012 - v:\legis s~pport\electronic att~chments\2012 ·- ad iii es\ 120782.doc 
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. I I J. l ·- .. · I -

.. ·~ .. 

1 of Supervisors affirmed the exemption petermination for the project based on the written 

2 record before the Board of SupeNisors as well as all of the testimony at the public hearing in 

3 suppor:t of and opposed to the appeaL "f!ie written record and oral te.stimony in support of and 

4 opposed to the appeal and deliberation of the' orat and written testimony at the public hearing 

5 before the Board of Supervisors by all parties ani;J the public ir:i support of and opposed to the 

6 appeal of .the exemption determination ·is in the ~Jerk of the Board of Supe.rvisors Fife No. 

7 120781 and i$·incorporated in this motion as though set-forth in its entirety; now therefore b~ it 

8 l\"IOVE;D, Thatthe Boprd 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 Qe it 

11 FURTHER MOVED, That the '3c;>ard of Supervisors finds ttlat based on the whole 
. . 

12 .recprd befo~e it, there are no substantiaJ ,project cbanges, no supstantial. ~hanges in proje.ct 

. 13 circumstances, _and no new informa.tion of substantiaJ importance t.hat.would change the 

14 CC?-n¢1.usion~ ·set forth in the exef!IP.tion determination by the Plannin~ Department that the 

15 proposed project is-exempt fror:n E?~vironru~ntil review; and be it 

16 . FURTHE~ MOVED, Tha~ ~fter care~ully .considering·the appeal of.the exemption 

17 de~ermination, ·including the written. inforrri'ation ~ubmitted to the Board of Supervisors anq th~ 
. . . 

18 pu.bUc testimony presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on- the exemption . . 
19 · determination-, this Board concludes that the proj~ct qualifies for ~ exemption determination 

20 under CEQA. 

21 

22 

23. 

24 

25 
Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF-SU.PERVISORS Page2 

: 813012012 
originated at: v:\legis support\electroAic attachments\2012- ad files\1'20782.doc 

revi$ed on: 6/30i2012 -v:\legis support\electronic attachments\2012- ;:id.fiies\120782.doci. 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett l'lace 
San Francisco, CA 94102.:4689 

Motion: M12-103·· 

. . 
File ·Number:-. .. 1:2078.2 · · Date Passed: September 04, 20:1-2 · · 

. . 
Motion affinning· the determination by the Planning De1faitm·ent .that a project located. at 2853-2°857 · 
Sroderick Streefis exempt from environmental revtew. . . · 

.. 
' . 

Septemb~r 04~ 201? B.oard of Supervisor$" -:APPROVED , . 

Ayes: ·11 -Avalos, Campos, Chiu: ·ciiu, Cohen, Elsbemd, Farre!I, Kim, Mar, Qlag_u·e 
.. anc;I Wiener . 

File No. i201~2 . 
-.·. 

:· .. 

..... 

· · ::i hereby ~ertify that the foregoing Me>ticin · : 
·.·was APPROVED on 9/4/2012 by.the Board of . 

Super-Visors c)f the City and County of San 
· Fran~i!~.co • 

. · . 

·· ~Aµ:·;1 c"4v~-----::.· 
·· · ( · · Angela Ca!viilo 

C_lerk 9f the Board · 

····. 

· · City"and Countiof8a11 Fra11cisco Pag~I i>rlme.d aJ 11:16 ll!f! on 91511.2 
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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@jaegerrnchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@gmail.com; dorinetowle@me.com; 
vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmtcom; 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; A TT00001.htm;· 2853 Brod Pam to Schott 
Agreement stands.pdf; ATT09002.htm; 2853 Brod list of permits and perm 898.pdf; 
ATT00003.htm; image002.jpg; ATT00004.htm; image004.png; ATT00005.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, TID:i Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, the Appellants request a postponement of the Hearing before the Board of 
Supervisors for the followin~ reasons: 

1. DBI is currently researching the status of Permit# 201307010898 and will respond to us within a week or so. 

2. We request that all Permits be consolidated for this Hearing and every is.sue 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 of Appeals 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 I;>BI Notice·for the Revision of Plans issued in June 2013 required the project sponsor to revise her 
nlans 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, and 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 
CEQ A 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 

)"; 
dlld 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.ne1>, 
iiz@me.com . 
Cc: Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, Pam Whitehead. 
<Whiteheadwest@msn.com>, Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org. AnMarie.Rodgers@sfgov.orgJ 
Victor.Pacheco@sfgov.microsoftonfine.com, Cynthia.Goldstein@sfgov.microsoftonline.com 
Re: final drawings for the a-greed 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) . 

. Secend, the Appellant can w~hdraw 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 courd grant the appeal and adopt the revised plans. 
This would take more time, a month or more and would require cooperation of 
the Board (th~y are not obligated to accept the agreement). l1m copying 
Cynthia Goldstein and y-ictor Pacheco at the Board of Appears on this email 
to see if they have any comments. 

It's a compficated 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 

Tef: 415.558.6350 . 
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Fax: 415.558.6409 

E-mail: scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Webpage: http :/lwww.sfplanning.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 

Irving; 

Stephen Antonaros 
<santonaros@sbcgl 
obal. net> To 

iiz@me.com 
08/08/2012 10:23 cc 
AM Pam Whitehead 

<Whiteheadwest@msn.com>, 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 afte·r 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, 2012, at 10:18 AM, iiz@me.com wrote: 

Stephen: 

I wilt 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 DBL 

Thank you, 
Irving 
On Aug 8, 2012 1 at 10:10 AM, Stephen Antonaros wrote: 

Irving, 

My understanding is that V'fe cannot submit a permit revision 1o 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 woufd allow us to 

2496 



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,· 
Irving 
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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 PS~ 
To: <7t4515@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.Saf:1chez@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 Ex~mption. 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 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 acti-0ns". 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 for this 
hooding 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 DBJ. 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 perillit 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 "pro~ect" 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 p~rmits 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 ~volve 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 etnail 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 Mission. Street Sui!e 400 San Francisco. CA 94103 

: NOTICE ·oF BUILD~NG PERMIT APPLICATION -(SECTION 311) 
OnJulyl, 2013 the Appliclll'ltrtamed belowb1ed BPANo. 2Gl3.07.0l.D898 with the <';ity and County of San Prandsco. 

2853 Broderick Street 
Filbert/Union Sttaef.$ 
OS47 / OOZ 
RH-2/40-X 

Applicant 
Address: 
Clty, State: 
Telephone: 

Stephen Anlona.ros, Arr:.ftitei;t 
2261 Market Stteet;, #:;i24 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
41 BS4·22S1 

You .arereaeiv.ing this notice as a p.roperty owner or resident within J.50 feet o( the proposed project. You arc not required to 
take any ;aciioo. F.or more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 
Applkant listed above or t~ Planner named below as soon .as possible. If you believe ·that there are exceptional or 
extraordinary cirClllTl6tancesassociated with the project, you may request th!! Planning Comrni~sion to use its discretionary 
powers to review this application .at a public heating. Appllcqtlo;ns requesting a Discr~tionary Review hearing must be filed· 
4urin,s !:he 30-day review period, prior to thet cloi.--e of business on the Expiration Dtitc shown below, or the next business day if 
that date is on a week-end Ota legal holtday. Ifno .Requests for Discretionary Review an! filed, this p•oject wlllbe approved 
by the 'Planning J:?epart:rrtent after the Expiration Date. 

