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April 10, 2015

To: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Ms. Angela Calvillo
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

From: Melody Mar
358 Vallejo Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Re: Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review
26 Hodges Alley

Dear Board of Supervisors,

| am appealing the San Francisco Planning Department’s determination that the
project at 26 Hodges Alley is exempt from CEQA review. Under CEQA State
Guidelines Section 15300.2, a categorical exemptibn shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will havea .
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. There are
unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that would suggest a
reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project will have
significant environmental effects, and therefore would not be exempt from
environmental review. This will be explained further at the appeal hearing and in
further materials.

I respectfully request that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors require that this
project undergo environmental review as required by CEQA.

Sincerely yours,

Melomm @ arl. Cony

Melody Mar Date: (L1l /o, 70/5
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. 1650 Mission St.
Discretionary Review Action DRA-0410 st
' HEARING DATE: MARCH 12, 2015 CA 94103-2479
) ’ Reception:
Date: March 20, 2015 ‘ 415.558,6378
Case No.: 2014-001042DRP ' -
PT‘OjECi‘ Address: 26 HODGES ALLEY . 415.558.6409
Permit Application: 2013.03.21.2785 _
Zoning: RH3 (Residential House, Three-Family) District g
‘ Telegraph Hill North Beach Residential Special Use District 415.558.6377
40-X Height and Bulk District :
Block/Lot: 0134/012
Project Sponsor:  Heidi Liebes
Liebes Architects
450 Sansome Street, Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA 94111
Staff Contact: Kate Conmer — (415) 575-6914

kate.conner@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE NO.
2013.1652DV AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT 2013.03.21.2735 PROPOSING
CONSTRUCTION OF A SIDE ADDITION TO THE NORTHERN PROPERTY LINE AT THE FIRST
AND SECOND FLOORS WHICH ENCROACHES INTO THE REAR YARD SETBACK AND A
THIRD FLOOR ADDITION WHICH COMPLIES WITH THE REAR YARD REQUIREMENT. THE
PROJECT IS SUBJECT TO APPROVAL OF A REAR YARD VARIANCE. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
IS LOCATED WITHIN THE RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) DISTRICT, THE
TELEGRAPH HILL NORTH BEACH RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND THE 40-X
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. :

PREAMBLE
On March 21, 2013, Heidi Liebes filed for Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.21.2735 proposing

construction of a third floor addition to a two-story single-family residence and a horizontal addition on
the first and second floors. The subject property is located within the RH-3 (Residential House, Three-
Family) District, the Telegraph Hill North Beach Residential Special Use District, and the 40-X Height and
Bulk District. :

On June 12, 2013, Heidi Liebes filed Variance Application 2013.0783V for the first and second floor
horizontal addition. The rear yard requirement is 28"-4” and the existing building is non-conforming as it
majntains a 9” rear yard. The proposed third floor addition complies with the rear yard requirement. The
proposed 3'-0” deep side addition encloses an existing stairway and extends approximately 5°-6” beyond
the adjacent neighbor to the north and spans approximately 16™-0” but does not increase the overall
building depth. ' -

Memo
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Discretionary Review Action DRA- 0410 . Case No. 2014-001042DRP
March 20, 2015 ' 26 Hodges Alley

On December 4, 2014, the Zoning Administrator granted Variance (2013.0783V) after a public hearing
held on September 24, 2014. The Variance was appealed and will be heard at the Board of Appeals on

March 18, 2015.

© On October 27, 2014, Melody Mar (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discrehonary Review (2014~
001042DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.21.2735.

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA") as a Class 1 categorical
exemption. .

On March 12, 2015, the San Francisco Plarming Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Apphcahon 2014
001042DRP.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties. .

ACTION ,
The Commission hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Application No. 2014-001042DRP and
approves the Building Permit Application 2013.03.21.2735 subject to the following modifications:

;

L

1. Increasing the front setback at the "third level equal to the width of the closet space
(approximately four feet);
2. Increasing the depth of the third Ievel addition to the requ:red rear yard line (approximately

three feet); and
3. Reducing the third level roof deck at the northeast comer to ahgn with the adjacent building
depth.
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:

1. There are éxtraordinary and exceptional circumstances in the case.
Reducing the roof deck at the third level along the northern property line will improve the
northern neighbor’s privacy at the rear deck and open space.

3. The width of Hodges Alley is an extraordinary circumstance and the additional setback at the
proposed third floor will increase the amount of light cast on Hodges Alley.

SAN FRANGISCO . 2
PLANRNING DEPARTRVMENT "
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Discretionary Review Action DRA- 0410 Case No. 2014-001042DRP
March 20; 2015 o . 26 Hodges Alley

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Buﬂdjﬁg Permit
Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued. For
further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304; San

Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purpdses of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject -

development '

I the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the building
permit as referenced in this action memo on March 12, 2015. .

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissionersl*‘ong, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards, Wu,
NAYS: None

ABSENT: None °

ADOPTED:  March12, 2015

SAN FRANGISCO
FPLANNING DEFARTRIENT
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SAN FRANL:SCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

@C/J

“Certificate of Determination
Exemption from Environmental Review

Case No.: 2013.0783E

Project Title: 26 Hodges Alley

- Zoning: RH-3 (Residential — House, Three Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0134/012

Lot Size: . 1,067 square feet

Project Sponsor:  Heidi Liebes — Liebes Architects
(415) 812-5124

Staff Contact; Christopher Espiritu —(415) 575-9022

-Christopher.Espiritu@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project would include the interior remodel of an existing two-story residence and the
vertical addition for a hew third floor to add an approximately 460-square-foot (sq ft) bedroom suite. The
proposed project would also include the expansion of an existing roof deck by adding approximately 131
square feet of new roof deck space, accessed from the new third floor bedroom. The proposed third-floor
addition would add approximately 11-1” to the existing 19’-10” structure, for a total building height of
30r-11”. Other project details include the installation of new interior stairs, enlarging the existing kitEhen,
and enclosing an existing exterior staircase for access to the expanded roof deck. The project site is

Iocated on the block bounded by Green Street to the north, Vallejo Street to the south, Sansome Street to

the east, and Hodges Alley to the west, within the North Beach neighborhood.

. EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 1 [California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301].

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION:
I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.

S [ égw\t | Q@ﬁwlecv /8 Z0/1
Sarah B, Jones Z Date !
Environmental Review icer

Jonathan Lammers, Preservation Planner Supervisor Chiu, District 3 (via Clerk of the Board)

[ Heidi Liebes, Project Sponsor
Kate Conner, Current Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List Virna Byrd, MDF.
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Exemption from Environmer " Review ' . Case No. 2013.0783E
h 26 Hodges Alley

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

The proposed project is located on a site that has a slope of approximately 20 percent slopmg downward
(to the east) towards the rear of project site. The proposed project would involve excavation associated
with foundation-strengthening related to the proposed additions and provide slope-stabilization support
to adjacent buildings. The existing one-vehicle garage at-grade would remain and the existing 10-foot-
wide curb cut, located on the Hodges Alley frontage, would also remain.

Project Approvals
" The proposed project would require the following approvals:

e Variance (Zoning Administrator) — The proposed project would require a Variance from the
Planning Code for a rear yard modification pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. This variance
would be granted by the Planning Department’s Zoning Administrator. )

s  Site Pexmit (Department of Buﬂdmg Inspection [DBI}) ~ The proposed project would require the
approval of a Sité Permit by DBL

Approval Action: While the proposed project would require the approval of a Variance by the Zoning
Administrator, the Approval Action for the project would be through the issuance of a Site Permit by
DBI. If discretionary review before the Planning Commission is requested, the discretionary review
hearing is the Approval Action for the project. If né discretionary review is requested, the issuance of a
Site Permit by DEI is the Approval Action. The Approval Actiori date establishes the start of the 30-day
appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31 O4(h) ‘of the San Francisco

Administrative Code.

REMARKS: ‘
Historic Architectural Resources. The Planning Department’s Historic Preservation staff evaluated the
property to determine whether the existing structure on the project site is a historical resource as defined
by CEQA. According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER)! prepared for the project, and
information found in the Planning Department archives, the property at 26 Hodges Alley contains a two-
StOrY,'WOOd—fI'EmE, single-family residence constructed in 1907. Originally addressed as'6 Hodges Alley,
~ the residence is vernacular in style, clad with unpainted horizontal rustic wood channel siding, and |
" capped by a flat roof. The primary fagade faces west orito Hodges Alley and features a metal-frame panel
garage door to the south and a metal panel pedestrian entry to the north. :

The property is not located within the boundaries of any listed historic districts. However, the property is
located within proximity (V4mile) of the Telegraph Hill, Northeast Waterfront, and Jackson Square

.1 Jonathan Lammers — Preservation Planner, Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), 26 Hodges Alley, November 15, 2013. This

report is available for review as part of Case No 2013.0783E.-
2

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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" Exemption from Environmen  leview Case No. 2013.0783E -

26 Hodges Alley

\

Historic Districts. Therefore, the property was evaluated for individual eligibility for inclusion, as well as
inclusion as contributor to a historic district, to the California Register.

The California Register criteria for eIigiEle individual resources and historic districts provide specific
measures on evaluating individual properties for inclusion into. the California ‘Register. Criterion 1
(Events) determines whether a property is associated with events that have made-a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the
United States. Criterion 2 (Persons) examines whether a property is associated with the lives of persons
important to the local, regional or national past. Criterion'3 (Architecture) analyies whether a property
embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents
the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. Criterion 4 (Information Potential) determines
whether a property yiélds, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. The
property at 26 Hodges Alley was evaluated for inclusion into the California Register and is further

discussed below.

Criterion 1 (Events). According to the HRER, the building stock along the southeastern slopes of Telegraph
Hill represents a cohesive development pattern associated with rebuilding efforts following the 1906
Earthquake. The reconstruction of San Francisco was unprecedented in its scoée and pace, and remains
one of the most significant events in the city’s history. Nearly all buildings in the immediate vicinity were
residential or mixed-use properties constructed during a punctuated burst of activity between 1906 and
1913, and they convey clear and significant association with the reconstruction effort. While the property

‘at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be an individually eligible for historic listing under this Criterion,
it is part of a larger grouping of properties which collectively constitute a potential historic district.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley Street is significant under California
Register Criterion 1 (Events) for its assodiation with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction.

