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- ——&emuee:_ma CEQA HEARING

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 2011 08031 630
. 201209260727, 201309247638, 201309066151
Previously heard by:
Planning Commission DR Review Heanng September 18, 2014
' CEQA Categoncal Exemption Determination by Shelley Caltagxrone 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 Drawmgs dated May 1, 2014)

- APPELLANTS:

Irving Zaretsky (Zeeva Kardos, Kate Polevo:)

'l'[m Arcuri
Dear Members of the l30ard of Supervisors: |
We are requesting a CEQA Hearing for the above captioned subject proberty. The .
City Planning Depertment‘has lseued a CEQA GATEGORlCAL EXEMPTION
DETERMINATION (CASE NO. 2013.0433E - Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation -
Planner) on July 3, 2014 based on HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION |
RESPONSE (Case No. 2013.0433E) issued Jurie 24, 2014 and PROJECT
EVALUATION issued by Tina Tam on July 2, 2014, |

We are hereby appealing the Clty 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, Thatthe proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment.
The Planning Department was in error in granting the Exemption and we are requesting
that the Department’s Decision to issue a Categorical Exemption be returned to the

Department for additional ehvironmental review by the staff.

'NEIGHBORHOOD BACKGROUND

The subject property is locatéd in the Cow Hollow neighborhood on Broderick street
bounded by Fﬁbert stréet on the north and Union street on the south. That block of
Brodérick and the adjoining Filbert ana Union street blocks are part of the residential
building design and architecturai style of the Ffrst Bay Tradition between the period

* of 1870 and 1930. This property was built around 1890 and is reputed to be the original
farm house of the farm that was subdivided into the various currently existing homes.

The property is about 125 years old.

The subject property at 2853-2857 Broderick is 125 years old. and is reputed to be the
’ originél farm house that precedéd the other historic resources adjoining it and existing -
in the quadrant of Broderick, Baker, Filbert and Union streets. It is the clearest example

of the First Bay Tradition building style and residential building plan for mixed housing
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of single family homes and two unit ﬂéts that characterized the development of Cow
Hollow between 1870 and 1930. |

" The residential building patterr; of the block consists of single family, two and three
story homes on the East side of Broderick street and the South side of Filbert

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

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

While the single family homes on the East side of Broderick are attached, the distinct
style of the two family flats on the West side of Broderick are unattached structures
with wide separation of almost eight feet between each structure. These wide
allerays’alIow 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, iight,
privacy and safety betweeh each building structure. Historically, the subject property,
as well as all other two flat structufgs on the West sidé of Broderick, were rehtal housing
with affordable rents for middle class renters whb were either martried couples (with or
without children),lroom-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 striictures contributed to the overall living environment of
this section of Cow Hollow, both architecturally and socially. The two combinéd
inseparébly to impact the physical structures in style, feel, and overall néighborhood

- character. Many of the flats were ownér occhpi'éd with the remaining flat rented out. '

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

1852



of the buildings and how they followed the slope of the hill. The roof lines have been
* staggered to follow the descending slope. . This is a characteristic of many sloped

streets with historic homes in San Francisco.

The characteristic for which the entire block bounded by Broderick, Baker, Union and
Filbert strests 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 Guideﬁnes.v

None of the historic adjoiﬁing homes have roof‘de‘cks. None of the.

homes have en(-:roached'on fhe side yard sét backs. All the homes have maintained
substantial back yards. |

The. garage openings, of those structures with garages, have been kept to a height
between 6’9" and 7°2” for the host recently created garages. The subject property.
created an 8' 3" garage opening. |

None of the roof fiormers 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 c;f the Presidio and ;the need, historically,
to create overflow housing for those who were not accommodated in the Presidio.

The afchi’cecture, physical bﬁilding design, al{ocatién of planned living spaces into
 fiats and single family houses contribute to the total environment of this part of Cow

Hollow.
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BACKGROUND TO 2853-2857 BRODERICK

This stfucfure was originally built aé two flats with a one Ieve‘! flat at 2853 Broderick and
a'duplex flat at 2857 Broderic.:k.‘ The building was always owner occupied at 2857
Broderick and a rental lower flat at 2853 Broderick. o

The Conrad family who sold the Abuilding 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
furnitu;e of the upper flat from the family of the previous owners. They movéd up

to ﬂ;e auplex flat at 2857 B.roderick and rented out 2553 Broderick. That lower flat
had been continuously, and without interruption, rented out at highly affordable rents
for families, couples, room-mates or single individuals. |

Around March of 2010 there was a fire in the building caused.by arson. Since that
time the building has been vacant. The previous 6wner wanted to répair the structure
aﬁd move back into it, but a variety of contractoré gutted the building, and lack of p,rope‘r‘
.'tnsurance compensaﬁon along w&h the old age issues of Mrs. Conrad caused, her

to sell the structure to its current owners.

A variety of permit issues, from garage installation to development matters, have been
going on since that time. The current owners bought the building in about May of
2012, although they had been in the process of buying the property sfnce about

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

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

back a three year morigage 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 vof Hearings were held dealing with the plans which concluded with a CEQA
Hearing set for September 4, 201 2. Supervisor Farrell negotiated a Settlement
Agreement (enclosed) which was sigﬁed by the current ﬁwners and, at their demand,
by all the adjoining neighbors on the West side of Bfoderick street and south éide

of Filbert street.

'i'he A.g.reém;ﬁt 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 Waé tov be raised only 36" as measured from the
center top curb of the Broderick street facade; The rear stairwell was to be left

intact and the firewall left as is; the south side set back was to be left as is with no
expansion or encroachment of any kind', Through the work of City Planning,
Historical Preservation and Building Department, a second means of egress was
created for the flat at 2853 Broderick through the garage with adjustments made to the
entryways of both flats.

It was agreed, and so maintained by all signatories, that the eﬁeribr envelope of the
building was to remain in tact and not to be increased nor increase the footprint of the
building. |

The Agreérrient 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 'Onder this permit and then

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

It was discovered after tﬁe 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 resuilted in an overall Height of over 40’ on the North elevation of

‘the roof line.

. Oncethe height of the building was discoveréd, by a suNey that fhe 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 submittéd by the project sponsor. | |

Such blans 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 toa timély 311
notification and instead, abandoned the plahs of Permit 201307010898 and began 1o
opefate, 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 issui.ng' a
permit for curb cuts, City Planni‘ng admitted that the Addenda permits issued were not

the éppropriate venue to deal with Revised Plans and that a 311 notification had to
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take place. Sd in July 20144, afull year ,afte-r.the Revised Plans were submitted by the
project sponsor, AND AFTER CONSTRUCTION WAS COMPETED. UNDER THE
ADDENDA PLANS, 311 noﬁﬁcation.was sent out so that retroactive approval of the
Addenda permits can be secured under the guise of issuing a new Permit based
on Revision Drawings. |
This CEQA appeal request follows Hearings that deal with the Revised Plans and the
intefim Addenda plans that re-introduce several of the issues that caused us o 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 Agfeement and plans we
signed on September 4, 2012 and that forrhed the basis for the Board of Appeals
issuing the Permit on September 19, 2012, it turns out that the ofiginal issues have

been resurrected. -

APPELLANTS ARE APPEALING THE FOLLOWING ISSUES:

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

to City Planning and DBI, the subject property was lifted at least 36" and exceeds that
lift by several inches as measured from the center top of the curb and the building
height exceeds 40 * at the Notth elevation.

Appellahts were misled by the initial height designation on the original plans that the
building was 34’ in height and thét wrongful information acted as a filter to cause
“many neighbors not to protest the original plans.

Appellants co_n'tend 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 abqut 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: |
Appe[lants are ap;)eélin'g the proposed plans to encroach into the South side set

back for the creation of a.new bay Window in the dinihg 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 tﬁe wide
spaces separating each building on the West side of Brodérick.

4. HEIGHT OF GARAGE OPENING:

Appellants are appealing the creation of a garage 6pening that is'8’ 2” in height which is
a foot taller than any garage opening on the block, including recent new Qa‘rage
construction.

5. DWELLING UNIT MERGER:

Appellants are appealing the elimination of affordable houéing and the merger of the
previously épp‘ro?ed two unit building ihto a single family hdmé. The current market
value of each unit is belbw the level that allows the Zoning Administrator sole discretion
in assessing the merger of the dwelling units. Tﬁis merger must be éddressed by the
Board of Supervisors. The appraisal of value and Valuation réport 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

bu?lding 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 combarisons to existing A
buildings. The sole purpoée 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 leaving it to the diécretiqn of the Zoning Administrator.
The current application by the project sponsor states that no additional constriJction .
is required for the merger. The construction was done piécemeal 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.ENCROACHMENTWTOTHEBACKYARD:
Appellants are appealing the expansion of the West elevation bf the building and the
deckinQ system further into the backyard and essentially eliminating the yard altogether.
. 7. GARDENING SHED OR ADDITIONAL ROOMS IN THE BACKYARD:
Appellanfs 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 continu'eé to be available to the project sponsor even without a
‘~ permit and the project sponsor indipatéd 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 squar.ing of the roof and the reductibn of light to adjoining
probertiés.

PERMIT 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 buiidi'ng to accommodate a two flat hietoric
structure wherein the project sponsor stated that she would occupy the upper unit

at 2857 Broderick and would provide 2853 Broderick as a rental unit. The exterior
envelope of the building would not be altered with the exception of lifting the

' building to accommodate a gaiage. At the time that the perniit was approved by

the Board of Appeals no one knew that the building plans piovided false information-
as to the height of the building. That was discovered only after the building was initially
lifted and the discrepancies between the etated height of'34.’ became inescapabiy clear
to be false and the buildirig appeared to be sbi feet higher and closer te 40’ and ebove.
‘Since that time, February 2012, until City Pianning suspended all permits referred to
above on February 5, 2014, the preject sponsor refused to submit

the revised plans to the required 311 ‘notification-and to tiie Hearings that would have
allowed the neighbors to voice their cohcerns over the CiEQA vissues that the Addenda
permits and subsequent construction presented to the n'eighborhood. City Planning
did not complete the CEQA-checklist and the review of Categorical Exemptions

and historical preservation issues until July 3, 2014. The neighbors hed o wait

to appeal that determination until after the Planning Commission Hearir’igs held

on September 18, 2014.

In March of 2014 City Planning declared to the Board of Appeals that the Addenda
Permits iseued to the project vi/ere 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 ori the basis of a 311 notification with the right to appeal hearings.
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Nonetheless, construction had already occurred and the current hearings appear
tobe intended to simply ratify construcﬁon that has already taken place to the
irreparéble detriment of the Cow Hollow neighborhood.
The current construction and the planned construction have a significant effe_ct.on
the subject propet‘cy and other historic resources that adjoin the property to yield
an overall negative impact on the Cow Hollow environment. The height of the
subject property has taken it out of all proportion to the height profile of the'
block and to the skyline of Broderick street (see photograph). The
planned encroadhment into the South side sét back impacts negatively the
building design plan of the First Bay Tradition of leaving wide alleyways between
the buildings. The encroachment into the baék yard and the yirtual 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 6n the historic integrity of this almost 125 year old home.
The elimination of the West elevation porch has materially impaired the structﬁre
and deprived the neighborhobd environment of one of the unique ‘examples of the
ornamental details of the First Bay Tradiﬁon‘building style. The West elevation
porch was unique to the entire Broderick block and to the entire quadrant
of historic homes.
| The éurrent exterior construction ‘and planned development distort the original
proportions and the structure and negatively impact adjoining historic resources.
The planned Dwelling Unit Merger impacfs 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.anc.i to bring in a diversity of
population to occupy buildings in the neighborhood.

The current pléns prevént the structuré from ha\}ing a second unit with a secondafy
means of egress and substitufes 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 hohe from the garage to the roof
development. | |

There will be gdditional evidence bresented to the Board of Supervisors eleven

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

Tim Arcuri
Appellants

EXHIBITS FOLLOW

1:1862



' 12863




- TABLE OF EXHIBITS
1. ExhibitA
Exhibit B-
Exhibit C
Exhibit D
Exhibit E
Exhibit F
Exhibit G
Exhibit H

XN wh

1864



EXHIBITA

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

- 1865




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorlcal Exemptlon Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address : . Block/Lot(s)
2853-2857 Broderick St ' 0947/002
CaseNo. Permit No. Plans Dated
2013.0433E .
Addition/ DDe’moIiﬁon D\I ew : DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TOSTEP 7)
Projecf 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.

(lass 1 Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if principally permitted or with a CU.

EI Class 3 —~ New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units
in one building; commercxal/ofﬁce structures; utility extensions.

D Class__

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

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

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

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care
D facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior—carg facilities) within an air poliution hot
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers™> Alr Pollution Hot Spots)

Hazardons 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

deahers, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to

D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher

Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department.of Public Health (DPH), this

box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all

“other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site. Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

f:“"m.fé."n"ﬁﬁ% DERARTMENT09.16.2013
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Seil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater

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

Areg)

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptots (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,

D residential dwellings, and senior-care fadlities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer io EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area) .

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot witha
slope average of 20% or miore? (refer iv EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) -
Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or miore, 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 check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
‘higher level CEQA document required :
Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cublc yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading ~indluding ekcavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco  * [
] General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the.
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMay > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Huzard -
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechmcal report is required and a Cerhficate oz higher level CEQA document
required
Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yérds of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
D grading o a lot in a Hquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed 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) 1 box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required .
Serpentine Rock: Ddes the project involve.any excavation ona propei-ty containing serpentine
l:] rock? Exceptions; do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (rzﬁr fo
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpenkine) -

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above= an Eﬂmronmentu

Evaluation. A;zplzcatzon is required.
_ Project can proceed with categorical exempi:mn 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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Inﬁ:rmatzon Map)
V- Category A: Known Histerical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
[ [ Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible funder 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

FRANGISCO
: limLANNING DEFPARTMENT 02.16.2013 : 2

1867



STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT FPLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not induded.

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

4 Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replaczment Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.. -

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

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

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

8. Dommer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zonmg
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O |O|0@O0d s

9. Addmon(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
du:ecnon, does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure-ors 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 roofmg features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding,

L

Project is not listed, GO TO STEP &.

v

Project does not conform to the scopes of Work GO 7O STEP &.

Ll

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

(L

Project involves less than four work descriptions, GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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.

2. Interior aiterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3: Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character. Coe

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in 2 manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure chazacter—deﬁmng
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’ 3 historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

ELD,ELE{DD’D

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are mxmmally’ visible from a pubhc right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. -

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments): :

See' HRER meme Jked  6/24/14

D -1 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senzar Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify): '

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

D Further environmental review tequited. Based on the information provided, the project requ:res an

Environmental Evaluation Application tobe submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Ig/ 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.

Comme.nfs {optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: ¢z . a m:

STEP &: CATEGORIGAL EXEMPTION DETERM!NATION

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

O

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

]  step2- CEQA ¥mpacts
[]  step5- Advanced Historical Review

.| STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

—

BA No further environmental revie.w is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA,

Signafure or Stamp:

Planner Name; 5[,&““’ G»H:.q\m

Project Approval Actmn.

| Select One : i - o
*If Discretionary Review before the Planning / 7/ K3 /"-{

Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical ecempbon pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

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

560
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'Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 st .

Suite 400
. San Francisco,

Date Reviewed: June 24, 2014 (Part IT) CA 94103-2479
Case No: 201304338 | Recepton:
Project Address: = 2853-2857 Broderick Street 415.558.6378
Zoning: RH-2 (Residentjal, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; -

‘ - 40-X Height and Bulk District . 415.558.5400
Block/Lot: 0947/002 o ‘ ]
Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner A ;’fa;:?r'l"ﬂ%om

: (415) 558-6625 | 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 District. The subject building was constructed

circa 1890 and designed by an unkriown architect in the First Bay Tradition-style.

Pre-Exisfing Historic Rating / Survey

The subject property is included on the Plénm’ng Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of -

“1.” In the January 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluation Response
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed in the National

and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the '

Departmerit evaluated the pfoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to-a historic
district significant under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood’s first
wave of development. Since then, the Department 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
flrst wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a“Category

” (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department’ s California
Envuonmen’cal 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. Wh11e 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

» 1870 :
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the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness
Avenue to the east. The topography of-the neighborhood, which ascends to the south, offers sweeping
views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography also played a s1gmf1cant
role in the nelghborhood's development, both architecturally and socially.

H15toncally, 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 résidential 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 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Unien
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.

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

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate
the urgent City-wide housing needs, multi-unit flats were increasingly constructed in all residential
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was
used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced
extensive damage, with rail lines along Union Street rendered useless and many structures rendered
uninhabitable.
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The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War L. A
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and
enacting of the City’s first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible
land uses. The opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow
Hollow. The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening -
effect on 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 econormc 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 recoids 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
neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as “surprisingly” act1ve 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 corner lots. Residential
architecture at this time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard
Maybeck.

Bay Region Tradition

Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular
architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, informal, and anti-urban. The Bay
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and has since been classified into First, Second and Third
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Trddition influenced later Modernists (i.e.
architects associated- with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular of
redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the
Bauhaus and the International Style. Transitional architects that brzdged 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-Axts 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 étylistic category, bungalows and houses constructed between the
1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and
California Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and
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landscape, apprecidtion 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 poréHes supported by sciu’are,. buttressed posts atop river
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field stone
and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in
"plan, residences were characterized by tripartite windows divided into a large lower pane and small
upper panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting
beams. Stucco and brick occasmnally using clinker brick apartment houses were often strong examples of
thls style

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation

Step A: Significance :

Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource zf it is “listed in, or determined to be
eligible for listing in, the Culifornia Register of Historical Resources.” The fact that a resource is not listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify
as a historical resource under CEQA. . '

Individual ' Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusionina | Property is eligible for inclusion in a California

California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or

followmg Criteria: -more of the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: [:l Yes{X| No Criterion 1 - Event: D Yes X! No

Criterion 2 - Persons: [ YesPXI No Criterion 2 - Persons: 1 YesX] No

Criterion 3 - Architecture: [JYesXINo | Criterion 3'- Architecture: Yes[ | No
.Criterion 4 - Info, Potential: [ ]Yes[X|No | Criterion4 - Info. Potential: [ _| Yes I No

Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 1888 -1914

. ] Contributor [ ] 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 findings. The
Department continues to find that the subject 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 of development and with the First Bay Tradition.
architectural style. The period of significance for this Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is
1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the ‘
south, 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 puﬁems
- 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 19% century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, 'or the nation. Furthermore, there are no
specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject
building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion.

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

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, regum, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;
The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distinctive characteristics of the first period
of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay
Tradition style. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in
the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified
geometric forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick),
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding
with no interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high
historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 19% -and early
0%-century buildings dating from the earliest pe;-iod 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 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 appears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the particular use
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of significance
identified forthe surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the
north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west.
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Critetion 4 It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history;

" There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department’s
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better
understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible
under this criterion.

Step B: Integrity
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historicil Resources ctiteris, 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 mtegnty enables 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: Retains [ _|Lacks Setting: Retains [ | Lacks
Association: [X|Retains [ ]Lacks Feeling: Retains | | Lacks
Design: Retains [ ] Lacks Materials: Retains || Lacks

Workmanship: D<| Retains [ ] Lacks

Historic District

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its
significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workmanship,
particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District 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
lowet levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windows is also common. Few
horizontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain
integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributors remain single-family, are sited at their
original location, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family houses.-

Subject 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 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 significance as a First
Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the eatly 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) andlor property. A property must reiain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic 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 Historic Districts significance is reflected through the cohesive
massing, articulation, form, setback, and styhstlc elements in the First Bay Tradmon style. The character-
defining features are:

e Two-three story scale; -

» Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and artlculatxon, *

¢ Emphasis on simplified geometric forms;

¢ Front and side setbacks;

e Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers;

s Locally sourced, natural materials, often including shmgle cladding, rustic lap SIdmg, and bnck

° Multl-hght wood-framed windows;, :

* Raiged entries; and;

e Simplified ornament and details including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often
incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. ’ '

CEQA Historic Resource Determination

[X] Historical Resource Present
] Individually-eligible Resource
XlContributor to an eligible Historic District
[ ] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

[] No Historical Resource Present

1876

SAN FRANCISCD 7
PLANMING DEPARTMENT . .



" Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part If ' CASE NO. 2013.0433E
June 24, 2014 : 2853-2857 Broderick Street

PART Il: PROJECT EVALUATION | .
Proposed Project ] 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,
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 1’ and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear facade.

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

Project Evaluation

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

Subject Property/Historic Resource:

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

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context:

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

[] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district or
context as proposed. '

Project Specific Impacts

The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and would not cause a
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to-the surrounding
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district)
would be materially impaired. The following is an analys1s of the proposed project per the applicable
Standards.

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.
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The proposed project 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 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 fagade would be
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change
would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated.
The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to
the overall character of the building or district.

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

Conjectural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alterations
and additions would be constructed of new, yet compatible, materials.
Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
.craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. ' '

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

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

The proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negatively
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed
towards the rear, of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way.

. Thus, the character of the property ‘and district as viewed by the public would be retained.
Moreover, the proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with
contemporary windows and detailing such that they are distinguished as contemporary features.
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly,
the alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall
character of the building or district. .

 Standard 10. New additions and ad]acent 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 and its
enmronment would be unimpaired.
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If the proposed additions were to be removed, then the roof and south wall of the subject
building would require repair, but this removal would 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 raising the building
approximately 3’ to add a garage at the front fagade and constructing a rear addition. This work, in
combination with the currently proposed work, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a
substantial adverse chafge 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 coristructed during the early
phase of development within the Cow Hollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to
the resource.

PART ll: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

< .
Signature: &%H% : ' Date: 7 R- Rosof

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

cc Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Divisior/ Historic Resource Impact Review File

5C: G:\DOCLU\/IEN TS\ Cases\CEQA\HRER Memos\2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc
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EXHIBIT B

Wide alleys between building on West side of Broderick Street
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2853 Broderick building lift above skyline of all adjoining
‘ properties.
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'MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. | HIARTIN . FOW, LS. 16231583

LAND SURVEYORS . ’ ‘ BENJAMIN B. RON, PLS,
. ROSS C. THOMPSON, LS,
BRUGE A, GOWDY, PLS.

HEIGHT CERTIFICATION

October 20, 2014

To: Department of Building Inspection
1660 Migsion Street -
San Francisco, CA 54103

Subject: Residential Remodei at 2853 & 2857 Broderick Street
Assessor’s Block 547, Lot 2, San Francisco

Dear Sir:

On July 5, 2012, before the remodel, our survey crew measured the height of the
subject building at its southern end (roof peak) to be 36’-7 1/8”. On August 9,
2013, our survey crew re-measured the height of the subject building. At the
southern end of the building, the height (roof peak) was measured at 39 feet,
11-5/8 inches. At the ceaterline of the building, the height (roof psak) was
measurad at 39 feet, 11 inches. At the northern end of thae building, the height
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, 1-1/8 inches. The zero point for the
height measurements is the top of curb at the center of the lot along Broderick
Street.

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

7/5/12 4/30/13 8/98/13
Top of lst story window tzrim: 0 +37 -0 +3-1 3/4”"
Top of lst story cornice: 0 +21-11 3/4% +37~1 7/87
Second story roof: +] +37-0 1/2¢ not measured
Roof peak at 3rd story: 0 +37-3 1747 +37-4 1/2”7

On 2pril 24, 2013, our survey crew set three settlement monitoring points on the
exterior face of the subjéect building. These points were set along the south
and east building faces, at the southeast corner of the subject property. On
August 8, 2013, our survey crew re-measured said three points and found that
each point had moved up by 0/ 1-7/87. This upward movement explains the
diffarence in measurements from 4/30/13 te B8/8/13 in thae above tabla.

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

858 HARFUSON STREET. SUITE 200, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 » TEL (415) 5434500 » FAX {415) 543-5255
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Department of Building Inspection
Page 2
October 20, 2014

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

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. If you have any further

© gquestions, please feel free to call.

Very truly yours,
TIN M. R s,/INC
p—— , . P
enjamin B. n, Pretident

/mw
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Height Certif

Aprit 30,2013

TO: Cxtyaﬁé(?emi:y of San Fram:me
1660 Mission Street. .~ o : : .
San Francisco, CA94103 . =~ . - . ' T
Atn: Department, of Building Frspottion. . - |

?RG&ECT Rﬂsxdennaf Alteration. . - : . L -
. 2853 &285,? Bfﬁdﬁﬁck S%Ieei e D R SR AR SN S
Block 0947, Lotf(2  ~ ' :
San Francisco, CA 94123

A sﬁam{twas made; amdm&bmigimgm measured to: detemune the
height that the buildihg was, faised from its prevms eievanon, which’ was
measired in May of 2012

Frongs these megsurerhents, it Was:determined ihat the. bu,ﬁézng was: raxse&
ihrse feet. (permcasaremcni n»4~36-7€}£3 y o ‘

& (Pw;ect Engmeer)

. O Box18442 S!a LaiceTa%me,C& 96151 {ﬁSO} 544”-7?’?4

U0 by e e
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2853 Broderick

2845 Broderick










EXHIBIT D

| 28’53 Broderick West elevation porch on recessed third floor |
demolished. S
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- EXHIBITE

2853 Broderick expansion of West Elevatlon into back yard after
‘ porch dernohshed
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EXHIBIT F

Permit History
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partment of Building Inspection

10/19/14 12:35 PM -

Permlts Complamts and Boxler PTO Inquiry

. Permit Details Report
. ReportDate: 10/19/2014 12:16:58 PM
. Application Number: 201300247638
; Form Number: -3 .
: . 0947/ 002 /02853 BRODERICK ST
; Address(es): 0047/ 002 /02857 BRODERICK ST
; REMOVE FIRE DAMAGED AND UNSOUND FRAMING DISCOVERED DURING
: Description: ALTERATION UNDERWAY(2011-03-25-2839) REMOVE & REPLACE ALL FLOOR & DECK
i cripion: JOISTS & EXTERIOR WALL FRAMING AT 2ND & 3RD FLOORS ONLY, REPLAC BAYS &
: WINDOW OPENINGS IN KIND, ALL NEW EXTERIOR ELEMENTS IN KIND,
. Cost: $18,400.00
. Occupancy Code: R-3
; Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING
Disposition / Stage:
. |ActionDate |Stage Comments
- lo/24/2013 TRIAGE
9/24/2013 FILING
9/24/2013 FILED
10/3/2013 PLANCHECK
l10/3/2013 IAPPROVED
10/11/2013 ISSUED
2/6/2014 SUSPEND Per DCP's request on 2/5/2014
10/16/2014 REINSTATED jper DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014
Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: OWN _
Name: OWNER OWNER

Company Name: OWNER

Address: OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000
Phone:
‘Addenda Details:
Description:
StepiStation|Arrive Start [ - 10U Iminich [Checked By Hold Description
) BID- ’ VENIZELOS
1 |ysp  [9/24/13(9/24/13 9/24/13 lrproMAS
2 |CPB _ lo/24/1319/24/13 9/24/13 |CHAN AMARIS
‘ g . CABREROS Approved. Rear facade alterations: exterior
3  |CP-ZOC|o/24/13/9/26/13 9/26/13 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 %ILE&I‘MSUASH]GHE 10/3/13: to CPB.grs
6 |CPB 10/3/13 {10/3/13 10/11/13|SHER KATHY 10/3/13: APPROVED. KS

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

Appointments:

[Appointment Date|Appointment AM/PM|Appointment Code|Appointment 'prelDescnptloan‘xme Slots|

Inspections:

[Activity Dateﬁnspectorllnspechon Description{Inspection Status|

tp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails
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repartment of Building Inspection

i . Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry

10/19/14 12:36 PM

' Permit Details Report

.~ ReportDate: 10/19/2014 12:17:58 PM
Application Number: 201209260727
Form Number: 3
: . 0947/ 002 /02853 BRODERICK ST
: Address(es): 0947/ 002 / 02857 BRODERICK ST
:  Description: 9/26/12: BOA#12-056 DATED 06/20/12. REF: APPL#2011/03/25/2839-S.