Members oI the public are not required ln prov.i~c personal identifying: infm:matlon wqen they commurdcale with the 
Commission artheDep.a.rtment.AU wrlttenor orati::ommun.ications, .including submitted personal contac_Hnformation, may 
be made available to th~ publk for inspection nnd copying upon request and may appear on the Department's wclJsitc or in 
other pub Ile documents. 

-_. • ·." • •••. - ·' .·:· 0 . PROJEcT·scoPc · . _ .:.. -.... . 
D Demnllfion 

x Change of Use 

x Rear Ao'dltlon 
PROJECT F~AT._URES·.· . 
Silllding Use 
Frorif' Setback 
Side Setbacks 
BtJilding Depth 
Rear Yard 
BtJl!dlng Height 
Number of Stories 

Number of Dwelling Units 
Number of Parking Spaces 

D NeW Construction 

. X Fa~de~lteralion(s) 

x Side Addition 
AS APPRDVED"T·AS BUILT 

Two-family.dwelllng I No Change 
10 faetl 10 feet 
6'@soulh & 2'@ north I No Chanqe 

57 reet I No Change 
13 feet I No Change 
37' 10 ridge / 40' to ridge 
3 over garage / ·~~o Change. 
Z/NoChange 
2 /No Change · 

.• - PRO J E C.T DESCRIPTION 

x Alteration 

D front Addition 

K Vertical Addillon 
11ROPO$E!l .. , 

Single-family residence 
No Change 
2.' @south & 2'@ nortfl side 
No Change 
NoChanoa 
No Change 
No Chango 
1 
Na C!1ange 

' 

•Under previously approved 8PA#2011.03.25.2B39, ihe subject building was lifted 3 feet to the As BuUt {existing) condition atlhe 
subject property. During construction It was discovered lhat the e:xisti ng and proposed dimensioned helgh1s discJos.ed under 
BPA#2011.03.25.2829 were incorrectly stated and were deficient by 3 fee!. The subject permil app!lcatlon has been filed to 
demons~ie that lhs subject building was lifted 3 feet to a height of 40 feet. rather than to 37 feet as staled in 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839, The subjeclpennii application also proposr;:s additional work including a dwelling unil memer from 2io1 
unit and side and vertical additions to the existing building. A DlscreUonary Review-hearing, Case No. 2013.04330, for th& pn:i]ect 
is ec:hec!uled for 12:0'0 p.m. on Ttrursday, August 7, 2014 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton a. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San Francisca, 
CA.. The l~si.Jance of lhe building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission projact approval al 
a discreUonar:Y review hearing would constitlJie as lhe Approval Action for the project l'or the purposes af CEQA, pursuant ·to 
Section 31.04 h of ihe San Francisco Administrative Code. · 

For more infonn;ltion, please contact rlanning Department staff; 
Planne~ Glenn Cabreros 
Telephone: (415) 558-6169 
E-mail: glenn.ca.breros@s£gov,org 

r.ti x ~ ri!1~11!: (415) srs.goto 
Parainformaci6n en Espafiol llamaral: (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. 1bis correspondence 
re-affirms that the Agreement and plans are one non severable document and that the AGRE~:MENT IS 

A PARTY TO. 
THIS PERMIT. 
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from: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Glenn, 

Fam Wht\1>he;id 

Cabreros. Glenn 
s11n•onarosjiilshr:iilo1>al. net; San~he., Scott; Lindsay. David 
2853 Srodeock 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 wan'ted 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 cholces spelled out in an email 

from Scott'Sanchez back in the beginning of August 2012. l opted to go tbni and m"ke 

certain that I had ~n agreement with the neighbors and pl;;;rthat reflected the direction to 

"'W1iere-vve were heading with the project. I he 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 dear 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 earry forth With all the hearings and l 

thought have a resolution so to have plans in place that l could ata future date.have the· 

ability of modifying the interior floor plans under the non appealable permit. I went to reat 

added expens o re this security measure for mysel.f and family, ---

To give you a l:iistory to why t intended to change t e interior 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 them. This is not just a project for me, I intend to move into the 

building and five there with my partner and 2 children. I grew _up-around1he-corner on­

Fifbert and llved there for many years. ! was only ab!~ tp pu·r~hase the property because I . •. 
had known the owner since I was 4,.and she loved the idea of us moving into the house. 

I am at a loss to why the planning department is not allowing us.to significantly modify the 

interior plans under the umbrella of th~ approved appeal set addenda. This agreement was 

submitted an·d attached to the submitt~I plans and final appeal decision and spelis out what }r 
we are to fo'low and how. This agr~ment was part to the overall settlement that was 

ultimately signed and should be o_~·.file with the Board of Appeals as a party to the plan set. . ,, 

The reason for the signed agreerrjent was to have something to follow, as the plans alone · .. · 

cannot specify all conditions to ovr agreement re the n~ighbor. issues we ha .. d. A week ag~ /A 
we followed those conditions and,. I met Wlth the neighbors to go over all changes, som~/' 
significant and some not, as per sperled out in our filed Board of Appeals documentA ... flad 

my attorney confirm this· to Scott last Friday. From that conversation, I was ,tPldTu;t Scott 

had voiced to John Kevlin, my attorney, that the" agreement"_IJ.iaHlof.pa;ty to the appeal , __ 

set. This was news to me. ! am th~"n not surewllyl spen~~~y having an attorney write up ~ 
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such an agreement, and then further~ why all neighbors needed to sign it, and then fastly 

was a party to the appeal's Board final decisi.on? The plans alone show. no d~ar gutdance. 

T,hey 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 outslde to the 

building. Foifowing the approved agreement, I requested the neighbors write an e.mail 

confirming'they are fine with our interior changes that deviate from the approved appear 

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 persona Hy requesting you to reconsider your position with interior 

c~anges 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 ta go to the end with all agencies to 

ensure an appeafable 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, 

cine 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 tempo~ary supports, this is 

· not a position that it should be in longer than it has to be. Clearly had l 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 stag~s of the appeals pr'!cess, I would have waited to lift the house. 

I want to feel as if the planning department cares about what the owner .:ind 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 b'een 3 

\ 
! 

years since the fire happened, neighbors come by every day'J 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 rny appeals site permit, what if Irving decide~ to appeal my interior. c(langes \ 

even though he has written he is good with the.m and he doesn't care, why did I go thru the 

process to protect myself?. Why was ! told I would be able to make interior changes within 
this appeal permit? We live in earthquake country, please don 1t 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 pf an the building department 
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looks at and then ultimately is not appealabfe so to secure the building safely, please. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Whitehead 

lf 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 
P.LANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption· Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATIONf PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot{s) . 

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

2013.0433E 

IZJAddition/ Ooemolition · ONew I QProject Modification 
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years aid) Construction (GO TO STEP 7) . 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new dormers; after existing dormer. 

----------------·------· ---~---..._._...._,_~--...... ---· 
STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BYPROJECTPLANNER 

Note: rt:nclther class applies, an Environmental Eva1ttation Avvlication is recitdred. 

0 Class 1-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of u5e if princ!pallv permitted or with a CU. 

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

D Class_ 

-STSP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

U any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is requirerl. 

D 
Transportation: Does the project crea!e 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 bkyde facilities? 

D 
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (spedfically, schools, day care 
facilities, h\:>spitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? Cn~fer to EP _Arr:Map > CEQA Ctr/ex Determinnlion Layers;. Air Pollution Hof Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of 
containing hazardous materials (based 01.'I 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 amounl or a change of use from industrial to 

D ·c:ommercial/residential? If yes; should the applicant present documentation of a comp Med Maher-
Application that has been submitted to fue San Francisco Department of Public Hem!h {DPH), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to thisfonn. ln all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and lhe project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Envirorunental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Appli ca tr an with DPH. (refer to EP _ArcMap >Maher layer.) 