Criterion 2 (Persans). According to the HRER, Preservation Staff determined that as a group, the owners
and residents of 26 Hodges Alley illustrate the strong working-class Italian demographics that were
representative of the North Beach and Telegraph Hill area during the early 20th century. However, none
of the persons appear to be important to local, state or national history such that the subject property
would be eligible for historic listing under this Criteriorn. Therefore, Preservation Staff concluded that 26
Hodges Alley is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2 (Persons).

Criterion 3 (Architecture). The HRER found that the building was designed by local architect, Fedele Coéta,
per the original 1907 building permit record. Fedele Costa was born in 1863 in Bioglio, Itaiy and
immigrated to the United States in 1906. The son of a successful buﬂd&, he arrived in San Francisco in
1906 and was known to have served as the architect for St. Joseph’s Catholic Church in Aubum,
‘California (1911) and the Holy Rosary Roman Catholic Church in Woodland, California (1912). The
existing building at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be a distinctive example of a type, period, region
or-method of construction such that it would be individually eligible for the California Register under
this Criterion. Also, the property also does not appear to be a prominent work of architect, Fedele Costa.

: . 3

SAN FRANCISCO - .
PLANNING DEPARTMI
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Exemption from Environmer. Review . Case No. 2013.0783E
: 26 Hodges Alley

However, the building does appear to be part of a conceéniration of residential buildings significant for
their association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and eligible for the California Register as a
historic district. Nearly all of the buildings in the immediate vicinity were constructed between 1906 and
1913, and most evidence a shared design vocabulary based on Classical Revival influences. Character-
defining architectural features of this district include wood frame construction and wood cladding, and
the use of design elements such as pilasters, entablatures, dentil moldings and prominent cornices,

Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley, while not individually significant under
this Criterion, could be significant as part of a concentration of properties that cdnvey clear association |
with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and appear to constitute a potential historic district ehg1b1e for
listing in the Califorriia Register under Criterion 3 (Archltecture)

Criterion 4 (Informatioﬁ Potential). Finally, based upon a review of information in the Departments records, .
the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4 (Information Potential), which is typicé]ljr
associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely significant under
Criterion 4, since this éigniﬁcance criteria typically applies to rare construction types when involving the
built environment. The subject property is not an exampie' of a rare construction type’ and would
therefore not be eligible for listing in the California Regiéter under Criteria 4.

Tn order to be considered a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a %roperty must not only be shown to
have significance under the California Register of Historical Resources criteria (Criterion 1-4), but also’
must have historic integrity.2 Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its
past. According to the HRER, 26 Hodges Alley retains integrity of location, setting and association as it
remains a residential property, has never been moved, and is largely surrounded by the same ‘properties

_as it was historically. However, the building does not appear to retain integrity of design, workmanship,
or materials. The property has experienced several alterations between 1934 and 1969, which included
raising the building to insert a garage, window replacement, and the installation of a roof deck. Other
alterations which are undocumented or poorly documented include the large rear addition constructed
between 1913 and 1938 and the construction of the second-story overhang at the primary facade. The
primary entry, garage and fenestration paitern and materials are all contemporary in nature, while the
articulation of the primary fagade has been altered. Collectively; these changes have significantly changed
the character of the building such that it is no longer able to effectively convey its 1907 construction.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that the property at 26 Hodges Alley does not retain historic

integrity.

2 Tntegrity is deﬁned as “the authenticity of a property’s historic 1denuty, ev1denced by the survival of physxcal charactenstms that
existed during the property’ s period of significance.”

SAN FRANCISOD : I . 4.
LANNING DEPARTMENT .
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Exemption from Environmen ' Qeview
26 Hodges Alley

As discussed, the property was shown to have significance under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3

(Architecture) for inclusion to the California Register as part of a historic district. However, the property
did not retain its historic integrity and lacks integrity from its period of significance (1906-1915).
Preservation Staff concluded that the property at 26 Hodges Ailey is a non-contributor to an eligible
Historic District. For the above reasons, the proposéd project would not materially impair the
characteristics of.the existing historic resource, thus the proposed project would not result in significant

impacts related to historic resources.

Geotechnical. According to Planning Department records, the project site is not located within a

Landslide Hazard Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone; however, the property is located on a site with a
slope of 20 percent. A Geotechnical Investigation was conducted for the property and is summarized

below.3

The Geotechnical Investigation notes that the site slopes downward toward the rear of the property to the
east and the rear of the property sits at the top of a near vertical 15- to 20-foot-tall slope that was
excavated into the hillside for the development of a downslope residence located at 358 Vallejo Street.
The project site is documented to be located in an area that is underlain by Franciscan Complex
comprised of sedimentary rocks composed of sandstone, shale, and greywacke sandstone. Also, the site
lies immediately southwest of former rock quarry operaﬁoris that were present on the eastern slopes of
Telegraph Hill until the turn of the 20t Century.

The Geotechnical hlvesﬁgaﬁdn provides specific recommendations and requirements concerning site

- preparation and foundations, retaining walls, and rock-slope suppbrt' These are further discussed below.

Foundations. The Geotechnical hvesﬁgaﬁon noted that the proposed in'lprov.ements including the
addition of a new third- floor bedroom would be adequately supported by drilled pier foundations.
Drilled. piers should be at least 18-inches in diameter and dnlled at least five feet into the. underlying

bedrock beneath the existing building.

Rock—Slope Stabilization. The Geotechnical Investigation noted fhat due to former quarry operations, which
_included blasting has resulted in over-steepened and shattered slopes. Aggressive quarrying that was
common in the Telegr_éph Hill area left exposed bedrock in the eastern slope, and the Geotechnical
Investigation found evidence of recent rockfalls, with debris.and rock fragments, that have fallen from
the eastern slope at the rear of the property and have accumulated in the rear yard of the adjacent
property at 358 Vallejo Street. 4

A Sup?leméntal Geotechnical Analysis was performed and revised recommendations for rock-slope
stabilization were recommmended. Due to the unique features of the eastern slope at the rear of the site, the
previous recommendation to construct a concrete wall to stabilize the slope was deemed infeasible. The

Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation therefore recommended that ‘the best solution for reducing

8 .Gllpln Geodsciences, Inc. — Barthquake & Engineering Geology, Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigntion, Residential
Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Erancisco, California, May 28, 2013. This report is available for review as part of Case No.
2013.0783E.

SAN FRANCISGO ) . 5
LANNING DEPARTMENT y
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Exemption from Environmem._. Review ’ ‘ Case No. 2013.0783E
. 26 Hodges Alley

rockfall hazards at the project site would be to include the installation of a steel wire mesh net that would
contain loose rock from impacting the residence at 358 Vallejo Street, and the installation of concrete
encased steel rock bolts that would reinforce the rock slope. The netting would be supported by vertical
rock bolts drilled into the slope at the top and bottom. . '

The Supplemental Geotechnical invesﬁgation‘* identified this strategy as the most feasible since the

process Will essentially stitch the rock together to prevent pieces of rock from becoming dislodged.

_ Finally, a closely spaced steel mesh net will be attached to the slope to contain pieces of rock that may

become dislodged in the future. The selected approach stabilizes loose tock by scaling the rock face and
applying mesh. Stability of the existing rock slope is increased by pinning I;otent'lal wedge-type rock
failures with the vertical rock bolts.

The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation ultimately concluded that thé project site is-suitable t6 -

.support the proposed project, provided that its recommendations are incorporated into the design and
construction of the proposed project. The project sponmsor has agreed to implement these

recommendations, subject to Building Code requirements and implementation would not result in-’

foreseeable significant impacts.

The San Francisco Building Code ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. Decisions about
appropriate foundation and .structural design are considered as part:of,the DBI permit review process.
Prior to issuing a building permit for the proposed project, the DBI would review the geotechnical report
to ensure that the security and stability of adjoining properties and the subject properiy is maintained
during and following project construction. Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologic
hazards on the project site would be addressed through compﬁance with the San Francisco Building

Code. :

EXEMPT STATUS:

CEQA. State Guidelines Section 15301 (e)(1), or‘CIass 1, -provides an exemption for minor alteration of *

existing private structures, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of
determination. Additionally, Class 1 exempts additions to existing structures provided that the addition

will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the

addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The proposed project would include the addition of

approximately 460 square feet for a new third-floor bedroom suite and the interior remodel of the

 existing two-story residence. Therefore, the proposed demolition meets the criteria for exemption from

environmental review under Class 1.

4 Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. — Barthquake & Engineering Geology, Supplemental Engineering Geologic and Geatechnical Investigation,
Residential Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Francisco, California, August 14, 2014. This report is available for review as part of

Case No. 2013.0783E.

SAN FRANCISCO ) . 5
PLANNING DEPARTVMIENT )
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Case No. 2013.0783E

Exemption from Environmen Review
26 Hodges Alley

CONCLUSION: .
CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the écﬁvitj will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental -

review.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEF’ARTMENT
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 9:21 AM
To: melomm@aol.com; Givner, Jon (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC);

Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC);
Tam, Tina (CPCY); Conner, Kate (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 'liebes.heidi@gmail.com’;
Espiritu, Christopher (CPC); Jody Knight; BOS—Supervtsors BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: ) Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS) BOS Legislation, (BOS); Lamug, Joy (BOS);
: Carroll, John (BOS)
Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exemphon from Environmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley -

Appeliant Follow-Up Memo

Categories: 150395

Good morning,

Please find linked below a memo received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from appellant Melody Mar regarding
the appeal of the proposed project at 26 Hodges Alley.

Appellant Memo - 5/12/2015

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on May 19, 2015. You are
invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. .

Board of Supervisors File No. 150395

Thank you,

John Carroll

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hal], Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

[ ]
&% Ciick here to compiete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

The Legistative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supérvisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
Information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legisiation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website orin other pub//c documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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May 12, 2015

To:  Honorable London Breed, President - RECEIVED AFTER THE ELEVEN-DAY
San Francisco Board of Supervisors DEADUN&%ENS&%&U?{;%})‘O ADMIN.
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place , M%ﬂm Cailfornla Govemmont Code, Saction
San Francisco, CA 94103 ) : mwmmnpﬁ«“m’mm

From: Melody Mar

358 Vallejo Street '
San Francisco, CA 94133 Melomm @ apl.com

Re: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Envnronmental Review
26 Hodges Alley
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

On behalf of my family, | am writing to appeal the above referenced Certificate of

Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit i .
Exemption from the protections of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) cannot be
allowed for this project because there exists substantial unusual circumstances which would
suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect on the environment.