Cost: $10,000.00

Occupancy Code: R-3

Building Use: 58 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING
+  Disposition / Stage:
. lActionDate |Stage Comments

9/26/2012 ITRIAGE

0/26/2012 FILING

0/26/2012 FILED

10/12/2012 PLANCHECK

10/12/2012 IAPPROVED

10/12/2012 TISSUED

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 Deftai].s:
Addenda Details:
Descripton:
Step [Station|Arrive [Start II‘?O] d ?Il:l: d inish [Checked By, Hold Description
1 [BLDG |9/26/12]9/26/12 0/26/12 [DANG DENNIS
2 CPB 9/28/12|g/28/12 9/28/12 [YAN BRENDA
d per Board of Appeals D
3 |CP-ZOC|o/28/12}10/1/12 10/1/12 [LINDSAY DAVID i%gre‘;‘]'eN Sy o"sasr of Appesls Deciston
4 PPC 10/2/12 io/2/12 10/2/12 [THAI SYLVIA
5 CPB 10/2/12 10/12/12) 10/12/12[YAN BRENDA 10/12/12 APPROVED BY XS

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

Appointments: . .
ggf: m?nmt mmomlmmt ‘é}: g:mtment Appointment Type Description g;;‘;:
8/27/2013 IAM CS Clerk Schednled REINFORCING STEEL 1
Inspections: - . :
IActivity Date |[Inspector Inspection Description  |Inspection Status
. |8/27/2013 ‘Thomas Fessler REINFORCING STEEL REINFORCING STEEL
Special Inspectlons.
{Addenda No.[Completed Date[Inspected By|Inspection Oode]Descmphoanemarkxﬂ
For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.
1900
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partment of Building Inspection

10/19/14 12:37 PM

' Permit Details Report

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inqﬁiry

Report Date: 10/19/2014 12:19:14 PM
i Application Number: 201108031630
: Form Number: ’ 3 :
© o add . 0947/ 002 { 02853 BRODERICK ST
i ess(es): 0947/ 002 / 02857 BRODERICK ST
: TO COMPLY W/ NOV 201003592 & 20105414. REPLACE 26'X38' 1/FLR FRAMING, REPL
INTR WALL FINISH ENTIRE(2 UNITS).REPLACE BATHRM & KITCHENS-2UNITS.REPL
Description: ELECT&MECH(SEPARATE PERMIT).INTR ALTERN 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:
lAction Date  |Stage Comments
8/3/2011 TRIAGE
8/3/2011 FILING
8/3/2011 FILED
2/3/2012 PLANCHECK
2/3/2012 IAPPROVED
2/8/2012 ISSUED
2/6/2014 SUSPEND er DCP's request dated 2/5/2014
10/16/2014 REINSTATED|per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014
Contact Details:
Contractor Details; |
License Number: 940335
Name: JASON LANDIS BLOCH
Company Name: BLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC
Address: 239 BRANNAN ST * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107-
) 0000
Phone:
i Addenda Details:
Description:
Step{Station|Arrive |Start |InHold g‘;} d Finish {Checked By Hold-Dgscription
1 J8/af J8/am 8/3/11 [WALLS MARK
2 |CPB 8/3/11 |8/3/11 8/3/11 ISHEK KATHY . ) )
: CABREROS APPROVED g/2/11 - no change bldg envelope
3 |CP-ZOC|8/3/11 |B/22/11|8/22/11 |9/2/11 jo/2/11 or bldg height. (gc) 8/22/11 - Regest for
GLENN . .
Ibuilding section
: 01/27/2012: Approved. Route to PPC and
4 [BLDG |9/6/11 [9/14/11 |9/22/11 1/27/12 [PADA RODOLFO jroute back to planning to re-stamp new plan
" lsheets, R. Pada
10/24/11: comments issued & route to ppe.
5 |MECH [o/22/11 1o/21/11)10/24/11 11/8/11 |LAI JEFF 11/8/11:recheck #1.APPROVED & ROUTE TO
PPC.
Reviewed & assessed for capacity charges.
50% paid with permit fees; balance due within
6  |SFPUC (10/24/11j11/17/11 11/17/11(TOM BILL 12 months of permit issuance date. See invoice
. bttached to application., Route Site & S1
ddendum submittals to PPC 11/17/11.
1901
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department of Bullding Inspection

ttp://dbiweb.sfgov.org /dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails

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.grs &
SAMARASINGHE {11/7/11: retrieved from SFPUC for J. Lal. Ba
7 [PEC 8/23/11 |B/23/11 2/2/12 GILES to/.%..ai when returned.grs 10/24/11: to
SFPUC.grs 9/22/11: to MECH.grs 9/6/11: to
BLDG.grs 8-28-11: Applicant submit Revision
1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros. sjf )
8 |CPB 2/2/12 |2/3/12 2/8/12 |[YAN BRENDA 02/03/12 APPROVED BY XS

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

Appointments:
gglt:) intment illzf/(g;ament égg:mment . Apﬁoinhnent Type Description gg::
11/6/2013 IAM CS Clerk Scheduled ROUGH FRAME 1
5/24/2013 - IAM CS Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 2
/6/2013 CS Clerk Scheduled REINFORCING STEEL 1
12 :
Inspections: ) .
ivity Date  |Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status
11/6/2013 [Thomas Fessler ROUGH FRAME REINSPECT REQUIRED
5/24/2013 Christopher Schroeder |REINFORCING STEEL REINFORCING STEEL
5/6/2013 JJoseph Yu REINFORCING STEEL REINSPECT REQUIRED
iz .
-Special Ins:gecﬁons:
Addenda|Completed Inspecti ..
No. enda D aItl;p € Inspected By Code on Description Remarks
. ICONCRETE (PLACEMENT & j Sy
(o] h SAMPLING) fe=3000 psi— j drive
o . o BOLTS INSTALLED IN-
; CONCRETE
o ‘ |REINFORCING STEEL AND
4 PRETRESSING TENDONS
SINGLE PASS FILLET WELDS <
o 5AL 5/16" '
4B 'WOOD FRAMING
SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR
o 19 ISYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR
DIAPHRAGMS
0 20 HOLDOWNS
0 24A FOUNDATIONS
0 24B STEEL FRAMING
o 184 BOLTS INSTALLED IN
. |EXISTING CONCRETE
For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 piu.
fﬁ Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numb;r;]
Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.
Technical Support for Online Services v
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.
Contact SFGov Accessibility  Policies
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009
1902
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pé.rtment of Building Inspection

10/19/14 12:38 PM

. Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry

_ Permit Details Report
: Report Date: . 10/19/2014 12:20:21 PM
Application Number: 201103252839
- Form Number: 3
i 0947 / 002 /02853 BRODERICK ST
Address(es): 0947 / 002 / 0 2857 BRODERICK ST
: Descrintion: VERTICAL/HORZONTAL ADDITION, RAISE BLDG 36", BUILD NEW GARAGE & ROOMS
: pon: DOWN FOR EXPANSION, NEW CURB CUT.
Cost: $5,000.00
Occupancy Code: R-3
Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING
Disposition / Stage:
|Action Date Stage Comments
3/25/2011 TRIAGE
3/25/2011 FILING
13/25/2011 FILED
3/30/2012. PLANCHECK
3/30/2012 JAPPROVED
4/17/2012 ISSUED
5/8/2012 SUSPEND requested by BPA —-lirdd 5/2/12
10/16/2012 REINSTATED requested by BPA - email dd 10/12/12, PA#201209260727 issued on 10 /12/ 12
2/8/2013 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 Detailsy
Contractor Details:
License Number: OWN
Name: OWNER OWNER

Company Name: OWNER

Address: OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000
: Phone:
Addenda Details:
Description:SITE
« . t . . e

Step(Station{Arrive Start gol d g::l d Finish /Checked By Hold Description

1 gqngi, 3/25/11 |3/25/11 3/25/11 [DUFFY JOSEPH

2 |CPB  [3/25/11]3/25/11 3/25/11 [YAN BRENDA .
IAPPROVED 2010.0394DV. 3/28/11:

3 |CP-ZOC|s/a5/11 |3/28/113/28/11[2/1/12 |2/1/12 \CABREROS GLENN|o . =) alzlzrdc?(s;%) 10.0394DV. 3/28/11

] ’ 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:8/08/11
Exp:9/06/11 (Milion Martion)
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
ito PPC 3/19/2012.
Site permit approval, plans route to PPC for
distr. JYU 03292012 Plans in hold pending

‘ AB-005 for stair way rail. 03262012 jsytL..

5 [BLDG |2/2f12 [2/28/12i2/28/12 3/29/12 YU JOSEPH Changes to exterior of entry stairs require

rnmeen] b D Dlnaan hawn nlane webnmnad
1903
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Jepartment of Building Inspection

ttp:/ /dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/d efault.aspx?page=PehnitDetails

lo lceB

10/19/14 12:38 PM

uyy.l.\."l-&l. U’ A /L v A AVAEATW RALAY L PJH.IAIJ AVLUAL LEVAR
to JYU after DCP review. jyu 03012012 call +~
architect for changes to plans,

tspproved Site only! DPW/BSM shall not

release construction addenda until complete

pplication and plans for Street Improvement
& MSE Minor Encroachment for warped
driveway/concrete step are submitted and
approved Please submit application with all
(ST) requirements at 875 Stevenson Street,
RM. 460, and Tel. No. (415)-554-5810, Your
construction addenda will be on hold, until all
Inecessary 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
landscape permit @ 415-554-6700
3/23/12 [CABREROS GLENN jto Planning to review revision; sut
2/26/12 BLACKSHEAR 3/26/12: No impact fees. No First Source

IJOHN Hiring Agreement required. --JB

3/20/12: 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: R10
received. Combined with plans at PUC, Will
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. sjf 7-15-
11: Applicant submit Revision 6 to CP-
Zoc/Glenn Cabreros, sjf 4~7-11: Applicant
submit Revision 1 to CP-Zoc/Glenn Cabreros.
ij .

: 3/30/12: approved. SFUSD req'd. need
3/29/1213/30/12 4/17/12 \SHER RATHY comtractor’s info, g8

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

DPW-

5 |RoM - 3/5/12 ICY LIONGTIAN

3/1/12 {3/5/12

6 |[CP-Z0C|3/19/12 |3/23/12
7 [DFCU |3/26/1213/26/12

8 [PPC  l4/7/11 4/7/11 3/29/12'1'1—1AIS¥LVIA

Appointments:
|Appointiment Date[Appointment AM/PM/Appointment Code|Appointment Type[Description[Time Slots| -

Inspections:
[Activity Date]Inspector|Inspection Description|[Inspection Status|

Special Inspections:

iAddenda/Completed Inspection . .
No. Date Inspected By |~ < Descmphon Remarks
1 248 STEEL FRAMING
1 24A [FOUNDATIONS
L - 20 FIOLDOWNS
SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR
1 N o - ISYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR
: DIAPHRAGMS

L » 24E 'WOOD FRAMING
1 1/8/2014  [YTCHIU 12 SHOTCRETE
LS 1/8/2014 |[YTCHIU 5B5 MOMENT-RESISTING FRAMES
1 1/8/2014 [YTCHIU 5A1 zﬁ‘fgm PASS mms <

, REINFORCING STEEL AND
' 1/8/2014  YTCHIU 4 PRETRESSING TENDONS
1 1/8/2014 [YTCHIU > gg%rTS INSTALLEDIN
p2

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

§ Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

- - . -~ T e e 1.
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partment of Building Inspection 110/19/14 12:39 PM

Permlts, Complamts and Boxler PTO Inqu1ry

. i Permit Details Report
"i  ReportDate: 10/19/2014 12:21:11 PM
Application Number: 201103111905
Form Number: 8
Add . 0947 / 002 / 62853 BRODERICK ST
ess(es): . 0947/002 /02857 BRODERICK ST ‘
. REMOVE SHEETROCK, LATH & PLASTER FROM SMOXE DAMAGED FLOORS. REMOVE
Description: KITCHEN AND BATH APPLIANCES AND CABINETS - ALL ON STRUCTURAL (SOFT DEMO
' ONLY)
: Cost: $15,000.00
. Occupancy Code: R-3
. Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING
- Disposition / Stage: _
: ction Date _ [Stage Comments
. |af11/201 TRIAGE
i |sfir/eou . |FILING
L lgf1/z0m JFILED
~ 3/11/2011 IAPPROVED
: 3/11/2011 ISSUED
i |12/6/2014 ISUSPEND  |Per DCP's request dated 2/5/2014
. [1o/16/2014 REINSTATED per DCP's request letter dated 10/16/2014

Contact Details:

Contractor Details:

License Number: 634865

Name: TIMOTHY W. MORTENSEN

Company Name:  STREAMLINE BUILDERS

1111 CAMPBELL CT * RESCUE CA 95672-

Address: 0000
Phone:
Addenda Details:
Description:
Step|StationjArrive [Start ?1101 d g;; d Finish {Checked By [Hold Description
1 Pos lafo/u [a/o/n 3/9/11 |FESSLER THOMAS
- |GUNNELL
2 [BLDG |3/9/u1 |3/9/11 3/9/1 \VCHAEL
3 oo la/u/m fa/n/m © la/uz/u1 [MINIANO DANNY
CPB g/11/11 13/11/11 3/11/11 |GALIZA DELIA
Th:ls permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096.

Appointments:
|[Appointment Date{Appointment AM/PM]Appointment Code/Appointment Type[Description|Time Slots|

Inspections:
|Activity Date{Inspector|Inspection Description|Inspection Status|

Special Inspections:
[AAdoanda Nn [Nnvenloatad NosalT b BT, rFian Cndaln CRRPERI, 3 Aral

1805
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department of Building [nspection

Permits, Complaints ahd Boiler PTO Inquiry

10/19/14 12:39 PM

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 10/19/2014 12:21:57 PM
Application Number: 201309066151
Form Number: 8 .
) 0947 / 002 / 02853 BRODERICK ST

Address(es): 0947 / 002 / 02857 BRODERICK ST

REMOVE STEPS PROPOSED TO BE ADDED AT NORTH SIDE ENTRY PORCH UNDER PA#
Description: 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 / Stage:
iAction Date _ [Stage Comments
9/6/2013 . [TRIAGE *
lo/6/2013 FILING
0/6/2013 FILED
10/16/2014 RAWN|
Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
Addenda Details:
Description:

. . In Out . s Checked . .
Step/Station |Arrive |Start Hold [|Hold Finish By Phone {Hold Description
CcHUNG |15
1 [INTAKE[9/6/13 |9/6/13 9/6/13" |5 ANCEG 099~
. 0099
el 415-  [10/16/14: Withdrawn Per Request. Customer

2 |CPB 10/16/14]10/16/14, 10/16/14 IANNE 558-  [lost application & took plans. Duplicate

) . ] 6070 |application made.ay
Appointments:

{Appointment Date]Appointment AM/PMIAppointment Code/Appointment Type|Description|Time Slots|

Inspections:

' |Activity Date[Inspector|Inspection Description[Inspection Status|

Special Inspections:

|Addenda No.|Completed Date{Inspecied By/Inspection Code/Description/Remarks|

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

{ Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers |

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services

ttp://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/defau It.aspx?page=PennifDetails
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partment of Building Inspection

10/19/14 12:41 PM

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inqdiry

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 10/19/2014 12:23:25 PM
Application Number: 201307010868
" Form Number: - 3 :
Address(es): 0947/ 002 / 02853 BRODERICK ST

0947/ 002 / 02857 BRODERICK ST

1

- TO COMPLY W/ CORR NOTICE DATED 6/25/13. ALSO TO CLARIFY HEIGHT OF BLDG

BEFORE&AFTER BEING RAISED 36" UNDER 201103252839 &T0 CORR PREV SHOWN
Deseription: HEIGHTS TO ROOF RIDGE TOP.DWELLING UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDITIONS TO
' SIDE,REAR&4/FL.REVISE 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031630, 201209260727

&201309247638.
Cost: ’ $1.00 ’
Occupancy Code: - R-3
Building Use: 28 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING

ljisposiﬁon/ Stage:
\Action Date|Stage Comments
7/1/2013 ITRIAGE
7/1/2013 FILING
7/1/2013 FILED

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
Addenda Details:
Description:
Step|Station|Arrive |Start Iélol d L?Il(ﬁ 4 (Finish ghyecked PhonejHold Description
: 1415~
1 [CPB {77113 [7/1/13 7/1/13 %E%gﬁg 258-
. 070
Approved per Case No. 2013.0433DDDE.
a5 Correct height dimensions. Dwelling unit
‘ CABREROS merger from 2 to 1 unit. Side, rearand
2 |CPZOC/13  (7/16/13 7/16/13 (10/15/1410/15/ 4G g 555 lertical addtions. 10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR#L
877 |mailed 7/10/13 (gc). Pending review with ZA.
7/16/13 (gc).
415- DR APPLICATION TAKEN IN ON
OROPEZA (*19"  17/29/2014. APPLICATION COMPLETE AND
3 [CPDR 7/29/14 10/15/14/EpGAR  [B55°  ITAKEN IN BY EDGAR OROPEZA, PIC
377 _|STAFF ‘
CABREROS|4S" Mailed 311 Cover Letter 6/27/14 (Vlad)
4 [CP-NP GLENN 558~ |Mailed 311 Notice 7/7/14; Expired 8/6/14
6377 |(Vlad)
415-
5 |BLDG [|10/15/14 COUNTER1}558-
: 6133
DPW- Ny
6 558-
BSM 6060
10/17/14: back to OTC bin; snt. 10/17/14:
THAT 415~  (Plans routed to Stephen Antonaros hold for
7 |PPC SYIVIA 558~  |Building review. AL 10/17/14: Plans routed to
6133 |OTC hold for Building review. AL 10/15/14:
lto BSM;; snt. '
10/17/14: UPDATED DESGRIPTION OF
VAN 415- |[WORK & IS A 2 UNITS MERGERTO 1
8 |cPB omama  [558- JUNIT, NO STRUCTURE PLANS & CHANGE
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department of Building Inspection - o 10/19/14 12:41 PM

; st 6070 [FULL TO SITE PERMIT REQUEST BY
APPLICANT, OK BY WF. BYAN.

. Appointments: .
. |Appointment Date|Appointment AM/PM|Appointment Code|Appointment Type|Description|Time Slots|

Inspections:
[Activity DatelInspector]{luspection Description[Inspection Status|

Special Inspections: .
|Addenda No.|Completed Date|Inspected Binqspecﬁon Code|Description|Remarks|

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

E Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers !

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

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

Contact SFGov Accessibility  Policies
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009
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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 was not provided until 1 year later

In the interim addenda permits were issued which were suspended
on2/5/14
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EXHIBIT H

. Agreement, September 4, 2012, on the basis of which appellant
withdrew the CEQA appeal in 2012 |
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

This Settlement Agreement (the "Agreement”) is entered into as of September ?2012
(the "Effective Date™), by and between Pam Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp (*Permit Holder”),
and Pat Buscovich, Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Polevol, Zeeva Kardos, Craig Jones, Michael
Jaeger, Eric Reimers, Kelda Reimers, Rob Poviitz, Jennifer Poviitz, Don Morehead and Ann
Morehead (“Appellan{®). Permit Holder and Appellant are sometimes each referred to in this
Agreement as a "Party” or “party” and collectively as the “parties.”

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

RECITALS
This Agreement is executed with reference to the following facts:

A Permit Holder is the owner of the real property commonly known as 2853-2857
Broderick Street, San Francisco, California, Block 0947, Lot 002 (the "Permit Holder Property”).

B. Irving Zaretsky, Kate Kardos Polevoi and Zesva Kardos are the owners of the
- real property commonly known as 2845-2847 Broderick Street, San Francisco, California, Block
0847, Lots 045 and 048 (ihe “Appellant Property ).

C. The Permit Holder Property and the Appellant Property are adjacent and share a
common property line (“Property Line”), Appellant has certain concems 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 {o Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 and the
associated plans for the permit (collecttvely, the "Permit’). The Permit was issued on or about
April 17, 2012,

/

E. On or about May 2, 2012, Appellant filed an appeal of the Permit with the San
Francisco Board of Appeals ("BOA Appeal’) that set forth various concerns and objections
Appellant has with the Project. The BOA Appeal was considered at a Board of Appeals hearing
on June 20, 2012 and was ultimately denied on a vote of 4 to 0.

F. On or about July 2, 2012, Appellant filed a request for rehearing of the BOA
Appeal with the San Francisco Board of Appeals. A hearing to consider the request for
rehearing was scheduled at the Board of Appeals on July 25, 2012, On July 18, 2012,
Appeliant 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, reschedultng the heanng to
September 12, 2012

G. On or about July 8, 2012 Appellant filed an appeal of the categorical exemptnen
issued by the San Francisco Planning Department for the Project (“CEQA Appeal”), which set
forth various concerns and objecttons Appellant has with the determination of categorical
exemption from environmental review for the Permit.
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H. All parties now desire to settle their differences on mutually agreeable terms,
NOW THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the promises, cbveﬁants..and releases
hereinafter set forth in this Agreement, and for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and
sufficiency of which is acknowledged, the parties agreé 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 I, the drawings dated August 22, 2012, and aftached hereto
and incorporated herein as Exhibit A.. Permit Holder will ameand the permit by requesting the
Board of Appeals agree fo 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 reguirements for the building permit application. “Minor
maodifications® do tiot include, and are not limited to:

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

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

¢) Any modifications to the ﬂre wall on the north elevation of the rear yard stair case.

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

Permit Holder will mark the building prior to the lift so that 6nce 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:
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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 drawmgs at the
Board of Appeals rehearing.

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

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

4. Successors and Assigns

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and shall be binding upon the parties to this
Agreement and their respeactive heirs, successors, assigns or owners and their representatives,
agents, shareholders, officers, partners, directors, employses, affiliates, subsidiaries, related
corpcratxons or entities. Each Party shall provide a copy of this Agreement to any BUCCessor,
assign or new owner prior to transfer of thelr 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
attomeys fees. Appellants agree to not be represented by co-Appellant Kate Polevoi as an
attomey in any arbitration or litigation relating to this dispute.

7. Entire Agreement; Controlling Law

This Agreement and all exhibits attached hereto and incorporated herein sets forth the entire
agreement of the parties and any disputes cohcerning 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 fo Section 6, the parties expressly consent to
jurisdiction in the courts of California for any dispute regardmg or refating to this Agreement or
any other matter or claim released herein.
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8. Counterparts; Severability; Time is of the Essence

This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts and signatures may be exchanged by
facsimile or electronically, each of which shall be deemed to be an original document, and all of
which together -shall constitute one and the same document. In the event that any
representation, warranty, acknowledgment, covenant, 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. :

8, Acfvice 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 drafismanship of the parties.
Accordingly, this Agreement shall not be construed for or against any party by virtue of their
partacxpatlon or lack of partlmpatxon in the drafting hereof,

[SIGNATURE BLOCKS FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE]
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" This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties.
Appellant'

| F ' /7 N
Melmdea/ﬁ% B X Irving Zaretsky, Y ﬂ
Voo 5 .

Craig Jones

Michael Jaeger

Eric Reimers

Kelda Reimers

_ Rob Povlitz

Jennifer Povlitz

Don Morehead

Ann Morehead
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‘This Agreement is executed as of the Effective Date by the parties.

Permit Holdgr: Appellant: .
-~ ¢ % ’ ’ :
A e hdahe AR Lol
Pam a Pat Buscovich 7 _

O{; !/ﬁ\ O 19&('”[(4} ’ =57 K\"“‘“—-p

Melih@égké’inp‘ il ' Irving‘ZS’Etsky N
/ ' Kaé Kardos Polevel '

Rob Poviitz

Jennifer Povli
()

LA

Don Morehead

//

Aan Morekead
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This Agreement is executed as of the Effactive Date by the parties.

Peorinit Hoidér;

Y

£

ek
Pam %itehgzad‘

' Melinda hiyk‘amp

B
At

Appeﬁant:‘ | .

. e
’ o nr /;1 Rl dwd‘y"«r" -g,»-/ -}:’_«.,“ <
Pat Buscovich < 7t 7
.
irving Zaratsky | s
g ;} j 3'/ ’2/. i
;"’5 21 /7 fie Y,
Kate Kardos Poleval —
/’:” ‘
"""?__“_ el "v“‘,,,.."‘ ._'k.....__..-) /

- Zétﬁra Kardos

'Eraig Jones

Michaet Jaéger

Eric Reimers

Ketdz Reimers

Rob Poviitz

,..-’—"\n.

. i /f V"‘) BN cutiugl
efinier Boviitz

™ L

i —— et st { o mranklon gt

Don Momhead

Ann Morchead
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'CASHIER’S CHECK “

Operator LD.: cul3138 ,
k]

PAY TO THE ORDER 01; ***DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING***

=Ty netails on Bjick, « . o - &

Q:.‘bctéiqe{jﬂ'zo, 201 4°

w sere wRapnriy Fexligree Inechided

***Five hundred forty-seven dollars and no cents*** ' **$547.00**
WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. . ' VOID IFOVERUS $ 547.00
3431 CALIFORNIA ST Z
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 ‘ 7? . ,A . V4 M?/
FOR INQUIRIES CALL (480) 394-3122 ) 7 CONTROLLER
[ ]
1925




ik a01 20 PH1Z: 08 October 20, 2014

e ,M——%}’ N

Board of Supervisors
Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

- City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: 2853-2857 Broderick St (subject property)

Lot 002 Block 0947

Permits: 201307010898, 201103111905, 201103252839, 201108031 630,
201209260727, 201309247638, 201309066151

Previously heard by:

Planning Commission DR Review Hearing September 18, 2014

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determmamon 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:

[ am fully in support of the letter submitted by Irving Zaretsky regarding our request for a CEQA
Hearing. There are a host of irregular issues concerning this project that I feel the Board of
Supervisors needs to consider to protect property owners both in Cow Hollow and elsewhere in
the City. The project sponsor 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 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.

W yours Q—\
T:?J‘ Arcuri ’

Appellant
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MARTIN M. RON ASSOCIATES, INC. MARTIN 4. FON, LS, (1923-1983)

LAND SURVEYORS BENJAMIN B, RON, P18,
AOSS C. THOMPSON, PLS.
BRUCE A. GOWDY, PLS.

BEEIGHT CERTIFICATION

Octocber 20, 2014

To: Department of Building ".tnspection
1660 Migsion Street -
San Francisco, CA 94103

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

Dear Six:

On July 5, 2012, before the remodel, our survey crew measured the height of the
subject building at its southern end (roof peak) to be 36¢-7 1/87. On August 9,
2013, our survey crew re—measured the height of the subject building. At the
southern end of the building, the height {zoof peak) was measured at 39 feet,
11-5/8 inches. At the centerline of the building, the height {roof peak) was
measured at 38 feet, 11 inches. A%t the northern end of the building, the height
(roof peak) was measured at 40 feet, 1-1/8 inches. The zerc point for the
height measurements is the top of curb at the center of the lot along Broderick
Street,

On July 5, 2012, befoze the remodel, our survey crew measured the elevation of
the roof peak at the third story, the second story zoof, the top of the first
story cornice and the top of the window trim at the first story. 21l said
elevation points were taken along the southerly building line of the subject
propexrty. 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: ] +37 -0% +3¢-1 3747
Top of 1lst story cornice: 0 +2¢-11 3/4" +37-1 7/8%
Second story roof: o] +37-0 1/27 not measured
Roof peak at 3rd story: 0 +37-3 1/4”7 +3¢-4 1/2"

On April 24, 20613, 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
hugust 8, 2013, our survey crew re-measured said three points and found that
each point had moved up by 0/ 1-7/87, This upward movement explains the
difference in measurements from 4/30/13 to 8/9/13 in the above table.

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

B53 HARRISON STREET. SUITE 200, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84107 » TEL {415) 5434500 » FAX {415) 543-6255
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Department of Building Inspection
Page 2
October 20, 2014

I reviewed a letter by Gregory Cook, the Project Engineer for the residential

- remodel dated April 30, 2013, that was addressed to the Department of Building
Inspection. The letter states that Mr. Cook’s measurcments determined that the
subject building was raised by three feet. Since the letter did not includs
details of how the measurements were determined, I could not verify his results.

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. If you have any further
questions, please feel frea to call. :

Very truly yours,

TIN M, R s, /mc.
\—I S . —
enjamin B, , Prekident

/oW
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TO; Cityand Comty ofSan Franmscn
1660 Mission Stréet ~ -
BamFrancisco; CA94L5 ... ..
Atta: Depchmldmg, spedtion. .

e

mmm Residential Aitezaﬁen .
' 2853 &285? k S
Block (947; Lot '
San Pranf::sou, CA 941 23

A s;ie visit. was madeand&se btﬁiémgwas measm'ed todeferming: ﬂae
that the bmldmg was.faised from ,r;ts prevmus eieman, Which was
Fx&m&ﬁ:@e measm'emcats., it was: &eterm;ne& zhgi the bmiémg was raxseti
three feet (per measuzeme;ﬁ on 4@9-%13} )

; _.fmk‘Rcmz,sye, P
(Pro;ccf Engm&et) S
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PO Box18442 So: Lake Fahos, €a. 961511(530)544-7774

1979



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categarical Exemptlon Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONPROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
2853-2857 Broderick St. | 0947/002
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
| 2013.0433E : .
Additiony - DDemolition . DNew DPmIect Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GOTOSTEP 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 Envirommental Evaluation Application is required.

Class 1~ Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additiens under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if pnncpaﬂy permitted or ‘with a CU. '

D Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six: (6) dwe]lmg units

in one buﬂdmg, commeraal/ofﬁce structures; utility extenszons

]:j Class___

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

If any box is checked below, an Enmrqmental ,Ez)zzlizatian Application is reqﬁired.

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

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day.care
D facilitiés, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an-air pollution hot
: spot? (refer fo EP _ArcMap >CE QA Catex Determination. Layers > Air Pollution HoLSpots)

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of
containing hazardous materials (based on 2 previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry -
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
involve soﬂ dlsturbance of any amount or a change of use from industsial fo -
D commerdial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a oompleted Maher
Apphcanon that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health. (DPH), this
box does not need tobe checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all ’
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
| -Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (zefer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

FRAN
faAEANNCllr%G DEFARTMENT(S,16.2013
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1050 oo 5

. San Francisto,
Date Reviewed: June 24, 2014 (Part I) CA 94103-2479
Case No.: 2013.0433E ' -

A . Receplion:
Project Address: ~ 2853-2857 Broderick Street : 415.558.6378
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; -

40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6400
Block/Lot: 0947/002 ‘ ' .
. Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner . :;‘fa:r?;g%on,
(415) 558-6625 | 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 District. The subject building was constructed
circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Tradition-style.