~'¥!~ Dl!PA~M!!:NT09.1G.2013 



Hlstorie Resource Evaluation Response: Part ll 
June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 201.3.D433E 
28.53·2857 Broderlck street 

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project 0 Demolltlori 181 Alleratlon 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description · 
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 enby porch; alteration of the side entry steps and doorj 
alteration of maln entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately 1' and add a b:ansom above the existing door, and, removal of stairs at the rear fac;ade. · 

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

ProJect Evaluation 
If the property has been determined lo be. n historical resource in Part.{, pll!a$e check whethel' the prcposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modiftcnticms lo the propased proj~t thnl mmJ reduce or 
avoid i~acts. 

~ject Properly/ffisto:ric Resource: 

t'8l The. project Will not cause a significant adverse hnpact to the historic resource as prop~d. 

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

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 
' 181 The prOject will not .cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district' 

-or contt:rl as p:roposed... · 

. 0 The projed.:wfil cause a siglifi.cant adverse itnpactto a Cali£omia Register..ai.gible historic distrid or 
eontexl as proposed.. · 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project appears t:o meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards far RiluMJitaJion and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing- building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the s:u.rrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradltion Historic District such that the significance of the resotlr~ (lhe district) 
would be marerially impaired. The following is an analysis of .the proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. · 

Standard 1. A. property will ba iesed as it WllS historically "' be given a new use that requires minimal 
change ~its di$tmcttve m11terials, feaJures, spaces, ana spafinl relationships. 

SAii fllAffCISCO 
PLANNING DEP,,tlRTIViENT 8 . ·) 
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3. A list of the Permits issued to this project and Permit# 201307010898 
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iepartment of Bullding Inspection 11/12./14 7:34 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

You selected: 
Addre.ss: 2853 BRODERICK ST Block/Lot:. 0947 / 002 .. -- .. ·--------··--·-·--------.. -----·---~··--~-.:-~----~·- ~ --·-·------ ,. .. __._,..._ -
Please select among the follo\\inl?links, the type ofpennit for which to \iew address information: 

Electrical Permits Plumbing Permits Building Permits Complaints 

(Building permits matching the selecl:ed acidl"e%.) 

Permit# Block Lot Street# Street Name 
201103111905 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201103252839 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
20uo8031630 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201209260727 0947 002 28,,;3 BRODERICK ST 
201309247638 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201309066151 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
l\1450087 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
M417447 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
201307010898 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
M..;00927 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 
M303,.~27 0947 002 285~ BRODERICK ST 
9607721 0947 002 2.853 BRODERICK ST 
8707323 0947 002 2853 BRODERICK ST 

Qnline Permit and f,omv!ajn! Trac!tini:; home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

Unit 

If you need helporhave a question about thisse~·ice, please visit our FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov .Accessibility Polici~ 

City and County of San Francisco ©2000-:ioo9 

littp: / f i:lbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/Defaul1.2.aspx?page.,AddressData2&ShowPanel=BID 
, 2509 

icurrent Staee 
isUSPEND 
SO SPEND 
SUSPEND 
SUSPEND 
SUSPEND 
!WITHDRAWN 
~SSUED 
~SSUED 
FILED 
ISSUED 
lSSUED 
COMPLETE 
k:oMPLETE 

Stage Date 
10/23/2014 
10/23/2014 
l0/23/2014 
10/23/2014 
10/23/2014 
10/16/2014 
12/10/:?013 
08/14/2013 
07/01/2013 
06/11/2013 
02/21/2012 

06/04/1996 
06/22./1987 
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Department of Suildln9 ln!<pection 11/12/14 7:44 PM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Dcmils Report 

Report Date: U./tz./2014 r.41:26 PM 

Application Number. 
Form Number: 

Address( es): 

Description: 

Coi.t: 
Occupancy Code: 
Building Use: 

Pispositinn /Stage: 
!Action Date Stage 

7/1/2013 TRIAGE 
7/1/2.0l3 FILING 
7/1/201?, FILED 

Cuntact Details: 

Cuntnu .. -tor Details: 

Addenda Details: 
Des •• • ·cn1>tiom 

Step Station Arrive 

l CPB 7/1/13 

2 CP-ZOC 7/1/13 

3 CP-DR 

14 CP-NP 

15 BLDG 10/15/14 

DPW-6 . BSM 

7 PPC . 

201307010898 

3 
0947 /002/02853 BRODERICK ST 
0947/002/02857BRODERICKST 
TO COMPLYW I CORR NOTICE DATED 6/zs/13. Al.SO TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG 
BEFORE&AFTER BEING RAISED 36" UNDER 201103252839 &TO CORR PREV SHOWN 
HEIGHTS TO ROOF RIDGE TOP.D"\'\'ELLING UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDffiONS TO 
$1DE,R.EAR.&4/FL.REVISE201103111905, 201103252839, 2.01108031630, 2012.09260727 
&201309247638. 
$1.00 

R-3 
1!.8·2. FAMlLYO-WELUNG 

fcommcnts 

Start ln !Out Finish Checked Phone Hold Deserlption Hold Hold By 

CHEUNG 415-
7/1/13 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 
6371 

\'ertical addtions. 10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR#1 
maik>rl 7/lo/13 (gc). Pending re\'iew with ZA .. 
1/16/13 Cite). 

!415-
DR APPLICATION TAKEN IN ON 

OROPEZA 7 /29/2014 .. APPLICATION COMPLETE AND 
7/29/14 10/15/14 EDGAR 1558- !TAKEN IN BY EDGAR OROPEZA, PIC 

6371 STAFF 

icABREROS 415- Mailed 3u Ctwer Letter 6/27/14 (Vlad)· 

GLENN 558- Mailed 311 Notice7/7/14; Expired 8/6/14 
6371 (Vlad) . 

415-
11/6/14 l\1NDIANE 558-

c 6133 
1415-
1558-

· 16o6o 
10/20/14= Return to Diane Yin; snt. 
10/w/14: OTC disapproved, back to BLDG. 

mw 1415-
mm! io/20/14:-toStephen Anfonaros fur 

558-
OTC. PG 10/17/14: back to OTC bin; snt. 

SYLVIA 
6133 10/17/14: Plans routed to Stephen Antona 

hold for Building review. AL 10/17 /14: Plans 
routed to OTC hold for Building tc."\iew. AL 
l0/15/1~ k> BSM; snt. 

http:/ /dbiweb.sfgov.or!)/dblpts/default.asp1c:?pac;ie-=PermitDetails 
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~partment of Bulldlng Jnspec:tlon 11/12/14 7:44 PM 

10/17}14: UPDATED DESCRJPTION OF 

!YAN 415· WORK & IS A 2 UNITS MERGER TO l 
B ICPB 

BREN PA 558- UNIT, NO STRUCTIJRE PLANS & CHANGE; 
6070 FULL TO SITE PERMIT REQUEST BY 

APPLICANT. OK BYWF. BYAN. 

Appointments; 

11\ppointment Dat~IAJ?pointment AM/PM(Appointment CodcjAppointment Typc(Descriptionftime Slots! 

Jnspections: 

jActivity Datellnspectorllnspection Description]lnspection Status! 

Special Inspections: 

(i\.ddenda No.!Completed Datellnspected Byllnspection Code!Descriptlon!Reroarksl 

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

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

Online Permit and Complaint Inwkin~ home page. 