Project Description

26 Hodges Alley is on Hodges Alley, which runs north and south parallel to Montgomery and
Sansome Streets and perpendicular to Valiejo Street, in the Telegraph Hill neighborhood. The

" project is to construct a third floor vertical addition to the existing two-story, single family
residence and a horizontal side addition to the northern property line at the first and second
floors in the required rear yard. 26 Hodges has no front, side, or rear setbacks. 26 Hodges Alley
is on a small lot, measuring 17’ x 63’. The site contains an existing two-story 2,263 square-foot-
single family residence. The proposed project adds an approximately 460 square foot bedroom
suite and expands the roof deck by adding an additional approx:mately 131 square feet of new
roof deck space. Attached site photo, Exhibit {,L

Uhique Site Background
In the rear of the house, 26 Hodges Alley sits on the edge of a near vertical slope, which varies

from 15 to 20 feet. Adjacent to 26 Hodges and directly downhill at the base of the slope, within
inches of the slope, sits my family’s house on 358 Vallejo Street. Attached is Exhibit,z ,
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an artist drawing of 26 Hodges and 358 Vallejo Street. Several years ago, my family voluntarily
seismically upgraded our house in the front. We also plan to seismically upgrade the house in
the rear. We were advised.that the slope in which 26 Hodges sits on and adjacent to our house
be investigated for slope stability, especially in light of the 2007 catastrophic landslide just one
block up on Vallejo Street and Broadway Street. In 2012, geotechnical engineer Harold Lewis
advised we work with the three neighbors on the cliff for stabilization work,

‘The plan was that all four neighbors would work together to stabilize the cliff. During this
process, the owner of 26 Hodges Alley sold the house. The DeWildes purchased the house in
the fall of 2012. The realtor disclosed the 2012 Notice of Violation, which indicated, “In the
rear of property, below deck, hazardous rocks and mud sliding off fractured rock slope. Hazard

"to all on hillside.” Attached is a copy of the 2012 Notice of Violation, Exhibit 4— . This building
and all the adjoining buildings to' 26 Hodges have Notices of Violations because the cliff and soil
under the project site is unstable, including the site of the variance for the project. The four
neighbors have not agreed on a repair or stabilization plan to date and it cannot be
accomplished without access and cooperation and a method among the four neighbors. In fact,
the Planning Department should not have accepted the application for a new project until the
NOV was cleared.

Recent Developments

On December 12, 2014, just five months ago, a rock slide/landslide crashed onto the wall of my
house. Attached are the two Notices of Violations issued, Exhibit 5 and Exhibit5 . One NOV ,
states, “Rock slide from the back of 26 Hodges hit neighbor’s home at 358 Vallejo.” Second
NOV indicates the amount of rock stacked up against the wall of my house, and that the bank
‘has loose rock, which may detach in the future.

Following the rockslide/landslide, my family asked John Wallace, an engineering geologist with
Cotton Shires & Associates to come to the site to evaluate the situation. He and his firm
investigated and designed the repair plans for the last two recent catastrophic landslides on
Telegraph Hill, one in 2007, one block up from my house, and one in 2012, several blocks from
my house. ‘

Mr. Wallace’s report, “Geologic and Geotechnical Summary of Site Conditions and Review of
Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. Report” is attached, exhibit Cg . Mr. Wallace writes, “we observed
rockslide debris stacked approximately 8 feet high against the northwestern portion of the 358
Vallejo Street structure. Our observations of the interior of this portion of the structure
revealed that the wall appeared to be deflected in response to the rockslide debris load. We
recommended to Ms. Mar that no one should occupy this portion of the structure,....” Mr.
Wallace further writes, “We are of the opinion that the existing conditions along the precipitous
rockslope, including 26 and 30 Hodges Alley, 362 Vallejo Street, and the lower portion of 358
Vallejo Street, represent a continuing rockslide/rockfall hazard with a high risk to the northwest
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portion of the 358 Vallejo Street residential structure...”. “It is our opinjon that the site
conditions represent a hazardous, emergency condition, and mitigation of this slope should be
performed as soon as possible. The slope plans, when completed, should be part of a stand-
alone permit application, and not be associated with a permit application for residential
improvements upslope. “ Based on his recommendation, we hired a structural engineer to «
inspect the structure. Structural engineer Joshua B. Kardon’s report on the rock fall is also

attached, Exhibit F. Mr. Kardon writes, “Based on our observations, we also believe thereisa -

high risk of additional collapse of the escarpment, which could cause further physical damage
to Ms. Mar’s property, and could injure or kill occupants of buildings on either side of the
property line.” '

From these engineers’ reports, it is clear rock slope stabilization is required by all four
neighbors as we are all on the same cliff.

Procedural Background

The Planning Commission took Discretionary Review of this project on March 18, 2015 and
required modifications. At the hearing, Commissioner Antonini expressed concern that the
Planning Department did not require that the 2012 Notice of Violation be cleared prior to
accepting this new project. At the hearing, Commissioner Richards held up for everyone to see
the drawing my family had an artist draw of 26 Hodges and 358 Vallejo Street, Exhibit 3 . He
recommended they take Discretionary Review of this project as there were extraordinary and
exceptional circumstances in both the front (narrow alley) and the rear (one house on the edge

of the near vertical cliff and the other house is on the base of the cliff within inches of the cliff). -

Attached Exhibit B Discretionary Review Action Letter.
CEQA Categorical Exemption is Rebuttable

The issue here is whether it was appropriate for the Planning Department under CEQA to issue

a categorical exemption when there existed an unusual circumstances exception. Two months -

ago on March 2015, the California Supreme Court, in Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of
Berkeley, established a two-part test in determining whether the unusual circumstances
exception to a categorical exemption will apply. The first question is whether there are unusual
circumstances present in this case? The second question is whether there is a reasonable
possibility the project would have a significant effect on the environment.

One, are there substantial unusual circumstances in this case?
e Projectis located on greater than 20% slope '
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* Project is located on a Landslide Zone. The Planning Department erred in stating that
the project is not in a Landslide Zone. Did the Planning Department check the State of
California Seismic Hazards map? .

‘s |n the rear, 26 Hodges sits on the edge of a near vertical unstable slopé, and 20 feet
below on the base, within inches of the base is a downslope neighbor’s house. This is an
extraordinary, exceptional, and an unusual circumstance, see Exhibit}’, artist drawing.
Landslide geologists Betsy Mathieson and other geologists have never seen this site
circumstance before, as structures usually have greater setbacks. This is not common
for the vicinity. Even on our 44 hills, there are setbacks.

e 2012 and 2014 Notices of Violations for unstable slope.” Exhibits 4@«»@( 5.

» All four neighbors adjoining 26 Hodges are on and/or adjacent to the unstable cliff, and
the entire cliff is unstable. On the attached 26 Hodges map, it indicates, “Dilated zone
with open fractures, friable rock (high potential for topple), Closely fractured zone with
open fractures, friable rock, Recent wedge failure, closely fractured and deeply
weathered zone with roots.” See attached map from 26 Hodges geologic/geotechnical
report, plan #1, map in the back, Geologic Cross Section, B-B, Figure 5, Exhibitof 2 pages.
Attached 26 Hodges geologic/geotechnical report, plan #1, Exhibit 10

e In 2007, up one block, a major caiastrophic landslide on Vallejo and Broadway Streets.
In 2012, several block away, a major catastrophic landslide, Montgomery and Lombard
Streets. '

s Just recently, December 12, 2014, a rockslide/landslide from the project site, 26 Hodges.
Attached NOVs, Exhibit ). ‘

The second question is whether there is information that there is a reasonable possibility that
the unusual circumstances will produce a significant effect on the environment? Yes, all four
n»eigAhbors share this cliff, and the entire cliff is unstable. If one neighbor builds on this cliff, a
fair argument can be made that there is a reasonable possibility that all the unusual
circumstances stated above will produce a significant effect on the environment. It is not only
these four neighbors, but other downslope neighbors could be affected. See again attached
exhibit? 2 pages, for condition of the entire cliff, map is from 26 Hodges
geological/geotechnical plan #1, map in the back, Geologic Cross Section, B-B, Figure 5. See
also again, attached exhibit o , John Wallace, Cotton Shires and Associates, Geologic and
Geotechnical Summary of Site Conditions and Review of Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. Report, and
exhibit :]/of structural engineer Joshua Kardon'’s rock fall report.

The project requires earth movement work, excavation, and installation of moment .
frames/structural work approximately 8(+-) feet from the unstable slope. See attached Exhibit ”

This would require the cooperation of all four neighbers to stabilize the cliff.

CEQA requires further environmental review if others are affected by the project. With
environmental review, all neighbors can review and provide input. At this time, it is unknown
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what the plan is for the neighbors. According to Mr. Wallace, we would need to see a detailed
plan, not just concepts.

Conclusion

Even small projects are not exempt from review if there are unusual circumstances. The
Legislature specifically provided exceptions to categorical exemptions for precisely this case. If
this were not the case, small projects could be built on landslide zones, earthquake faults, etc.

without environmental review, and that is not in the public’s interest.

| respectfully request that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors require that this project
undergo environmental review as required by CEQA.

Sincerely yours,

%M?M

Melody Mar
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April 10, 2015

To: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Ms. Angela Calvillo
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

From: Melody Mar
358 Vallejo Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Re: Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review
26 Hodges Alley

Dear Board of Supervisors,

[ am appealing the San Francisco Planning Department’s determination that the
project at 26 Hodges Alley is exempt from CEQA review. Under CEQA State
Guidelines Section 15300.2, a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. There are
unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that would suggest a
reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project will have
significant environmental effects, and therefore would not be exempt from
environmental review. This will be explained further at the appeal hearing and in’
further materials.

| respectfully request that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors require that this
project undergo environmental review as required by CEQA.