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey

The subject 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 Evaluation Response
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed in the National
and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the
Department evaluated the pfoperty separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic
district significant under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first
wave of develdpment. Since then, the Department has discovered that the Planning Department’s Parcel
Information Database incorrectly identified the property’s historic status. Although not formally listed,
the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listing on the California Register as
a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood’s
first wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a “Category
A” (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures.

Neighborhood Context :
The following historic context is excerpted in part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement
_prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted by the City, the study provides
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject
property. -
The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking
the Golden Gate. Geographically, the area is nestled between the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south
and the low-lying Marina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to

Ww.sfpiaqrg%q.org A



H‘is'toric Resource Evaluation ~esponse: Part i CASE NO. 2013.0433E"
June 24, 2014 ‘ 2853-2857 Broderick Street

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

Historically, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van
Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known as “Spring Valley” during the 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 18805, 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 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 Unien
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streets. Many lots
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street.

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

small tract of homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. ‘

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

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate
. the urgent City-wide housing needs, multi-unit flats were increasingly constructed in all residential

neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was

used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert
* Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced
extensive damage, with rail lines along Union Street rendered useless and many structures rendered
uninhabitable.

gﬂiﬁ“ﬁfﬁ(g DEPARTMENT . 1 9 3 2



Historic Resource Evaluation . ..sponse: Part i . CASE NO. 2013.0433E
June 24,2014 2853-2857 Broderick Street

The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War 1. A
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and
enacting of the City’s first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible
land uses. The opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow
Hollow. The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening
effect on 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 recoids of the Assessor, 670 Structures
were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the Panama-Pacific
Intermational 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 ”surpnsmgly’ 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 horth 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 corner lots. Residential
architecture at this time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard
Maybeck.

Bay Region Tradition

Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular
architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, informal, and anti-urban. The Bay
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and has since been classified into First, Second and Third
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Tradition influenced later Modernists (i.e.
architects associated with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular of
redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the
Bauhaus and the International Style. Transitional architects that bndged the first and second Bay
Traditions include Henry Guiterson 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 hnked to nature, site and
locally sourced materials. Within this stylistic category, bungalows and houses constructed between the
1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and
California Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and

f:ALANNN FBANG!]nslcg DEPARTMENT ’ 3
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part Il : ' CASE NO. 2013.0433E
June 24, 2014 _ _ ) : 2853-2857 Broderick Street

landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period
exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later
Bay Traditions of the 1930's and later derivatives of the 1950s and 1960s are clear descendants of this
style.

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square; buttressed posts atop river
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field 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
ﬂ:us style.

~ CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluatlon

Step A: Significance

Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource 1f it is “listed in, or determmed to be
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.” The fact that a resource is not listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify
as a historical resource under CEQA.

] Individual Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a | Property is eligible for inclusion in a California

California Register under one or more of the- Register Historic District/Context under one or

following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:

Cl;iterioh 1-Event []Yes[X No Criterion 1 - Event: D Yes|X| No
"| Criterion 2 - Persons: [ 1YesDXINo | Criterion 2 - Persons: [ 1YesXINo

Criterion 3 - Architectute: [1YesXINo | Criterion 3- Architecture: Yes[ ] No

-Criterion 4 - Info, Potential: D Yes |X| No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: D Yes XI No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 1888 —1914
: Contributor |:| 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 findings. The
Department continues to find that the subject 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 of development and with the First Bay Tradition.
architectural style. The period of significance for this Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is

1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the

south, and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis below.

SAN FRANGISGD 4
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'Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part |l CASE NO. 2013.0433E

June 24, 2014 2853-2857-Broderick-Street

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patierns
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 Departrnent’ 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 19% century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the
context of the history of the neighborhood, the Cify, the State, or the nation. Furthermore, there are no
specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject
building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion.

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

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, regiom, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;

The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distirictive characteristics of the first period
of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay
Tradition style. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in
the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified
geometric forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick),
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior dadding
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 relatlvely 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 buﬂdmv does contribute to a collection of late 19% -and early
20%-century buildings dating from the earliest penod 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 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 appears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the particular use
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of significance
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the
north Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west.

). S— 1935 -
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June 24, 2014 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 or history. The sub]ect building is therefore determmed not to be ehg1ble
under this criterion.

Step B: Integrity
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a praperty 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 enables a property io illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past tinie and place is evident.

The subjgzct property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A:

Location: Retains [_] Lacks Setting:  [X|Retains [ ] Lacks
Association: Retains [ | Lacks Feeling: Retains [ | Lacks
Design: " X Retains [ ]Lacks Materials: [X Retains [ | Lacks

Workmanship: [X] Retains [ ] Lacks

Historic District

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to corivey 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
lowef 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 strrounded 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 floor level and the ground floor
level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the
Department in 2010-2011 under Case No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required replacement of the
front stair, which was not part of the original construction. This slight alteration in height has not unduly
changed the original scale of the building or the building’s relationship to its setting within the historic
district. The.work also did not remove any character-defining features of the building. The building,
therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance-as a First
Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the eazly phase of development within the Cow Hollow
neighborhood. :

Step C: Character Defining Features

If the subject property has been determined to have mgmﬁcance and retums integrity, please list the character-
defining features of the building(s) andlor property. A property must retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential

SAN FRANGISGO 1 93 6 . 6
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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 District’s significance is reflected through the cohesive
massing, articulation, form, setback, and styhstxc elements in the First Bay Tradition style. The character-
defining features are:

e Two-three story scale; -

¢ Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and artlculaﬂon,

¢ Emphasis on simplified geometric forms;

s Front and side setbacks;

e  Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers;

e Locally sourced, natural materials, often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick;

. Multi-light wood-framed windows;,

e Raiged entries; and,

e Simplified ornament and details including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often
incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements,

CEQA Historic Resource Determination

. Historical Resource Present
| mdlwdually-ehglble Resource
DX Contributor to an eligible Historic District .
1 Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

D No Historical Resource Present

L — 1937
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PART ll: PROJECT EVALUATION
Proposed Project [-1 Demolition : Alteration

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014

Project Description

The proposed project-calls for exterior changes to the house, mcludmg the construction of two roof decks,
construction of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, constructionofa -
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 1’ and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear facade.

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

Project Evaluation

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

Subject Property/Historic Resource:

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

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context:

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

[ ] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district or
context as proposed. .

Project Speaﬁc Impacts

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

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requzres mmzmul
change to its dzstmctwe materials, features, spaces, and spatial relatzonsths

) J— 1938. x 8
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The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the
‘building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-
- style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development.

Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive .
materials or ulteraiwn 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 fagade would be
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change
would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated.
The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to
the overall character of the building or district. :

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

Conjectural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alterations
and additions would be constructed of new, yet compatible, materials.
T : : A
Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

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

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

The proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negatlvaly
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 velated new 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
environment would be unimpaired.

i — | | 9
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part Il CASE NO. 2013.0433E
June 24, 2014 2853-2857 Brodetrick Street

If the proposed additions were to i;e 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.

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 facade and constructing a rear addition. This 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 51gmf1cance as a First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early
phase of development within the Cow Hollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to
the resource,

PART ll: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

' <
Signature: &%’M 92/ " Date_ 7~ R-R0O /j

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

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

5C: G:\DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CEQA\HRER Memos\2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc

ING DEPARTMENT
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From: BOS Legislation (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 4:25 PM
To: ' 'timothy.arcuri@cowen.com"; 'Stepheén 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); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC);
Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors;
BOS- Leglslatlve Aides; IDick@fbm.com; Afuller@fbm.com; 714515@gmall com; lrving;
: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS) .
Cc: . Lamug, Joy; BOS Legislation (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS)
Subject: . Appeals of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review for 2853-2857 Broderick Street
- Supplemental Documentation from Appellant

Categories: ‘ 141083

Good afternoon,

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 order 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 | (415)554-5184 - General | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | 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 leglslatlon, 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
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From: 714515@gmail.com

Sent: ' Monday, November 24, 2014 2:15 PM
To: * Carroll, John (BOS)
Subject: 2853 Broderick — BOS Hearing November 25th—Appeliant response to Dwelhng Unit Merger
' application and appraisals

Attachments: Irving text letter. pdf; ATT00001.1xt, 1b.pdf, ATTO0002.1xt; 1e.pdf; AT.TO0003.ixt; 1c.pdf;

: ATT00004 txt; 1d.pdf;, ATTO0005.txt TE DAY

' RECEIVED AFTER THE ELEVEN

Categories: 141083 DEADuNgb BYE,NEOON' gﬂ%ﬁ%{ﬁ ADMIN.

| (ot Pt Calria Sofomener 86, S0,
Dear Mr. Carroll: Inc.4 Jed as part of tho officlal la)

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 you,
Irving Zaretsky
Appellant s letter to Super‘v1sor' Farrell 11
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Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net>¢ . - November 23,2014 4:39PM .
To: Mark Farrell <info@markfarrell.conm> e
* Cc: Catherine Stefani <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, "Scott (CPC) Sanchez”
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, "Patrick.O'Riordan@sfgov.org" -
<Paftrick.O'Riordan@sfgov.org>, "Daniel (DBI) Lowrey" <DanjeL.. Lowrey@SFGOV ORG>,
"Thomas (DBI) Fessler" <Thomas.Fessler@sfgov.org>, Tina Tam <Tina.Tam@sfgov.org>,
"Shelley (CPC) Caltagirone" <Shelley.Caltagirone @sfgov.org>, Sarah Jones
<sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>, "paulmaimai@yahoo.com” <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>,
"kbgoss@pacbell.net” <kbgoss@pacbell.net>, "michael @jaegermchugh.com”

<michael @jaegermchugh.com>, "maitsai @yahoo.com” <maitsai @yahoo.coms,
"annabrockway @yahoo.com” <annabrockway @yahoo.com>, "dorinetowle @me.com”
<dorinetowle@me.com>, Vince Hoenigman <vince @citymark.com>, Kate Kardos
<kdkmanagement@yahoo.com>, "cjones@forwardmgmt.com"”
<cjones@forwardmgmi.com>, "rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss" <rwgoss@pacbell.net>, Povlitz
<rpoviitz@yahoo.com>, "“timothy.arcuri@cowen.com" <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, ‘
"amanda@hoenigman.com” <amanda@hoenigman.coms, "wmore@aol.com"

<wmore @aol.com>, "Will Morehead (" <letsbond @gmail.com>, nancy leavens nancy
<hancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, "dod.fraser@gmail.com” <dod.fraser@gmail.com>,
"ethurston@gmail.com" <ethurston@gmail.com>, "DXN2700@aol.com”

- <DXN2700@aol.com>, Geoff Wood <ggwood2@gmail.com>, Brooke Sampson
<brookesampson@yahoo.com>, "elarkin@hill-co.com™ <elarkin@hill-co.com>,

"Ibrooke @Imi.net {Ibrooke @imi.net)" <lbrooke @Imi.net>, "Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com”
<Cynthia2ndemail @gmail.com>, "Patriciavaughey @att.net Patricia"

<Patriciavaughey @att.net>, "info@cowhollowassociation.org”
<info@cowhollowassociation.org>, "IDick@fbm.com" <IDick@fbm.com>,
"joy.lamug@sfgov.org" <joy.lamug@sfgov.org>, "john.carroll@sfgov.org”
<john.carroll@sfgov.org>, "Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org" <Angela.Calvillo @sfgov.org>

BOS HEARING NOV 25 --2853 BRODERICK DWELLING UNIT MERGER AND'
APPRAISALS

§ Attachrents, ég.s MBT
Dear Supervisor Farrell:
Appellants response to 2853-57 Brodenck DWELL!NG 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 the permit application, and there are later versibns as weli, for the Unit
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Merger. Attached below are also her two appraisal documents by Summit Real Estate and .
by Roger A. Ostrem

‘Attached further is an appraisal conducted at the request of Appellant by Trisha Clark and
Timothy thtle

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 Superwsors 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 each 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 Supetvisors.

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 value the building at 2853-57
Broderick as of December 2, 2013, two months pnor to the suspension of all permlts by the
Zoning Administrator. :

The first document by the Summit Real Estate Group, 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 agent, 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 follows the requnrements 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 thereby provide a value for each unit based on actual reahzed 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 o 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 studio apartment)

Appellant, in contrast, presents a valid 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 appralsal and Appeliant's appralsal suffer fromthe .
same challenge .

2853-2857 Broderick is a hollowed out shell, in raw state, and requires enormous amount
of improvement to gét it into the most minimal livable state and to bring it up to even the
state it was in on March 10, 2010 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 pro;ect 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

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. ‘

J

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

tn August of 2011.

Fora 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 comparables TIC sales in order to get an accurate valuation for the removal of a
dwelling unit.

APPELLANT'S 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 mul’uples of $320,000.

Simitarly, the price pald by the project sponsor for the structure in May 2012 of $1,800,000
.could not have ever deubled in the year and a half leading to December 2 2013 (the
effective date of the appraisal) even if on|y

$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 ill
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
premsely the point that the Appellants

are making that the basic structural cons’tructlon for the merger has already occurred under .
‘the wrongfully issued permits and that the Unit Merger apphcatlon should have been
presented to a 311 notification prior

to the construction having been accomplished that would allow her to argue that no further

. constiruction is-necessary for the merger ltseh‘

Appellants argue that 2853-57 Broderick is an Historic Resource and as such the merger
of there {wo units to turn i mto a home is within the | urxsdlctlon of the Board of Supervisors
for approval

BACK STORY:

There is a back story to the appraisals and valuation and it is the property tocated 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 and 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 sg. 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 neighbortiood 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’s appraisal. When | was asked to meet with the project
sponsor on March 8, 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 het machinations with
the permits-and the valuations and the

change of plans have to do with expanding, in all directions, this modest 1890 structure

the oldest building in our netghborhood and to turn it into a mansion to yield an enormous
flow of cash when it is sold. '

To accomphsh this, the project sponsor, has to rid the structure of its 125 year old history
and 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 apphcatlons and wnthdrawmg them
tactically and strategically, ail 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 nexghbors believe that everyone
has a right to remodel a home, to improve
their environment, to add living amenities 1o their living space. No one is sdeologlcally
rooted in opposing building remodel and deveiopment But we are opposed is violating the -
Rules, lying to your neighbors, deception
in the conduct of construction and permitting, abusmg your. ne;ghbors for the sake of a
profit, and disrespecting the history and environment in which the development occurs. We
don't condone breaking the Rules to justify .

the ends.

We do not subscribe to the notion of the project sponsor that "the last person to buy into a
neighborhood is first in rights". These historic homes have been maintained by the
neighbors for decades and everyone has

placed boundaries on their development activifies 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 envnronment 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 thls application for
Dwelling Unit Merger.
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Sincerely,

Irving Zaretsky o | |
Appellant | . .
Dwelling Unit Merger Application

.
J)’".‘“
S8SABod 8713114 M

f

Project sponsor appraiéals: Summit Group

2243 Brodes 3 3 (1.6 jast

Rogér Ostrem apbraisal

'ﬂﬁj:

SR5: Srod, . yer (8.4 M

Appellants éppraiéal by Trisha Clark and Timothy Little: 2853 Broderick

R -

2857 Broderick appraisal

"I~
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES .
QUALITY REAL ESTATE APPRAISALS

RES
File No. 14K007CTL.

APPRAISAL OF

1

A RESIDENTIAL UNT HELD IN TENANCY COMMON OWNERSHIP

LOCATED AT:

2857 BRODERICK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

CLIENT:
IRVING ZARETSKY

2845-2847 BRODERICK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

ASOF:

‘December 2, 2013

BY:
TIMOTHY A LITTLE

2332 TARAVAL STREET #1, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84116 PHONE 415-731-9601 FAX 415-731-5815
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES

Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report Fletn, 14K007CTL
The purpose of 1his appraisal tepost 5o provide the cientvith & creditle opiakn of the defined valire of the subject propeny, given the wiended use of e appraisal,
W Clien Name IRVING ZARETSKY Emall 714515@CMAIL.COM
[ ciient Address _2845-2847 BRODERICK STREET Cry SAN FRANCISCO . State CA Zip 84117

1 Additonal imended Users) IRVING ZARETSKY'S DELEGATED ASSOCIATES
g

4
intended Use ASSET EVALUATION OF HYPOTHETICAL TIC UNIT DIVISION,

Propeny Address 2857 BRODERICK STREET . ciy SAN FRANCISCO . swe CA____ 7p 94128
oo O ofPubic Recond WHITEHEAD, PAMELA J FAMILY TRUST county SAN FRANCISCO
bl (e al Desenpuon LOT 2, BLOCK 0947 (SEE PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT FOR A FULL LEGAL DESCRIFTION) #2857
%Y Aesessors Parcels 0947 - 002 (UNITE2B5TY : Tex Yenr 2013 RE Taxess PROP 13
K Nemimotond Nome COW HOLLOW. - ap Referance B4T/F4 Census Tract 0128.00

Propetty Riphis Anpraised _{_|Fes Simple Leasehold l X lomer descrive} FEE SIMPLE WIPARTIAL INTEREST AS TENANCY IN COMMON

[ lid X ]dul not reveal any prios sles of iransfers of the subject prapeny fos the fres vears prof 1o the effecive dats of his appraisal
Priny SalefTeansfer  Dam Pree Senrce(s) MUSINDCDATA
Analysis of prior Sale at Kansler huslory of the subject propetty {and comparable sales, appliecable) THE SUBJECT UNIT LAST SOLD AS A WHOLE FOR®
$1,800,000 ON 85/30/2012 (DOCH0J42200809), 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.

SALES HISTORY

Offesings, options and conyatts as of e effectve date of fe apprawal

hostd £ stl Lo Condominium UnitHouslog Trends, .. Condominium Houslng P anti Uoo%
Location | X jUiban Suburban | _|Ruta) Propeny Valyes §X|lIncrensin Stable " JDectong PRICE AGE__ | Oneliml 40 %
Bulilip |5 JOver7ste | J257s% Under 25% { Bemand/Suppty {X Ishoriage JinBatance | loversugpy | siooa) fyg) | 2-aunit 25 %
Gromth Rapd X jstable 1Slow Markeung Ve |[X JUnder3mihs | 136 milis over 6 mihs 220 Low 0 | Multi-Famy 20%
Noighbothood LOMBARD TO THE NORTH, GREEN TO THE SOUTH, LYON TO THE 1,900 High 110 | commeront 125
WEST, AND VAN NESS TO THE EAST. 750 Ped 80 { Other 3%

d Descapon SEE ATTACHED AGDENDUM.

NEIGHBORMOOD

.

‘Mavket Conditrons {including support for (he above conclusans) SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM.

Tomuaphy SLOPED Swe 2757 SF Dessty 2 UNITS Ve NONE
s Zonng Classlizaion RH2 200 Descipuon RESIDENTIAL; TWO FAMILY OWELLING
Zomng Compliance  {X jlegal Lepal Nosconla Na Zo flagal {deseribs)

15 the tughest and best uss of he subject propesty asmproved {or as proposed per pans and specificalions) the present ise? [Z_]Yes DNn 1o, desciibe,

ugiltles Public  Othar{describe} Public__Olhar (describa) off-sitetmprovements—Type puhne Private
] Eletine Water X] Skeet ASPHALT
N Gas x] Sanmaty Seveer {1 | Alsy NONE D 1]

Site O 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.

Data source(s} for project infotmatson M , REAL ESTATEAGENT

Rise | X]Omerdescrbe) LOW RISE

- Genaral Destripion - % 3ot (eferal Desaription .., -~ Genam!Descrmmn et oenr fo, oo Generat fipion-: - % v ) i:... .., Projectinfo <.y,
g polSwnes 3 Eﬂer.tiveA e 10 YRS ExlenorWaIIs WD.SD/AVG+ | Rafio {spaceshuns) 1/ #.of Units 2
H X Jexis Proposed Rool Swiace TAR & GRVL Tyt GARAGE # of Units Complaled 2
z Under Consiruclion Total 8 parkap 2 Guest Parkng NONE #0f Units Rented 4]
4 Describe the condiiion of the project and quafiy of SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM
b
1+
g
b Destibe the common elements and tecieatonal faciies. CARAGE, & REAR YARD
* GENERAL DESCRIPTION ;.3 &+ INTERIOR- ™t ™ piggnals ™ o2 % doirsimes WAMENITIES 0o > toms, 1 v, APPLIANCES™, o' 2-d 105+t © CARSTORAGE- -1 °nt
FHoor# IRDMTHITOP Floors HDWD/AVG+ Fireplace(s)¥ O X JRetrigerator None
walls SHYRK/AVG+ Woodsiove(s} & 0 X |Rangefovan Xloarage | covered | jOpen
Tomifnish WO/PNTDIAVG DeckiPand( : Xlosp | XIMitrownve |#oiCars 1
Balh Wemsest TILEIAVGH ParchiBalcony O X |Dishwasher Assigned Ovinag
poots HLLOW CORE/AVG+ Oher 0 XlwashertDryet Paiking Space §
7 Rooms 4 Bedrooms 3.0 sty 2,245 Squate Fest of Grass Ly Atea Above Glade

THE SUBSJECT UNIT IS THE 3RD/4THITOP FLOOR UNIT THAT 18 TO BE FINISHED TO AN AVERAGE

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,

1R S —
- - Bopa Copii RAOBIOMNACE Dvaen AISO Cam Senvees, ve, anra esenved,
g al" Pagitld {oFAR™) Osnessd Puspose Apporsal w?m ogani

10500
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES .
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisat Report FleNo, 14KA07CTL
FEATURE | SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALEND, § COMPARABLE SALE NO, 2 ___ COMPARABLE SALENO.3
Address 2857 BRODERICK STREET | 333 SPRUCE STREET 3226 OCTAVIA STREET 3132 SCOTT STREET
and SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANGCISCO SAN FRANCISCO
Unit# - - -
ProjectName and  2853-2857 BRODERICKST 331-335 SPRUCE STREET 3224-3226 OCTAVIA STREET {3132 SCOTT STREET
Phase 1 i i 1 1
Proxniity to Subject sory s s 0.82 MILES SW 0,86 MILES NE 0.23 MILES NF
Sale Price s Pnite A Eels 1,708,000 % i e s LS 1695000
Sele PricefGrossLiv, Area | $ $ 92374gnl ¢ i ez |s 1069,38 sa b b e 67797 g}.lt. T
Data Sousces] ' | SFMLS#410799- DOM;73 |SFMLS#414505 DOM 14 SFMLS#416224 DOM:23
Verification Sawce(s NDC/DQCHOJ76500638 NDC/DOC#0J82200332 NDC/DOCH0J85500349
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION " At DESCRIPTION — DESCRIPTION 1S Aot
Sale of Financing ARMLTH ARMLTH ARMLTH
Concessions CONV:0 CONV;0 CONV:0
Date of SalefTime 10/02/2013 COE 01/08/2014 COE 03/24/2014 COE
Loeaion GOOD | GOOD - 1GOOD. GOOD/NOISE 80,000
LeagehokiFee Simpls | FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE
HOA Mo, Assessment S0 $350 $267 $451
Commor Elements NONE NONE NONE - - |ROOF DECK ~20,000
antl Rea. Facilites YARD YARD NONE 5,000 | YARD |
Floot Loeation 3RD/MATHITOP  {2NDIMID 10,0001 1ST/2ND/MID 40,000 | 1ST/2ND/MID 10,000
Vigw PRT.CITY/AREA {PRT.CITY/AREA NONE 42 375 | NONE 40,000
Design {Styls TRADITIONAL | TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL
Qualty of Constuction  } AVERAGE+ GOOD __-85400!GOOD -84,750 | GOOD -80,000
Actual Aty 1800 1805 . 1823 1912
B3 Confiion AVERAGE GoOD -85,4001 GOOD -84,750| GOOD -80,000
i} Avove Grade Toiaf |odens] s Toat jagmst  Baths : Yoo {Bdms|  Gae Yod Joams) s
3 Room Cownt 7 l4 I 3 6 la l 2.5 7,5001 6 la I 2 -15000l 73] 25 -7.500
§ GiessLving Area 175 2,245 so.b, 1,849 so.b 69,300 1,600 st. k. 112,800 2,360 sq.ft -20,200
5 Basement & Finshed NONE NONE NONE NONE
Y s Below Grads STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE
I Funciignal Ut AVERAGETIC | AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGE/TIC
§ Heatng/Cooling FAUINONE FAU/NONE FAU/NONE FAU/NONE
bd Energy Effctentiems | STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD
§ Garage/Catpon 1 CAR GARAGE |1 CAR GARAGE 1 CAR GARAGE 2 CAR GARAGE -40,000
] parchipatomeck DECK DECK L.YARD -5,000 | NONE 10,000}
KITCHEN/BATH _|REMOD/AVG+ | REMDLD/GOOD -40,000 | REMOD/GOOD -40,000 { REMOD/GOOD -40,000
DENSITY/OCPNT |2 UNIT/OWNER |3 UNIT/OWNER 85,400 |2 UNIT/IOWNER 5 UNIT/OWNER -80,000
Net Adjusimen {Tois) Ll X |s 3ggo0l | I+ IX]- Is 20328 [+ IX] Is 67,700
Adjusted Sate Pice Netadp,  -2.3% Netad,  ~1.7% NetAdh  ~4.2%
of Comparables s GrossAd 22.4%(5 1,669,400 [Grossadi 23.6%18 = 1,665,675 {Grossaf, 31.7%18 1,532,300
y of Saies C P “FHE COMPARABLE SALES ARE THE MOST RECENT AND APPROPRIATE SALES AVAILABLE

FROM CONVENTIONAL MARKET DATA SOURCES. THE DATA SOURCES CONSULTED WERE OFFICE FILES, THE MULTIPLE

LISTING 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 IN ACCURATELY REPRESENTING THE SUBJECT'S VALUE AND IS CONSIDERED HIGHEST AND BEST USE OF THE

SUBJECT BUILDING.

SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS.

indicated Value by Soles Cum'msonn oachs 1,620,000

WGDMEAPPROACH 1o

VALUE S B

e e

N Nt e

390, of

-olveioe |l

NIA Indicated Valuz g Icoume. Aggnm

Income Appraach (it dsveloped)$ N/A
THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 1S THE MOST RELIASLE MARKET VALUE INDICATORAS IT BEST REFLECTS BUYER

AND SELLER ACTIONS. THE COST APPROACH IS NOT APPLICABLE FOR COMMON INTEREST OWNERSHIP DUE TO THE

thatis the subject nnhlsrepmls$ 1,620,000 asaof 12/02/2013

1 Tis appraisabemate | Josme | Jsobgect io completion per plans and speciizatins oa e basis ol a hyp } condtlon that the have been comp!
Dsuhpzu to the Lollowing sepais of alierations on e basis of a hypothvetical condiion tha e sepaws ot alieratons have heen compleled IZ]suh}eu 1o the foflowing:
SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM
Based on th pe of weork, lans, fimiting condifions and appraiser's certification, my {our} npinion of the defined value of the real property

.whlnhls!heeﬂecﬁve date of this appraisal.