Technical ~upport for Onlhie Senices 
If you need help or have a question about this ser.ire, please visit .our FAQ area. 

Con1aCt SFGO'I' .Acccsl,ibility Policies 
City illld Cotmty of San Francis_co ©2000-2009 

http:/ f db1web.sfgmr.org idblpts/ default.aspx?page=PermltDetails 2511 f'age 2 of 2 



-----.. ----
From: 71451S@gmail.com [mailto:71451S@qmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 7:26 PM 
To: Mark Farrell; joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Cc: Catherine Stefani; Povlitz; kbgoss@pacbell.net; niichael@jaeqermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; ericreimers@qmail.com;dorinetowle@me.com: vince@citymarkdev.com; Kate 
Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt~com; rwqoss@pacbell.net Goss; paulmaimai@yahoo.com; wmore@aol.com; 
amanda@hoeniqman.com; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead , 
(; dod.fraser@qmail.com; ethurston@qmail.com; DXN2700@aol.cofrl; 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 1.6, 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 dirt'.ct 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· envirollil\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 necessmy 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 Februmy 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 Vfhen 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 ofthe 
issues that nee:d 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 :r;nay 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 ~one 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. F-RANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPAFITMBN<: 

. . 2.tHZ AUG 21 PM 4t 15 
165G Mission St 

Categorical E~emptio~ Ap.peal ))lld": . Sufta400 

DATE: 
TO:· 
FROM: 

2853~2857 Broderick Street 

August 27, 2012 
.Angela Calyillo, Clerk L?f the Board of Supervisor~ 
Tina Tam, Serrlor Pre5ervation Planner - Planning Department (415) 558-6325 ·· 

. Shelley CaitagirOne, Case Planner -Plarinhlg Department ( 415) SSS-6625 
~File N:o. 120781 (Planning Case No. 2010.0394EJ 
A!'peal of Categorical Exemption for 2853-2857 Broderick Street . 
September 4, 2.012 . . 

San Francisco. 
GA 94103·~479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

~· 
• 41S.55B:64D~ 

Planning 
lnfollnation: 

. 415.558.6371 

HEARING DATE! 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. ~g· Department Categorical · Exemp~ Certi£icate inclu(µng Historic 
~esou:rce Evaluation Response M~o ' 

APP,UCANT: 
APPELLAN'.fS: 

'INTRODUCTION 

B; Photographs andPians 
.A. Appeal Letter 

Steph~ .Ant'onaros, .Architeci -226+ Market Street, ft324 · 
Ka.tePolevoi,Zeeval(ardos &: Jrvjng_Zaretsky - 2845-2847~rorlericl<Street 
Craig Jones & M.khael Jaeger -2Sp7-2839. Broderii::k Street' 
Eric & Kelda Reimers - 2865 Broderick Street 

Rob & Jennifer Povlitz • 2869 BroderiCk Street 
Don & Ann Morehead· 2715 Filbert Street 

. . 
'This memorandum. and the attached dobmrents are a response to the l~ of appeal· to the Board of 

·· Supervi.Sors (tne "Board'~)· regarding· the Pl.annlng · Departmenf ~ . (the "Deparbnent") issuan~ ·of a · 
Categorical Exemption under the Califomia Environmental Quality'Act.("CEQA Determination") :for a 
pro.jectat 2853-2857 Brdderk:k Street (the.!'Frojej£'). · 

The Deparlment, Puxsumt to Title .14 of the CJ?QA Guidelines, issued ~ Categorical Ex:em.ptfon'for 2853-
2857 Bro4erlck'Street on FebruaJY13, 2011~ finding that the proposed project will oot have an adverse 
impact to a hist.om resource. · . · · · • • . · 

. . 
'l'he decision ·before the Board is whethe.r to uphold .the Deparb:nent' i de_dsion to iss~e a categorlcal 
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the I;lepartment' s tj:ecision to issue a categop.cal exemption 

· an.d return the p~oject to the Deparbnent stai:£ for additional. enviromnentai review~ 
. 

SITE DESC~IPTION & PRESENT USE 

Tue project site contains a three--story-over-bas'ement building containing hvo dwelling units. The first 
flot>r ~ve the pasement lev.el cqDtains one dwelling unit.with an entry along the south_ side fa9ide. fhe 

·. 

... 

.· 

,. 



,· 

Board Qf Supervieon;; Categorical Exemption Appeal 
• Hearing Date:. September 4, 2012 

CASE NO. 2010.039.4E'. 
2853-28-57 Broderick .street 

.. 
·second and· thii:g .floors are oacupied by the second dwelling unit with its ovm entry on the northern side 

: of the front fai;ade. Th~ project lot measures approximately 34.S feef wide by $0 ~~ de~p with an area of 
2,760 square feet. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The.riioposal involves raising the building by·approximatelY. three (3) feet to insert a garage at the ground 
floor level,. expanding the ground floor level towa:rds the rear of the building, and creating a i:iew ~b . 
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 
Jant¥11Y 11,zoil 

Fehrua:ry 3, 2011 

Ap:d.I Tl, 2011 

.· 

Octa'ber 6, 2-011 

November i7, 2011 

June 20, 2012 

. . 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response was issued .stating a historical resource 
Was identified and finding. that the project would not cau.Se significant adverse 

ho.pads to ~~~esouxce. 

' 
The Depiirlment det~ed that the proposed project is ·exempt/excluded-from 
en.vironmerrt:al reyiew, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One • 
Mi.not Alteration of 'Existing Facllity, · {e) Additions to exiStlng Structures· 

proV:ided ~t the addition 'Will nof resuit in an ·increase of mere than 10;000-
squa.re feet). 

The Zoning A~ held a public hearing on Variance-Application ·Na. 
2010.D394V. Per l'Ianning Code.Section SU, public noti£cation for the associated 
buiiding permit application, N'o. 2011.0:3.252839, was conducted from June 14, 

2011 to July, 13, 2011: On July 1, 2011, a request fo.t Discretioriary Review request, 
Case No. 2.p10.0394D, wa_s filed by the owner of the adjacent bUilding directly 

. sOUfh of~ stibject lot. :From August 8,. 2011 to September 6, 2011, the project 
was re--noi;iced pur~ to Section 311 to correct an error regaramg the height 
limit as depicted on the plans map:ed with the origtrlal notice. The project smpe-­
of-wor:k was not revised between the time of the initial notice and the re-notice. 

The Plsmting Co~sion held a Diseretionmy ReView hearing (Cas~ Nd. 
2010.0S$l4D) and appr0ved tlW building permit application for the proposed 
project per D.isaeetionary Review Action No. DRA-0229. · 

Variance decision letter fsst:ied/grm}te~ by Zoning Administrator. 

:tssuance of '.Building Petrnit appealed. to the Board of Appeals. Board of Appeals 
upheld issuance of ~uilding permit. · 

2 
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. From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: · 
Attachments: 

' 
714515@gmail.com 
Tuesday, November 11, 201412:22 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; A TT00001.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. W f;, Tim Arcuri and Irving Zaretsky, are 
the · 
appellants of record ~ho 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. 2Ql3070l0898? 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 and201309247638. These were the subject ofthe Sept. 18th 
Hearing. 

After the Hearing, o~ Octo'Qer 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 P_ERMIT, where does it appear on your website, and does it 
have a ne~ permit number OR is there an existing permit number that is now being christened as a NEW 

'RMIT. 

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, 20_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? . 

~ ... as that Permit been fully vetted by DBI and have all plan checks been completed on that NEW PERMIT? Is 
there any othe): 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 DBI. 