Sincerely yours,
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SAN FRANG.3CO
PLANNING BEPARTWEENT

‘Certificate of Determination 1650 Misson .
Exemption from Environmental Review .. Suted00
. San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Cuase No.: . 2013.0783E ’
Project Title: 26 Hodges Alley 2%6?5[’;:5378
Zoning: " . RH-3 (Residential - House, Three Famlly) Zoning District -
40-X Height and Bulk District Fax
Block/Lot: 0134/012 415.558.6409
Lot Size: . 1,067 square feet . Planning
. idi Liebes —Li : information:
Project Sponsor: ~ Heidi Liebes — Liebes Architects 415.558.6371
(415) 812-5124
Staff Contact: Christopher Espiritu — (415) 575-9022

Christopher.Espiritu@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project would include the interior remodel of an existing two-story residence and the
vertical addition for a new third floor to add an approximately 460-square-foot (sq ft) bedroom suite. The
proposed project would also include the expansion of an existing roof deck by adding approximately 131
square feet of new roof deck space, accessed from the new third floor bedroom. The proposed third-floor
addition would add approximately 11"-1” to the existing 19"-10” structure, for a total building height of
30"-11”. Other project details include the installation of new interior stairs, enlarging the existing kitchen,
and enclosing an existing exterior staircase for access to fhc_—': expanded roof deck. The project site is
located on the block bounded by Green Street to the north, Vallejo Street to the south, Sansome Streetfo
the east, and Hodges Alley to the west, within the North Beach neighborhood. . \

. EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 1 [Callforma Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301].

REMARKS

See next page.

DETERMINATION: -

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.

2 égg/w\\\ | %ﬁfm [8, zo/1

S;rah B’ Jones e l Date
icer

Environmental Review

ce Heidi Liebes, Project Sponsor Jonathan Lammers, Preservation Planner Supervisor Chin, District 3 (via Clerk of the Board)
Kate Conner, Current Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List Virna Byrd, M.D.F. I
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Case No. 2013.0783E

. Exemption from Environments " eview
- 26 Hodges Alley

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

The proposed project is located on a site that has a slope of approximately 20 percent sloping downward
{to the east) towards the rear of project site. The proposed project would involve excavation associated
with foundation-strengthening related to the proposed additions and provide slope-stabilization support
to adjacent buildings. The existing one-vehicle garage at-grade would remain and the existing 10-foot-
wide curb cut, located on the Hodges Alley frontage, would also remain.

Project Approvals
" The proposed project would require the following approvals:

e Variance (Zoning Administrator) — The proposed project would require a Varjance from. the
Planning Code for a rear yard modification pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. This variance
would be granted by the Planning Department’s Zoning Administrator.

e Site Pexmit (Department of Building Inspection [DBI]) — 'Ihe proposed project would require the
approval of a Site Permit by DBL :

Approval Action: While the proposed project would require thé approval of a Variance by the Zomng
Administrator, the Approval Action for the project would be through the issuance of a Site Permit by
DBI. If discretionary review before the Planning Commission is requested, the discretionary review
hearing is the Approval Action for the project. If no discretionary review is requested, the issuance of a
Site Permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Actiori date establishes the start of the 30-day
appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination ptrsuant to Section 31. O4(h) of the San Francisco

Administrative Code.

REMARKS: '
Historic Architectural Resources. The Planning Department’s Historic Preservation staff evaluated the
property to determine whether the existing structure on the project site is a historical resource as defined
by CEQA. According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER)! prepared for the project, and
information found in the Planning Department archives, the property at 26 Hodges Alley contains a two-
story, wood-frame, single-family residence constructed in 1907. Originally addressed as'6 Hodges Alley,
the residence is vernacular in style, clad with unpainted horizontal rustic wood channel siding, and
" capped by a flat roof. The primary fagade faces west onto Hodges Alley and features a metal-frame panel
garage door to the south and a metal panel pedestrian entry to the north.

The property is not located within the boundaries of any listed historic districts. However, the p.roperty is
located within proximity (¥-mile) of the Telegraph Hill, Northeast Waterfront, and Jackson Square

.1 Jonathan Lammers — Preservation Plaimer, Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HHRER), 26 Hodges Alley, November 15, 2013. This
report is available for review as part of Case No. 2013.0783E.-
2

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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. fExempﬁon from Environment: H eview . . Case No. 2013.0783E
. 26 Hodges Alley

A

Historic Districts. Therefore, the property was evaluated for individual eligibility for inclusion, as well as
inclusion as contributor to a historic district, to the California Register.

The California Register criteria for eligﬂﬂe individual resources and historic districts provide specific
measures on evaluating individual ‘properties for inclusion into the California Register. Criterion 1
(Events) determines whether a property is associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the
United States. Criterion 2 (Persons) examines whether a property is associated with the lives of persons
important to thelocal, regional or mational past. Criterion 3 {(Architecture) analyzes whether a property
embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents
the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. Criterion 4 (Information Potential) determines
whether a property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. The
property at 26 Hodges Alley was evaluated for inclusion into the California Register and is further -
* discussed below.

Criterion 1 (Events). According to the HRER, the building stock along the southeastern slopes of Telegraph
Hill represents a cohesive development pattern associated with rebuilding efforts following the 1906
Earthquake. The reconstruction of San Francisco was unprecedented in its scope and pace, and remains
one of the most significant events in the city’s history. Nearly all buildings in the immediate vicinity were
residential or mixed-use properties constructed during a punctuated burst of activity between 1906 and
1913, and they convey clear and significant association with the reconstruction effort. While the property
at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be an individuaﬂy eligible for historic listing under this Criterion,
it is part of a larger grouping of properties which collectively constitute a potential historic district.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley Street is sigmﬁcaht under California
Register Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction.

Criterion 2 (Persons). According to the HRER, Preservation Staff determined that as a group, the owners
and residents of 26 Hodges Alley illustrate the strong working-class Iialian demographics that were
representative of the North Beach and Telegraph Hill area during the early 20th century. However, none
of the persons appear to be important to local, state or national history such that the subject property
would be eligible for historic listing under this Criterion. Therefore, Preservation Staff concluded that 26
Hodges Alley is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2 (Persons).

- Criterion 3 (Architecture). The HRER found that the building was designed by local architect, Fedele Costa,

per the original 1907 building permit record. Fedele Costa was born in 1863 in Bioglio, Italy and
immigrated to the United States in 1906. The son of a successful buildef, he arrived in San Francisco in
1906 and “was known to have served as the architect for St. Joseph’s Catholic Church in Aubum,
‘California (1911) and the Holy Rosary Roman Catholic Church in Woodland, California (1912). The
existing building at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be a distinctive example of a type, period, region
or method of construction such that it would be individually eligible for the California Register under
this Criterion. Also, the property also does not appear to be a prominent work of architect, Fedele Costa.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT N :
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Exemption from Environmier’  Review
b 26 Hodges Alley

However, the building does appear to be part of a concentration of residential buildings significant for
their association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and eligible for the California Register as a
historic district. Nearly all of the buildings in the immediate vicinity were constructed between 1906 and
1913, and most evidence a shared design vocabulary based on Classical Revival influences. Character-
defining architectural features of this district include wood frame construction and wood cladding, and
the use of design elements such as pilasters, entablatures, dentil moldings and prominent cornices.

Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley, while not individually significant under
this Criterion, could be significant as part of a concentration of properties that convey clear association .
with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and af)pear to constitute a potential historic district eligible for
listing in the Califorriia Register under Criterion 3 (Architecture).

Criterion 4 (Information Potential). Finally, based upon a review of information in the Departments records,
the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4 (Information Potential), which is typicalljr
associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely significant under
Criterion 4, stnce this significance criteria typically applies to rare construction types when involving the
built environment. The subject propérty is not an example of a rare construction type‘ and would
therefore not be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criteria 4.

In order to be considered a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a ni)roperty must not only be shown to
have significance under the California Register of Historical Resources criteria (Critetion 1-4), but also’
must have historic integrity.? Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its
past. According to the HRER, 26 Hodges Alley retains integrity of location, setting and association as it
remains a residential property, has never been moved, and is largely surrounded by the same properties

_as it was historically. Howevet, the building does not appear to retain integrity of design, workmanship,
or materials. The property has experienced several alterations between 1934 and 1969, which included
raising the building to insert a garage, window replacement, and the installation of a roof deck. Other
alterations which are undocumented or poorly documented include the large rear addition constructed
between 1913 and 1938 and the construction of the second-story overhang at the primary facade. The
primary entry, garage and fenestration pattern and materials are all contemporary in nature, while the
articulation of the primary fagade has been altered. Collectively, these changes have significantly changed
the character of the building such that it is o longer able to effectively convey its 1907 construction.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that the property at 26 Hodges Alley does not retain historic

integrity.

2 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.” .

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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26 Hodges Alley -

As discussed, the property was shown to have significance under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3
(Axchitecture) for inclusion to the California Register as part of a historic district. However, the property
did not retain its historic integrity and lacks integrity from its period of significarice (1906-1915).
Preservation Staff concluded that the property at 26 Hodges Alley is a non-contributor to an eligible
Historic District. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not materially impair the
characteristics of the existing historic resource, thus the proposed pro]ect would not result in significant

impacts related to historic resources.

Geotechnical. According to Planning Department records, the project site is not located within a
Landslide Hazard Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone; however, the property is located on a site with a
slope of 20 percent. A’ Geotechnical Investigation was conducted for the property and is summanzed.
below.?

The Geotechnical Investigation notes that the site slopes downward toward the rear of the property to the
east and the Tear of the property sits at the top of a near vertical 15- to 20-foot-tall slope that was
excavated into the hillside for the development of a downslope residence located at 358 Vallejo Street.
- The project site is documented to be located in an area that is underlain by Franciscan Complex
comprised of sedimentary rocks composed of sandstone, shale, and greywacke sandstone. Also, the site
Hes immediately southwest of former rock quarry operationis that were present on the eastern slopes of

Telegraph Hill until the turn of the 20% Century.

The Geotechnical Investigation provides specific recommendations and requirements concerning site
preparation and foundations, retaining walls, and rock-slope support. These are further discussed below.