Opar”.
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES
Individua! Condominium Unit Appraisal Report

RES
Fle o, 14K0OTCTL

FEATURE 1 sumecr COMPARABLE SALE NO.4 COMPARABLE SALE NO,§ ' COMPARABLE SALE NO.6
Address 2857 BRODERICK STREET |3128 WASHINGTON STREET |436 LAUREL STREET
and SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO
Unt# ~ : - A
Project Nameand  2853-2857 BRODERICK ST | 3124 -3134 WASHINGTON ST [432-436A LAUREL STREET
phase 1 1 1
Progimy 1o Sublest L1044 MlLES SW 0.74 MILES SW
Sale Price ) e 1 2701000 wiesiy g |8 1,348,0001 = v |8
Sale PricefGiossLy, Aea s meo_oio,n! o i v noel 19422686 s fuf o tini. . |8 sotd et
Data Soutce(s ~.+%: = {SFMLS §#407445 DOM 154 SFMLS#410718  DOM:27
Vesilication Source| %+ INDC/DQCHDJITE600444 NDC/DOCEDI73100424
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION 18 Mustment DESCRIPTION | _ujsaqmone* | DESCRIPTION (S At
Sale or Fmancing - | ARMLTH ARMLTH
Concessions -|CONViD CONV:D -
Date o} SaleMime i ae s o 11010412013 COE 08/16/2013 COE
Lagation GOOD GO0D : [cle]e]s]
LensehoMiFee Simply | FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE
HOAMo. Assessment |30 $376 $250.00
Common Elements NONE NONE NONE
and Rec. Faciiies YARD NONE 5.000| YARD
Floor Locahen ARDMTH/TOP _ |ZND/SRDITOP 1STI2ND/IMID 10,000
Vizw PRT.CITY/AREA [NONE NONE 33,728
Desun (Style TRADITIONAL _ [TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL
Qualityol Consinzcton ] AVERAGE+ AVERAGE+ GO0D - 67,450
ActualAn 1800 1900 4900 ,
Conditon AVERAGE AVERAGE GOOD 67,450
Abave Grade beny Inml sats (10l lnml s Toi) fodms]  gahs Toid ‘Mml Bt
Room Gount 714 3 613 20 150001713 3 :
GrusstoipAra175 2,245 sq.b 1250 sa.n] 174,100 1100 sq | 200,300 sk
Basemeni&Fnshed | NONE NONE NONE
Rooms Below Grade STORAGE STORAGE - |STORAGE
Funcliona!t Uji AVERAGETIC _|AVERAGEITIC AVERAGE/TIC
Heating/Confing FAUNDONE FAUNONE FAUINONE
I Enerqy Etficiem llems STANDARD NONE. NONE NOTED
%3 GatageiCarpon 1 CAR GARAGE {1 CAR OFF ST 10,000] 1 CAR GARAGE .
54 PuschiPamsiDeck DECK. . DECK NONE 40,000
P KITCHEN/BATH | REMOD/AVG*_ |REMODIGOOD -40,000 | REMOD/GOOD -40,000
g DENSITY/OCPNT {2 UNIT/IOWNER |6 UNITITENANT 127,000 {4 UNIT/OWNER - 67,450 !
w N
% Net Adjusiment{Toia s 204900} X]+ [ ) Ts 4es75] Xe [ Is
g Adjusted Sale Price Neladp  10.9% . Nethdp  0.0%
u of Comparahles : s 1,661,100 [Grossadi 38.8% (s 1,495575] s 0.0%]s
4 Summary of Sales Companison Approath SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM. .
2 i
_“ CTETTT k‘hﬂmlﬁtmml(ﬁ&a:;mﬂwmﬁlmﬁam

0572040
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. WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES ' RES

individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report " Feha 14K007GTL
Scope of Work, Assumptions and Limiting Conditions :
Scape of work is defined in the Uniform Standards of P ionnlA { Practice as " the type and extent of resenrch and anolyses inan

assignment.” Inshot, scope of workls simply what the appraiser 8id and did not do during the course of the ussignment, 1 Includes, butls nat
Timlted ta: the extent towhich the propertyisidenfifed and inspocted, the typeand extent of dataresearchad, the typeand exient of snalyses applied

6 41yt

The scope of this appraisal and ing i ton In this reportare specitic to the needs of the oflent, other identified ntended usersand to the
intentied use of the report, This reportwas prepared forthe sole and exclusive use of the client and other identitied intended users for the identified
Intended use andits use by any ofher parties is prohiblied. The appralser Isnot resy for it useufthe report,

The appraiser's certilication appearing in this appralsal report is subject to the following conditlans and to such otherspeciliccondifons as are

set forth by the appraiserin the report. All exiraordinary essumptions and hypatheticat conditions are stated in the report and might have affected the:
assignmont results,

L The appraiser assumes no tespansibiity for maers ol a legal nawre affecting the propey appraised of iile mzram, not dozas the appraiser render any opinion as to the lllle. winchis
assumed to be good and markelable. The property s apprassed a5 though under responsiols ovinerstup,

2. Any skeichm {his reporl may show approximate diniensions and is inclisded only 1o assist the reades i visuabzing i prapeny. The appramr has made no sutvey of Bie propetly,

3, The appraiserss nat requized o give lesimony or appear n court henause of hiaving made the apy fo the propelty in question, unless arrangements hiave heen
previotisly made thereto, '

4. Nexter all, nor any part of the content of ihis repod, copy ot other media theraof (including conclusions as to tha property value, ifre idenity of the appraiser, professional designations,
of the fismvath vinch the appraiser 15 connected), shall be used for any purpases by anyarnie bt the cient and ather miended users a5 ideniified 10 this repost, not shall it be conveyed by
anyone to the public thraugh advertising, pubie relations, nevs, sales, or other medin, villout the vwten consent of the appraiser,

' 8. The appratser vill not disciuse the contents of this appraisal report unless retguirad by appheable favr or as speciied s the Unitorm Standards af Professional Appraisal Pracilee,

6. Infosmaton, estimates, and opinioas furmshed to She apprasser, ant comamed 1 the raport, were Shiamed from sources considerad re¥able and behevet io hn I and coreet
Howevey, no responsibility for acouracy of such items fumished to the apprasser s assumed by te appraiser.

7. The sppraser assymes that there ate no hukden of mappalent conitions of the propery, subsoll or struciures, vtich woukd mudar dmore o fass vamabla. The appraises assumes
no'responshlily for such condions, of for engingering o testing. which nnghi be tequued to discovar such faclors. Tins o tis nolan o!lhepmpeuy and
should not be considered ag such,

8 Theap bzes m the  teal propeity and Isnol ahoma snsy tunlding 1 engmesy, or smilar expert, unless ohenvise noted. The appxmsu’
id nol condrct the mienswve type of field observanas of the knd miendad to seek and discovar property defects. The vievang of the property and any mp tshor g

developing an opinton of the defined value of the propetly, gven The imended use of this assgament, smwmenlsmganf ing tontiion ate based on Swilate uhsemumsonly The .
appralser clums no spatial exp 1ssuBs 1, but not fimited te: found: moisture problems, Wood destoying (or ofher) insects, pest infestation,
sadon gas, lead based pami, mold ar epvronmentat issues. Unless othenwse indieated, mechanical syslems wete nol atavated or tested.

This appraisal repodt should nal be used 1o disclose the condilion of the propery a5 1t relates Io the presencelabsence of deface. The cfientisinvited and encouraged to employ qualified
expats (o mspect and address areas of concam. i negaive cendiuons are discovered, the opinion of value may be aliscied,

Unless otherwise noted, the apprai the com that constitute the subjeat property Imp \(s}are tund lly sound andin
working order,

Anyviewng of the prapetty by the apprasser was Emited to readily observable areas, Unless othenwse noled, atfies and ciawd space ateas were nol accessed, The appraises did not move
fwniture, foor covenngs or olhet sams thal may restri the viewmg of the prapatiy,

s tvolving b telnled to completian of new n, Tepaus of & are based on the assumption that such completion, aftecatton or repaus vAl
lm wmpenenﬂypexfmmed.

10, Unless the inended nse of s approssal speeifically includes issues of property insurance coverage, ths appraisal should noy be used lof such purgoses. Reprodustion or
Repla:emmmsmpures yset 1n the uoslappmach are lor valuation putposes only, gwen the intended vse of the assignment. The Definitos of Value used in this assignment is unliely
1o be consistent wilh e definion of Valie brpmpenymsumnm covetagelise,

11 TheACH 1 isal Repart (GPAR“) Is notintended for use In transactions that require a Fannfe Mae J.mlFredee Mac 465 farm,

4 ol

also ki the Individual Cond Unlt Appraisat Repart {Condo),

Additional Comments Related To Scope 0 Work, Assumptions and Limiting Canditions

Paeoid ' AR, thﬂl)
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSCCIATES RES

. Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report FieNo. 14K007CTL
Appralser's Certification
‘The appraiser{s) certifies that, 1o the best afthe appraiser's finowledge and beliet:
L Th ollagt d n thistepor am e and correcl

2. Theseponed analyses, upimons, and congiustons are bmited only by the repmied assumplions and imitng conditions aad ate the appmxsers persnnal. imparial, and unbiased
professnal analyses, opinone, and conclustons,

2. Unlass othenese stated, the appiatser has 1o present or prospachve interesi m the property thatis the subyect of this report and has no personal inlerestwith respect o the pasfies
involved,

4. The appaset has rio bias wwih respact o the praperty that 15 the subject o) Uns reparl of to [he paries invohved with s assgnment

5, Theapp gagement in this 25 as not contimge upon developing of repoting iundmmmlnud resulls,

6. The for 5ot upon the of repotting of b pradetermined value or ditection in value that favors the cause of
the e, Bre amotint of e value apinton, the atianmeny (ofa stpulated resull, or the ocettitance tla subsequen) evenl directly telated 1o the imtentled use of this apprassal,

7. The apprasser’s analyses, opmions, and conclusins wete developed, snd this repor has been piapared, wt conformity vith the Unllorm Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.
8. Uniess othervnse noted, he appraises has made opersonat inspection of e property that is the subject of this repoit.
$. Unless moted below. no one providey signili Ipreperty aphraisal assistance to the sppraser syyning this cerficanon, Swgnifcant rant properly appraisal provded by:

10. | have performed NO other services, regarding the property that is the subject of the waork under ravxew within the three-year
perlod immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment,

Additional Certifications:

Delinition of Value: .Market Value G Other Value:
Source af Debmbon: USPAP 2012-2013

A type of value, steted as an opinion, that presumes the transfer of a property (l.e., a right of ownershlp ora bundie of such rights),
as of a certaln date, under specific conditions set forth in the definltion of the term identifled by the appraiser as applicable in an
appratsal.

ADDRESS OF THE PROPERTY APPRAISED:

2857 BRODERICK STREET.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE APPRAISAL: 12/02/2013
APPRAISED VALUE OF THE SUBJECT PROFERTY $ 1 520 000

APPRAISER SUPERVISORY APPRAISER

Signatures Nk Signotutes

Namg; TIMOTHY ALITTLE Name:  TRISHA L, CLARK

SwreCerdicaion # AR044897 sz Cenificaton s AGQ28651

orlkense d . ofLicense £

or Orher {describe) Sae s CA . State. CA

Star; CA : - Expualon Date of Cericaton o7 License:  01/20/2016

Expration Dale of Cerfifcation or License: 10/19/2015 Date of Sig 1117/2014

Date of Signause and Report. 11/17/2014 Date of Propesty Vievang:

DateolPropeny Viewng:  11/12/2014 Degree of propesty vievnng: )

Degree of prapeny weing: ) Dlmzmx:mu Extenor Deneﬁm Only D‘xf ol petsonally viey

inesiotandExtesir  (XJEwenorOnly | )0 nat personalyview

— -~ TS ey oy (E T DR AL 5 W MR Ry
ﬁpar‘ N Papesed AR )GWPWA%‘ xaosmgg
il ot Lo Real Estate Appraisers
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ADDENDUM

Client: IRVING ZARETSKY . Flle No.: 14K007CTL.
Property Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Casg No. RES
Clty: SAN FRANCISCO . ] State: CA Zip: 94123

J

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 CONSIDERED 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 IS ASSUMED TYPICAL AND THUS USED iN THIS
ANALYSIS; THEN THE APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO BE REHIRED TO DETERMINE ANY EFFECT ON THE VALUE
CONCGLUSIONS. .

SCOPE OF WORK
THE FOLLOWING IS KDEéCRIPTION OF THE WORK UNOERTAKEN IN THE COURSE OF COMPLETING THIS i.\PP_RAlSA.L:

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 BY THE
APPRAISER(S), THE APPRAISER(S) COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THE ASSIGNMENT, AND THE PROJECTED DELIVERY
DATE, AND DELIVERY PLAGE FOR THE APPRAISAL REFORT.

THE PURPOSE 1S TO ESTIMATE MARKET VALUE OF THE FEE SIMPLE INTEREST OF THE SUBJECT DESCRIBED IN THIS
REPORT FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY.

THIS APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPLETED AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT AND IS INTENDED FOR THEIR SOLE USE. THIS IS
A SUMMARY APPRAISAL REPORT, WITH ADDITIONAL lNFORMATlON 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
DATA ABOUT THE NATION, THE REGION, THE GOVERNING AUTHORITY AND THE MARKET AREA, AS WELL AS DATA ABOUT
THE SUBJECT SITE AND IMPROVEMENTS. DATA RELEVANT TO EACH APPROACH TO VALUE WAS DEVELOPED FOR COSTS,
SALES, INCOME, AND EXPENSES.

DATA UTILIZED IN THIS REPORT WAS 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 8Y CITY, COUNTY, REGIONAL, AND STATE GOVERNMENT, DATA
SITES MAINTAINED BY SERVICE AND BUSINESS GROUPS SEARCHED AT THIS TIME ANO PREVIQUSLY. RESULTS WERE BOTH
SELECTED AND EDITED AGAINST A STANDARD QF PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE LEVEL 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 THE COMPARABLE PROPERTIES. THE APPRAISER HAS PROVIDED A
SKETCH IN THIS APPRAISAL REPORT TO SHOW THE APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS OF THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMENTS WHICH
WERE ESTBLISHED FROM UTILZING CONSTRUCTION PLANS AND A PRIOR APPRAISAL REPORT BOTH OF WHICH WERE
PROVIDED BY IRVING ZARETSKY. ITIS INCLUDED ONLY TO 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.

HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION/EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS: THE SUBJECT, AT THE TIME OF THE INSPECTION, IS NOTINA .
LIVABLE CONDITION AFTER PARTIAL GONSTRUCTION WORK HAULTS MANDATED BY THE CITY ACCORDING TO THE
NEIGHBOR, IRVING ZARETSKY. THE APPRAISED VALUE IS BASED ON THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION THAT THE UNIT HAS
BEEN COMPLETEQ TO A MINIMAL LIVING STANDARD, 1S VACANT AND 1S A TIC UNIT WITHIN A 2-UNIT BUILDING. THE
EVALUATION AS A 2-UNIT BUILDING 18 CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE TO ANALYZE THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING'S UNITS SO
THAT THE MARKET VALUE OF EACH UNIT CAN BE ESTIMATED FROM MARKET DATA. .

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 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 IDENTIFIED THE PERTINENT FACTORS APPLICABLE TO THE

" SUBJECT PROPERTY "AS-IF* IT LACKED IMPROVEMENTS BUT WAS READY FOR DEVELOPMENT. 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, PHYSIGAL POSSIBIL!TY 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 AND ANALYSIS WAS INVESTED IN THE "AS-IF* VACANT AND
READY FOR DEVELOPMENT 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 LIKELY TO MEET THE "AS-IF" VACANT AND READY FOR DEVELOPMENT
HIGHEST AND BEST USE CRITERIA. THAT STUDY WAS CONSIDERED BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS REPORT, HENGE A
PRELIMINARY FINDING WAS OFFERED HERE FOR THE "AS-IF* VACANT AND READY FOR DEVELOFMENT 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.

Addendum Page 1 of 8
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ADDENDUM

" [ Ciient_IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14KOU7GTL
Properly Address: 2857 BRODERICK STREET . Case No.: RES
Cily: SAN FRANGISCO State: GA 7 o4z

DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE APPROACGHES 7O VALUE: THE THREE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE CONSIDERED: THE
COST APPROACH, THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH, AND THE INCOME APPROACH, THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES
TO VALUE WERE SELECTED 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,

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE DISCLOSURE:IF THIS REPORT HAS BEEN SIGNED WITH A DIGITAL SIGNATURE THEN [T 1S
PASSWORD PROTECTED, THE SOFTWARE UTILIZED BY APPRAISER TO GENERATE THE APPRAISAL PROTECTS SECURITY
BY MEANS OF A DIGITAL SIGNATURE S$ECURITY 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 Intreduction

FOR PURPOSES OF THIS APPRAISAL, TENANCY IN COMMON 1S DEFINED 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 RIGKT OF A PARTICULAR TIC OWNER TO USEA
PARTICULAR DWELLING COMES FROM A WRITTEN CONTRACT SIGNED BY ALL CO-OWNERS {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 SUBDIVISIONS KNOWN AS THE '
“CONDOMINIUM* AND 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 ‘EXPED[TED
GONVERSION PROGRAM") 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 07/20/2013.

ALL BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED UNSUCCESSFULLY IN THE 2012 OR 2013 CONVERSION LOTTERY WILL BE ALLOWED 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

THE 2012 OR 2043 LOTTERY, AND SOME BUILDINGS (N ESCROW TO BE SOLD AS TICS AS OF APRIL 15, 2013, WILL ALSQ BE

PERMITTED TO CONVERT IF THEY SATISFY OWNER OCCUPANGY REQUIREMENTS. AS UNDER CURRENT LAW, ALL

CATEGORIES OF BUILDINGS MAY BE DISQUALIFIED 8Y PRIOR EVICTION HISTORY.

FOR 24 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST ONE UNIT MUST BE OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY FOR THE REQUIRED .

OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD (SPECIFIED IN'THE PRECEDING SECTION) BY AN OWNER OF RECORD THAT USES THE UNIT

AS HISJHER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. FOR §-6 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST THREE UNITS MUST BE OCCUPIED CONTINUGUSLY

FOR THE REQUIRED OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD BY SEPARATE OWNERS OF RECORD, EACH OF WHOM USES HISTHER
+UNIT AS HISTHER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.

NO BUILDINGS WILL BE PERMITTED TO CONDO-CONVERT UNDER THE NEW PROGRAM [F ANY OF THE FOLLOWING WERE
TRUE: {}} THERE WAS A "NO FAULT" EVICTION AFTER MARCH 31, 2013; {Il) THERE WAS A "NO FAULT" EVICTION QF A
*PROTECTED TENANT® AFTER NOVEMBER 16, 2004; OR (1) THERE WERE TWO OR MORE "NO FAULT™ EVICTIONS AFTER MAY
4, 2005. WITH REGARD TO THE LAST SITUATION (TWO OR MORE “NO FAULT" 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-QCCUPIED 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 *ELLIS ACT EVICTION"). THERE ARE SOME
EXCEPTIONS TO THESE DISQUALIFIGATION RULES, AND READERS SHOULD REFERENCE THE WEBSITE BELOW BEFORE
CONCLUOING THAT A BUILDING 1S 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 QCCUPIED BY SEPARATE OWNERS FOR AT LEAST ONE YEAR, AND THESE BUILDINGS WILLNOT PAY ANY
OF THE FEES IMPOSED BY THE NEW LAW.

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTTERY WILL BE SUSPENDEDFOR 10-12 YEARS THE EXACT LENGTH OF THE
SUSPENSION WILL DEPEND ON HOW MANY BUILDINGS GONVERT 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 QWNER-QCCUPANCY 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-FAULT" EVICTION WILL PREVENT A BUILDING FROM
ENTERING THE LOTTERY FOR AT LEAST SEVEN YEARS.
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FOR BUILDINGS SUCH AS THE SUBJECT THAT HAVE BYPASSED THE PRIOR LOTTERY AND 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 HISTHER
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, §F THE TENANT
DECIDES NOT TQ BUY, HE/SHE 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 LIFETIME LEASE TENANT BY THE CURRENT OWNERS OR
SUBSEQUENT QWNERS). EVERY NONPURCHASING TENANT IS OFFERED A LIFETIME LEASE, REGARDLESS OF HIS/HER AGE
OR DISABILITY STATUS, BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED IN THE 2013 LOTTERY FOLLOWING SEVEN PRIOR LOTTERY
LOSSES ARE'NOT REQUIRED TO OFFER LIFETIME LEASES AS DESCRIBED IN THIS SECTION.

Q. WHAT IF THERE IS MORE THAN ONE RENTER LIVING IN AN APARTMENT? DOES EACH TENANT OR ROOMMATE GET A
LIFETIME LEASE?

A. THE NEW GONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DETALLS ON HOW THE UFETIME LEASE REQUIREMENT WILL
APPLY WHEN THERE ARE MULTIPLE TENANTS OR ROOMMATES LIVING IN A UNIT, AND THE COURTS WILL ULTIMATELY HAVE
Y0 RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATION 1S THAT A LIFETIME LEASE MUST BE OFFERED TO ALL THE
PEOPLE LIVING IN THE UN{T ON THE DATE OF CONVERSION APPLICATION EXCEPT FOR THOSE THAT WOULD NOT BE
ENTITLED TO EVICTION 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 TIMELY NOTICE FROM THE OWNER THAT THEY COULD BE EVICTED AFTER THE LAST OF THE
ORIGINAL TENANTS VACATED. THE GROUP OF TENANTS ENTTILED TO LIFETIME TENANCY WOULD ALL BE NAMED
COLLECTIVELY AS THE TENANT ON ONE SINGLE LIFETIME LEASE,

Q. COULD A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE THE APARTMENT? COULD THE TENANT MOVE QUT AND STILL
COLLECT RENT £ROM THE APARTMENT?

A THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DETAILS ON THE ABILITY OF A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT TQ

. ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE HIS/HER APARTMENT, AND THE COURTS WILL ULTIMATELY HAVE TO RESOLVE THE [SSUE. THE
MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATION IS THAT THE ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING RESTRIGTIONS IN A PARTICULAR TENANT'S
LIFETIME LEASE WILL BE THE SAME AS THOSE THAT APPLY TO HISHER EXISTING TENANCY. FOR EXAMPLE, IF THE
TENANT'S EXISTING TENANCY 1§ SUBJECT TO A LEGALLY ENFORCEABLE ABSOLUTE BAN ON ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING,
THAT BAN CAN ALSO BE PLACED IN HISTHER LIFETIME LEASE, NOTE, HOWEVER, THAT SUCH BANS ARE ONLY
ENFORCEABLE IF THEY MEET CERTAIN VERY SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS IN THE SAN FRANCISCO RENT BOARD
REGULATIONS, AND EVEN THEN DO NOT APPLY WHEN AN ORIGINAL TENANT IS REPLACING A DEPARTING CO-OGCCUPANT
WITH A NEW OCCUPANT. AS A PRACTICAL MATTER, THIS MEANS THAT LIFETIME LEASE TENANTS WILL BE ABLE TO
ASSIGN/SUBLEASE 50 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 QCGUPANTS BASED ON THE FACT
THAT THE LAST “ORIGINAL TENANT" HAS VACATED, BECAUSE THE TENANT OFTEN CLAIMS THAT HE/SHE IS STILL LIVING IN
THE UNIT OR {8 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 WHILE STILL CLAIMING TO OCCUPY THE OWNER'S CONDOMINIUM.

ARELATED QUESTION 1S WHETHER A LIFETIME 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 MQRE THAN A PRO RATA SHARE OF WHAT THE TENANT IS PAYING TO THE OWNER. THIS
SAME LIMITATION CAN PROBABLY BE INCLUDED IN THE LIFETIME LEASE; HOWEVER, IN PRACTICE, IT 1S CLOSETO
IMPOSSIBLE FOR AN OWNER T0 KNOW OR PROVE HOW MUCH THE SUBTENANT/ROOMMATE IS ACTUALLY PAYING THE
ORIGINAL TENANT.

Nelghborhood 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 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENCES AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVING COMMERGIAL 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, 401, INTERSTATE 80 AND INTERSTATE 280 ARE ALL WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE
SUBJECT. THESE FREEWAYS CONNECT TO THE GREATER BAY AREA AND BEYOND. THE SAN FRANCISCO FINANCIAL
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GENTER IS WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE SUBJECT, THIS WAS ACCESSIBLE VIA MUNICIPAL TRANSIT LINES LOCATED NEAR THE
SUBJECTS BLOCK . ACCESS FOR THE SUBJECT 18 RATED GOOD WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN
THE MARKET AREA. THE SUBJECT'S LOCATION IS ASSIGNED AN AVERAGE OVERALL RATING FOR EXPOSURE FOR THE
PROPERTY WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN THE MARKET AREA.

Neighborhood Market Concditions
OPEN MARKET SALES WITH CONVENTIONAL FINANCING AND 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 SMALL SECOND LOAN, 2008 AND 2000 SAW A DECREASE IN MARKET VALUES THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA AND THE
NATION DUE TO INCREASING LOAN DEFAULTS. A GENERAL WEAKENING OF THE ECONOMY COUPLED WITH FALLING

_ PRICES IN THE NATIONAL HOUSING MARKET HAVE ALSD TIGHTENED LENDING STANDARDS IN GENERAL, HOWEVER
FINANCING {S STILL AVAILABLE FOR QUALIFIED BUYERS. SAN FRANCISCD, IN GENERAL, HAD FOLLOWED THIS DOWNWARD
TREND THROUGH 2010 AND SHOWED EVIDENGE OF STASILIZATION IN MANY NEIGHBORHOODS THROUGHOUT 2011 AND
INTO 2012. 2013 SAW A STABLE INCREASE.IN PROPERTY VALUES THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA WHICH CONTINUED INTO
2014 ALTHOUGH HAS STABILZED IN THE LATER PORTION OF THE YEAR. THE SUBJECT'S DISTRICT 1S BEST DESCRIBED AS
INCREASING BETWEEN THE PERIOD OF 122012 AND 12/2043.

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 TENANGY IN COMMON
UNITS, OFFERS MAY COME IN AT PRICES HIGHER OR LOWER THAN PRIOR UNITS SOLD WITHIN THE PAST- SIX MONTHS. THIS
DOES NOT INDICATE A HIGHER MARKET AS VALUES ARE STILL FLUCTUATING.

IN ADDITION TO THE PRESSURE PRESENTED BY THE CURRENT EGONOMIC 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 1S CONSIDERED TO PROVIDE APPROPRIA'I:E 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 THE FUTURE.

Conditlon of Project
THE PROJECT IS COMPRISED OF AFOUR-STORY BUILDING WITH PARTIAL GARAGE.

THE SUBJECT UN!T HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED AS THE UPPER 2 FLOORS OF THE BUILDING WITH A SINGLE GARAGE SPACE. THE
SRD FLOOR WILL CONSIST OF ALARGE LIVING ROOM, KITCHEN WITH BREAKFAST AREA, DINING ROOM, 1 BEDROOM, AND 1
BATHROOM. THE 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 Comparlson
DUE TO THE LACK OF RECENT SALES OF SIMILAR TIC UNITS IN THE SUBJECT'S DISTRICT THE SEARCH PARAMETERS WERE
EXPANDED TO INGLUDE THE SIMILAR ADJACENT 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 LEVELS OF TRAFFIC AND NOISE: AN UPWARD ADJUSTMENT
HAS BEEN MADE TO COMPARABLE 3 TO ACCOUNT FOR THIS ACCORDINGLY.

ATIME OF SALE ADJUSTMENT HAS NOT BEEN UTILIZED OR APPLIED TO THE SALES AS ALL HAVE CLOSED INSIDE A
FAANCIAL QUARTER OF THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE REPORT AND ARE CONSIDERED TO REFLECT THE MARKET
CONDITIONS OF THAT TIME.

ALL OF THE COMPARABLES SELECTED ARE TIG UNITS POSITIONED WITHIN SMALL BUILDINGS, HOWEVER, AN ADJUSTMENT
IS WARRANTED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE UKELIHOOD OF CONDO CONVERSION ELIGIBILITY OF 2 UNIT BUILDINGS, AS IS THE
SUBJECT, CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO BUILDINGS WITH 2+ UNITS. BUILDINGS THAT HAVE 5 CR MORE UNITS OR BUILDINGS
WITH EVICTION HISTORY ARE NOT TYPICALLY VIABLE FOR CONDO CONVERSION AND UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN
MADE ACGORDINGLY TO ACCOUNT FOR EACH BUILDING STATUS AND DENSITY.

THE CONDITION OF THE SUBJECT 18 CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE REQUIRED TO BE HABITABLE. THE CONDITION 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, RARELY DOES A TIC
UNIT SELL ON THE MARKET WITHOUT HAVING BEEN REFURBISHED, NO UN-REFURBISHED 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. THIS SALE HAS BEEN INCLUDED DUE TO A LACK OF MORE APPROPRIATE SALES. IN ADDITION,
COMPARABLE 4 HAS A TENANT THAT 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 SUBJECT'S 2-UNIT AND VACANT STATUS.
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THE SUBJECT PROPERTY HAS BEEN BRACKETED ON VALUE AND SIZE BY FOR BOTH SUPERIOR AND INFERIOR FACTORS OF
THE COMPARABLE SALES TO SUPPORT A FIRM POSITION FOR FINAL VALUE CONCLUSION.

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

Conditions of Appraisal
THIS APPRAISAL VALUE HAS BEEN MADE UNDER THE HYPOTHE‘HCAL CONDITION THAT THE PROPERTY HAS BEEN
COMPLETED TO A HABITABLE STANDARD ONLY. NO PERSONAL PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE APPRAISED VALUE. A )
CURRENT PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT WAS NOT REVIEWED. THE ESTIMATE OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE CONDITION
THAT TITLE TO THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS MARKETABLE, AND FREE AND CLEAR OF ALL LIENS, ENCUMBRANGES,
EASEMENT AND RESTRICTIONS EXGEPT THOSE SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED IN THIS 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 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 1S ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISERS THAT ALL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION 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 AND BELIEF;

- THE STATEMENTS OF FACT CONTAINED lN THIS REPORT ARE TRUE AND CORRECT.

- THE REPORTED ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS ARE LIMITED ONLY BY THE REPORTED ASSUMPTIONS AND
LIMITING CONDITIONS, AND ARE MY PERSONAL. IMPARTIAL, AND UNBIASED PROFESSIONAL ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND
CONGCLUSIONS,

-1 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,

-1 HAVE NO BIAS WITH RESPECT TO THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT OR TO THE PARTIES
{NVOLVED WITH THIS ASSIGNMENT.

-MY ENGAGEMENT INTHIS ASSIGNMENT WAS NOT.CONTINGENT UPON DEVELOPING 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
RELATED 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 APFRAISAL PRACTICE.

-1 HAVE MADE A PERSONAL INSPECTION OF THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SURBJECT OF TH!S REFORT.