' . . . 

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 
· rypellants 
.dghbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 
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"Sanchezt Scott (CPC}" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>&' October 16, 2014 4:59 PM 
To: n71451s@grnail.com" <714515@gmail.com>, "Cabreros, 
Glenn (CPC}" <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, 11Undsay, David (CPC)'1 
<davfd.findsay@sfgov.org>, "Cleveland-Knowles, Susan (CAT)1' <Susan.cleveland­
knowtes@sfgov.org>, nLowrey, Daniel (081) 11 <daniel.fowrey@sfgov.org>, "01Riordanf 
Patrick (DBft <J)atrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>, 11Fessler, Thomas (081)11 
<thomas.fessfer@sfgov.org> 
Cc: namanda@hoenigman.comu <amanda@hoenigman.com>, ttkbgoss@pacbell.net" 
<kbgoss@pacbelr.net>, .. michaef@jaegermchugh.comn <mfchael@jaegerrnchugh.com>, 
nmaitsai@yahoo.com" <rnaitsai@yahoo.com>, 11annabrockway@yahoo.com11 

<annabrockway@yahoo.com>, "ericreimers@gmail.com" <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
"dorinetowle@me.com" <ClorinetowJe@me.com>, "vince@citymarkdev.com" 

. <Vince@citymarkdev.com>, Kate ~ardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
"cjones@forwardmgmt.com" <Cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, "rwgoss@pacbelL net Goss11 

<tWgoss@pacbeH.net>, npaulmaimai@yahoo.com11 <pauJmaimai@yahoo.com>, 
"timothy.arcuri@cowen.com" <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, "wmore@aol.com" 
<Wmore@aol.com>, Povfitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, nancy leavens nancy 
<nancyp.feavens@gmail.com>, 'Will Morehead C <letsbond@gmail.com>, 
"dod.fraser@gmail.com" <dod.fraser@gmaif-.com>, 11ethurston@gmail.com11 

<ethurston@gmail.com>, uDXN2700@aol.com11 <DXN2700@aol.com>, 
trPatriciavaughey@att.net Patricia" <Patriciavaughey@att.net>, Geoff Wood 
<ggwood2@gmail.com>,. Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
"IDick@fbm.com" <JDick@fbm.com> · 
RE: 2853 Broderick 

• ___ . _ _ . _ .• _ _ •........•..•• ·-· _ __ _. ·- __ .. • . ~-~ttac~1~11t~_. _a:~ 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 releas,e of suspension for the previously issued/suspended permits is effective today (see attached). 

Regards, 
Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning A.dmioistrator 

F .. l<;nwng D;opartrnent i City <i''•::l County of San Franc.isco 
l·i~.(..' t--11%10.n Street, 5L11te 4\h), San Francisco, CA 94103 
l)1rr.=c.t: 415·558·63Su IF<:::.;: ·115-558-6409 
t:m,111. scott.sanchez<arsfoov ,org 
WC'l) www.sfofannioq.org 

Pl:rnnmg Jnic1rrn11t1on CentH (P!C): 415 5S8.6377 or pic®sfgov.om 
: 'lrwmnq !ni ormntron Map if' l Ml: http: !/oropettymap,sfolanotng .om 
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epartment of IMldlnl) Inspection ll/ll/14 10:21 AM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: u/tt/2014 1o:rnso AM 

Application Number: 
Fmm Number: 

Address( es): 

Description: 

Cost: 
Occupancy Code: 
Building Use: 

Disposition I Stage: 

Action Date 
3/25/2011 

3/25/2011 
3/25/2011 
3/30/2012 
3/30/2012 
4/17/2012 
5/8/2012 
10/16/2012 
2/8/2013 
2/6/2014 
10/16/2014 
l0/23/2014 

Contact Det.ails: 

C'.ontractor Details: 

License Number: OWN 

2ouom2839 
s 
0947 / 002/ 02853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 I 002/02857 BRODE.RICK ST 
VERTICAL/HORZONT ALADDIDON, RAISE BLDG 36", BUILD NEW GARAGE & ROOMS 
DOV.'"N FOR EXPANSION, NEW' CURB CUT. 
S5,ooo.oo 
R-3 
28 - 2 FAMILY DVVELLlNG 

Sta.t?e C-0mments 
TRIAGE 
FI UNG 
FILED 
PLA."'1CHECK 
APPROVED 
ISSUED 
SUSPEND requested by BPA -- !Lr dd 5/2/12 
REINSTATED requested bv BPA-· email dd 10/12/12, PA#201w9:i60727 issued on 10/12/12 
lSSUED 
SUSPEND Per DCP's reaue.st dated 2/5/2014 
REINSTATED per DCP's rcouest Jetter dated 10/16/2014 
SUSPEND per BOA's reauest e-mail dated· 10/22/2014 

Name: . OWNER O\'\'NER 
Company Name: O'WNER 
Address: OWNER • O:WNER CA 00000-0000 

Phom!.: 

Addenda Details: 
D • a SITE cscno on: 

Step Station Arrive Start In Out F"mish Checked By Hold Description Hold Hold 
BID-

3/25/n 3(25/11 3/25/11 DUFFY JOSEPH l INSP 
2 CPB 3/25/11 3/25/11 3/25/11 rANBRENDA 

3 CP~ZOC 3/-:J.5/11 3/28/11 3/28/11 2./1/12 2/1(12 CABREROS GLENN APPROVED per case i?o10.0394DV. 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 (M.iltonMartin) RE-NOTICE Mailed:B/08/11 

E.\.1):9/06/11 {Milton Mart.ion) 
Reviewed & assessed for capacity charges. 
50% paid with permit fees; balance due within 

5 SFPUC 3/5/12 3/19/12 3/19/12 TOMBTLL 1.2. months of permit issuance date. See invoice 
attached toappliration. Route site submittal 
to PPC 3/19/2012. 
Site permit approval, plans route to PPC for 
distr • .n'U 03292012 Plans in hold pending 

......... ,.., . ..... , ... f,.Af". f'-,ftf • t • • k • .,,_~ ~n .... ..,._ ... 
A.B-005 for stair way rail. 03:?62012 jsyu ... 
""'" . . . " .. ... ... . 

http:/ I dblweb.sfgov.org /dblpts/ defau It.asp)(? page =PermitDetal ls 2519 Page 1 of3 



Department nf Building Inspection 11/ll/14 lO:Zl AM 

~ PLU\.J }i.j"J!..f L;!; 2/:!/j/ l:.! '.!./:.!O/r.! 3/2Yft"J. 1v "v.:i.cr.n uuiug~ lU t!lttt!nu1· u11::11uy :mt.t.tb require 

approval by DC?. Please have plans returned 
to JYU after DCP review.jyu 03012012call tr-
architect for chan,:1es to plans. 
Approved Site only! D PW /BSM shall not 
release construction addenda until complete 
application and plans for Street Imprm·cment 
I& MSE Minor Encroachment for warped 
fdrive\\'a)'/concrete step are submitted and 
approved Please submit application with all 

5 
DPW- · 

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

' construction addenda \\ill be on hold, until all 
net-essary DPW /BSM. permits are completed, , 
or the recehing BSM plan checker-
recommending sign off Note: Please contnct 
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 GLE!\YN to Planning to review re>ision; snt 

7 DFCU 3/26/12 13/26/12 3/26/12 
BIACKSHEAR 1(.3/26/ 12: No impact foes. No First Source 
JOH...~ 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 3115/12: Rio 
received. Combined 'l\ilh plnns nt PUC. Will 

8 PPC 4/7/lI 4/7/11 3/29/12 THAJSYLVIA route to CP ZOC next.grs 3/5/12: to PUC; snt 
13/1/12: to BSM; snt 7·::!2-11.:Applicnnt submit 
Revision 7 to CP-Zoc/Clenn Cabreros. sjf 7-15-
n: Applicant submit ~ision 6 to CP-
Zoe/Glenn Cabreros. sjf 4-7-11: Applicant 
submit Revision 1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. 
ls:if 

9 CPB 13/29/12 3/30/12 4/17/12 ISHEK KATIN 3/30/12: approved. SFUSD req'd. ne.cd 
contractor's info. gs 

'11i is permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this perm ft, please call 415-558-6096. 