Foundations. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that the proposed hﬁprovements including the
addition of a new third-floor bedroom would be adequately supported by drilled pier foundations.
Drilled piers should be at least 18-inches in diameter and drilled at least five feet into the. underlying
bedrock beneath the existing building.

Rock-Slope Stabilization. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that due to former quarry operations, which
included blasting has resulted in over—steepened and shattered slopes. Aggressive quarrying that was
common in the Telegraph Hill area left exposed bedrock in the eastern slope, and the Geotechmical
Investigation found evidence of recent rockfalls, with-debris and rock fragments, that have fallen from
the eastern slope at the rear of the property and have accumulated in the rear yard of the adjacent

property at 358 Valle]o Street,

A Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis was performed and revised recommendations for rock-slope
stabilization were recommended. Due to the unique features of the eastern slof,'e at thie rear of the site, the
previous recommendation to construct a concrete wall to stabilize the slope was deemed infeasible. The
Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation therefore recommended that the best solution for reducing

3 .Gﬂpm Geosctences, Inc. — Earthqueke & Engineering Geology, Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation, Residential
Imnprovements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Frangisco, Culzjbmta, May 28, 2013. This report is available for review as part of Case No.
2013. D783E .

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Exemption from Environment.. . {eview
26 Hodges Alley

rockfall hazards at the project site would be to include ﬂ;xe installation of a steel wire mesh net that would
contain loose rock from impacting the residence at 358 Vallejo Street, and the installation of concrete
encased steel rock bolts that would reinforce the rock sldi:e. The netting would be supported by vertical
rock bolts drilled into the slope at the top and bottom. -

The Supplemental Geotechnical I'rwestiga‘cicvn4 identified this strategy as the most feasible since the
process will essentially stitch the rock together to prevent pieces of rock from becoming dislodged.
Finally, a closely spaced steel mesh net will be attached to the slope to contain pieces of rock that may '
become dislodged in the future. The selected approach stabilizes loose tock by scaling the rock face and
applying mesh. Stability of the existing rock slope is increased by pinning f;otential wedge-type rock
failures with the vertical rock bolis. ‘

The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation ultimately concluded that thé project site is-suitable to
support the proposed project, provided that its recommendations are incorporated into the design and
construction of the proposed project. The project sponsor has agreed to implement. these
recommendations, subject to Building Code requirements and implementation would not result in '

foreseeable significant impacts.

The San Francisco Building Code ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. Decisions about
appropriate foundation and structural design are considered as part of.the DBI permit review process. -
Prior to issuing a building permit for the proposed project, the DBI would review the geotechnical report
to ensure that the security and stability of adjoining properties and the subject property is maintained
during and following project construction. Thetefore, potential damage to structures from geologic
hazards on the project site WouId be addressed through comphance with the San Francisco Building

Code.

EXEMPT STATUS:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1), or Class 1, -provides an exemption for minor alteration of *
existing private structures, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of
determination. Additionally, Class 1 exempts additions to existing structures provided that the addition
will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the
addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The proposed project would include the addition of
approximately 460 square feet for a new third-floor bedroom suite and the interior remodel of the
- existing two-story residence. Therefore, the proposed demolition meets the criteria for exemption from

environmental review under Class 1.

4 Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. ~ Barthquake & Engineering Geology, Supplemental Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation,
Residential Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Francisco, Calzﬁamza, August 14, 2014 This report is available for review as part of

Case No. 2013.0783E.
6
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26 Hodges Alley

CONCLUSION:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental -

review,

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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NOTICE OF VIOL._ITON

of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
itbstandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy -

3
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION NOTICE: 1
City and County of San Franmsco

1660 Mission e, CA 94103

DATE: 01-MAR-12

OCCUPANCY/USE: () BLOCK: 0134 LOT: 012

D If checked, this information is based upons site-observation only. Further research may indicate that legal use is different. If so, 2 revised Notice of Violation
will be issued.

OWNER/AGENT: ANN W SKJEI TRUST PHONE #: —
MAILING ANN W SKJEI TRUST
ADDRESS KARGEN SKIEI
2735 NW ARTHU7R AVE
CORVALLIS OR 97330
PHONE #: --

PERSON CONTACTED @ SITE: ANN W SKJEI TRUST

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION CODE/SECTION#

] WORK WITHOUT PERMIT 106.1.1

[_] ADDITIONAYL. WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED 106.4.7

] EXPIRED ORD CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 10644
102.1

] UNSAFE ]}(_D_]NG [ SEE ATTACHMENTS L '

Gompleint hias been filed with the department regarding a potentlally unsafe condition at above location. Steep slope at Easte’
property line exhibits evidence of Spalling and poses a hazard to neighboring properties. SFBC 102A. .

C ORRECTIVE ACTIO

[ISTOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 , 4155586120

[ ]FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN DAYS [:] (WITH PLANS) A copy of This Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application
[ ]OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS AND COIV.[PLETE ALL WORK WITH]N DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION AND :
SIGNOFE.

[ JCORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN DAYS. [INo PERMIT REQUIRED
D YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOTICE(S) DATED -, THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

® FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS. )
Obtain evaluation of slope from licensed design professional (suggest Geotechnical Engineer) within 28 days of receipt of this notice
~ and provide copy to inspector named below. Failure to do so will result in further action by this department
INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY
[_] 9x FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER 9/1/60) [ ] 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT)

. (] NO PENALTY
[]OTEER: + [] REINSPECTIONFEE $ (WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60)
. APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS $

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

CONTACT INSPECTOR: Donal J Duffy
PHONE # 415-558-6120 DIVISION: CES DISTRICT : -

By:(Inspectors's Signatare)
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9/2312014 Department of Building Inspection __

Permits, Complalnts and Bmler PTO Inquiry -

! COMPLAINT DATA SHEET i
~ N K - 1
| Coment uggass | BN
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED . Date Filed: 02/22/2012 3
Owner's Phone: — Location: 26 HOD:
Contact Name: . Block: 0139 |, |
Contact Phone: — Lot: o1z
. COMPLAINANT DATA stas ;
Complainant: SUPPRESSED . ) Site: .
Rating:
Occupancy Code: . :
; i+ Received By: Alma Canindin
! g]c;mplfxmants . . . Division: PD
i C()onel;lin o ’ e
i mplaint N . .
} Source: OFFICE VISIT
: Assigned to
Division:
Description
—_ Instructions
R}
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
IDIVISION INSPECTOR, IDISTRICT [PRIORITY] )
‘BID IDUFFY too| . : . - T,
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS . <A
ATE  [TYPE . DIV [INSPECTORSTATUS ICOMMENT
02/23/12 |CASE OPENED BID [Dufy | . |pperown y
IOTHER BLDG/HOUSING IFIRST NOV R . .
03/01/12 fproramron NS [Duffy SENT Jssuéd 15t NOV by Inspector D. Duffy
(OTHER BLDG/HOUSING |- ] CASE i _
03/06/12 VIOLATION INS {Duffy " {UPDATE ailed copy of 1;stNOV mst
St Eﬂﬂ‘l ed letter from Albert Urrutia S.E.
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING . CASE . ey
03/29/12 CES {Duffy . e will visit the site on 3/29/12and .
VIOLATION - (CONTINUED eep me appnsed of developments
IOTHER BLDG/HOUSING ICASE,
06/05/14 VIOLATION /H ‘ INS [Duffy . lcoNTmvuED iContinue for engmeers report per DD
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION * - _ ' SR
. . 1 T . .
NOV (HIS): . - : "NOV (BID): o03/o1/12."
! Inspector Contact Information | '
OQnline Permit and Complajnt Tracking home page.
| Technical Support for Online Servn:es L
¥ you need help or have a question about tIus service, plea;;e visit our FAQ) area. = a7

Cpntaot SEGov Accéssiblhty Pohcxm .
 City and County of San Franmsco ©2ooo-2009

http://dbiweb.sfgov. org/dbrptsldefauitaspx’?page—AddnessComplélnt&CompIalntNo-201296253
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Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry

 /wEPDW UKLTES!
“EBE5C146 , w EWAGK7hu3v(
COMPLAINT DATA SHEET ]
Complaint ' ' g
Number: _ : 201412371
. OWNER DATA ' .
Owner/Agent: SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's .
Phone- - Location:
Contact . -
Name: ‘ Block: 0134
- Contact . .
Phone- - ) ‘ Lot: . 012
: COMPLAINANT '
Complainant: DATA Site:
SUPPRESSED .
. Rating:
Occupancy
Code: !
Received By: Maria Asuncion
Complainant's ‘ w
Phone: Division: ~PID
Complaint 1 EppoNE
Source: ‘
Assigned 1 ' '
Division™ . ‘ )
<7 ~Rock slide from the back of 26 Hodges hit neighbor's home at 358
Description:” — Valisjo
Instructions: ‘
INSPECTOR lNFORMATlON . ~ I
ISION 1O s oD  DISTRICTPRIORITY)
BID POWER 6270 - 15
REFFERAL INFORMATION

_ COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS

E YPE " : DIVINSPECTOR STATUS. . COMMENT . .
12/12/14 CASE OPENED BID . Power CASE

RECEIVED

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION

NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):
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Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry

‘ IWEFDw UKLTES]

EBEBC146 [ W EWAquoce/E

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint '
Number- _ 201413221
. OWNER DATA —
Owner/Agent: SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's - Location:
Phone: - o
Contact - A .
Name- ‘ Block: |
Contact .
Phone: - Lot 012
. COMPLAINANT
Complainant: DATA Site:
SUPPRESSED
Rating:
Occupancy
Code:
‘ Recéived By: JingJing Lu
Complainant's N
Phone- Division: BID
Complaint
Source: TELEPHONE
Assigned to
Division;

ical bank of shale rock approx 15 ft high at 26 Hodges Alley is
approx 18"-24" away from p/l wood framed wall. At 358-60 Vallejo S%
:~ approx 1 cubic yard of rock has detached from bank and is restine
against wood framed p/| wall at 358-60 Vallejo St. Other sections of ;%\/
the bank has loose rock, and may detach in furture. SFBC 'IO2A’74"'h N

Desc

Instructions:

~____INSPECTOR INFORMATION -
_ INSPECTOR ~ -~ ID . DISTRICTPRIORITY]

BID © POWER 6270 15

REFFERAL INFORMATION

. COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS . .
“*TYPE. ., DIVINSPECTOR STATUS ..  COMMENT

“OTHER : FIRST
' 12/1214BLDGHOUSINGBID ~ Power /ey 15t NOV sentby RP
VIOLATION ‘ |
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COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND GEOLOGISTS

February 17, 2015
G5084
Ms. Melody Mar
358 Vallejo Street
San Francisco, California

Mr. Steven G. Wood :
ROPERS, MAJESKY, KOHN & BENTLEY
1001 Marshall Street, Suite 500

Redwood City, CA 94063-2052 -

SUBJECT: Geologic and Geoteclinical Summary of Site Conditions and Review of
Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. Report '
RE:  Proposed Slope Stabilization of Near-Vertical Rock Slope
Hodges Alley and Vallejo Street- )
San Francisco, California

Dear Ms. Mar and Mr. Wood:

Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc. (CSA) is providing you with this brief summary
of our review of the recently submitted Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. letter, dated January 30,
2015, along with a summary of our recent site reconnaissance, performed on February 9,
2015 at 358 Vallejo Street. The following document was reviewed:

*  Revised, Rock Slope Mitigation, Residential Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley,
prepared by Gilpin Geosciences, Inc., dated January 30, 2015.