- 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 APPRAISAL PRACTICE (USPAP) AS ADOPTED BY THE APPRAISAL STANDARDS
BOARD OF THE APPRAISAL 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 INFESTATtON

- GCONPETENCY OF THE APPRAISER: THE APPRAISER ATTESTS THAT HE OR SHE HAS THE APPROPRIATE KNOWLEDGE AND
EXPERIENCE NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS ASSIGNMENT COMPETENTLY.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK OF THE AFPRAISAL: THIS APPRAISAL REPORT IS INTENDED FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING
DECISIONS ONLY. THIS REPORT {8 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
ALL APPROPRIATE CONVENTIONAL DATA SOURCES, EXTERIOR INSPECTIONS OF COMPARABLE SALES USED, AND THE
PREPARATION OF A FULLY DOGUMENTED APPRAISAL REPORT CONFORMING TO ALL APPLICABLE STANDARDS. IN
DEVELOPING THIS APPRAISAL, THE APPRAISER(S) IS AWARE OF, UNDERSTANDS, AND HAS CORRECTLY EMPLOYED THOSE
RECOGNIZED METHODS AND TECHNIQUES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE A CREDIBLE APPRAISAL; AND USPAP
SPECIFIC APPRAISAL GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING AND REPORTING AN APPRAISAL HAVE BEEN FOLLOWED,
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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 ABQUT
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DID NOT REVEAL ANY INFORMATION WHICH WOULD INDICATE ANY APPARENT SIGNIFICANT
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL CONDITIONS WHICH WOULD NEGATIVELY. AFFECT THE SUBJECT. THE
APPRAISER 1S NOT AN EXPERT IN THE IDENTIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
COND!TlONS

EXPOSURE TIME FORTHE SUBJECT PROPERTY: THE ESTIMATED EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY-UNDER
CURRENT MARKET CONDITIONS IS APPROXIMATELY 1-3 MONTHS. THIS ESTIMATE 1S 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 FROPERTY AS OF THE DATE OF 121022013
A DATE PRIOR TO THE DATE OF INSPECTION ON.11/12/2014, VALUATION IS BASED ON MARKET CONDITIONS AS OF THE
EFFECTIVE DATE OF 12/02/2013 (WITHIN § MONTHS PRIOR AND 3 MONTHS POST). DATA ANC CONCLUSIONS ARE BASED ON
THIS BRAGKET OF TIME UNDER THE ASSUMPTIONS AND CONDITION DISCLOSED IN THE REPORT AS OF THE DATE OF
COMPLETION OF THIS REPORT ON 11/117/2014.

| TRISHA CLARK
AG028651

TIMOTHY LITTLE
ARD44897 ’
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LOCATION MAP
Client: IRVING ZARETSKY. i Filg No.:  14K007CTL
Properly Address: 2857 BRODERICK STRE Case No.: RES
CHy: SAN FRANCISCO . State: CA Zip: 84123
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' . SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM .

Client;  IRVING ZARETSKY File No.:  14K007CTL
Properly Address: 2657 BRODERICK STREET . Case No.: RES .
City: SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zip: 84123

FRONT VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

Appraised Date: Decémber 2, 2014
Anpraised Value: $ 1,620,000

REAR VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

STREET SCENE :




COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM -

[ Client_IRVING ZARETSKY File No.” 14K007CTL.
Property Address; 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No.: RES
| City: SAN FRANCISCO State; CA ; Zip: 84123
COMPARABLE SALE#1
333 SPRUCE STREET
r " Sale Dale: 10/02/2013 COE

Sale Price: $ 1,708,000

P Y,

't

COMPARABLE SALE #2

3226 OCTAVIA STREET

Sale Date; 01/08/2014 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,685,000

COMPARABLE SALE #3

3132 SCOTT STREET

Sale Dale; 03/24/2014 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,600,000




COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO AbDEl\lDUM .

Client: IRVING ZARETSKY

File No. 14K007CTL.

Propenty Addtess: 2857 BRODERICK STREET Case No: RES

City: SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zig: 84123
COMPARABLE SALE #4
3128 WASHINGTON STREET

1967

Sale Date: 10/04/2013 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,270,000

COMPARABLE SALE #5

436 LAUREL STREET

A

Sale Date: 0811672013 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,349,00G -

COMPARABLE SALE #6

Sale Date:
Sale Price: $

ST



APPLICATION EOR

Dwelling ig Unit Removal |
Merger, Conversion, or @wm:}%‘”éz ition

I. Owner/Applicant Information

" PROPERTY QWNER'S NAME:

Pam Whitehead

PHOMERTY OWNERS ADDRESG: - | T T e e
l @15 ) 2504057

AL T

2953 Broderick Street - ~
whiteheadwest@msn.com

¢ APPLICANT'S NAME: ' o o
: Stephen Antonaros . _ ) ) Same as Above ] ;
aprucamsabommss, T T T T e e e ' C

: . {415 ) 864-2261
i 2261 Market Street#324 ” . . e T
' ' 7 F} £A 975/ / % : santonaros@sbcglobal.net

= e e e e e eaa e e PR T s meamse 4 v ey

:ADDRESS: - . . PN e r e e AR .. :i‘éLéPi{dNE;

:( ).-....-.... . g . ' - ‘:

! emate

e e—— R I TR T TR e i

COMMUNITY LIAISON FOR PROJECT (PLEASE REPORT GHANGES TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR):
. Samae as Above [_ﬁ

ADDRESS: | TELEPHONE:
HER

i EMAL:

2. Location and C!ﬂbSlflthOﬂ
S AoRESS GrPrsagy © 0 T T ThT e+ e e e i
2853 - 2857 Brodeticlk Street : ‘ ' '

. GROSS STRE!:" S
Frlbert & Unlon Streets

fmees e tee wer s 8 wmaes Sh v A Mebmseeta emis 8% MmNt Are § e s Sl EEEem e & Sreesiees s bl brs # T 0 S04 Sesstamat By stsemarses s st Samte 4 wum 43

ASSESSORS BLOCKLOT | LOT DINENSIONS: ’LOTAHEA (5QFT): | ZOMING DISTRICT ! nsienTmUlKDiSTROR T
0947 J 002 i 34.5x80.0 2760 ‘ RH-2 140X

[ SOPR———

; t
PR PR
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Loss of vae!hng Units T hrough Merger
{FORM B - COMPLETE IF APPLICABLE)

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317{g), the merger of residential dwelling-units not otherwise subject to a
Conditional Use Anthorization shall be either subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review heating or will qualify for
administrative approval. Administrative review criterta only apply to those Residential Units proposed for Merger
that are (1) not affordable or financially accessible housing are exempt from Mandatory DR (valued by a credible *
appraisal within the past six months to be greater than 80% of combined land and structure value of single-family
homes in San Prancisco); or (2) meet a supermajcmty of the merger criteria listed below. Please see website under

Publications for Loss of Dwelling Umbs Numerical Values.

1. Does the removal of the unit(s) ehmmate only owner-occupied housing, and if so, for how long was the

.unii(s) proposed 1o be removed owner-ocoupied?
Yes, the existing two unit building is entirely occupxed and the unit to be merged or removed s owner

occupied.

b wse e e 48 e s s eeed Lee e memeeby M s s i e W Agie e e rmeas % s s e? M m e seser as e s ns amisee e uvm b mese b ser e b mmsee e el

2. Isthe removal of the umt(s) and the merger with another intended for owner occupancy’?

Yes, the merger‘is intended to allow the owner to occupy the whole building with extended family.

3. Wil the removali of the unit(s) bring the bullding closer into conformance with the prevamng densﬁy Inls
immediats area and in the same zoning distict?
The removal of the one unit will not bring the building closer or farther from the prevaﬂmg since tha
suitounding buildings are a mix of 1 and 2 units bufldings with some higher density nearby. Butsince 1-2
family dwellings are In themselves considered the same dlass of building the removal of one unit In this two

family dwelling leaves the subject building in the same category as before,

e e . — - e e e ms

4. Wil the removal of the unit{s) bring the building closer into conformance with the prescribed zoning?

The removal of the unit will not affect the building's conformance with the prescribed zoning,

R el e me e e sm s s semteenrees SR o emmsern

5. lsthe removal of the unit{s) necessaty to correct c%essgn or funoﬁona} def iciencies that cannot be corrected
through interior alterations?
The removal of the unit is not requited to cotrect any design deflciencies.

1969
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For i hiey

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It vequires that the Cxty shall find that proposed
alterations and demolitions ase consistent with eight priosity policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code.
These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the Project is consistent oz inconsistent with each policy. Each
statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable fo the property. Each policy must have a
response. If a given policy does not apply to your project, explain why it is not applicable. |

1. That existing neighborhood-ssrving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future oppotiunities for
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

This policy is not applicable since the subject property s not within a neighborhood setving retall zone and

has ho retail use currently.

2. That exsting housing and nezghborhood character be conserved and protected in order fo preserve the
cultural end economic diversity of our neighborhoods; |

The approval of this application will contribute to Improvements In the building facade that will in turn

contribute to Improving and preserving neighborhood character so therefore approval of the permit Is

consistent with this priority policy

3. Thatthe C:“y’s supp!y of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; |

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

"o e oo - Ve e B ]

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit setvice or overburden our st(eeis or neighborhood parking; -

This policy is not applicable since the subject property is hot thhin a commercial zone and/or will ot impact
transportation setvices. :

1970

5 1

o s o amasemiege oy R | -Z.’;’?Z. .{t?k,gér

Priority General Plan Policies — Pla nning Code Section 101.1
(APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS SUBJE(,T TO THIS N *PLICATION)




e
e

g 5, Thata diverse economic base be maintained by protecting out industrial and service sectors from
{ displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunitiss for resident employment

end ownership in these sectors be enhanced;
This policy does not apply since the subject property is not in an industrial zone not does it mvolve
development tha’c generates employment opportunities,

- e mr e b e .- vees e rs dees  memm as s ee et C e

{ 6. Thatthe City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthguake; .

" The removal of the dwelling unit will be part of a larger permit that brings the entire building up fo current
. earthquake standards therefore this priority policy will be met

7. That landma:ks and hiSLG?IC bu*!dings be presenved; and

Removal of this dwelling unit Is part of a larger alteration that will preserve and enhance the building’s already
acknowledged role as an historic resource and will contribute to improving the historic charactet of the
surrounding neighborhood

8. That our patks and cpen space and thelr access fo sunlight and vistas be protecied from development.

This policy does not apply since the proposal does not involve light of shadow on pubhc patks nor obstruction
- of v!stas
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Order#: 21342
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'
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101 South Van Ness Avenue «San Francisco, CA 84103
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San Francisco Planning Departmem
Office of Analysls and Information Systems

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT

Block 0947 . Lot002 Census Tract 128 .Census Block2002

Site Address: 2853 - 2857 BRODERICK ST .
Site Zip Code: 94123° ‘

OWNER -
PAMELA J WHITEHEAD FAMILY T ‘
PAMELA J WHITEHEAD, TRUSTEE R
50 MAGDALENA COURT B
MILL VALLEY CA 94941
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
Lot Frontage Year Built 1900
Lot Depth ' Stories 3
Lot Area 2757 . Assessor Units 2 :
' Bedrooms 0
Lot Shape . 4 Rooms 13
Building Sq.Ft. 2700 Assessor Use

Basement Sq.Ft.. 0

PLANNING INFORMATION
Zoning RH2
Height Limit 40-X
* Planning District 2
sup
§Sh
' Comments

1973




SAN. FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTNVIENT

. Printed 4/9/2013 1650 Misston St
RECEIPT " Suite 4033 .
' San Frangisco,
. . CA 94103-2479
i . T20130848 ' te: 04/09/2013 Reception:
Transachon D | Da _ e BE0 5373
Case Number:  2013.0433D 4/9/2013--2853 BRODERICK 8T Fax:
Account No. .- 20131383 : 415.558.6409
' Planning
Information:
Transaction 415.558.6377
Type: Case Intake
Description: Dwelling Unit
Payer: Stephen-A Antonaros
Check Number: 3527 : .
Total Charge: " $3,587.00
Amount Paid: - $3,587.00 .

Balance: $0.00

DOCKET COPY .
For all cases other than Discretionary Review Requests filed by individuals, a
Time & Materials fee will be charged if the cost of processing your case exceeds

the initial fee,

Deposit Date:
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April 8, 2013
RE: VALUATION OF 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CA

To Whom It May Cohcern:

My proposed pricing for the_s'e fwo units is as follows:

2853 Broderick: $1,505,600
2857 Broderick: $1,929,000

Enclosed you will find &omparable sales that will support these values. Should you need
- anymore information please do not hesitate to contact me. '

Best,

Erin Thompson . ‘
Summit Real Estafe Group, Inc. -
erinthompsonsf@gmail.com

(415) 531-9626
Lic #01777525

: ZHE vy

2095 Van Ness Avenuet| §grefrancisco, CA 94109
T (415) 5319626 | F (415) 296-6455 | www.summitsf.com

- yprve,

Myt e}
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Condo/Coop/TICILoft Client Brief w-Photo Report

Page 2.

Listings as of 04/08/13 at 3:49pm N
IMLS#: 400993 Condominium Sold ) 310 Spruce . Presidio Helghts $1,725,000
p ' D/S:7/C CrossSt: Clay City: San Francisco Zip: 94118 oMD: 09/14/1z
£ BlockiLot:101174  Zoning: ~SqFt2214 Source:Per Appralser  $/SqF:79042  Yr Buillts
s : BD: : 4 BA: 250 Pkg: - 1 N #Rms:
HOA Dues: 400.00 # Units: 2 Floor #: .
Occupant Type: Owner Rent: ) Type: -
DOR: 56 ’ Probate:No ) Crt Conf:No

Brokers Tour: Open:’ ; Open:

Marketing Remarks: Upper, two story, four bedroom, 2.5 bath house like condominium in charming Presidio Helghts duplex. Large open
dining/living room with hardwood floors, working gas fireplace and wall of bay windows. Remodeled kitchen with professionaf quality appliances and
Carrera marble countertops. Bright family/play/hangout reom. Main flcor office, In-unit laundry. Two maln floor bedrooms. Spacious master
bedroom, remodeled bath, and office/family room are on the upper floor. South facing deck offering fantastic views. One car parking and shared

storage. : .
Pending Date: . 11/00/12 i Sold Date: 11/27/12 ‘ Sold Price: $ 1,750,000
Sold 3320 California St#3 - Presidio Helghts $ 1,826,000
=74 DIS:7/C CrossSt:  Walnut - City: SanFrancisco | Zip: 94118 OND: 11/23/12
BlockiLot: 1020063 Zoning:Rm-1 ~8gFt:2583 Source:Per Tax Records $/SqF:716.22 Yr Built:200C
= Bk 4 BA: 3 Pko: 2 N#Rms:11
i+ HOADues: - 585.00 - # Units: 4 Floor#
ty Occupant Type: Vacant Rent: Type:
pom: - 28 Probate:No Crt Conf:
Brokers Tour: Open: . Open:

Marketing Remarks: Four bedroom, three bathroom home with a deck, lovely Southern outlooks, two-car patking, and a WalkScore of 100! Th.
recently-built beauty has soaring ceilings, radianf-heated floors, tons of light, and lovely finishes. Stunning greaf room with a fireplace and a
beautifully-appointed kifchen. 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! ‘ :

Pending Date:  12/21/12 Sold Date: 01/08/13 Sold Price: $ 1,850,000

Sold - 2845 Baker St Cow Hollow $ 1,550,000
DIS:7/D CrossSt:°  Greenwich City: San Francisco Zip: 94123 OoMb: 10/12/12
Block/Lot:0941035  Zoning: ~SqFt 1767 Source:Per Tax Records $/SqFt:849.46 Yr Built:1082
BD: 4 BA: 2 . Pkg: 1 N #Rms:
HOA Dues: 287.00 #Units: 2 Floor #: )
Occupant Typet Vacant Rent: Type:
DOl - 85 Probate:No Grt Conf:
Brokers Tour: Open: . Open:

N R 5 % . : .
Marketing Remarks: This townhouse condominlum s wel} located in one of the finest parts of Cow Hollow with immedlate access to the Presidio
and the Golden Gete Bridge for excellent outdoor recreational opportunities. This Is the lower unit In a two unit bullding 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 convenient as
is the slevator which accesses both levels. The living room is accented with hardwooed floors and a wood burning fireplace. The kitchen is open fo
the dining area and has abundant counter space and storage. Two bedrooms and a full bath complete this level. The lower level conslsts off the
master suite and a study. One car pkg.
Pending Date:  01/15/13 ) Sold Date: 01/22/13 Sold Price: $ 1,501,000
. Presented By: Erin Thompson (Lic: 01777525) / Summit Real Estate Group, Inc (Lic; 01249361)
All data NOT VERIFIED. Subject to ERRORS, OMISSIONS, or REVISIONS. Prospective Buysrs URGED TO
. < INVESTIGATE. - Copyright: 2013 by San Francisco Assoc of REALTORS.
Copyright ©2013 Rapatton} Corporation. All rights reserved.
. ‘ U.S. Patent 6,910,045
Equal Opportunity Housing * All information deemed reliable, but not guaranteed,

httg/ Isfarmls.rapm!s.comlscrrpts/mgrqlspi.dlE?APPNAME=Snnfmnci§co...WsLVJWCQ%S&KEVRId= 1&Include_Search,_Criteria=&CurrentSID=120094208 Page 2 of 2
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Condo/Coop/TIC/Loft Client Brief w-Photo Report

Jstings as of 04/08/13 =t 3:4%pm ' , Page 1
ViLS#: 402658 Condominitm Sold 2444 Clay Pacific Heights $ 1,695,000
/’ e 1 DIST/B  Cross 8¢ Webster * Gify: San Francisco Zip: 94115 Omi:  11/02112
- ; Block/Lot:0612037 Zoning: Rh2 ~54Ft: 2600 Source:Per Owner  $/SqFe:692.31 Yr Built:1900
BD: | 4 BA: 250 "~ Pkg: 1 N #Rms:8
HOADues: - 34440 #Units: 3 Floor #:
Cocupant Type: Vacant fent: Typas
= DOM: 8 Probate:MNo Cr§ Confs
=l Brokers Tour: Open: Open:

Viarketing Remarks: Gorgeous house-like full floor flat w/ beautiful period details thruout. Features 4 bedrooms {4th bedrm, could also be used as
yome office with built-in desk), 2.5 bathrms, formal living room with bay windows & fireplace, dining room with fireplace & charming built-ins
sombined vith a famfRy room adjacent to kitchen, satin remodeled Kifchen with Viking sfove & Miste DY wizn adjacent finished room that ¢/b a 2nd
‘amty room or kids playroom with access to the stairs down fo the deeded patio. Hardwood floors throughout, 1-car garage parking & exira storage.
2erfectly located just steps to Fillmore Streef’s shops and restaurants & Alta Piaza Park. 1st Open is Sunday, Nov 4th - 2-4pm. Don't miss this

ncredible flat at incredible prics!!

Pending Date:  11/10/12 Sold Date: 1173012 Sold Price: $ 1,800,000
MLS#: 405158  Condominium Sold 2179 Pacific Ave , Pacific Heights . $ 2,280,000
2 DIS:7/B Cross St:  Buchanan Gity: San Francisco Zip: 94115 OMD: 0zf22M¢
Block# 64:0500027 Zoning:Rh2  ~SgFb2740 Sowrce:Per Appraiser $/8qF1:835.77 Yr Built: 1902

¢ BD: 4 BA: 250 Pkg: 1 N #Rms: 8

3 HOA Dues; 608,00 # Units: 4 Floor# -

¥ Ocoupant Type; Vacant Rent: Type:

eemess DOM: 4 : : Probate:No : Crt Conf:
7 Brokers Tour: Open: Open:

ST : -

s: Elegant, remodsled house-like condominium in handsome 4-unit Edwardlan building. Situated in prime Pacific Heights
location, this 2 jevel, TOP FLOOR unit showcases architectural details including beautiful inlaid hardwood ficors, fireplaces, crown molding,
wainscoting, built-in cabinetry in living and formal dining rooms, leaded glass, Balustrade railings, & skylights. Chef's kitchen w/breakfast nook &
quality appliances, adjoining family area w/néw deck. Open layout w/ large LR, FDR w/balcony, & gracious enfryway - ideal for sophisticated city
living. Master suite boasts fireplace, & stunning BAY VIEWS! 3 additional, spacious bedrooms. Remodeled baths w/Waterwork fixiures.

Pendiﬂg Date: 02/26/13 ©  Sold Pafe: 03/26/13 / Sold Price: $ 2,290,000 .
MLSH: 404191 Stock Cooperative Sold - 2121 Broadway #8 Pacific Helghts $ 2,200,688
P D/8:7/B Cross St:  Webster City: San Franclsco - Zip: 94115 OmMD: |, 01/18/1%

" =

Block/Lot:580306 Zoning: ~SgFt: Source:Not Avallable  $/SgFt: Yr Builé: 1931
BD: 4 BA: . 4 Pkg: 2 . N#Rms:
: HOA Dues: 1500.00 # Units: 7 Floor #:
2 Occupant Type: Vacant Rent: Type:

DOM: 11 Probate:No Cri Conf:

= Brokers Tour: Opem: - . QOpen:

SRR
ng ust a few blocks to the shops and restaurants of upper Fillmore and within 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 of a 7 floor bldg the floor plan Is perfect for both entertaining and casual day to day
fiving. The 4BRs are located at the rear of the building allowing for peace and quiet while the separate den has a lovely £ 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-resident seller response.
Pending Date: 01/29/13 Sold Date:- 03/06/13 Sold Price: $ 2,520,000
’ Presented By: Erin Thompson (Lic: 01777525) [ Summit Real Estate Group, Inc (Lic: 01248361)
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. Patent 6,910,045 } }
Equal Opportunity Housing * All information deemed reliable, but not guaranteed. '

i}ttp'./léfannis.rapmls.c_om[scriprs/ ingrqlspl.dH?APPNAME=Sanfranclsco...wsL\aWC;lsgﬂeyRid=1&lndude___Search_Criteria=&CurrentSlD=1200942 08 Page 1of 2



Case No. ‘
Project Name
Cross Streets

Sponsor

Community Liaison

Project Information

2013.0433
2853 BRODERICK ST )
Filbert & Broderick Street

Stephen Antonaros
santonaros@sbcglobal.net

Description " Removing a dweliing unit.

Suffix File Date Case Information

D 04/09/2013 101.1 &317
Planner Supervisor

DAVID LINDSAY

‘Construction Cost Initial Fee Balance
$0.00 $3,587.00 $0.00
Comments ‘

Action Date Action

Motion Number

Docket Locafion

NORTHWEST

Status

. Active

1978




Fila No. 20131127PW

APPRAISAL OF

LOCATED AT:

2853-2857 Broderick Street
San Francisco, CA 94841

. CLIENT:

Pam Whilehead
50 Magdalena Ct
Mitl Valley, CA 94941

- AS OF:

' ’ December 2, 2013

BY:

Roger A. Ostrem

1979




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

"Pam, : ) ,
| recently appraised the property located 2853-2857 Broderick Street in San Francisco 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.

in March 2010 the interior of the house was burned in an arson fire and the interior was guitedasa
result of the damage. My appraisal values the property as if it was rebuilt to its original use and then-
assigns a'se'parate value to each of the two units. Since 2-unit buildings are not sold as individual 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 comp 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 each 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, page 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 occuples
'approximateiy 2,490 sf or 57% of the entire biilding. 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 occugied by each unit, the value for each unit, if valued separately, is:

2853 Broderick: $1,526,500
2857 Broderick: $2,023,500

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 $pace occupied in the building. Following is a breakdown -
of individual unit values for each of the comps, which can then be compared to the subject’s 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: 51,977,083

Comp 5: $1,501,250 A ’

1980



2857 Broderick: $2,023,500
Comp 1: 2,072,583

Comp 2: $1,538,500

. Comp 3:51,776,889 .
Comp 4: $2,767,917

Comp 5: $2,101,750

It can be concluded that the individual values assigned to each unit in the subject property are well
supported in the marketplace,

Roger Ostrem
Greenhill Appraisal
License #AR028299

1981



File No. 20131127PW

December 5, 2013

Pam Whitehead
" 50 Magdalena Ct
© Mill Valley, CA 54941

File Number:  20131127PW

In accordance with your request, | have appraised the real property at:

2853-2867 Broderick Street
San Francisco, CA 94841

The purpese of this appraisal is to develop an opinioh of the defined value of the subject praperty, as improved,
The property rights appraised are the fee simple interest [n the site and improvesments.

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

$3,550000 -
Three Mitlion Five Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars

1

" The attached reporl contains the description, analysis and supportive data for the conclusions,
final opinion of value, descriptive photographs, assignment conditions and appropriate certifications.

B ot

Roger A. Ostrem

1982




Residential Appraisal Report File No. 20131127PW
¥ The purpose of thls appraisal report is to provide e cliert vith & creditle opinian of the defined value of the subject propesty, given the intendesuse of the appraisal.

B Clieni Namoliniended User Pam Whitehead E-mai whiteheadwest@msn.com
m Crient Address 50 Maodalena.Ct ciy Mill Valley Stote CA pr 94941

”- Mdibonnl(mended uUserls) Client's designated assoclates

Inlended tise Determing the contribuiory market value of each unit in & 2-unit house, with the intended purpose ofconsolidahn the existing
2-unit properly into & single family house,

BN Propesty Adress 2853-2857 Broderick Streat City San Francisco Stale CA Zip 94941

F5% Ounes o Publc Recsiu 2853 Broderick LLC ) " Couny San Franclsco |
22 Lonat Destiipfion Refer to preliminary title report .

£ Assessor's Parcel# 09474002 Tox Yesr 2012 RE.Taxes $ 2,131

NeighborhootdName Cow Hollow Map Relerence 547-F4 Census Tract 128,00
| Propeny Rights Apamsed (X)Fep Simple [ Jipaschold | JOther (describe .
mm. did pol revest any prior seles or translers of he sublect praperty lor the three years mior o the eflective date of Uis anpralsal
Prios SulefTeansies:  Dote 05/30/2012 Price $4,800,000 Sourzely County Records
Anélyssotpdursnlearmsfex istory of the subject prapenty {on compamble sales, f applicable)  Within the past 38 months the subject recorded a sale from the
g Inger M Conrad Trust to the PJ Whitehead Family Trust, with a sales price of $4,800,000, recorded on 05/30/2012. The subject later

g recorded a fransfer from the PJ Whitehead Family Trust to 2853 Broderick LLC on 05/09/2013 with no recorded transachon value, The
B comps have not recorded addifional sales in the 12 months prior to the effective date of this appraisal.

- SALESHIST

;:», Offerings, optios and conlracls as of the eflective date of tho appraisel - None

- Naighbarhoo Checacteristics Ope-UnitH Trends One-Unk Houst Peesent Land Use %

M L ocation (X Jixoen Sumnban [ JRual | PropenyVelves {XMincreastn Stable Detioing | PRICE _ AGE |OneUnh 50 %
B Bulli-Up {X)Over25% { J25-76% Under 25% | Deman, Shonage In Balance |_JOverSugply | $(000) ©  {ws) 12-4Unkt 20%
% Grovh {_JRapid  {(X)stble Slow Markeling Time Under3mibs |_J3-6mins Over Gaihs 860 ton 5 | Mulli-Fami 20%
S dBemdades Bounded on the north by Lombard Street, on the south by Green Street, | 5,300 Kigh 150 | Commerciat 0%
° on the gast by Van Ness Avenue and on the west by Lyon Street, 2,200 Pred. 85 0mer %

E =4 Neighserhond Deseiplion The subject's nelghborhood is built out with a mixture of nes;denﬁal land uses including single family homes,
2] condos, TICs and mutti-unit residentlal bulidings. The neiohborhood is very well maintained and many properties in the area have been

‘-" remodeled or upgraded. The neighborhood has relail districts that run along Union Street and Fillmore Street. The area is within
2 walking distance to the Marina Green and the adiacent San Francisce Bay. All communily services are available,
B Marke! Condltipns including support for Ihe above conchsions) A review of District 7 (Pacific His, Presidio Hts, Marina, Cow Hollow) market conditions
for 2-unit houses reveals the following: Qver the past 12 months there have been 25 sales; during the same time period median prices
i for 2-unit properties increased from $2,000.000 fo $2,200,000; the number of days on the market decreased from 30 to 6. Currently
M there are 6 fistings on the MLS with an average list price of $2,630,000,

B8 Diinensions 34.5 % 80 Area 2,757 sf Shape Regtanagular View Cily Streefs
B Specific Zoring Classifieation RH-2 . Zoning Deseripiion Residential Housing District, 2 Units

Logal [ JLeqa! Noncorforming {Grendiatiered Use) L JNo Zosing | )liienal {dostitoe
: f Is the bighesl ang bestuse of the Sutjoct propesty as improved {of as proposed per plans ond speciications) the present use? X ¥es e ln\u. doscibe, H\ghest and ]
i best use Is conversion 1o a single family house as currently being Droposed per plans and specs.

uJ Utithles. Public __Other{dosgrlbs) Pulitle  Other {deseribe) Ditsitem) mems—Type Public Plhlalu
s Electrlc?l Water Strezl Asphalt
X C  SodlanySewer ] ey _None

suel:mnmems Subject site is typical of the neighborthood.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION FOUNDATION EXTERIORDESCRIPTION __ malerials INTERIOR malerisls
 Unis [ Jone [ Oewiicc uit [X)2 Conkrete Siab ’@Cra\-ngnce Foundation Walls __Concrele Flopss Hardwood .
2o Stoties 4 FullBasement {_JPartia) Basemant | Extetior Walls Wood Shingle | wiis Sheatrbck
mm Dot { Jaw [ _JS-DetJEnd Uit | Basement Area O st.1 ] Roof Suiface Shingle TenFinish__Wood,Paint
[ Iproposed_§_JUnder Const. | Basement finish 0%} Guters & Downspouts Galvanized Bahflowr __ Tile
Des‘n le Traditional [ Joutside Eniviest  {_JSumg Pump | Window Tyne Single Pane Baih Wainscat._Tile
Year Buli circa 1900 : Storm Sashiinsuiied None CorSworane [ JMone
Effoctive Ane (Y19 75 Scigens None Doivevay #otcos O
Aiic None Heatng [XIrwall It Ragiani| Amepltics WootlSipvelsh ¥ | Driveway Suiface COncrele
[. pSiar Stairs Other Fust Gas Fireplacels)? 4 Fente Garage  #0ofCars 2
'-[I Floot Stuttie Coal Cental Air Condilion Patiofpeck Deck { IParch Coport__ 7olCars 0 ’
LL'[l Enished 1 Jsioatea ool XJomer None Pool Othes M [ Joe  [Xpawe
';,’ Anpliances [ X Refiiqerator Ran Quen {X ) Dishviasher Disposal Microwave  {X ) Washer/D, Qiher fdesciibel
ac Finished ren above arads contains: 12 Rooms © Bedrooms 5 Bam(s) 4,372 Square Feat of Gross Living Airen Above Grade

E Addigonal Features 2853 Broderick consists of 1,882 sf (43 % of total space space) and has § rooms/2 bedrooms/2 baths.
2857 Broderick consists of 2480 sf (57% of total space) and has 7 roomsl4bedroom513 baths,

{ Commens onthe Improvements See Attached Addendum

’ e ey T o oyt 20 S0 ALY
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e . s .