· Appointments: 

k.\.ppointmen t DateJAPPointment AM/Pl'trjAppoinbnent Code!AJlpointment TypelDe:scriptionffiille Slot.'>! 

1nsPe<.1ions: 

~'\ctivity Datellnspectorlinspection Descriptionhnspection St.atu.o;I 

Special Inspections~ 

Addenda !Completed Inspected By · Inspection Description Remarks No. Date Cude 
l 24.B STEEL FRAMING 
1 24A FOUNDATIONS 
l , 20 HOL.DOWNS 

SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR 
I 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR 

DIAPHRAGMS 
l 24E WOOD FR..o\MING 
l 1/8/2014 YTCHIU 12 SHOTCRETE 
I l/8/20l4 YTCHIU 5B5 MOMENT-RESISTING FR..o\MES 

l 1/8/2014 \'TCHIU 5Al 
SINGLE PASS FILLET WELDS < 

- 5/16" 
' REINFORCING STEEL AND 

1 1/8/2014 \:TCHlU 4 PRETRESSING TENDONS 

l t/8/2014 YTCHIU 2 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
CONCRETE 

'12 

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call l)58-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

··-·---·•· • "-·-_-----·--•···· •- ---•r--- ···-·-·-1 
SL1lion Code Descriptions anrl Phone Numbers 

lltrp:J /dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.a:.px?page=PermitDetails ·2520 Page 2 of3 



epartment of ~u1l~ing Inspection 11/11!14 10:21 AM 

Online J>ennlt and ComplalntTroddng, home page. 

Technical Support for Online Ser-vie.es 
!f you need help or bave a quclSlion obout this service, please visit Otir FAQ area. 

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

1ttp: f I dbiweb.sfgov.org /dbl pr sf de fau It.asp>< ?page= Permit Details 
2521 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc:. 

O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) 
Wednesday, November 12, 201410:01 AM 
714515@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@gm;:iil.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 ruid 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 Refiling, and are scheduled to have a CEQA He8:ring in front of the ~oard 
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 
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? Ls it still under review by DBI? 
Is this Permit inclusive of and comprehensive of all the previously suspended Permits and now 
rei.D.stated 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'and201309247638. 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 with.drawn. We do not know whether this 
permit is permanently with.drawn 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 appli~ation. 

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 th.at 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 adden~a 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 previori.s 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 th.at Permit been fully vetted by DBI and have all plan checks been completed on that NEW 
PERMIT? Is th.ere 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 
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being reviewed by DBI. 

Has DBI issued the final 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 adyise ASAP. · 

Thank you, 

Tim.Arcuri 
Irving Zaretsky 
Appellants 
Neighbors on Broderick and Filbert streets 

<2853 Brod permit 201307010898 101614.pdf> 

<2853 Broderick permit ... 839 reinstated.pd£> 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: 714515@gmail.com 
Subject: 2853 Broderfok new permit 
Date: November 1 o, 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" 
<anliabrockway@yahoo.com>, "ericreimers@gmail.com" 
<ericreimers@gmail.com>, "dorinetowle@me.com" <dorinetowle@me.com>, 
"vince@citymarkdev.com" <vince@citymarkdev.com>, Kate Kardos · 
<kdkmariagement@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 plan.S for the new permit. We have been kept in 
th~ 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. 

Thank you, · 
Irving Zaretsky 
Broderick and Filbert street neighbors 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

71451 S@g mail. 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; WiU Morehead 
(; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); 
!Dick@fbm.com · · 
2853 Broderick Hearing November 25th 
2853 Brod permit 201307010898 101614.pdf; ATTOOOOUxt 

Dear Supervisor Farrell and Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board: 

W~ 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 f-or revie~ 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 r.outed to DBI on 
October 16, 2014 and is technically n,ot 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 past 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 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. W~ 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 every,ane' 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 reinstat_ed 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 t.hese 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 thereby have a complete 
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and comprehensive picture of tne issues that need to be addressea at the Board of 
Supervisor's CEQA Hearing. The NEW PERMIT contains all the elements currently before review 

1d 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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"Sanchez. Scott (CPC}" <SCOtt.sanchez@sfgov.org># October 16, 2014 4:59 PM 
To: "714515@grnaiLcom" <714515@gmail.com>, 11Cabreros, 
Gfenn (CPC)n <glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org>, "Lindsay, Davfd {CPC)" 
<david.findsay@sfgov.org>, ncreveJand-Knowles, Susan {CAT)1' <Susan.clevefand­
know!es@sfgov.org>, uLowrey, Daniel (DBlr <daniel.fowrey@sfgov.org>, "01Riordan, 
Patrick (OBI)" <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>1 

11Fessler1 Thomas (DBI)" · 
<thomas.fessler@sfgov.org> , . 
Cc: 11amanda@hoenigman.com11 <amanda@hoenigman.com>,.nkbgoss@pacbell.net11 

<kbgoss@pacbelf.net>, 11michael@jaegermchugh.com" <michael@jaegermchugh.com>, 
11maitsai@yahoo.conin <maitsai@yahoo.cdm>, uannabrockway@yahoo.com~ 
<annabrockway@yahoo.com:>, nericreimers@gmail.com" <ericreimers@gmail.com>, 
ndorinetowle@me.com" <dorinetowle@me.com>, 1'vince@citymarkdev.com" 
<Vince@citym.arkdev.com>, Kate Kardos <kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, 
11cjon·es@forwardmgmt.com11 <cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, .. rwgoss@pacbelf.net Goss" 
<rwgoss@pacbell.ne1>, "paulmaimai@yahoo.com" <paulmalmai@yahoo.com>1 

11timothy.arcuri@cowen.com11 <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, "wmore@aor.com11 

<Wmore@aoLcom>, Povtitz <rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, nancy leavens nancy 
<nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, 'Will Morehead (" <letsbond@gmail.com>, 
11dod.fraser@gmail.com11 <dod.fraser@gmail.com>, "ethurston@gmail.com" 
<ethurston@gmail.com>, ·"DXN2700@aol.com" <DXN2700@aot.com>1 
11Patriciavaughey@att.net Patrjcia11 <Patriciavaughey@att.net>r Geoff Wood 
<ggwood2@gmaif.com>1 Brooke Sampson <brookesampson@yahoo.com>, 
11IDick@fbm.com" <fDick@fbm.com> 
RE: 2853 Broderick 

_6 Artacti.r.:nents: _~5-~B 

Dear Mr. Zaretsky, 

Building Permit Application No. 201307010898 may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days o·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 f's website. 

The release of suspension for the previously issued/suspenqed permits is effectrve today_ (see attached). 