DISCUSSION

We understand that the property owners at 26 and 30 Hodges Alley are proposing
slope stabilization measures along the near-vertical slope near the western boundary of 358
Vallejo Street. We also understand that the property owner at 26 Hodges Alley is proposing
residential improvements to the existing structure. The rock slope between 358 Vallejo Street
and 26 Hodges Alley is near-vertical, varies from approximately 15 to 20 feet in height, and
is within 1 foot of the 358 Vallejo Street residential structure at the base of the slope. The
majority of the slope at 30 Hodges Alleysis precipitous, varies from 4 feet to 15 feet in height,
and is adjacent to the rear yard area of 358 Vallejo Street. A third property, 362 Vallejo
Street, contains a near-vertical slope to the immediate south of the 26 Hodges Alley slope;
however, we are unaware of any proposed stabilization measures for this slope.

Northern California Office Central California Office Southemn California Office

330 Village Lane 6417 Dogtown Road 550 St. Charles Drive, Suite 108
Los Gatos, CA 95030-7218 San Andreas, CA 95249-9640 Thousand Oaks, CA 93012-8074
(408) 354-5542 » Fax (408) 354-1852 . (209) 736-4252. » Fax (209) 736-1212 (805) 497-7999 = Fax (805) 497-7933

www.cotfonshires.com
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Ms. Melody Mar, Mr. Steven G. Wood . February 17, 2015
Page 2 G5084

PREVIOUS SITE RECONNAISSANCE

Mr. Wallace has performed several site inspections over the past approximately 6
months, including a December 2014 inspection to observe a rockslide that failed primarily
from the precipitous slope at 26 Hodges Alley. The rockslide occurred during heavy rainfall
in and around December 11/12, 2014, and impacted the northern portion of the residential
structure at 358 Vallejo Street. During our inspection shortly following this rockslide event,
we observed rockslide debris stacked approximately 8 feet high against the northwestemn
portion of the 358 Vallejo Street structure. Our observations of the interior of this portion of
the structure revealed that the wall appeared to be deflected inward in response to the
rockslide debris load. We recommended to Ms. Mar that no one should occupy this portion
of the structure, or the second story of this portion of the structure, until the rocks are
cleared, a structural engineer inspects the structure, and the slope above the residence is
stabilized. h ‘

. RECENT SITE RECONNAISSANCE

A recent site reconnaissance was performed on February 9, 2015 by John Wallace of
CSA, in conjunction with Mr. Joe Duffy and Mr. Donal Duffy of the San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection. During the site reconnaissance, we observed a
' relatively small rockslide that was not observed on previous site visits. This rock slope
failure originated from the 30 Hodges Alley slope, and deposited rock debris and an old
concrete deck footing in the rear yard area of 358 Vallejo Street. We suspect this event -
occurred during the recent heavy rainfall of February 6-8, 2015. No significant changes
were observed along the precipitous rockslope of 26 Hodges Alley, or 362 Vallejo Street.
The December 2014 rockslide debris was still in place against the 358 Vallejo Street
structure. '

SUMMARY OF OPINIONS REGARDING SITE CONDITIONS

We are of the opinion that the existing conditions along the precipitous rockslope,
including 26 and 30 Hodges Alley, 362 Vallejo Street,-and the lower portion of 358 Vallejo
Street, represent a continuing rockslide/rockfall hazard with a high risk to the northwest
portion of the 358 Vallejo Street residential structure and any occupants therein. It is our
opinion that the northwestern portion of the structure be cordoned off so that no human
occupancy be allowed, and only geotechnical and structural engineering experts, and
qualified engineering contractors with rockslope experience be allowed to access the site for
characterization and mitigation purposes. It is our opinion that the site conditions represent
a hazardous, emergency condition, and mitigation of this slope should be performed as
soon as possible. The slope mitigation plans, when completed, should be part of a stand-
alone permit application, and not be associated with a permit application for residential
improvements upslope. It is our opinion that mitigation of the rockslope hazards would be

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Ms. Melody Mar, Mzr. Seeven G. Wood : February 17, 2015
.Page 3 G5084

most effective if all four neighboring property owners (mentioned above) agree to facilitate
access to this area so that investigation and mitigation can be performed as soon as possible.

REVIEW OF PROPOSED STABILIZATION CONCEPT

Our review of the rock slope mitigation concept for the eastern slope of 26 Hodges
Alley, as outlined in the revised Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. letter of January 30, 2015 reveals
that the proposed concept will include the following items:

1. Scaling- Scaling of loose and weathered rock from the rock face;

2. Concrete Removal - Demolish and remove the existing thick concrete stem wall
from the top of the slope; :

3. Shotcrete — The upper approximately 7 vertical feet of the slope will be covered
with reinforced shotcrete. The shotcrete will include 12-inch dowels drilled into
the rock face to help secure the shotcrete to the rock face;

4. Vertical Dowels — A line of vertical dowels will be insta]led along the top of the
slope, drilled the full height of the slope and to a depth of at least 3 feet below the
base of the slope. The line of dowels will be set back a minimum of 3 feet from
the top of the slope.

5. Wire Mesh — Wire mesh slope netting will be draped over the slope, and
attached to the vertical anchors at the top of the slope.

6. New Residential Loads — Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. indicates that new additions
are préposed for 26 Hodges, but that any additional building loads will be
conveyed to the existing footings, and will not place new loads onto the steep
rock face area.

Vs

CSA COMMENTS

Based upon our review of the referenced document, and our recent site
reconnaissance, with have the following comments pertaining to the revised rock slope
mitigation concept for 26 Hodges Alley:

A. A comprehensive repair should ideally be attempted that includes the four
property owners at 358 and 362 Vallejo Street, and 26 and 30 Hodges Alley.

B. The steep rock slope conditions at 26 Hodges Alley are also present at 362 Vallejo
Street, and 30 Hodges Alley. It is our opinion that 362 Vallejo Street and 26
Hodges Alley contain similar site constraints and could be mitigated with similar

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Ms, Melody Mar, Mr. Sw.ven G. Wood ' . -~ February 17, 2015
Page 4 G5084

methods. 30 Hodges Alley is not constrained (for the most peirt) by the presence
of the residential structure at 358 Vallejo Street, and thus, could be mitigated
without the tight space constraints inherent to the neighboring slope to the south.

C. Based on our observations, the northwest wall of the 358 Vallejo Street structure
appears to be deflected inwards by the rock debris load. We recommend that the
structure be evaluated by a structural engineer as soon as possible, and structural
repairs (if needed) be identified. Depending upon the nature of necessary
structural repairs, there may be an opportunity to use more traditional rock slope
mitigation measures along the steep slope. For example, if the wall covering
needs to be removed, it may be possible to install tensioned rock anchors in a
near-horizontal orientation to apply an active force against the rock face rather
than the passive support provided by the proposed vertical dowels. In addition,
it may be possible to extend the shotcrete lower on the slope than currently
proposed.

D. The Gilpin letter does not address rock debris removal. We recommend the rock
debris be removed as soon as possible from against the 358 Vallejo Street
structure.  Additional rockslides could place new loads on an already
compromised structure.

E. Scaling of the loose rock blocks from the slope should include adequate

. & P q
protection for the residence at 358 Vallejo Street, including placement of steel
plates or wood planks, or other measures, to protect the residence.

F. Drainage details of the shotcrete facing (such as ‘drainage paneE) should be
included in any final plans to help reduce the potential for the buildup of
hydzrostatic pressure.

G. Shofcrete reinforcing details should be included in the final mitigation plans,
induding consideration of supporting the. steel reinforcing (i.e, welded wire
mesh) and shotcrete face by the vertical rock anchors. ‘

H. The rock slope mitigation plan should include a mechanism to convey surface
water from behind the residential structure at 358 Vallejo Street, northward to an
appropriate discharge location.

I. Consideration should be given to colorizing/texturing the shotcrete for a more
natural appearance.

- J. Consideration should be given to utilizing rock anchors that meet PTI's Class I
corrosion protection standards.

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Ms. Melody Mar, Mx. Steven G. Wood : February 17, 2015
Page 5 . G5084

K. Engineered plans should be prepared for stabilizing the precipitous rock slope
along 362 Vallejo Street, 358 Vallejo Street, 26 Hodges Alley, and 30 Hodges
Alley incorporating the recommendations outlined in the Gilpin Geosciences,
Inc. revised report, and including consideration of the items outlined herein. We
recommend that the slope mitigation plans be a stand-alone permit application,
and not be part of a permit application for residential improvements upslope.

INVESTIGATION LIMITATIONS

Our services consist of professional opinions and recommendations made in
accordance with generally accepted engineering geology and geotechnical engineering
~principles and practices. No warranty, expressed or implied, or merchantability of fitness, is
made or intended in connection with our work, by the proposal for consulting or other
services, or by the furnishing of oral or written repbrts or findings. The recommendations in
this report are conceptual and are for consideration by other design professionals only, and
should not be construed. as project specific design criteria.