Residential Appraisal Report Fle No. 20181127PW..

FEATURE ] SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1 COMPARABLE SALE NO.2 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3
2853-2857 Broderick Sirest 2821-2823 Broderick Strest 2051-2053 Broadway . 2405, Washington Street
Address San Francisco San Franclsco San Francisco San Francisco
Proximily lo Subéeel N 0.03 miles S 0,75 miles ESE 0.71 miles ESE
Sale Price $ $ . 3560000 5 3,150,000 S 3,750,000
Sale PricalGrossliv. ea |5 salis 788 so.fi. S 904 sa.f. 3 962 se.f
Data Source : San Francisco MLS# 308733 | San Francisco MLS# 412368 | San Francisco MES# 401725
Verification Souic County Dogi# J517977-00 County Doc# J763571-00 County Doc# J532533-00
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION V38 Adusto DESCRIFTION o8 Austent DESCRIPTION )5S Agustont |
Sale or Finanging Trust Sale No Concessions No Concessions :
| Concassions” Cash Sale Conventional . Conventional
Date of Sale/Time 05/25/2012 350,000 | 09/27/2013 ) 10/26/2012 375,000
Locotion Urban Urban Urban Urban
LeaseholiFea Simgle | Fee Simple Fee Simple i Fee Simple Fee Simple
She 2757 sf 4 097 sf 3436 sf 3.223sf
View  City Streets City Streels City Streets Cily Streets ;
Dasi Tradlfional Traditional Traditional Viclorian

=% Qualily of Consyusetion | Good Good Good Good
A Actual fge 113+ 104 85 113+4f
N Condifion Fair Average -320,000 { Average -320,0001 Average -320,000
= Above Grads . Yoiat JBdams]  flattn Jomt m Doing Yot Indms)  Baths Totaf {foms]  pom
fRoomCounl 1218 5 12 l 5] | 5 101 4 4 25000| 918 3.4 40,000
] GrossLiving fvea 4,372 so.b. 4,520 s h -37.000 3485sqk} 222000 3,900 s0.t 118,000
4 Basemeal & Finished | None None None None
5 Rooms Below Grade | None None None None
Functional Uil Average Average Average Average
¥ Heating/Coofin FWA/None FWA/None FWA/None - FWA/None
Enerqy Etficien fiems | None None None 'None E
G 2 Cer Garane 2 Car Garage 2+ Car Garage : 4 Car Garage 35,000
PorchiPatiofDock Decks Decks Patio Garden
Unit 1 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA |5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 15 Rm/2 BR/1 BA
Unit 2 7 Rm/4 BR/3 BA |7 Rwn/4 BR/3 BA 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 4 Rm/4 BR2.1 BA
Net Adiustment (ot ; LJe Ixi s zo000f [)s IX). s 73000 [XJy L1 Is 248,000
Adjusted Sale Price Netag. * -0.2% NolAg  -2.3% NetAd,  6.6%

of Comparables GrossAd. 19.9% 13 3,653,000 }Gussag. 18.0% 18 3,077,000 | Gross A, 23.7%1$ 3,098,000
Sumevary of Sales Comparison Approach _ See Attached Addendum . )

COSTAPPROACHTOVALUE
Sile Vaiue Comments _The area Is built out and there are no recent land sales of vacant sites 1o supporst an estimate of site value using the
sales comparison approach. Site value is determined by aliocation using the county assessor's tax records as a basis forarfiving at
resulls. Per the county assessor, land values In the area are typically high, ranging from 60%-70% of total value. The subject's Jand

value is eslimated at the high end of the range. )

ESTIMATED REPRODUCTIONOR | XJREPLACEMENT COST NEW OPINIONOF SIFEVALUE .0 1e e i iinaasnsinssorannepseinncersns® 2 485.000
54 Sourceof costms Marshall & Swift, Local Contractors Dvieling 4372 sgFL @3 478........0..= 8 2,076,700
4 Quatly rating from cost servicé 6.0 Effective date of cost data_12/02/2013 _SspfLes carensioie® $
i Comments on Cost Approsch foross tiving area catculalions, depreciation ale
See Attached Addendum Gorage/Corport 504 _SpRes 180...0...0.02 8 76,600
Q . .__ | Totol Estimate of Costhew esneeazsan 2,152 300
less 160 Physical | Funciional § Exterast i
Depreciation 1,130,800 1,130,800
Deprecigted Cosl of IMprOVementS .. .uvesorasmssesininsnsnnene 1,021,500
“As-is” Value of SHe ImprOVemeMS. ovarzyes ossaoessesasniisesas 50,000
INDICATES VALUE BY COST APPROACH. . vevusersasennren s = $ 3,556,500
INGOME APPROACHTOVALUE . |
Estimated Monthly Market Rent § n/a X Gross Rent Mul nla «$ nfa_Ingicated Value by lricome Approach

24 Summery of Income Approach {inclucting support for marketrem and GRM)  Rent control is in effect In 8an Francisco. Rent control reduces the Income
otential of a propesiy, which results in an arlificially lower valus for the. property. Therefore, the income approach s not considered o

be a reliable indicator of value and is not used in this appraisal assignment,
Indicstod Volusby: Solns Campadson Approochs3 850,000 ' CostAnprosch fif develope s 3,556,600 income Appronch {if developo) $ N
The reconciled value of the subject is $3,550,000 as of the effective date of this appraisal. Individual contributory values have been -
assigned 1o each unit based on the percentage of sguare footane of each unit. The velue for each unit is as foliows: .

=3 2853 Broderick: 33,550,000 x 43% = $1,526 500 ’

> 2867 Broderick: $3.550,000 x 57% = $2,023 500 :
Yris approisal s made  [Xes’s" () sutjoctto completion per plais and speclicallons onihe basis of a hypotielical tontion hat the Imgrovements have been compleled,

=4[ Jsutject o th folng regals or torafions o I bas’s of» kypolhatical conciion k(e sepeirs or llerations have beencompioled [ sujecto e ol

Based on fhe scope of work, ptions, limiting condiions and nppraiser’s certification, my {our) opinion of the defined valug of the real property

thatlsthe subjectof thisreport1ss 3,550,000 asof 12/02/2043 - +whichis the effective dote of this appraisal.
'Z"; w . N # 0] sebaroes., (s Tt Copytic ;,: 12 RoHts Riseved
cipar et PR G WA
gk R Greetfy §ufraisal :
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FEATURE | SUBJECT - COMPARABLE SALE NO, 4 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 5 COMPARABLE SALE NO. 6
2663-2857 Broderick Street 2847-2849 Washington St 1655-1657 Beach Street
Address San Francisco San Francisco San Francisco
Prowimity to Subfect 0,48 miles SSE 0.68 miles NE
Sale Price $ N s 5,300,000 $ 4,100,000 $
SolePricelGrosstiv.Avea £ sq.ft 18 978 sa.l. $_ 1,005 soh. s sa..]
Data Sourcefs San Francisco MLS# 405603 | San Francisco MLS# 414385
Verification Sourcafs County Doc# J662136-00 . |Real Estate Agen
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION V)5 Admstoont DESCRIPTION 2[4 Aymemy DESCRIPTION +)S Mfosimont
Sale or Financing No Concessions
Concassions Conventional Active Listing
Date of SalofTime 05/21/2013 530,000{10/18/2013 List
Location Usban Urban Urban
LeasoholdFeg Simple__| Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple
Site 2,757 sf 3,510 sf 3,436 sf
View Cily Stregls City Sireels City Strests
Design{Style Traditional Victorian Spanish Med.
usfy of Construction__{ Good Good Good
Actun) Age 118+l- 313+H- |82
Condition Fair V. Good/Remod -820,000 1V, Good/Remod -570,000
Above Grade Yo {Bdms] Bt Youst [Bdms] et Tod Jii Total [Bieony Bahs
Room Count 121 6 5 - 12! 6 5 1218 5
Grossliing Area 4372 so.0. 5430sqn| _ -265000 4,080 senl - 73,000 sl
Basement & Finished  [None None None :
ms Below Grade None None None
unclional UL Average Average Average
Healing/Coolin FWA/None FWAINone FWA/None
Encrqy Elficient llems None Nope None
GaayelCampon 2 Car Garage 2 Car Garage 2+ Car Garage
PorcnlPatio!Deck Decks - Patio Decks
Unit 1 5 Rm/2 BR/2 BA |5 Rmi2 BR/I2 BA 8 Rm/2 BRI2 BA
Unit 2 7 Rm/4 BR/3 BA |7 Rm/4 BR/S BA 7 Rm/4 BR/3 BA
Net Adigsiment (Tolo [Je 1X)- Is. ses000f [Js [X- Is doz.000f By [ 1s 0
=4 Adjusted Sale Price NetAd. -10.5% . |NetAd ~1221% Nethd,  0.0%
of Comparaties Cosshg, 30.5%1t 4745000 |Gosshd. 15.7%(s 3,603,000 {Gosh_0.0%]s 0
2% Summary of Sales Comparison Approach _ See Attached Addendum :
— This ko L 2010AC Bntsion N
g B e e



Residential Appraisal Report _ FileNo. 20134127PW

Scope of Work, Assumptions and lelting Conditions

Secope of work Is defined in the Uniform Standardsof Professional Appralsal Practice 3™ the type and exient of research and analyses fnan

assignment” jn short, scope of work is simply what the oppraiser dig and did not do during the sourse of th Y Jtincludes, butisnot

fimited to; the extentiowhich the propentyls idenlxﬂed sndinspected, thetype and extent of data ressarched, the? type ond extent of analyses applied

to arrive at opinions or conclusions.

Th of thls appraisal and ing di jon Inthis report are specificto the needs of the clieny, other identified lnu:nded usersandiothe

intended use of the report. This reportwas prepared for the sole and exclusive tise of the client and identified intended users for the ldentified

intended use and its use by any other partlesisp ‘Theappraiseris notresponsibile for snauthorized use of B report,

The appralser’s certification appearingin this appraisal report is sutgeu to the foltwalng conditlons and ta suchother specific conditions as are

setforth by the appralser inthe report, Allextrsordinary plions and hypott t conditons are slated inthe reporland might have alfecied the

assignment results.

1. The appraisef assumes no respossiblity for matters of alegal nalure alfecting the properly appraised or e thoreto, nor doasu\anpp:axseuenda ony opinionas to the ile, vmxchls
410 be good and marketable, Thie propery is appalsed as Uiough yunkler respansibla gimarship,

2. Any skelchin this reporl may show approsi sions and i incliuded only to assist the readet in visualizing e propenty, The appmserhas made no survey of the propaity.

3, The appraiser is not required 1o give leslimoﬂyorappwhcounhnmo!hawng made the appraisat vilh referance to the propery in question, unless amangements have been
previously made theselo,

4. Nefiter al, nor any part o! the conjent of this repor, copy or other media thereal (includig conclursions s to the property valie, the idenilly of the appraiser, professlonal designations,
o the frem vith vihich the appralser is connected), shell be wsed fo¢ any purposes by anyone but the cliont and nther Intended vsers as ideatéied in this report, for shaui(be conveyed by
anyone to Ihe public through ativenising, public relations, newrs, sales, of oller media, vithout the villien consent of the appraiset,

5. The appratser vl not disefose the contents of (hls appeatsal report unless required by spplicable law o as specified in the UnTlorm Standards. of Professional Appralsal Practice.

6. Informalion, estimales, and opintons furnished o the eppraiser, and contsined in the repont, were obtained Irom sources considered refizble and beficved 1o be (e aad comrect,
However, no rcspms?bmyfofaecufacy of such Hems furished 1o the appraiser Is assumod by e pp i

1. The approlsor assunies fal there are no Widden or ynapparom conditions of The propenty, subsoll, of strurtures, vihich would rendet it more of less fe, The

1 sesponsiniity for such conditions, or for engineeting or tesiing, viich might be required to discover such factors. This appreiselTs nol an environmenlol assessmant ol the p{opnrky and
should ol be: considered os such,

8, The appralser specializes in the valuation of teal property and s niot a home Hispectos, bullding conttacic, structural enginesr, o simitar expen, voless olheswise nnled. The uppm:ser
didast canduct the Intensive (ype of field abservafions of the kind intended 1o seek and discaver propeny defects. The vievring of the roporty and any Im isforp

developing an opinion of the dafined value of the property, given the intended use of thisasslg garding candition arg based ony sufface obsservalons nn)y The
sppraiser cisims no specil edpedise regarding issues inchuding, but ot lisdied to; foundation sw!emam. basement moisturo problems, woot! desiroying {or other} Insocts, pestinfestetion,
rodon gas, lead based paint, mold of environmentalissues. Unless othenvise indicaled, mechanical systems wiere not aclivated or tesied.

This appraisal repon shoufd not be used 1o disclose the contiiion of the propety asil selates bo e presencefabsence of defects, The client :simmeu and encouraged o emp.uyqueﬁﬁed
cxpents Winspact and-address preas of concern. lfnegnmu condiions sre discovered, the opinlon of value may be affecled,

Unless otherwise noted, the appraiserassumes the components that constitute the subjoct property impr t{s) are fund; dlfy sound and in
warking order.

Anyviewing of the property by he appraiser vias finfied {o readily ohservable areas. Unless nmewnse aoted, atiics and p vigreniot 1, The appralser iidriot move
fnizure, oo covenngs or ofhes ftems Uat mray resvic] the vieving of the propedy. :

8. Appraisats ) hypothelical conditions relaled to complolion of new constiuction, repalrs of alteration are based on the ption that sich completi fon ¢ repalrs vil
b rompelenty performed. .

0. Unless the intended use of ihis appraisal specifically includes ssues of propory i ppraisal should nel beused for suchpuiposes. Reproduchnn or
Replaoemenl cost figwes used in the cost approadnamfnrvamﬁan purgoses anty, g*vemhs mlendP.duse oi the assignment. The Definifon of Value used in this sssignment is unlikely
to be consisent with the defintion of & Value for propery g -
11. The AC! General Purpose Appraisal Report (SPAR™) Is notintended for use Intransscifons that require a Farmie Mae 1004/Freddia Mac 70 Torm,

alsp knawnas the Uniform Residential Appraisal Repont (URAR)v

Additions} Comments Refated To Scope OTWork, Assumptions and Limiting 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 nelghborhood was inspected.
Regional, city and neighborhood demographlc data was analyzed, The cutrent zoning status of the fhe site was verified with the
applicable city/county planning department. The flood zone status of the property was investigated and reported. Recent,
compatable sales transactions were selected from the subject's neighborhood-and analyzed. Data sources include the multiple
listing service, reaitors, and county records accessed thyough the county assessor’s office. Three approaches 10 value were used, or
considered, to determine an opinion of value, The three approaches include the sales comparison approach, the cost approach and
the income capxtahzahon approach.

The appraiser did not review the file report and a fitle report was not made avaitable to the appraiser.
The appratser 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 buliding defects
that may exist. The appraiser doss not guarantee that the house is free of defects, The appraiser recommends the enlistiment of a
qualified home Inspector if such an investigation Is required.

The appralser did not conduct an invesfigation to discover the presence of mold, asbestos, urea formaldehyde, radon or other
potentially hazardous materials that may affect the properly and its value. The appraiser is not qualified o determine the cause of
mold, {he fype of mold that may be present or whether the mold might pose a risk o the properly or its inhabitants. The appraiser is
ot an environmental inspecior and Is not an expert in the field of hazardous material Investigation. The appraiser recommends the
enlistment of a qualified expert in the field of hazarious material investigation if such an investigation Is required. .

The appraiser did not conduet research to uncover informiation about the location of possnble adverse, external conditions in the
neighborhood.
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’ Residential Appraisal Report

Appraiser’s Certification .
The appraiser{s) certifies that, to thebest of the appralser’s knowledge snd belief:
1. The stalements of fact contoine! in this report are tue and corect. |

2. The reported anafyses, opinians, and cnn:!uslnns we lingiled oy by tho reporied assuniptions and Emiling contifons and are the appmser‘s porsonal, impantiol, anduntiased
professional opinions, ande

3. tnfass othenvise staled, Uie approlser has no presnm or prospectiveinlerest in the property that is the: subject of this report oad s no personal interest vill respect to the paities
involved.

4. The appraiser ios no Has vith respect 1o llmpmpmyxhatzs \se subject of this reporl of 1o he parlies mvowcdmmuus assignment.
S,"The appraiser’s engagement In this nssignment vvas not eantingest upon developing of reporting predelesmined resulls.

6. The apptaiser’s compnsetion for cump'elmg {his assignment Is et comingent upan the development of reparting of a predetormined value of direction it value that favors the cause of
the client, the smouat of the value opinion, the aflainmen of a stipulated result, of $ho oceurtence of 8 subsequent event direelly refoled to the ntended use of Ihis appraisal,

7. The appraiser's analyses, apinfons, and conclusions vrore developed, and this report hes been prepared, in canlormiy with the Usiform Standards of Professionat Appraisa! Praclice.
8, Unless othervise noted, the appraiser fias made a parsonal Inspetiion of the property that is the subject of this repot.
9. Unless noted belos, io ons provided significant real proporty appraisat assistance {0 the appraiser signing Vs cerffication, Sigrilicant real propenty appraisal essistance provided by:

Additions} Certifications: ’
This appraisal is developed and reported in compliance with the Uniform Standards of Professnuna! Appraisal Praclice.
1 ceriify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, | have not performed any additional services regarding the subject property, as
an appraiser, or in any other capacity, within the 3 year time period immediately preceding acceptance of this appraisal assignment.

Definitlonof Volue:  [X)MarketValue [ JOther Value:
Source of Definiion: Appraisal Institute Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal
Market value is defined as the most probabie price which a properiy shouid bring In a competitive and open market under all
conditions requisite fo a fair sale, the buyer and sefler each acting prudently and knowledgeably and assuming the price is not
affected by undue stimulus. Infiict in this definition is the consummahon of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of lifle from
seller to buyer under conditfons whereby:

{1} buyer and seller are typically medified,

{2) both parties are well informed and well advised and acting in what they consider their own best interest,

(3) & reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open marked,

{4) payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in ferms of financiat arrangements comparable thereto, and

{5} the price represents the normal consideration of the property sold unaffected by special or crealive financing or sales
concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. . . .

ADDRESS OF THE PROPERTY APPRAISED:
}  2853.2867 Broderick Street
k Sen Francisco, CA 94941
EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE APPRAISAL: 12/02/2013

M APPRAISED VALUE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY § 3,550,000

M APPRAISER SUPERVISORY APPRAISER
Name: Roger AlOstrem Name:
E  StateCestilizalion 2 AR028289 Siate CeiMicaton #
orlicense # orLicense ¥
o Other {describe): - State £ States -
B Sule: CA Expiration Date of Cetblication or License:
Expleation Bate of Catificaion orticense: 09/06/2018 Dateaf Signoiwe:
Date of Signalwe pad Repor - 12/04/2013 Date of Property Viewing:
Date of Propedy Viewng:  12/02/2013 Degroe of propery vieving: .
B Degret of propanty viewing: Dlnmnnram! Exmmr D Extedor Onty Dmdnm persanally viey
§ 5 ioterior and Exterior D Exterior Onty D Oid not pecsonally view

© 2052010 AL D/ilonof 15D Clokus Servces, b, A% Rghts Resirvod)|

oar-
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Greenhill Appraisal
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ADDENDUM

Client: Pam Whitehead Fu__u: 20133127PW
Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street : Case Nos
Cily: SanFrandisco . State:’ CA Zip: 04941

Quallty and Condition of Property

The subject is a 2-unit house. The lower unit is 2853 Brodenck and the upper unit js 2857 Broderick. In March 2010 the
interior of the house was burned in an arson fire and the interfor was gutted #s a result of the damage. The previous owner
submitied plans to restore the property to its original use. The plans were approved and a permit was issued to rebuxld the
interior with an approved budget of $320,000.

The lower unit consists of the original 1st floor consisting on 1,170 sf plus an additional 712 sf of space on the garage fioor,
now referred to as the {st floor, The additional 712 sf of space is included in this appraisal as pait of the lower unit since it
was part of the plans submitied by the previous owner that were approved and legatly permitied. Additionally, a 2-car
garage was included in the approved plans and js alse included in this appraisal. .

On 05/30/2012 the house was sold to the current owner who Is atiempting to reconfigure the house from its original 2-unit
uss info a single family house.” However, the intent of this appraisal is to value the two units individuatly and altribule a
contributory market value fo each, The appraisal therefore refies on the original configuration of the house and not on the
newly proposed single family configuration.

“The original configuration of 2853 Broderick was a 2 bedroom/2bath unit with a kitchen, living room and dining room. The
_mew 712 sf addition, previously approved, is simply referred to as Iiving space in this appraisal. The tolal square footage is .
1,882 st

The original conﬁguratu’un of 2857 Broderick was a 4 bedroom’3 bath unit with a kitchen, fiving room and dining room. The
unit consisted of 1,385 sf on the lower fevel and 1,095 sf on the upper Jevel for a-total of 2,490 sf.

‘The condition of the house is rated fair and the neighborhood standard is rated average, The interior of the houseis
currently gutted and, as a result, the condition of the subject s currently below the neighborhood standard, The original
construction quality of the house is rated good and is similar to the surrounding neighborhood standard.

Comments on Sales COmpanson

The search for comps involved analyzing sales of 2-unlt buildings located in District 7. Distiict 7, as defined by the San
Francisco Association of Reaitors, includes Pacific His, Presidio Hts, the Marlna and the subject's immediate heighborhood
of Cow Hollow. A typical buyer interested in purchasing within the subject's neighborhood would typically search for
properties throughiout District 7. Comps 1-4 are closed sales transactions. Comp 5 is an activerfisting.

Single famlly house sales and cando sales dominale the neighborhood sales market and the volume of 2-unit bullding sales
is low, As a result, it Is necessary to extend the search back in time approximately 18 months in order :o have a sufficient
number of similar property sales to analyze to produce a credible result

Comps 1, 3 & 4 are adjusted for time ot the rate of price increase posted for 2-unit buﬂdings over the past 12 months. The &
month period prior to the most recent 12 months recorded less price apprediation for 2-unit buildings and no additional
adjustment for time Is made for that period.

The subject has a typical site for the local market, whichis matched by all of the comps, Site sizes differ moderately but ali
of the comps have a harrow street frontage and all have back yards that add little additiona] utility, Therefore despite
moderate site size differences, the effective utility of the sites are all considered simifar to the subject.

The subject's current condition is rated fair and an across the board line item adjustrnent 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 bucdget to restare the properly's pre-fire
condition. The previous owner's budgetwas $320,000 to make the restoration.

All of the comp's condition ratings are as of thelr close of escrow date. Comps 4 & 5 have additional condition adjustments
since their condition exceeds the neighborhood average to which the subject is assumed 1o be sestored to. In addition to the
$320,000 across the board adjustment, Comps 4 and 5 are adjusted by an additiona! $500,060 and $250,000, respectively, -
based on budget estimates provided by real estate agents for each property.

Since this appraisal has the Intent of determinlng the contribulory value of each of the subject's 2- units, a breakdown of
each of the comps 2-units has been displayed. The comps are generally similar in bedroom/bathroom count as the subject.
Comp 1's room brealdown has been estimated due to a Jack of available information In the published county records and In
the MLS.

Comp adjustments are based on a combination of matched pair analysis from appraisals done in the subjeol's market area
and by re!ylng on the appraiser's data files, which comam market data collscted over time.

Primary weight in the sales comparison approach is given fo 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
$3,653,000. Comps 1, 2 & 3 are all closed sales transactions with accepiable amounts of adjusiment, their average
adjusted sales price is $3 542,000, Comp 4 is glven tertiary weight due 1o its large gross adjustment, which exceeds typical
guidelines. Comp § s an active lisfing that has been added to demonstrate the current asking price for 2 similar property. It
Is given secondary weight since iis final sales price is unknown. Placing equal emphasis on both Comp 1, and on the
average of Comps 1-3, results in a reconclled value of approximately $3,550,000 for the subject using the sales comparison
approach to value,

Cost Approach camments

Due to the very low amount of home construchon in the area, published cost manuals such as Marshall & Swill, efc. are
generally less reliable than in many other areas, Cost data from Marshall & Swift is utilized in this report butis augmented
by costdata coﬂected from local general contractors and from the appralser's files. - .

The agefiife method has been used to determine depreciation. Due to updates and good maintenance, the effective age of

- Addendum Page 1 o2
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ADDENDUM

Clignt: Pam Whilehead . Fiie Npx 20131127PW
Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Steeat . Casze No.:
Cily: San Francisco Stale: CA Zip: 949414

the improvements has been lowered.

Any cost approach informafion contained in this report, including any information provided under the heading "Cost
Approach to Value" has been provided at the request of the client/intended user of this report. The provision of such -
information does not change the intended use or the intended client/user of this report. 1t should not be relied upon for the
purpose of detarmining the amount or type of insttrance coverage to be placed on the subject property, The appraiser
assumes no liability for any Insurable value estimate or opinjon that is inferred from this information and does not guarantee
that any insurable value estimate or opinion inferced from ihis report will result in the subject propesty being fully insured for
any loss that may be'sustained. The appraiser recommends that an insurance professional be consulted to deternilne the
appropriate amount and type of insurance to be placed on the subject premises,

mnangﬁ 2012
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COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM
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Cllent._Par Whitehead T ‘ Fies __ 2013112IPW
Property Address: 2863-2857 Broderick Sire : CaseNo.:
| City: San Francisco State: CA Zip: 94041
COMPARABLE SALE #1

2821-2823 Broderick Street
San Francisco

Sale Date: 05252012

Sale Price: $ 3,560,000

* COMPARABLESALE #2

2051-2053 Broadway
San Francisco

Sale Date: 09/27/2013
Sale Price: $ 3,150,000

COMPARABLE SALE #3

2405 Washington Streat
San Franclsco

Sale Date: 10/26/2012 -
Sale Price; $ 3,750,000




COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

1992

Client: Pam Whitehead Fi' 1 20181127PW

Property Address: 2853-2857 Brooenck Sireet Ca.. .0

City; San Francisco . State: CA Zip: 94941
g COMPARABLE SALE #4

2847.2849 Washington St
San Francisco

Sale Date: 05/21/2013
Sale Price: $ 5,300,000

COMPARABLE SALE #5

1655-1657 Beach Street
San Francisco  *

Sale Date: 10/18/2013 List
Sale Price: $ 4,100,000

COMPARABLE SALE #6

Sale Date:
- Sale Price: $
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Client: Pam Whitehead . -

Flr - 20131127PW

Praperty Address: 2853-2857 Brou. ...k Street Ca

City: San Francisco State: CA Zip: 94944
* 4th Floor Space
4th Floor Space -
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FLOORPLAN SKETCH

Client Pam Whitehead

- HleNo.: 20131127PW

Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Strest Case No.
Cily; San Franclsco State: CA ‘ Zip: 94941
140 8.0
1.0 T
30 . 185%
. . Bath
Previously Approv ed
iti 49.0 .
21.58 Additional Space for Bedroom . et
en
2853 Broderick K
125
3.5
Diring Room Bedroom 35_5'.