Regards, 
Scottf.Sanchez. 
Zoning Administrator 

Pia0n1ng Dt>p.':!rtrnl'nt l City .;11d County of Sari Francisco 
lC'~'O t·11s~Jr}n Street, Suite •.lJQ, San Francisco, CA 9410~\ 
r11rr.-:t: 4l5·S58·6350)Fa;;: 415 55R-(A09 
!:mall: scott.sanchez!al.sfuov.org 
·l'.'C'tl: www.sfolanninq.org 

JJbn~ltn'.] lnform;;t1011 Centu W!C)'. 41 S.5".:>S.6377 or pic@sfoov.org 
Plannmq Information Map (F'IM): httn:f/orooertymep.sfolanmng.orn 
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Jm: 
::>ent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Arcuri, Timothy [Timothy.Arcuri@cowen.com] 
Wednesday, November 12, 201410:02 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 
c_ircumnavigating 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 considered. 

,e purpose of this hearing is, from my perspective, for the Board of Supervisors to consider this project IN ITS 
ENTIRETY; 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 . 

COWEN 

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 
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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: . 

Sep~ember 11, 2014 
2013.0433DDD 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
2013.07.01.0898 
RH-2 [Re~idential 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 

Recommendation: · . Do not take Discretionary ~eview and approve 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lofomiatio1t 
4'.15.558.6377 

The project proposes to clarify a height discrepancy approved under Building Permit Application No. 
2011.03.25.2839, which permitted the existing thr~e-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 fa<;ade, and vertical additions and rear fa<;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 fa<;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 approxirr).ately 34.5 feet wide by 80 feet deep with an area of 
2,760 square feet. 

. SURROUNCflNG 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, 

www.sfpl~l'lg.org 



Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
Septernber18,2014 

CASE NO. 2013.04330. 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

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 Zonfug 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: 
2013.04330. 

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 reauestors & 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 oppos~d 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 Corri.mission 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 Plann:irig Code Section 317. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PUlNNl:NQ P~ARTMENT 2532 2 



Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
September 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

In addition to the ¥andatory 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~ DR. request for the project that propose4 to lift the puildfug three feet under DR 
Case No. 2010.03940.) 

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 additioruµ 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 
appr9priate, 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 Pl~g 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 permifapplication 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 CONDSIDERATIONS 

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 di~closed on the plans 
upder Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly s~ted, 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 ~ feet, however to a height of 40 feet, rather than to 37 feet as stated in 
BPANo. 2011.03.25.2839. 

SAN FRAllCISCO 
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Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
September 181 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.043.30 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

2 to 1 Dwelling Unit Merger: Per the appraisal submitted by the applicant, the dwelling unit merger 
may be· approved admmistratively by the Zoning Admmistrator 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 
horizont~ 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 
fac;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 ex~pt 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 hei~t 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. . 

• ~e proposal has been reviewed as one consolidated project, including Environmental ~eview of 
0-e project in its entirety for the purposes of CEQA. 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take Discretionary Review and a prove the pro· ect. 

Attachments: 
DR Applications submitted by Irving Zaretsky and Timothy Acuri 
Categorical Exemption Certificate 
Section 311 Notification for ~ent project (BPA# 20132.07.01.0898) 
DR Report, Case No. 2010.03940, dated Septemb~ 29, 2011 
DR Action Memo, DRA-0229, dated November 1, 2011 , 
Project Sponsor Submittal: Resporise to Discretionary Review and RedU:ced Plans 
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Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
September 18, 2014: 

CASE NO. 2013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Design Review Checklist 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one) 

Defined 

Mixed x 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 • 21) 

QUESTION 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 • 30) 

QUESTION 

Building Scale (pages 23 - 27) 

the building's height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the street? 
Is the building's height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block o en s ace? 
Building Form (pages 28 - 30) 
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Discretionary Review - Full Analysis 
Septe'mber 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Is the building's form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? 
Is the building's facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildirigs? 
Are the building's proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 
Is the building's roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? 

ARCHlTECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31·41) 

QUESTION 
Build.in Entrances ( a es 31 - 33) 
Does the bW!ding entrance enhance the connection b~tween the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the rivate realm of the buildin ? 
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building 
entrances? 
Is the building's front porch compa~ble with existing porches of surrounding 
buildin s? · 

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 
the sidewalk? 
Ba Windows ( a e 34) 

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the buildin and the surroundin area? 

Is the lacement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street 

Are the parapets compatible with the ·overall building proportions and other 
buildin elements? · 
Are the dormers. compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 
buildin s? 
Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building's ~esign and 
on Ii ht to ad"acent buildin s? 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 • 48) 

QUESTION 

ages 43 ':'44) 

e the placement and scale of architecturai details compatible with the building 
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Discretionary Review - FU11 Analysis 
September 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.04330 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

o the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
nei hborhood? 

e the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 
the nei hborhood? 

e the window features designed to be compatJ.ble · with the building's 
architectural character, as well as other buildin s in the nei hborhood? 

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
es eciall on facades visible from the street? 

e the type, finish and quality of the building's materials compatible with those 
used in the surroundin area? 

e the building's exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
e com atible with the front facade and ad"acent buildin s? 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PL.ANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

· 2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No. P~rmitNo. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

({]Addition/ Ooemolition []New 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~ 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_ 

-
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 traI)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 Cntex 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 Er}.vironmental 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 clistqrbance/modification greater 

D than two (2) fee! 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 EPfacMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area) 

D Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project sit<: involve a subdivision or on a lot with a 
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CBQA 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, retainiD.g 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 
previ.Ously. developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to ·EP _ArcMap > CBQA 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 peifonned 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 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 exp~on 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 > Sdsmir 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, GOTO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Evaluation A12Jl.licati.on is req,uir~d. 

0 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 ERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:(~ r to Parcel In ormation ) 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

LJ 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 wind9w 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 ineets 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:.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 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. 

W. 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 HISTO~ICAL 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. 

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

lv'f 4. Fac;ade/storefront alterations thiJlt 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. -

[tj' 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 Rehabt1itation. 
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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): 

~ 
Se.e. \tR£K 6e-.W b/:J..ti (1 '1 J'l'\t.1'1\C 

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

a Per HR.ER 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. GO TO STEP 6. 

if Project 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: ,//_ // (:/L__, 
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 

o. 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: Skt.ll~ ~lk\l'rJ/\(.. 
Signa~e or Stamp: 

Proi ect Approval Action! 
-

Select One 

~ ~- 7/sf'-1 *If Discretionary Review before the Planning· 
Commission is requested., the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 
project. 

Onc;e signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Adminisb:ative ·~ode. 
Jn accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only b~ filed within 30 days of the ~roject 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~ Survey with a rating of 
"1." In the January 14, 2011r the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluatiof1 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 significan~ under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, the Departn:ient has discovered that the Plahning Department's Parcel 
Information Database incorrectly identified the property's hisforic status: Although not formally listed, 
the Department continues to find tl}at 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 co~tinues to consider the property a "Category 

·A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's California 
EnvironII).ental 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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June 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

the no~th, Green and Vallejo Streets t~ the south, Lyo~ 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 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 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 ~ 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 turn 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 house~ east of the avenue and south of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 
extensive damage, with rail li~es along Union Street rendered useless and many struct:Ures rendered 
uninhabitable. · 

• SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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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 ~esidential 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 co~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 woi;ks projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. 