We appreciate the opportunity to have been of service fo you on this project. If you
have any questions regarding this report, please call. '

Very truly yours,

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

Iohn~ M Wallace
Principal Engineering Geologist
CEG 1923

kﬁiﬂhjgiﬂﬁuﬁzfgkwmm
Dale R. Marcum
. Geologic Engineer
CE 65837
DRM:JMW:st

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Joshua B. Kardon + Co -

Structurad Engineers |
2634 Gront Sireef
Berkeley, CA 94703

Phone 510 548°1892

March 7, 2015

Steven G. Wood _

Ropers, Majeski, Kohn & Bentley
1001 Marshall Street, Suite 1000
Redwood City, CA 94063-2052

Via electronic tfransmittal to stéven.wood@rmkb.com

Subject:  Rock Fall, Melody Mar Property
358-360 Vallejo St., San Francisco, CA

Dear Mr. Wood:

On February 23, 2015, I met John Dooling of Ropers, Majeski, Kohn & Bentley at the property of Melody Mar,
'358-360 Vallejo Street, San Francisco. The purpose of my visit was to visually review the physical damage to
‘Ms. Mar’s building caused by a rockfall from adjoining properties to the west at 26 and 30 Hodges Alley. Fora
portion of our site visit and inspection, I was accompanied by Lawrence B. Karp. geotechnical engineer who has
had considerable experience with Telegraph Hill rockfalls and he contributed to this letter-report. In accordance
with the reporting requirements of the Professional Engineer’s Act, B&P Code §6735, his geotechnical
engineering seal and signature appear below as do mine as structural engineer.

Dr. Karp examined the strata from inside the Mar Building, and relates that on the south facing hillside of
Telegraph Hill there were the major rockfalls in October 1962 and February 2007 and intermittent rockfalls
between 1984 and 1998 that were attributed to new construction which included rock sporadlcally falling from
below the condominiums en Vallejo Street to the west.

The history of Telegraph Hill includes numerous rock falls on its east, north, and south faces even after quarrying
terminated approximately 100 years ago. Observations of the predominate sandstone (greywacke) exposed in the
larger rock faces of Telegraph Hill found pervasive fractures with both subhorizontal and subvertical intersecting
joint sets with varying spacing of discontinuities in the formation [XJ/ss]; minor fine sandstone shale [ssh]
horizons interbedded with thick to massive sandstone [ss] units.

The geologic formation, greywacke (massive sandstone) and shale (beds of clay and sand lenses) at rockfall
locations that occurred below Vallejo between Montgomery and Kearny are shown in light blue on the 1974
Schlocker map of the San Francisco North Quadrangle. The map indicates joint set data of the greywacke at the
1962-2007 rockfall site and closer to the Mar site are almost the same (40° or 45° dips to the southwest from
similaz strikes).. From inside the.Mar building it can be seen that greywacke sits over shale. The shale is
relatively weak and erodes from groundwater seeping from the hillside. As the shale erodes it loosens graywacke
blocks that fall away from fractures. The same process caused rock falls in 2007 that resulted in the City
declaring several of the buildings in the area uninhabitable.

(continued) : ) .
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* Joshuz B. Kardon

March 7, 2015 . Rotk Fall, Melody Mar Property

Steven G. Wood _ 358-360 Vallejo St.
Ropers, Majeski, Kohn & Bentley San Francisco, CA
1001 Marshall Street, Suite 1000 , Page 2

Redwood City, CA 94063-2052

It was related to us that another consultant to Ms. Mar, John Wallace, an engineering geologist, characterized the
existing rock surface as “continuing rockslide/rockfall hazard with a high risk to the northwest portion of the 358
Vallejo Street residential structure and any occupants therein.” The rock which fell from the escarpment at the
property line between 358-360 Vallejo, and 26 and 30 Hodges impacted the exterior of Ms. Mar’s house causing
some distortion of the wood-framed structure and cracking of brittle interior finishes. At 26 Hodges corrugated
plastic sheeting has been installed in an attempt to divert rainwater away from the slope below the building. The
fallen rock remains in the space between the escarpment and Ms. Mar’s house, is in contact with her exterior
siding, and is exerting an inward, load on her wall.

Based on our observations, we also believe there is a high risk of additional collapse of the escarpment, which
could cause further physical damage to Ms. Mar’s property, and could injure or kill occupants of bu1ldmgs on
either side of the property line.

We saw no work in place during my visit intended to prevent further collapse of the rock escarpment, or to
protect Ms. Mar’s property from a future rock fall. We recommend the loose rock and debris be removed and the
escarpment stabilized and strengthened by engineering and constructing a retaining structure directly on its face.
The wall should be restrained with double corrosion protected rock anchors or grouted bars drilled into the rock.
After the permanent repair and stabilization of the rock escarpment is completed, structural and architectural
repairs should be made to Ms. Mar’s building.

A practicable and cost-effective repair of the rock escarpment could entailing drilling into the rock surface and
pneumatically placing concrste on the surface of the escarpment. That work can be accomplished from within
Ms. Mar’s building, using equipment supported on temporary works rigged for that purpose. After that work is
completed, the work on Ms. Mar’s property should include repair of damage to the walls, foundations, and
finishes caused by the rock fall, and repair of any damage to her property caused by the nstallation and operation
of the temporary works. R

Yousgtruly,

Ft S OF CIEF
'fl‘iftx;;gtaiﬁﬁ
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
Discretionary Review Action DRA-0410 o
HEARING DATE: MARCH 12, 2015 CA 94103-2479
‘ Reception:
Date: March 20, 2015 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2014-001042DRP Fac
Project Addyess: 26 HODGES ALLEY N 41'-'5.553.5409
Permit Application: 2013.03.21.2735 _
Zoning: _ REL-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) District m‘;’g e
Telegraph Hill North Beach Residential Spemal Use District 415.558,6377
. 40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0134/012
Project Sponsor:  Heidi Liebes
Liebes Architects
450 Sansome Street, Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA 94111
Staff Contact: Kate Conner — (415) 575-6914

kate.conner@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE NO.
2013.1652DV _AND THE APFROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT 2013.03.21.2735 PROPOSING
CONSTRUCTION OF A SIDE ADDITION TO THE NORTHERN PROPERTY LINE AT THE FIRST

'AND SECOND FLOORS WHICH ENCROACHES INTO THE RFAR YARD SETBACK AND A

THIRD FLOOR ADDITION WHICH COMFLIES WITH THE REAR YARD REQUIREMENT. THE
PROJECT IS SUBJECT TO APPROVAL OF A REAR YARD VARIANCE. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
IS LOCATED WITHIN THE RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) DISTRICT, THE
TELEGRAPH HILL NORTH BEACH RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND THE 40-X
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On March 21, 2013, Heidi Liebes filed for Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.21.2735 proposing
construction of a third floor addition to a two-story single-family residence and a horizontal addition on
the first and second floors. The subject property islocated within the RH-3 (Residential House, Three-
Family) District, the Telegraph Hill North Beach Residential Special Use District, and the 40-X Height and

Bulk District.

On June 12, 2013, Heidi Liebes filed Variance Application 2013.0783V for the first and second floor
horizontal addition. The rear yard requirement is 28’-4” and the existing building is non-conforming as it
maintains a 9” rear yard. The proposed third floor addition complies with the rear yard requirement. The
proposed 3'-0” deep side addition encloses an existing stairway and extends approximately 5°-6” beyond
the adjacent neighbor to the north and spans appromatdy 16-0” but does not increase the overall
building depth.

Memo
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Discretionary Review Action DRA~ 0410 : Case No. 2014-001042DRP
March 20, 2015 _ 26 Hodges Alley

- On December 4, 2014, the Zonihg Administrator granted Variance (2013.0783V) after a public hearing
held on September 24, 2014. The Variance was appealed and will be heard at the Board of Appeals on
March 18, 2015. '

On October 27, 2014, Melody Mar (hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review (2014~
001042DRP}) of Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.21.2735.

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical
exemptiorn.

On March 12, 2015, 'fhé San Francisco Plamﬁng Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2014~
001042DRP.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department

staff, and other interested patriies.

ACTION
The Comndssion hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Application No. 2014-001042DRP and

approves the Building Permit Application 2013.03.21.2735 subject to the following modifications:

1. Increasing the front setback at the 'third level equal to the width of the closet space

(approximately four feet);
2. Increasing the depth of the third level addition to the required rear yard line (approximately

three feet); and
3. Reducing the third level roof deck at the northeast corner to align with the adjacent building
depth.
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:

1. There are e'xf:raordinarsr and exceptional circumstances in the case.

2. Reducing the roof deck at the third level along the northern property line will improve the
northern neighbor’s privacy at the rear deck and open space.

3. The width of Hodges Alley is an extraordinary cireumstance and the additional setback at the
proposed third floor will increase the amount of light cast on Hodges Alley.

SAN FRARCISTD
PLAMNING DEPARTENT
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Discretionary Review Action DRA- 0410 Case No. 2014-001042DRP
March 20; 2015 - © 26 Hodges Alley

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit

Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued. For

further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304, San
Francisco, CA, 94103-2481. . '

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development. '

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planming Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

1 hereby certify that the Planning Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the building
- permit as referenced in this action memo on March 12, 2015.

Jonas P. Ionin

Comimission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners.Fong, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards, W,
NAYS: None

ABSENT: None

ADOPTED: March 12, 2015

SAN FRANCISGO
PLARNING DEFARTRIENT
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Gilpin Geosciences, inc
Earthquake & Engineering Geology

May 28, 2013
91552.01

Mr."and Mrs. David de Wilde
2650 Green Street
San Prancisco, CA 94123

Subject: Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation
Residential Improvements
26 Hodges Alley
San Francisco, California

Dear Mr. And Mrs. de Wilde:
INTRODUCTION

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.is pleased to submit the results of its geological and
geotechnical investigation related to the stability of the existing rock cut
conditions below the home at 26 Hodges Alley, (see Location Map, Figure 1).
We understand you wish to remodel and expand the existing residence by
seismically strengthening the existing structure and constructing an additional
floor at the back of the residence. :

We visited the site on 19 February and 21 May 2013 in the company of Mr. Frank
Rollo of Treadwell & Rollo, Inc., a Langan Company (T&R) t6 observe the
present conditions and discuss the project with you and your construction
contractor Mr. Day Hilborn, of All Bay Construction. T&R is providing .
geotechnical consultation during this study. -

SCOPE OF SERVICES

Our scope for this project is outlined in our proposal dated 8 March 2013. The
objective of our services was to provide you recommendations to improve the

- 2038 RgdWo‘od Road, Napa, CA 94558 tel: (707) 251-8543 fax: (707) 257-8543
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stability of the existing slopes. We researched and reviewed available
publications and performed a geological reconnaissance of the site and vicinity.