275 13.5'
- Gamage
7.5
25
6.5 Entry
1700 ?\
7.5
2853 Bredterlck First Floor

45

3.5
1.5

Living Roem

8.5

10 3.5
8 1 85 Lo

2853 Brodetick Second Floor

1997




FLOORPLAN SKETCH

Client: Pam Whitehead . File No.: 20131127PW.
Properly Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Sireet Case No.: :
City: San Francisco State: CA Zip: 84941
13.0' 8.0
) 5.0' 5.0
0 e 75
19.0 S
Brezkfast Area Kitchen Bedroom
245 24.58
Bath Bath Bath
48.1*
Diring Rooms )
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’ 30
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12.5"
' 205
26.5
2657 Broderiok Third Floor 2857 Broderick F ourth Floor
SKETCH CALCULLATIONS Petkneter Area .
Living Area R
2853 BrodarickFirstFlaee 7B
2853 Broderick Second Floar 1170.2
2857 Brodarick Third Floar 13058 L
2857 Broderick Fatch Floar . 10950 1
o -Total Living Area 43723
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Total Garage Avea 5037
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Clignt: _Pam Whitehead

File No.:  20131127PW

Property Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street Case No,:
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES
_QUALITY REAL ESTATE APPRAISALS

RES
Filz No. 14K006CTL

APPRAISAL OF

A RESIDENTIAL UNIT HELD IN TENANCY COMMON OWNERSHIP

LOCATEDAT:

2853 BRODERICK STREET
SAN FRANGISCO, CA 94123

CLIENT:
IRVING ZARETSKY

2845-2847 BRODERICK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

ASOF;

December 2, 2013

BY:
TIMOTHY ALITTLE

2332 TARAVAL STREET #1, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94116 PHONE 415-731-8601 FAX 415-731-5815

2001




WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES - RES

individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report Fie Na. 14KO0GCTL
The purpose al ihns appraisal repoit 1510 prowide |hecﬁenl\m1haamﬂhb opmeean of the defined value of the subject property, gen the intended use f the appraisal,
M Clien Name. {RVING ZARETSKY Emall 714515@GMAIL.COM
m Clien Address 2845-2847 BRODERICK STREET ciy SAN FRANCISCO State CA zip 94117

‘l Addifional Inlended Userfsy IRVING ZARETSKY'S DELEGATED ASSOCIATES.
5

B Intended tise ASSET EVALUATION OF HYPOTHETICAL TIC UNIT DIVISION,

Prapeny Address 2853 BRODERICK STREET cry SAN FRANGISCO Swie CA zip 94123
Owner of Publfe Record WHITEHEAD PAMELA J FAMILY TRUST County SAN FRANCISCO
] Legal Desetipnon LOT 2, BLOCK 0947 (SEE PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT FOR A FULL LEGAL DESCRIPTION} #2853
[ Assessor's Pascel# 0947 - 002 (UNIT#2853) TJaxYear 2013 RE. Taxes$ PROP 13
M Nvigliborhood Name COW HOLLOW Map Relerence 547/F4 Census Tract 0128.00

Propeny Runis Apprassed | _JFee Simple | JLeasshold _[X JOtler deserhe) FEE SIMPLE W/PARTIAL INTEREST AS TENANCY IN COMMON

[Myresearch [ Joid [ Jcid notreveal any prior sales o tsansless of the subject propenty for the ree vears grior 1o the effective date of this apprassal

Puor SalefTeanster; _ Dals Puce Soucefs) MLS/NDCDATA
Analyzs of prsot sale of ansfer history of the sohjazi prapenty {an i soles, f apy ) THE SUBJECT UNIT LAST SOLD AS A WHOLE FOR

P% $1,800,000 ON 05/30/2012 (DOC#0.J42200809). NO SALES FOR THE SUBJECT UNIT WERE NOTED JN THE PAST 36 MONTHS.
=} NO ADDITIONAL PRIOR TRANSFERS WERE NOTED FOR THE COMPARABLE SALES WITHIN THE PAST 12 MONTHS.

SALESHISTOR

Olletingys, ophons and corracis as of the ellechve date of the appraisal

3 CF ist) Gondominium Unit Rousing Trents {Condominlum Housing §{ .  PresemUandUsost
X JUtban: Suhurban | iRural Property Vatues (X ] increasing Stabia Declinng PRICE AGE | One-Uniy 40 %
X ]Over 75% 25-75% Undel 25% | Dam: X IShanage In Balance | jOver Supply | S(000) {ws)  |2-4 Unit 25%
Rapd (X iStable Siow Markeing Time_{X]Under3mths | _J3-6mis Over 6 mihs 220 Low O | Muti Famiy 20 1"
=3 Neighborhood Bowd LOMBARD TO THE NORTH, GREEN TQ THE SOUTH, LYON TO THE 1,900 mgh 110 | Commereil 2%
5] WEST, AND VAN NESS TO THE EAST. 750 Prod. 80 | Other 3%

Sue 2757 SF peasty 2 UNITS Vizw NONE
ton RESIDENTIAL' TWO FAMILY DWELLING

)thepresentise?  (XJYes { JNo N, descrive,

Pulilie

Othar{describo Publie  Other{descrihe] Olsito Improveme nta— Public  Private

Water Ix] Suzst ASPHALT X
Sanitary Sewer (X Ay NONE ]

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.

Dahsauru s) !or project m!nunauan MLS, REAL ESTATE AGENT

Delar.hed l JRowor Toumhovse | [Garden | IMigRse | IHighRse |X]Other(descibe) - LOW RISE

.. +os,, 3 GEngral Dastrigion s, 2 . .° v Gencr!Dossipion., - .. > GentraiDesetiphion.s.. « .- . Plojectinlo,s- s ..
g Holsmusﬂ Elisewe Age 10 YRS Exteio: Walls WD.SD/AVG+ | Ram fspacestunug) 114 4 of Units 2
§ ¢ ol Elevamrs O T [ﬁ [ Tprogosed RoofSuiate TAR & GRVL  {Type GARAGE # of Ynns Complered 2
g Yearuit 1800 Under Consituciion Total ® Parkmg 2 Buest Parng NONE ¥ of Unlts Rented 0

9 Bescribe the condilion of the proéect and quatiy of constucion. SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM

I

PROJECT |

Descibe the conimon el g lonattacises, GARAGE, & REAR YARD

GENERAL DESCRIPTION < - =" |INTERIOR . %: . mawgrals’ » .+ * o2 . wu.t: AMENITIES .| -APPUANCES , | -:. CARSTORAGE... .
froor# 1ST/AND/MID Eloors HDWD/AVG+ I repince(s) & X | Refiigarator Nome
Waps SHTRKIAVG+ Wootlstove(s) § 0 X | Rangesoven _iIX]eamne { jcovered | ioy
TimFmsh WDIPNTD/AVGH DeciPain 0 Xpisp_[XiMicrowave {aofCars 1~
Bath Wamscol TILE/AVG+ PorciBaicany O X | pishwasher Assineq Ownsd
Doors HLLOW CORE/AVG+ cther O X {WasherDryer Parking Space #
5 Rooms 2 Bedrooms 2.0 Bam(s) 2,007 Squate Feat of Gross Lang Avea Above Grade

THE SUBJECT UNIT IS THE 1ST/2ND/MID FLOOR UNIT THAT IS TO BE FINISHED TO AN AVERAGE
u ] STANDARD CONTAINING 3 BEDROOMS, A DINING ROOM AND 2 BATHROOM WITH A LARGE RECREATION ROOM ON THE
5 LOWER FLOOR.

THE UNIT WLl BE ELIGIBLE FOR STREAMLINED CONDOMINIUM CONVERQONAS A 2-UNIT BUIL DING. THIS 1S OF
BENEFICIAL STATUS WITH REGARD TO TIC PROPERTY VALUE, BUT 18 STILL CONSIDERED INFERIOR TO CONDOMINIUMS
UNTIL THE SUBJECT S OFFICIALLY CONVERTED TO CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP BY THE CITY,

e,
Peadoced w ng AT sedaart, 38 234 812/ LA S FUS-DAL0 AS Deas ol | G-\MMN.”RQ’BW
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WALKUP CLARK &ASSOE)IATES '

RES
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report Flie Ne. 14K00BCTL
FEATURE | SURJECT COMPARABLE SALENO. 1 COMPARABLE SALEND. 2 COMPARABLE SALEND. 3
nddress 2853 BRODERICK STREET  |333 SPRUCE STREET 3228 OCTAVIA STREET 3132 SCOTT STREET
and SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO
Unity - : - .
ProjeciName nog - 2853-2857 BRODERICK ST 331-335 SPRUCE STREET 3224-3226 OCTAVIA STREET | 3132 SCOTT STREET
Phase 1 1 1 1
Proomity to Subject 0 81 MILES SW 0.87 MILES NF
Sale Pres .1s 1,708,000} N $
Sale Preoftiosa Ly, Aven s_9_2_3_74_gu raenieiial§ ma_gw bt n ui.
Dals Sour SFMLS#410789 DOM:T3 |SFMLS#414585  DOM:14 SFMLS#416224 DOM:23
Vetlicabon Soureel 3 NDC/DOCH#0476500639 NDG/DOC#0J82200332 NDC/DOCH0JE5500348
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION OESCRIPTION | sisAgeumer | DESCRIPTION | etdsafowmes | DESCRIPTION s Adustment |
Sals of Financing ARMLTH ARMLTH : ARMLTH
Comeessions %' |CONV:0 CASH;0 CONV:G -
Datp of SalefTime : 110/02/2013 COE 01/08/2014 COE 03/24/2014 COE
Logation GO0D GOOD, GOoD GOOD/NOISE 80.000
LeaseholdFee Smple | FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE <
HOA Mo, Assessment | $0 $350 $267 $451
Gommen Elements ' | NONE NONE NONE ROOF DECK +20,000
ang Ree. Faciiues YARD YARD NONE 5,000 | YARD
Floor Locaton 1ST/2NDMID 2NDIMID 1ST/2ND/MID 1ST/2ND/MID
View NONE PRT.CITY/AREA -42,700 |NONE NONE
Design {Style TRADITIONAL | TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL
ityol Construction | AVERAGE# GOOD -85,400]GO0OD -84,7501 GOOD -806,000
Actual 1800 1905 1923 1912
Conglizon AVERAGE GOOD -85 4001GOOD -84,750{GOOD -80,000
2] Above Grade Toidl {Bhme]  Gathg fod feams] Bae : Tod Jodme]  oars o) jokms]  pame
¥ Room Count 612 2 613 25 -7,.500i6 {3 2 713 25 ~7,500
4 Gt Area 175 2007 st 1,849 so.ft. 27,700 1,600 sa.4, 71,300 2,360 sq.f -51,700
53 Basement & Finshet NONE NONE NONE NONE |
~4 Rooms Belov Grade STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE
"™ Funciinat Ul AVERAGETIC | AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGE/TIC AVERAGETIC
w3 Heatin FAUNONE FAUINONE FAUMNONE FAUINONE
Elficien) llems STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD ~ STANDARD
=] GaragpiCatport 1 CAR GARAGE |1 CAR GARAGE - 1 CAR GARAGE 2 CAR GARAGE 40,000
PorchiPatolbeck NONE DECK -10,000!1 . YARD -15,000 | NONE
KITCHEN/BATH _|REMODIAVG+ | REMDLD/GOOD ~40,000{REMOD/GOOD -40,000 | REMOD/GOOD -40,000
DENSITY/OCPNT |2 UNIT/OWNER |3 UNIT/OWNER 85,4002 UNIT/OWNER 5 UNIT/JOWNER 160,000
Nat Adjustment (T [ s 1578001 { I+ X} Is 14820c] [ T+ IXI. Is 89,200
Adysted Sale Prce NelAdL  -9.2% NetAd,  <B.7e NotAd)  -5.6%)
ol tables GussAdi, 22.5%1s . 4,550,100 Gwesad 17.7%[s 1,546,800 |Grossad 35.6%ls 1,510,800
y o Sates Comp THE COMPARABLE SALES ARE THE MOST RECENT AND APPROPRIATE SALES AVAILABLE

EROM CONVENTIONAL MARKET DATA SOURCES. THE DATA SOURCES CONSULTED WERE OFFICE FILES, THE MULTIPLE .
LISTING SERVICE L OCAL 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 [N ACCURATELY REPRESENTING THE SUBJECT'S VALUE AND 1S CONSIDERED HIGHEST AND BEST USE OF THE
SUBJECT BUILDING,

SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM FOR ADDI'I'IbNAL COMMENTS,

Inticated Valus by Sates Comparison Appronch 8 1,500,000
INCOME ABPROACH TOVALYE. 5 o e S B E g 00 3 e by e Bhe b ednse Boenn DEe B 0od S Snie e enta b otien o0
Fsimated Monfly Mmkel Rent S N NIA Indicated Vlue by income Anp
Summary olincome Approach (nclutiing suppost for matkettentand GRM) THE lNCOME APPROACH IS NOT USED AS SIMILAR PROPERTIES IN THE
AREA ARE PRIMARILY OWNER OCCUPIED AND NOT UTILIZED FOR INCOME PRODUCTION. A CREDIBLE RESULT CAN BE
OBTAINED WITHOUT THE USE OF THIS APPROACH TO VALUE, i
IndicatedValue by: SalssComparison Appraach s 1,500,000 income Approaeh (fdovelopadys N/A
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 JS NOT USED AS SIMILAR PROPERTIES iN THE
AREA ARE PRIMARILY OWNER OCCUPIED AND NOT UTHIZED FOR INCOME PRODUCTION.
This appraisal 15 made L Joasise [:] subjnct 16 campletion per plaos and spaciiications on e fasws of a hypotbabest condition that Ihe improvaments have baen completed,

subject 1o e following rapans of alierations on the bass of 2 hypothesical condlion that (e repaits of elierations hava been completed -sub)ectlnxhe followang:
SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM

Sapaa beens tlolirha

INCOME

.

RECONCILIATION

Based on the scope of work, assumptions, imiting conditions and appraises’s certification, my {onr} apinion of the defined value of the real praperty
thatisthe subjectofthisreportis$ 1,500,000 esof 12/02/2013 whichis the effective date of this appralsal,

gpar. .
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES
_ Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report e o, 14KO06CTL
- FEATURE | SUBIECT COMPARABLE SALENO. 4 COMPARABLE SALE ND. 5 COMPARABLE SALE NO. §
Address 2853 BRODERICK STREET {3128 WASHINGTON STREET {436 LAUREL STREET
and SAN FRANCISCO - SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO
unit¥ - A ’
Project Name and 2853-2857 BRODERICK ST 31 24-3134 WASHINGTON STF{432-436 LAUREL STREET
Phase 1 1 1
Proximity e Subject 3 10, 44 MlLEs SW 0.73 MILES 8w -
Sals Price X i .Js s i ds 1,349.000 |- 2o 1S
Sele el fea Is_738.37 37 s fuf v 151,226.36 YARE: 10ois sl
Data Source(s] SFMLS#407455 DOM154 SFMLS #410719  DOM:27
vatiligatn Souree NDC/DOCHOST6600444 - NDC/DOCHJ73100421
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION 3 SAdusvoset DESCRIPYION 115 Adustmen DESCRIPTION ALFS Amitnent
Sale ot Financing : | ARMLTH "|ARMLTH i
Concessions CONV; CONV:0
Date of Salefume | 4010412013 COE 08/16/13 COE
Location GDOD GOOD GO0D
LeaschokliFee Simple | FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE FEE SIMPLE
HOA Mo, Assessment | $0 8375 $250.00
Common Elements NONE NONE’ NONE
and Rec. Facilires YARD NONE 5,000 |NONE
Floor Location 1ST/2ND/MID 2NDITOP 1STIZND/BOT
Visy NONE NONE NONE
Destn {Syle) TRADITIONAL | TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL
Qualityol Constchon | AVERAGE+ AVERAGE+ G00D £7.450
Actual Ag 1900 1900 1900
Conditon AVERAGE - |AVERAGE [clo]ols] -67,450
Above Grade Tol {Bdins Do Yo {B&os!  Bate Yol jBdans!  fiathe Yol [Bckms Bahs
Roam Count 612 2 613 2 8 I 3 l 3 15,000
GrossivmgArea 75 2007 saf ] - 4720 sq.h. 50,300 4,100 s5.0.] 158,800 Y
Basemeni& Fimshed | NONE NONE NONE
Rooms Below Grads STORAGE STORAGE - STORAGE
Fimetonal Uil AVERAGE/TIC | AVERAGEIC - AVERAGE/TIC
Healiny/Cooling FAUNONE FAU/NONE FAU/NONE
P Enerqy Elficient items STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD
5} GartagelCarpon 1 CAR GARAGE |1CAROFF ST 40,000]1 CAR GARAGE
[ porctupatofDeck ' INONE -iDECK -310.000 | GARDEN -15,000
I KITCHEN/BATH | REMOD/AVG+ | REMOD/GOOD -40,000 | REMOD/GOOD -40,000
% DENSITY/OCPNT {2 UNIT/IOWNER |8 UNIT/VACANT 427,00014 UNIT/OWNER 67,450
w . .
9 NetAdusiment (ol J e ) Is 142,300] IXTs [ ) s 21350 XI« [ F s [
E Adjusted Safe Puce NelAdi. 11.2% NetAd,  1.6% |neag 00w .
15} of Comparables 19.1%1s 1,412,300 |cossag 320w{s  1,370,350{cosas  0.0%|s o
@ Summary of Sales Comp nsunA proach SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM, |
&
,WCDN?KIRI .mmvs&%@%ﬁ?pmmmunwmm

I
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES - RES

Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report Fle o, 14KO0BCTL
Scope of Work, Assumptions and Limiting Conditions .
Scopeofworkis defined in the Uniform dards of F fonat A }Practice as " the type and extent of research and analyses in an

assignment.® In short, scope ofwork ls simply what meappraisardld and did not do during the course ofthe-assignment. RRincludes, butis not
Himited to: the extent towhich the property Is ldentified and Inspected, the type and extent of data researched, the type and extent of analyses applied
1a arrive ot oplnlons or canclizsions.

Th:scop:nnhls npprnlnnl and ensuing discussion In fhis repoztare specificto the needs of the cliont, othar identifled intended users and tothe

use of thereport, Thi was prep !orlhesoleandexnlnsweuseoﬂhenﬂantnndomuldannﬂadimandeduserstormeidanﬁfed
Inmndedusenndnsusebynnyolherpnrﬂesls, Igitatl. The iser isnolresponsible for hotizad use of thereport,
The ap r'e certification appeari lnthisnppm)salrepurllssubjedtouumﬂmlngcnmilﬂnnsnndlosunhoth:rsp:cluccmdmansnsm
set forth by the appraiserin the report. Allext Y 53 andhyp ical conditions are stated in the report ant mighthave affected the
assignmentresults, ’

1. The apprser assumes 7o respansibilfty for matters of 2 legal nawre aflzcing mupmpmy appraised or fite thereto, nior does the appratser rendet any opinion a5 lo the ttle, which s
assumed (o be good and matketable. The piopertyis appraised as hough undet responsible ovmership.

2 Any sketch i this repart may show app di and s mcludedonly 1o assist the reader w visualizmg the propeny, The appraiser hasmade no survey of the property.
3. The apprasser 15 nol requited & give L2stimony or gphear in cotit b ol having made the appralsal vath el 1o the propeanty m question, o g have bagn
previously made harelo.

3

4. Neiter o, not any part of the content of hts report, copy or other metia thereof {including contiusions as bo the ptapesly value, he ienifty o the
or the fim with vilkich the apprarser s connesied), shall be used lor any purposes by anyone bt the client and other intended users a5 wlaniied m his repon. nor shallit be wnveyed by
anyone to ihe publicthiough advertismp, public sglaions, news, sales, or other media, wathout he wiitten consent of ihe appraser.

5. The appiaisst «ill not disclose the cantents of this ay ) tapon unless reguired by applicable law or as spacthed 1n the Unifoim Standards af Prolessional Apprasal Pracice.

8. Informnuan, esimates, and opintons funished 10 lhz appiaiser, and numah\ed mthe rEol, were ohiames from smrcescnnsndeted reflable and holiever o be e and tonect.
Howeuer, no taspansibilily lor aceutacy of sugh flems furmished to bie app s d by the app

7. The spprasser assumes hatithere ate po hidden of unapparent condiions of the propesty, subsod, or siruchures, \'.ﬂuch would sender tmote nrmvamah\a. The appraiser assumes
nn respansiility bor such condiions, et for engineering of tesfing, whnch mipht be reqused to discover such Jactors. This appraisat s natan ohihe propeny and
should nof be consudered as et :

B. The apprawer spectalaes mihe valuation of real property ant s not a home mspectos, building contracios, strugtusal elgeer, o st expen, uniess olf noted, The af
Uid net conduicl ihe imtensive type of field obSorvalions of the kind intesled to seek and disoover pzopeny delecis. The \dewmg of the prgeny and any improvements 1 fot plrposes of

devalopng an opinian ol the defined value of the property, givan the intended use of this assiy g condiion are based on surface obsenvations only, The
appraiser claims no spectal expesiise regarding issues meluding, bitt not fimaed e bundaunn satﬂemenl. basement maistire problesms, woud destroying {or othsr) insecls, pestinfestanon,
tadon gas, kel based pant, mold of issues, Unless ¥ Wwete not activaled of tastad,

Thes appraisal report should not be uses to disclose the condilion of e propedly asit relales to the presencefahsence of delsels, Yhe cient i mvded and emmuagsdmemplny qualiied
expents 16 Inspect and address areas nf concetn, i negatve condivans are distoverad, the opinien afvahie may be affected.

Unless otherwlse noted, the oppral the comp that constitute the subject property imp t(s) are fund, Hy sound and in
warking order,

Anywiewing of the praperty by (he appeaiser was limited io seadiy obsevable aress, Unless gthervase notad, ams and sraw! space ateas wele not accessed, The appraier did not move
Lutnsture, oot coverings ot otheritems that may restict e visvang ol the progetly.,

s mvoling | condions relaled to compleion of neve Tepais of al ate bused onthe pio thal such completion, altetalion of repaus will

be cnmpelem},'pe«lcrmei ’ .

10, Unless the mended use of this apprassal specifically intludes 1ssues of propeny insttance coverage, ths apprassal showid not be used for such purposes, Reproduciion o
fReplacement cast figures used in he cost approach are for vahitation pifposes only, given the intended use of the assignment. The Definon of Value user in s assignment s unlikely
16 he consistentvah (he definifan of insnrabie Value for propetty insurance coverageluse.

11. The ACIGeneral Puxpose Appralsal Report (GPAR™} is notintended foruseln :ransacﬂons thatrequire a Fannie Mae 2073/Freddic Mar 485 form,
asthe Unit Appralsal Repart (Canto}.

Additlonal Comments Related To éoopacxw«;rk. Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

T Yyt
Prodixed s v AC s2ae, WO 2ILAIZT [ 2 IDAC

L
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES " RES
lndwxdual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report . FleNo. $4KO0BCTL

Appraiser's Certification
The appraiser(s) certifies that, to the best of fhe appraiser’s knowledge and bellefs
1, The statements of {act conlained in this tepon ate vuse and correct,

2, The 9eponed ana‘ysu. opinions, and comhmoas are mited only by the reported assumpions and imiling wnrhuoas 2nd are the apprasser’s peesonal, impartiad, and wibiased
p , opinions, and

4 Ynless othenvise stated, the apptaiser has no presantor prospectve interestin the property thatis the subjeet of this taport and has o persanalinterestvith sespect o the parses
involved,

4. The appratser has no biss vath leSp:d to the property thal ts the subject af this (epoil of 49 the pasties invoived vith this assignment.
S, The appraser’s engagement in this asiignmantwas ol eontingent upon devaloping o reporing predetesmined results.

6. The 0's for completing tts assy s not mnungemuponmedevempmmwcepmung of & predetesmmet vatus of diseetion invalue that favors the tause of
the client, the amount ol e value opiriog, the of a stipulated resil, of the ofasubseiuent evenl dectly telated 1o the inlended use of s apprarsal,

7. The appraiser's analyses, opunons, and conclusions viere developed, and this repost has been prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Prolessional Appraisal Pragice,
8. Unless othenvise noled, the appraises fins made a personal inspeation of the praperly thatts the subjec! of thisreport.
- 8, Unless noted below, o one provided sigmificant real propetly apprmsal asst 0 te app signing this certification. Segriificam real propecty appraisal assistance provided by:

10. | have perfarmed NO other services, regarding the property that is the subject of the work under review within the three-year
period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

Additional Cartifications:

Definition of Values  [X]MacketValue  []Other Value:
Source of Definon: USPAP 2012-2013 -

A type of value, stated as an opinion, that presumes the transfer of a property (i.e., a right of ownership or a bundie of such rights),
as'of a certain date, under spacific conditions set forth in the definition of the term identified by the appraiser as applicable in an
appraisal.

’

ADDRESS OF THE PROPERTY APPRAISED;

2853 BRODERICK STREET

SAN FRANCISCOQ, CA 94123

EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE APPRAISAL: 12/02/2013
APPRAISEDVALUE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY $ 1,500, 000

AFPRA!SER SUPERVISORY APPRAISER

Signature: (. TS Signature

Names TIMOTHY ALITTLE . Name; TRISHA L. CLARK
State Certifcaion# AR044897 Stale Catificavon ¥ AGN28651
of Livense # ariitense #
of Other [destrihe): suate#: CA sute; CA
Staie: CA Expuratcn Date of Certificanes o Lcsnse:  04/29/2016
Expitation Date of Gerification or Licenses 10/19/2015 : Datz 0l S 14/17/2014
Dae of Signansre and Repost.  11/17/2014 Date of Property Viewmy:
Dale of Properly Viewng 1111272014 of property viewing:
Degres of propesty vievang: ' mmmu Extenor Oexemeony  Xoidan personaly view
(nterar ant Exiernor Extenor Only Dmdnm personafly view .

— " " sk, B 2118521 i Wmamummasnwﬂua:;u RRGE Resrered
gpal’! Paedoid ) {oPAR™) mpumwm Egm
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ADDENDUM

Cllent,_IRVING ZARETSKY ' . File Nox 14KOOBCTL

Properly Address: 2863 BRODERICK STREET Case Nos RES
Cily: 8AN FRANCISCO State: CA . Zip: 94123 -

NOTE THAT THE APPRAISER WAS NOT PROVIDED WITH A LICENSE CONTRACTOR'S ESTIMATE OF THE CONSTRUCTION
NEEDED T0 BRING THE SUBJECT UP TO THE HABITABLE AND REFURBISHED CONDITION THAT IS BEING CONSIDERED 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 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 BESCRIPTION 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 8Y THE
APPRAISER(S), THE APPRAISER(S) COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THE ASSIGNMENT, AND THE PROJECTED DELIVERY
DATE, AND DELIVERY PLACE FOR THE APPRAISAL REPORT,

THE PURPOSE IS 7O ESTIMATE MARKET VALUE OF THE FEE SIMPLE INTEREST OF THE SUBJECT DESCRIBED IN THIS

REPORT FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY. .
THIS APPRAISAL HAS BEEN 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 AFPRAISERS‘ 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
DATA ABOUT THE NATION, THE REGION, THE GOVERNING AUTHORITY AND THE MARKET AREA, AS WELL AS DATA ABOUT
THE SUBJECT SITE AND IMPROVEMENTS. DATA RELEVANT TO EACH APPROACH TO VALUE WAS DEVELOPED FOR COSTS,
SALES, INCOME, AND EXPENSES.

DATA UTILIZED IN THIS REPORT WAS 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 CITY, COUNTY, REGIONAL, AND STATE GOVERNMENT, DATA
SITES MAINTAINED 8Y SERVICE AND BUSINESS GROUPS SEARCHED AT THIS TIME AND PREVIOUSLY. RESULTS WERE BOTH
SELECTED AND EDITED AGAINST A STANDARD OF PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE LEVEL 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 EXTERICR OF THE COMPARABLE PROPERTIES. THE APPRAISER HAS PROVIDED A
SKETCH IN THIS APPRAISAL REPORT TO SHOW THE APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS OF THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMENTS WHICH
WERE ESTBLISHED FROM UTILZING CONSTRUCTION PLANS AND A PRIOR APPRAISAL REPORT BOTH OF WHICH WERE
PROVIDED BY {RVING ZARETSKY. [T 1S INGLUDED ONLY TO ASSIST THE READER IN VISUALIZING THE PROPERTY AND
UNDERSTANDING THE APPRAISER'S DETERMINATION CF IT'S S[ZE. THE APPRAISER IS NOT AN EXPERT IN SURVEYING..

HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION/EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS: THE SUBJECT, AT THE TIME OF THEINSPECTION, IS NOT INA
LIVABLE COND{TION AFTER PARTIAL CONSTRUCTION WORK HAULTS MANDATED BY THE CITY ACCORDING TO THE
NEIGHBOR, IRVING ZARETSKY. THE APPRAISED VALUE 1S EASED ON THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION THAT THE UNIT HAS
BEEN COMPLETED TO A MINIMAL LIVING STANDARD, 1S VAGANT AND IS A TIC UNIT WITHIN A 2-UNIT BUILDING. THE
EVALUATION AS A 2-UNIT BUILDING IS CONSIDERED APPROPRIATE TO ANALYZE THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING'S UNITS SO
THAT THE MARKET VALUE OF EACH UNIT CAN BE ESTIMATED FROM MARKET DATA.

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 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 IDENTIFIED THE PERTINENT FACTORS APPLICABLE TO THE
SUBJECY PROPERTY "AS-IF™ IT LACKED IMPROVEMENTS BUT WAS READY FOR DEVELOPMENT. 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 POSS[B]L%TY. FINANCIAL
FEASIBILITY AND MAXIMUM PRODUCTIVITY.