Areas .that had survived the earthquake \_Vith 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 
thi;ln 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 
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. 
~eighborhood 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 Tra~ition, 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 1hlrd 
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 region~l vernaculaL 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 
Classictsm 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 and 
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, ~rairie 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 

stylf7. 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square; buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and bri~ 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 detennined 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 iii, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agenctJ 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: 0Yesr8]No Criterion 1- Event: 0Yes(g!No 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yesr8] No Criterion 2 - Persons: 0Yes(g!No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 0Yesr8]No Criterion 3·- Architecture: IZ!Y~s0No 

. Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yesr8].No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 0Yes (g!No 

Period of Significa!).ce: Period of Significance: 1888 -1914 
IX'.I 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 su_.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 both its 
association with the .neighborhood's first large wave c:£ development and with the First Bay Tradition 
architectural 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~t, Vallejo to the 
south, and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis below. 
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Criterion 1: It is associated.with eve11ts. that have made a siguificant contribution to the broad pattenzs 
of local or regio11al history, or the cultural heritage of Califoniia or the U11ited 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 assodated 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 proyided 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'~ 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 N.storically significant as it is not associated 

· with the Hall's career as an engineer. No otJ:ier 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 tlistinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic valu~s; · 
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 Traditio~ style. The general characteristic~ 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 colled;ion. 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 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 ofregional architecture. The period of significance for this 
district appears tci 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, Seo-ft 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, infonnation 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, evidenced by the survival of physical clµiracteristics that existed during the property's 
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 subject property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 
. ' 

Location: [gl Retains 
Association: ·rgi Retains 
Design: [gl Retains 
Workmanship: [gl Retains 

Historic District · 

0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 
0Lacks 

Setting: 
Feeling:· 

Materials: 

[gl Retains 
[gj Retains 
[gj 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 Disti:i.ct 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 o~ similarly scaled 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 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 origin<il 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 significant adverse frripacts 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 lls being associated with its significance. 

' The Co""'. Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 
massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic elements in the Fi.rst 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, 
• Si,mplified ornament and details including . projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 

incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

[gj Historical Resource Present 
D Individually-eligible Resource 
[8]Contributor to an eligible Historic District 
D Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

D No Historical Resource Present 
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PART II: PROJ.ECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project D Demolition 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 

CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Brod.erick Street 

181 Alteration 

The proposed project·calls for exterior changes to the house, including the .construction of two roof deP<s, 

construction of ~ormers 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 thresh?ld 

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 . 
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 pr6posed project that may reduce or 
avoid impacts. · 

Subject Property/Historic Resource:. 

!ZI 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: 

!ZI The project will not cause a ;ignificant ~dverse impact to a California Register-eligibl~ historic district 

or context as proposed. 

0 The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible hi.storic district or 

context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project 11ppears 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 sign:ificance of the resource (the dis't,:ict) 

would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 

Standards. 

Standard 1. A property will be used ~ it was historically or be gi11en 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 character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive 
materials or alteration of featuresr 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 etements of the primary fas:ade would be 
reh1ined. 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 replic;ated. 
The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not ·contribute to 
the overall cha'.1-'acter 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. 

Conjectural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alteratio~ 
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 properhJ 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 construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property an.d its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
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If the proposed additions were to be ren:ioved, then the roof and south wall of the subj_ect 
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. TIUs work, 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. 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 witJ::tln 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: a2tm ~ Date: 7 .. '1· ;loJ i 
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

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

SC: G: \DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CEQA \~R Memos \2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

CityHall 
1 Dr. Ca.. __ ,ll B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

-San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TID!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 fac;ade, and 
vertical additions and rear fac;ade 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 a9dressed 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 neu::iv.A-4-d 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

DATED: 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 
TDDffTY 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: • .r""' ... ' 

USPS Location: Clerk's Office Outgoing USPS pickup 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): _3_:_00__._p_.m_. __________ _ 

Signature: ----·~~~--,.--'=-----"'-· __ '\_~---------------(j~ ' 

\ 

· Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

:om: SF Docs (LIB) 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:06AM 
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· 

Good afternoon, 

"lease post the attached hearing notices. 

141083 - 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
141087 - 300 Wawona Street 

Thanks so much! 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Sup.erviso.rs 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General (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 
c:11pervisors 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 
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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CarrolJ, John (BOS) 

From: Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, October 27, 2014 3:15 PM 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Lamug, Joy; Tam, Tina (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC) 
2853 Broderick Appeal Mailing List 

Attachments: 2853 Broderick Appeal Mailing list.xlsx 

Categories: 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@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanninq.org 

0 •• {:I ti !Bl 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfqov.org 
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertvmao.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 Hester 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 1'661 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, r-

Patrick McGrew, MCGREW ARCHITECTS Rd. 92264 LO 
LO 

San Francisco, CA, N 

Carey & Co. Inc. Carey & Co. Inc. 460 Bush Street 94108 
121 Spear St., Ste. Sari 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 Fr<;incisco, 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 OJ 
LO 

1000 Sansome San Francisco, CA, LO 
N 

j G Turnbull, Page & Turnbull Inc. Street, Suite 200 94111 

San Francisco, CA, 

Mrs. Bland Platt G. Bland Platt Associates, 362 Ewing Terrace 94118 
• 177 Post Street, San Franc!sco, CA, 

M. Brett ~ladstone, 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, 

LEE°D 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 lnterOffice #29 

m 
SF Public Library Government Information Center Interoffice #41 LO 

Department of Building 
LO 
N 

Laurence Kornfield Inspection Interoffice #19 

Pier 9, 

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 Christoph~r 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 0 
(0 

Hiroshi Fukuda, Association CSFN, Land Use & San Francisco, CA, LO 
N 

President, Housing 146 - 18th Avenue 94121 

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.i:om 

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 

TDDtrTY No. 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~ i~ 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 28S3-2857 Broderick Street 

The Planning Department has determined that the two appeals were filed in a timely manner.-

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 Francisco, 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. · 
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Letter to Irving Zaretskytrim 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, · 

~---c;. a .... ::¢b 
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, Pla·nning 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 tl;1e exemption detemrination 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. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 22, 2014 

To: John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

Fr01~~G1gela Calvillo . 
/ 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 ill a 
timely manne~. 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 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Department 
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_,,,.,.... __ ......, _______ ...,. ______________________________ _ 
From: Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, October 27, 201410:48 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@sbcglobal.net 

Shelley Caltagirone 
Historic Preserv'ation 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.caltagirone@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org 

D •• ca 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415.-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 3.1, 2014 

FILE N0.141083 

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: 

i)Jut/~ \l\Jl.o (\Q.,V\''Z., 
Print Name 

lo .31 14 
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PAYTOTHEORDEROF ***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 

.:, Octobe.;;20, 2P14< ....... . ·. .. . .... . 

**$547.00** 
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VOID IF OVER US$ 547.00 · ./!" 

7l;.J._L ~~ l 
CCJNTROLLER j 

I.·······- ... - . ·--···~-·------ .. -~··- -.- . --··- ·-- ....... _ ... :._._,., ....... !"_·-···--··- ·--··-·-·-·· .. - -· -·--· ..... __ , . ..,.. _____ , ____ .... _., ____ , ______ ,._, ___ ,......__ ·----···'-- ·-- ·-·----·-... ··-- ..... ···-·- , _____ .,. i I 



.~ P.rint form . ; j 

Introduction Form 
By a Mem_ber of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for in~oduction (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 Referenc.e 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. ....., ---------.,! from· Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation. File No . ._I _____ __. 

D 9. Reactivate Fil~ No • ._I -----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on .___ ___________ _ 
Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislatioi:i should be forwarde4 to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the finperative 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 Commis~ion 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 u:hit, a side horizontal addition at the south side fac;ade, and 
vertical additions and rear fac;ade 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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Signatur~ or Sponsoring Supervisor: ·+-c-.,,...::W-·--+----"'-----------
p,,. .. Clerk's Use Only: 
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