IN KEEPING WITH THE PURPOSE OF THIS APPRAISAL AND THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLIENT, THE BUILDlNG WAS
ANALYSED AS 2 TIC UNITS & LIMITED DEGREE OF RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS WAS INVESTED IN THE "AS-IF* VACANT AND
READY FOR DEVELOPMENT 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 YO
VISUALIZE WHAT IMPROVEMENTS WOULD BE MOST LIKELY TO MEET THE "AS-IF” VACANT AND READY FOR DEVELOPMENT
HIGHEST AND BEST USE CRITERIA. THAT STUDY WAS CONSIDERED BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS REPORT, HENCEA
PRELIMINARY FINDING WAS OFFERED HERE FOR THE “AS-IF VACANT AND READY FOR DEVELOPMENT HIGHEST AND BEST
USE,

THE EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS UPON COMPLETION ARE CONSIDERED TO REPRESENT THE "AS 1S* 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,

Addsndum Pagse 1 0f 6
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ADDENDUM

Clignt: IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14KOOSCTL
Property Address; 2853 BRODERICK STREET Case No.:. RES §
Clly; SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zip: 94123

DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES T0 VALUE: THE THREE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE CONSIDERED: THE
COST APPROACH, THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH, AND THE INCOME APPROACH. THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES
TO VALUE WERE SELECTED 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.

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE DISCLOSURE:IF THIS REPORT HAS BEEN SIGNED WITH A DIGITAL SIGNATURE THEN IT 1S
PASSWORD PROTECTED. THE SOFTWARE UTILIZED BY APPRAISER TO GENERATE THE APPRAISAL PROTECTS SECURITY
8Y 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 THIS APPRAISAL, TENANCY IN COMMON IS DEFINED AS THE CO-OWNERSHIP OF MULTI-UNIT PROPERTY
BY CO-OWNERS WHO EACH WISH TO HAVE EXGLUSIVE 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 TOUSE A
PARTICULAR DWELLING COMES FROM A WRITTEN CONTRACT SIGNED BY ALL CO-OWNERS (OFTEN CALLED A*TENANCY IN
COMMON AGREEMENT"), NOT FROM A DEED, MAP OR OTHER DOCUMENT RECORDED 1 COUNTY RECORDS, THIS TYPE OF
TENANCY (N COMMON CO-OWNERSHIP SHOULD NOT BE CONFUSED WITH THE LEGAL SUBDIVISIONS KNOWN AS THE
*CONDOMINIUM® AND THE "STOGK GOOPERATIVE",

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

THE CONDOMINILUM CONVERSION LOTTERY REFORM AND BYPASS LEGISLATION (NOW CALLED THE *EXPEDITED
CONVERSION PROGRAM™} 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 07/20/2013.

ALL BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED UNSUCCESSFULLY IN THE 2012 OR 2013 CONVERSION LOTTERY WILL BE ALLOWED TO
CONVERT PROVIDED THEY SATISFY OWNER-OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS. CURRENT TIC BUILDINGS (MEANING THERE ARE
MULTIPLE OWNERS WHO HAD A SIGNED TIC AGREEMENT IN PLACE SEFORE APRIL 15, 2013) THAT DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN
THE 2012 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 OCCUPANGY 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 THE REQUIRED
OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD (SPECIFIED IN THE PRECEDING SECTION) BY AN OWNER OF RECORD THAT USES THE UNIT
AS HISHHER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. FOR 5-8 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST THREE UNITS MUST 8E QCCUPIED CONTINUCUSLY
FOR THE REQUIRED OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD BY SEPARATE OWNERS OF RECORD, EACH OF WHOM USES HISIHER
UNIT AS HIS/HER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.

NO BUILDINGS WILL BE PERMITTED TO CONDC-CONVERT UNDER THE NEW PROGRAM IF ANY OF THE FOLLOWING WERE
TRUE: (}) THERE WAS A"NG FAULT EVICTION AFTER MARGH 31, 2013; (i!) THERE WAS A "NO FAULT" EVICTION OF
“PROTECTED TENANT" AFTER NOVEMBER 18, 2004; OR (lif) THERE WERE TWO OR MORE “NO FAULT" EVICTIONS AFTER MAY
1, 2005, WITH REGARD TO THE LAST SITUATION (TWO OR MORE “NO FAULT" EVICTIONS AFTER MAY 4, 2005), THE
NO-CONVERSION RULE WILL NOT APPLY IF ALL UNITS WERE OWNER-OCCUPIED BY APRIL 4, 2008, OR {F 50% OF THE UNITS
HAVE BEEN OWNER-CCCUPIED CONTINUQUSLY 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 T0 MOVE IN, UNIT DEMOLITION,
RENOVATION/RERABILITATION, CR REMOVAL FROM THE RENTAL MARKET (AN “ELLIS ACT EVICTION'). THERE ARE SOME
EXCEPTIONS TO THESE DISQUALIFICATION RULES, AND READERS SHOULD REFERENCE THE WEBSITE BELOW BEFORE
CONCLUDING THAT A BUILDING 1S DISQUAUFIED 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 BE 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 CERTAIN6-5 UNIT THAT WERE PREVENTED FRCM 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-CCCUPIED UNITS, AND FOUR-UNIT BUILDINGS WILL
NEED AT LEAST THREE OWNER-OCGUPIED UNITS, EVEN ONE "NO-FAULT" EVICTION WILL PREVENT A BUILDING FROM
ENTERING THE LOTTERY FOR AT LEAST SEVEN YEARS. )
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FOR BUILDINGS SUCH AS THE SUBJECT THAT HAVE BYPASSED THE PRIOR LOTTERY AND 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 YHERE ARE TENANTS INTHE 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 70 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 NOT T0 BUY, HE/SHE 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,
RELAT{VE MOVE-IN, RENOVATION, OR ELLIS ACT EVICTION OF THE LIFETIME LEASE TENANT BY THE CURRENT OWNERS OR
SUBSEQUENT OWNERS), EVERY NONPURCHASING TENANT IS OFFERED A LIFETIME LEASE, REGARDLESS OF HIS/HER AGE
OR DISABILITY STATUS. BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED IN THE 2013 LOTTERY FOLLOWING SEVEN PRIOR LOTTERY
LOSSES ARE NOT REQUIRED TO OFFER LIFETIME LEASES AS DESCRIBED IN THIS SECTION.

Q. WHAT IF THERE IS MORE THAN ONE RENTER LIVING IN AN APARTMENT? DOES EACH TENANT OR ROOMMATE GET A
LIFETIME 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 LIVING IN A UNIT, AND THE COURTS WILL ULTIMATELY HAVE
TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATION IS THAT ALIFETIME LEASE MUST BE OFFERED TO ALL THE
PEOPLE LIVING IN THE UNIT ON THE DATE OF CONVERSION APPLICATION EXCEPT FOR THOSE THAT WOULD NOT BE
ENTITLED 7O EVICTION CONTROL PROTECTIONS UNDER THE RENT CONTRCL LAW,

MORE SPECIFICALLY, THE EXCLUDED GROUP WOULD CONSIST OF OCCUPANTS WHO MOVED IN AFTER THE TENANCY
BEGAN WHO RECEIVED A TIMELY NOTICE FROM THE OWNER THAT THEY COULD BE EVICTED AFTER THE LAST OF THE'
ORIGINAL TENANTS VACATED, THE GROUP OF TENANTS ENTITLED TO LIFETIME TENANCY WOULD ALL BE NAMED
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 AND STILL
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 HIS/HER APARTMENT, AND THE COURTS WILL ULTIMATELY HAVE TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE
MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATION IS THAT THE ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING RESTRICTIONS IN A PARTICULAR TENANT'S
LIFETIME LEASE WILL BE THE SAME AS THOSE THAT APPLY TO HIS/HER EXISTING TENANCY. FOR EXAMPLE, IF THE
TENANT'S EXISTING TENANCY (S SUBJECT TO A LEGALLY ENFORCEABLE ABSOLUTE BAN ON ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING,
THAT BAN CAN ALSO BE PLACED IN HIS/HER UIFETIME LEASE., NOTE, HOWEVER, THAT SUCH BANS ARE ONLY
ENFORGEABLE IF THEY MEET GERTAIN VERY SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS IN THE SAN FRANCISCO RENT 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, THIS MEANS THAT LIFETIME LEASE TENANTS WILL BE ABLE TO
%SSIGN[SUBLEASE SO LONG AS AT LEAST ONE OF THE TENANTS NAMED ON THE LIFETIME LEASE CONTINUES TO RESIDE
IN THE UNIT.

MOREOQVER, IT HAS BEEN VERY DIFFICULT FOR OWNERS TO SUCCESSFULLY EVICT OCCUPANTS BASED ON THE FACT
THAT THE LAST"ORIGINAL TENANT" HAS VACATED, BECAUSE THE TENANT OFTEN CLAIMS THAT HE/SHE 1S STILL LWING IN
THE UNIT OR 18 JUST AWAY TEMPORARILY.

OWNERS SHOULD EXPECT THIS PROBLEM TO CONTINUE, OR EVEN WORSEN, IN THE CONTEXT GF A LIFETIME LEASE
TENANT WHO 18 LIVING ELSEWHERE WHILE STILL CLAIMING TO OCCUPY THE OWNER'S CONDOMINIUM. -

A RELATED QUESTION IS WHETHER A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT CAN CONTINUE TO PAY HIS/RER LOW RENT TO THE GONDO
.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 LIFETIME 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.

Nelghborhood Description

THE SUBJECT 1S LOCATED IN THE "COW HOLLOW® DISTRICT OF SAN FRANCISCO, AN URBAN RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT
COMPOSED OF ABOVE 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 S CONSIDERED TO 8E AVERAGE.

AéCESS TO INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 1, 101, INTERSTATE 80 AND INTERSTATE 280 ARE ALL WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE
SUBJECT, THESE FREEWAYS CONNECT TO THE GREATER BAY AREA AND BEYOND, THE SAN FRANCISCO FINANCIAL
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CENTER IS WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE SUBJECT. THIS WAS ACCESSIBLE VIA MUNIGIPAL 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 SUBJECT'S LOCATION IS ASSIGNED AN AVERAGE OVERALL RATING FOR EXPOSURE FOR THE
PROPERTY WHEN GOMPARED TO OTHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN THE MARKET AREA. .

Neighhorhood Market Condifions

OPEN MARKET SALES WITH CONVENTIONAL FINANCING AND 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 SMALL SECOND LOAN. 2008 AND 2008 SAW A DECREASE IN MARKET VALUES THROUGHOUT. THE BAY AREA AND
THE NATION DUE TO INCREASING LOAN DEFAULTS. A GENERAL WEAKENING OF THE ECONOMY COUPLED WITH FALLING
PRICES IN THE NATIONAL HOUSING MARKET HAVE ALSO TIGHTENED LENDING STANDARDS IN GENERAL, HOWEVER
FINANCING (S STILL AVAILABLE FOR QUALIFIED BUYERS: SAN FRANCISCO, IN GENERAL, HAD FOLLOWED THIS DOWNWARD
TREND THROUGH 2010 AND SHOWED EVIDENGE 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 ALTHOUGH HAS STABILZED IN THE LATER PORTION OF THE YEAR. THE SUBJECT'S DISTRICT IS BEST DESCRIBED AS
INCREASING BETWEEN THE PERIOD OF 122012 AND 1272013.

MARKET FLUCTUATIONS AND LIST PRICES MAY VARY SIGNIFICANTLY AND DO NOT SHOW A CONSISTENT PERCENTAGE OF
LIST PRICE 7O 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 PRIOR UNITS SOLD WITHIN THE PAST SIX MONTHS., THIS
DOES NOT INDICATE A HIGHER MARKET AS VALUES ARE STILL FLUCTUATING.

IN ADDITION TO THE PRESSURE PRESENTED BY THE CURRENT ECONOMIC CONDITION TO THE OVERALL REAL ESTATE

MARKEY, THE TIC MARKET IS AFFECTED BY ITS OWN SPECIFIC SET OF CIRCUMSTANCES, TIC FINANCE OFTIONS 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 AND RECENT SALE DATA PROVIDE NO INDICATIONS OF VALUE FOR THE
SUBJECT IN THE FUTURE.

Condition of Project
THE PROJECT JS 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, THE
GROUND FLOOR WILL CONSIST OF A LARGE RECREATION ROOM. THE UPPER FLOOR CONTAINS 3 BEDROOMS AND 2
BATHROOMS, A LIVING ROOM, DINING ROOM AND KITCHEN AS APPROVED BY THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT.

Comments on Sales Comparison

DUE TO THE LACK OF RECENT SALES OF SIMILAR TIC UNITS lN THE SUBJECT'S DISTRICT THE SEARCH PARAMETERS WERE
EXPANDED TO INCLUDE THE SIMILAR ADJACENT DISTRICTS WITHIN THE AREA. THE SUBJECT UNIT IS LOCATED INA
DESIRABLE AREA WITH LIGHT LEVELS OF TRAFFIC. THIS IS CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO PROPERTIES IN THE SAME
DESIRABLE AREAS, BUT LOCATED ON STREETS WITH GREATER LEVELS OF TRAFFIC AND NOISE. AN UPWARD ADJUSTMENT
HAS BEEN MADE TO COMPARABLE 3 TO ACCOUNT FOR THIS ACCORDINGLY.

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

ALL OF THE COMPARABLES SELECTED ARE TIC UNITS POSITIONED WITHIN SMALL BUILDINGS, HOWEVER, AN ADJUSTMENT
1S WARRANTED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE LIKELIHOOD OF CONDO GONVERSION ELIGIBILITY OF 2 UNIT BUILDINGS, AS IS THE
SUBJECT, CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO BUILDINGS WITH 2+ UNITS, BUILDINGS THAT HAVE § OR MORE UNITS OR BUILDINGS
WITH EVICTION HISTORY ARE NOT TYPICALLY VIABLE FOR CONDO CONVERSION AND UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN
MADE ACCORDINGLY TO AGCOUNT FOR EACH BUILDING STATUS AND DENSITY.

THE CONDITION OF THE SUBJECT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE REQUIRED TO BE HABITABLE. THE CONDITIONOF THE .
KITCHEN AND BATHROOMS HAS BEEN SEPARATED FOR ADDITIONAL CLARITY. ADDITIONAL QUALITY AND CONDITION .
ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE FOR THE REFURBISHED UN(TS THAT ARE IN 'AS NEW' CONDITION, RARELY DOESATIC
UNIT SELL ON THE MARKET WITHOUT HAVING BEEN REFURBISHED. NO UN-REFURBISHED COMPARABLES WERE FOUND
WITHIN A REASONABLE TIME FRAME AND 1 MILE RABIUS OF THE SUBJECT.

THE ADJUSTMENTS FOR COMPARABLES 3, 4 AND 5 ARE LARGER THAN TYPICAL DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN SIZE, AND
CONDITION PRIMARILY. THIS SALE HAS BEEN INCLUDED DUE TO A LACK OF MORE APPROPRIATE SALES, [N ADDITION,
COMPARABLE 4 HAS A TENANT THAT 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 BUYERIN
COMPARISON TO THE SUBJECT'S 2-UNIT AND VACANT STATUS.

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY HAS BEEN BRACKETED ON VALUE AND SIZE BY FOR BOTH SUPERICR AND INFERIOR FACTORS OF
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THE COMPARABLE SALES TO SUPPORT A FIRM POSITION FOR FINAL VALUE CONCLUSION.
GREATER WEIGHT HAS BEEN GIVEN TO COMPARABLES 1-3 DUE TO OVERALL SIMILARITY (N TERMS OF SIZE AND APFEAL.

Conditions of Appraisal

THIS APPRAISAL VALUE HAS BEEN MADE UNDER THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION THAT THE PROPERTY HAS BEEN
COMPLETED TO A HABITASLE STANDARD ONLY. NO PERSONAL PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE APPRAISED VALUE. A
CURRENT PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT WAS NOT REVIEWED. THE ESTIMATE OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE CONDITION
THAT TITLE TO THE SUBJECT PROPERTY 1S MARKETABLE, AND FREE AND CLEAR OF ALL LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES,
EASEMENT AND RESTRICTIONS EXCEPT THOSE SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT. ADDITIONALLY, THE ESTIMATE
OF VALUE 1S MADE UPCN 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 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 TQ MAKE SUCH
DISCOVERIES. IT IS ASSUMED 8Y THE APPRAISERS THAT ALL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION CONFORMS TO CITY BUILDING
CODES. THE APPRAISER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THESE [TEMS, THE APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPLETED TO
ASSIST {N REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY, FOR THE SOLE USE OF THE CLIENT LISTED ON PAGE ONE,

FIRREA ADDENDUM/APPRAISER CERTIFICATION
| CERTIFY THAT, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BEUEF:

- THE STATEMENTS OF FACT CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT ARE TRUE AND CORRECT.

- THE REPORTED ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND GONCLUSIONS ARE LIMITED ONLY BY THE REPORTED ASSUMPTIONS AND
LIMITING CONDITIONS, AND.ARE MY PERSONAL, IMPARTIAL, AND UNBIASED PROFESSIONAL ANALYSES, OPINIONS, AND
CONCLUSIONS.

-1 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

- ' HAVE NO BIAS WITH RESPECT YO THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT OR 70O 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
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 OCCURRENGE OF A SUBSEQUENT EVENT DIRECTLY
RELATEC TO THE INTENDED USE OF THIS APPRAISAL.

- MY ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS WERE DEVELOPED, AND THIS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED N - .
CONFORMITY WITH THE UNIFORM STANDAR(S OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL PRACTICE.

« | HAVE MADE A PERSONAL INSPECTION OF THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REFORT.

- NO ONE PROVIDED SIGNIFICANT PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE TQ THE PERSON SIGNING THIS REPORT UNLESS
OTHERWISE STATED W(THIN THIS REPORT.

THIS REPORT INTENDS TO COMPLY WITH APPRAISAL STANDARDS OF THE OFFICE OF THRIFT SUPERVISION AND THE
UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL PRACTICE {(USPAP) AS ADOPTED BY THE APPRAISAL STANDARDS
BOARD OF THE APPRAISAL FOUNDATION,

THE APPRAISER HAS NOT RESEARCHED THE TITLE REPORT OR ANY EXISTING PERMITS, THE APPRAISER IS NOT QUALIFIED
TOOETECT STRUCTURAL INSTABILITY, SO!L INSTABILITY, OR INFESTATION.

COMPETENCY OF THE APPRNSER THE APPRAISER ATTESTS THAT HE OR SHE HAS THE APPROPRIATE KNOWLEDGE AND
EXPERIENCE NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS ASSIGNMENT COMPETENTLY.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WQRK 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 THORQUGH RESEARCHING OF
ALL APPROPRIATE CONVENTIONAL DATA SOURCES, EXTERICR INSPECTIONS OF COMPARABLE SALES USED, AND THE
PREPARATION OF A FULLY DOCUMENTED APPRAISAL REPORT CONFORMING TO ALL APPLICABLE STANDARDS. IN
DEVELOPING THIS APPRAISAL, THE APPRAISER(S) IS AWARE OF, UNDERSTANDS, AND HAS CORRECTLY. EMPLOYED THOSE
RECOGNIZED METHODS AND TECHNIQUES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE A CREDIBLE APPRAISAL; AND USPAP
SPECIFIC APPRAISAL GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING AND REPORTING AN APPRAISAL HAVE BEEN FOLLOWED,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS OBSERVED BY OR KNOWN TO THE APPRAISER: THE VALUE ESTIMATED IN TRIS REPORT IS
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-BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT NEGATIVELY AFFECTED BY THE EXISTENCE OF

. HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS. ROUTIME 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 NEGATIVELY AFFECT THE. SUBJECT, THE
APPRAISER 1S.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 15 APPROXIMATELY 1-3 MONTHS, THIS ESTIMATE 1S BASED ON THE ANALYSIS OF CURRENT
MARKET TRENDS IN THE GENERAL AREA, AND TAKES INTQ 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 12/02/2013
A DATE PRIOR TO THE DATE OF INSPECTION ON 11/12/2014, VALUATION IS BASED ON MARKET CONDITIONS AS OF THE
EFFECTIVE DATE OF 12/02/2013 (WITHIN 6 MONTHS PRIOR AND 3 MONTHS POST). DATA AND 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 11/17/2014,

TRISHA CLARK
AGD28651

TIMOTHY UTTLE
ARD44897
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FLOORPLAN SKETCH
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

Client IRVING ZARETSKY File No.: 14K008CTL
Praperty Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET N Case No.; RES
City: SAN FRANCISCO State; CA Zip: 94123

FRONT VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

Appraised Date: December 2, 2013
Appraised Value: $ 1,500,000

7 : ) REARVIEW OF
- SUBJECT PROPERTY

No Photo T aken

2016



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

Client: IRVING ZARETSKY Filg tv.. 14K00BCTL

‘Properly Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET Case Ng.: RES
City; SAN FRANCISCO State: CA Zip: 84123

COMPARABLE SALE #1

332 SPRUCE STREET

Sale Date: 10/02/2013 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,708,000

COMPARABLE SALE #2

2226 OCTAVIA STREET

Sale Date; 01/08/2014 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,695,000

COMPARABLE SALE #3

3132 SCOTT STREET

Sale Date: 03/24/2014 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,600,000
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COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

Client: IRVING ZARETSKY File Nv...  14KODSCTL
Properly Address: 2853 BRODERICK STREET Case No.. RES
Cilv: SAN FRANCISCO - State: CA . . Zin: 94123

COMPARABLE SALE #4

3128 WASHINGTON STREET
SAN FRANCISCO

Sale Date: 10/04/2013 COE
Sale Price; $ 1,270,000

COMPARABLE SALE #5

436 LAUREL STREET
SAN FRANCISCO

Sale Date: 08/16/13 COE
Sale Price: $ 1,349,000

s

COMPARABLE SALE #6

Sale Date:
Sale Price: $

2018



rrom: 714515@gmail.com

Sent: : Sunday, November 23, 2014 7:19 PM
To: Mark Farrell

Cc: 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@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com;
‘annabrockway@yahoo com; dorinetowle@me.com; Vince Hoenigman; Kate Kardos;
* cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; Povlitz; fimothy.arcuri@cowen.com;

amanda@hoenigman.com; wmore@aol.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (;
DXN2700@aol.com; Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; Ibrooke@imi.net (Ibrooke@imi.net);
elarkin@hill-co.com; Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; -

IDick@fbm.com
Subject: © BOSHEARING NOV 25 -2853 BRODERICK CEQA ISSUES
e : RECEIVED AFTER THE ELEVEN-DAY
-Categories: 141083 DEADLINE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN,
: - | CODE, SECTION 31.16(bY5)
: {(Note: Pursuant to Caltforhia Government Code,
Dear Supervisor Farréll:’ S B Bl mﬁw&'&’;ﬂ

- Board of Supervisors Hearing November 25: 2853 Broderick
CEQA issues to be reviewed

There are six CEQA issues that .Appellants request to be reviewed by the Board ‘of Supervisors:

“  Height of the building: There is a legitimate dispute as to the height that the building
5 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 48" at its North
elevation. The project sponsor dlsputes 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 characterizes 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 wide 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 1898 and 1915
during which time the adjoining structures were built.

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 current 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.
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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.201183252839.

Sincerely,

' Irving Zaretsky
Appellant
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From: 714515@gmail.com

Sent: Sunday, November 23, 2014 3:28 PM
To: " Mark Farrell ' . :
Cc: ) 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 Hoemgman
Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; Poviitz;
-timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; amanda@hoenlgman com; wmore@aol com; nancy leavens
nancy; Will Morehead (; dod fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmall com; DXN2700@aol.com;
Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; Ibrooke@Imi.net (lbrooke@Imi.net);
Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; Patriciavaughey@att net Patricia; :
info@cowhollowassociation.org; Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS); lchk@fbm com; Calvnllo

. Angela (BOS)
Subject: ‘ BOS HEARING NOV 25 —2853 BRODERICK PERMIT ISSUES

Attachments: 2853 Brod permit 201103111905.pdf; 2853 Brod list of 7 permits.pdf;” ATT00001.txt; 2853
' - Brod permit 201103252839.pdf; ATT00002.1xt; 2853 Brod permit201108031630.pdf;
ATT00003.1xt; 2853 Brod permit 201209260727. pdf; 2853 Brod permit 201309247638.pdf;
ATT00004.txt; 2853 Brod permit 201309066151.pdf; AT T00005.ixt; 2853 Brod Permit no.

201307010898 .pdf; ATT00008.txt
oy DNOON PTS!ESUANTTO gMN
ies: 108 EADLINE, BY
Categories 141083 | D Gb DE. SE G‘ﬁ ON 314 G(b)( 5)

ss%w meeivedat,orpﬂorb.heplbh

Dear Supervisor Farrell: : hearing il be included s part of the official A

Appellant response to 2853—57 Broderick S’cree’t: Appeal
ut Categorical Exemption _
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 Assoc1at10n 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 process to

' evade the Rules, and that she can secure the partnership of the Department of City Plannlng
‘and the Bu11d1ng Department to assist her in deviating from them.

Further, she can hire a lawyer to nav1gate these issues who is currently-a sitting member
(occupying the seat of member-at-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
wmprovement of the content of the San Francisco Building Code...as well as related rules and
regulations

or proposed ordinances that the Director of the Bu11d1ng Inspectlon Department
determines may have an impact on construction permits...

2021
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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, strictly, on her own-volition: :

1. Refused to abide by the permit 2011093252839 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 201163252839 which embeds the plans and Agreement as one non severable 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 consideration 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 Hearing 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 .
Notifications, 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 the 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 follow1ng 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 neighbors 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 Notlflcatlon 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 compllance 'with the Notification requ1rement

e. The permit issuances were all allowed by City Planning and Bu11d1ng 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
ha an established fact and as "EXISTING CONDITIONS" Wthh no longer need to be reviewed
:ause they were undertaken under
"APPROVED" plans and permits. Such existing construction~is claimed to be non
reversible because of the added cost of construction :

g. These permits allowed the constructlon which is now claimed by the pr03ect 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
suspended and reinstated, and to act as an overarching canopy or "GRAND OLE' PERMIT" to embed
-all previously issued permits and permit applications and thereby render those previously
issued permits un-reviewable on their own issuance but only visible through thls GRAND
PERMIT.

‘The 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 3@ 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 prior 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 bones of the pro;ect were built before any
Notification was made to the neighbors.

This construction is now being argued by the project sponsor to be an established fact AKA
"EXISTING CONDITIONS'.

And thus the case of BRODERICKGATE came about and is further evoiving.

BACKGROUND REVIEW OF EACH PERMIT:
Permlt 201103111905

iis permlt 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 structure was over demolished way beyond
what Mrs. Conrad expected or wanted and she was left with a gutted building that became raw
space 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 esséntially no longeb at issue in this case. The only significance is the
over demolition which required a great deal bigger budget to reinstate to pre-existing,
conditions to the fire of March 2810,

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 architect 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 Hearlngs 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 her own and stated that
she intended to re-build. the structure as a two unit bu11d1ng 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,
Historical Preservation 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 additional room below ground. -

The second ‘means of egress was formulated by the projéct 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 51gn1ng 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 means of egress or any incursion into the South elevatlon 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 surrounding neighbors signed it pursuaht 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 Motlon, ‘before the Board of Superv1sors, and was
r~afted by City Planning.

‘ine 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.

Whlle the pro:ect was ready for construction the third week of 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 project 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 provisions
of the Permit 201103252839. She lifted the building under that permit and then abandoned it.
It 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 3, 2011 on behalf of the Conrad. Trust by Stephen Antonaros and
issued on February 8, 2012 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.
ranrad, 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,
tnat was relative to the insurance proceeds that Mrs. Conrad was to receive and not the
actual construction cost of the project given the fire and 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 permit. The permit was suspended by the Zoning Administrator in February 2014.

PERMIT 201209260727

The permit was filed on September 26, 2012, issued on October 12, 2012, and as a .supplemental
to Permit 201103252839, to correct Notices of Violation 201665414 and 201035952. The permit
provided for the building 1ift of 36" and the creation of a garage and rooms for future-
expansion and a curb cut. The cost for the. 1ift 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, 2813 ,as an Addenda permit
to permit no. 201163252839, to serve as a triage permit to remove flre 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 201183252839 allowed for. 1In 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 fir? 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 neighbors 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 BEEN TIMELY FILED.

PERMIT APPLICATION 201309066151

This permlt 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 108/16/2014 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 MERGER and the second means of egress for the lower flat, 2853 Broderick.

The facade of the building had permission for alteration to prov1de a second means of egress
through the garage under Permit 201103252839 which was the original 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 the excuse given by the project sponsor for withdrawing this permit:

She states that she "LOST THE APPLICATION" AND THEREFORE WITHDREW THE PLANS FROM THE
DEPARTMENT. The dog ate her appllcatlon But, like a phoenix they shall rise again.." A
duplicate appllcatlon 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 professional in the highways. 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, 2012 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" ‘
1ift of the building, the project sponsor never. responded on the ba51s of that permlt.
Instead she proceeded to secure a new permlt No. 201367010898.

The consequence is that the orlglnal Permit 201103252839 is left abandoned. The plans that-
are filed and dated July 1, 2013 never go to cure the defect of permit 201183252839, but
blaze a new trail with permit 201307016898. Up to the present, permit 201103252839 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 should have been conducted. Permit
""1307010898 was NEVER ISSUED and no construction can be undertaken under that permit.

In either case, whether the project sponsor proceeded with curing permit 201183252839 or
whether she chose to proceed with the new permit appllcatlon 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, 2813 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 201103111905; 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
--bmitted, and, of course, it leaves the other five permits as never to be rev1ewed wit