FINDINGS

Our findings are based on the results of our research and reconnaissance and are

presented in the remainder of this section.
Site Conditions

The site is at the top of the east-facing slope of Telegraph Hill in San Francisco,
California. The building that occupies the site is a wood-framed two-story
structure that has an entry at the ground level from Hodges Alley. At the rear of
the building are a concrete patio at the ground level, and a cantilevered wooden
deck at the second level. The concrete patio sits at the top of a near vertical 15-
to 20-foot high slope that was excavated into the hillside presumably for
construction of the downslope residence at 358 Vallejo Street. The patio is
partially supported by a concrete perimeter wall that varies from 2 to 7 feet high.

Over the years debris and rock fragments have fallen from the slope adjacent to
the eastern property line. Most of the rock fragments have accumulated in the
backyard of your neighbor at 358 Vallejo Street.

Background

In the late 1800's, Telegraph Hill was mined by various quarrying operators. In
1884, the City of San Francisco authorized the lowering of Sansome Street,
(located east of the site) and W.D. English & Company, operating under contract
with the State Harbor Commissioners, began blasting material from the eastern

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
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flank of the hill for its use in seawall construction. i{ecords indicate landslides
resulted from the blasting operations. The combination blasting and earth
movement did severe damage to homes oh Telegraph Hill. Between 1884 and
1885, several homes were demolished and removed, and ten homes on the hill
were deemed unfit for habitation. Somie were reported having slipped from their
foundations and slid to the base of the slope. '

Myrick (1972) describes a latge quarry operated by Gray Brothers Company at
the corner of Sansome and Green Streets. A particularly heavy blast shook the
quarry on March 27, 1907, which wiped out the corner of Green and Calhoun

Streets.
Aerial Photograph Review

We reviewed 4 pairs of vertical stereographic photographs archived at Pacific
Aerial Surveys in Oakland, California. The time period spanned by the
photographs was 1935 to 2000. We use standard aetial phbtograph analysis
techniques to identify surface features indicative of slope instability, such as
arcuate scarps, erosion channeling, breaks in topographic slope, and signs of
excessive seepage. The photographs reviewed are listed in the references.

The 1935 photograph shows the site with a building in place. The eroded and
graded area north and northeast of the site appears less vegetated and more
disturbed than at present. In later photography, the actual cut slope under . \
investigation in this letter could not be observed because of poor contrast and
limited resolution. One exception to this is a broad eroded area at the north end ..
of the cut slope corresponding to the slope at 30 Hodges Alley. The eroded area- (
appears in Bigh contrast to the surrounding ground, suggesting recent erosion on i
the 1995 color oblique photograph. . : . i

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
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Regional Geology

Regional geology mapping by Schlocker (1974) shows the site to be undetlain by
Franciscan Complex interbedded sedimentary rocks composed of sandstone,
shale and greywacke sandstone (see Figure 2). These sediments were deposited
during the Jurassic and Cretaceous time (approximately 65 to 195 million years
ago). Schlocket’s map indicates that these sequences consist of interbedded units,
which strike northwest and dip towards the southwest and northeast, or

| obliquely into and out of the local slope. Several inactive faults are mapped
which trend northerly and are exposed in the old quarry walls on the eastern
perimeter of Telegraph Hill north of the site. |

Numerous inactive faults were mapped north of the site on the slope below
Calhoun Terrace (Kropp, 1984; Dames & Moore, 1982; Rollo & Ridley, 2012).
Groundwater seepage and adverse bedding were also noted in the vicinity.
Although the results of mapping notth of Green Street does not focus on the
slope immediately below our site, the results provide impbrtant information on

the local geology and slope stability.

In February 1962, a significant rockfall occurred below the residence one block to
the north at 260 Green Street, adjacent to Calhoun Terrace. The failure deposited
debris on the 200 Green Street building at the base of the slope.

Site Geology

The residence at 26 Hodges Alley lies immediately southwest of the old quarry
operations that took place on the east slopes of Telegraph Hill until the turn of
the 20% century. Aggressive quarrying thatincluded blasting has left the slopes

oversteepened and shattered.

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
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The narrow, 17 feet-wide parcel has zero setback along the sides and extends to a
vertical cut slope up to 20 feet in height at the rear, east side of the parcel. The
residence at 358 Vallejo Street is a wood-framed two-story with the west wall
located from 4 feet to 5.5 feet from the rear edge of the concrete patio at the rear
of the 26 Hodges Alley parcel. The cut slope is itregular and lies from inches to
several feet from the face of the 358 Vallejo Street building.

On 2 March 2013, we accessed the cut slope via 358 Vallejo Street to perform a
geological reconnaissance. We viewed the élope through windows, and light
wells to observe the exposed bedrock in the cut slope face, except fortwo areas
on the cut slope face. These are: 1)-dense blackberty brush-covered area at the
southern extend of the slope, and 2) a constricted access area where the 358
Vallejo wall stepped towards the central section of the slope. The cut slope

- continues to the south and north of the 26 Hodges Alley parcel, extending onto
20 and 30 Hodges Alley parcels, respectively. '

The results of our observations are presenteci on Figures 3,4 and 5. Figure 3
shows a generalized site plan for reference. Because of the steep slope and
limited access we have mapped our observation on cross sections perpendicular
and parallel to the cut slope; these are shown on Figures 4 and 5, respectively.
The Cross Section B-B’, Figure 5, shows the limits of the parcels at 20, 26, and 30
Hodges Alley. |

We mapped three areas of the slope that are susceptible to wedge-type rock
failures. Evidence of recent rockfalls include numerous fresh scars, loose blocks,
and talus composed of debris and sandstone blocks at the base of the slope,
which is the backyard of 358 Vallejo Street residence. Three areas that appear to
be rockfall areas susceptible to wedge-type block failures are depicted on Figure
5.

Gilpin Geesciences, Inc.
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The sandstone exposed in the cut slope is thin- to thick-bedded, intensly to
moderately fractured, friable to weak, with low hardness and modetate to deep
weathering. Thin shale layers are interbedded locally, and can form crushed
weak zones prone to ravelling and undermining failure.

Bedding in the sandstone and shale unit dips generally northeast, oriented out of
the slope, atinclinations of 30 to 56 degrees. Jointing wag mapped in the
sandstone unit as dipping to the sotitheast at between 42 to 76 degrees and north
or northeast at between 36 to 74 degrees. The adverse joints combined with the
‘northeast dipping beds yield wedge-type failure potential along the intersection
of these two planes with a preponderance of failures oriented due east and
northeast dipping at 16 to 54 degrees out of the slope. (See Figure 5). .

Seismicity

The major active faults in the region include the San Andreas, San Gregorio,
Hayward, Rodgers Creek, Concord-Green Valley, and Calaveras faults. A list of
major active faults in the region, including their distances from the site and

maximum moment magnitudes, is provided in Table 1.

TABLE 1
Regjional Faults and Seismicity

San Aﬁai*eas (North Coast) 13 West ’ 7.5

Gilpin Geosciences, inc.
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San Gregorio 19 T West 72
Hayward . 16 East 6.9
Rodgers Creek 32 | northeast 7.0
Calaveras 35 east 6.9
Concord-Green Valley - 37 east 6.7

The site lies in the seismically active San Francisco Bay region and is subject to
frequent earthshaking. The active faults nearest to. the site are the San Andreas
(13 km west), San Gregorio (19 km southwest), Hayward (16 km east), Rédgers
Creek (32 km northeast), Calaveras (35 km east) and Concord (37 km east). The
site does not lie within a known active fault zone. No active faults were

identified on the site during our investigation.

The 1906 San Francisco earthquake had an estimated Moment Magnitude (M,,) of
7.8 and created a surface rupture along the San Andreas fault approximately 270
miles long, with a maximum lateral displacement of about 21 feet. The epicenter
of the 1906 event is estimated to be offshore of the San Francisco coastline
approximately 13 km west of the site. Strong shaking occurred at many sites in

the East Bay and extensive damage was documented.

Two moderate earthquakes (Richter Magnitude 5.6 and 5.7) occu:red on the
Rodgets Creek fault near Santa Rosa in 1969. These earthquakes resulted in
widespread minor damage and localized structural damage in Sonoma County

- butno significant damage in San Francisco.
The recent Loma Prieta Earthquake (M, 6.9) was centered on or near the San
Andreas fault about 97 km from the site. It produced moderate ground shaking

and minor damage to the Telegraph Hill area.

The U.S. Geological Survey’é (2008) 2007 Working Group on California

Gilpin_,Geosciences, [nc.
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Earthquake Probabilities has compiled the earthquake fault research for the San
Francisco Bay area in order to estimate the probability of fault segment rupture.
They have determined that the overall proBab_ilify. of ﬁoment magnitude 6.7 or
greater earthquake occurring in the San Francisco Bay Region during the next 30
years is 63 percent. The highest probabilities are assigned to the
Hayward/Rodgers Creek and the Northern segment of the San Andreas faults.
These probabilities are 31 and 21 percent, respectively (USGS, 2008).

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We conclude the proposed remodeling is feasible provided the recommendations
contained in this letter related to the stabilization of the loose rock and potential
wedge-type rock failures mapped in the existing slope between the 26 Hodges
Alley and 358 Vallejo Street properties are implemented. These
recommendations should be petformed prior-to the proposed remodeling and

expansion.

The slope adjacent to 26 Hodges Alley should be retained by a soldier pile and
wood-lagging wall. The wall relies on support from piets, acting as deadmen,
installed along the back of the building and connected to the soldier pile wall by
‘a series of reinforced concrete grade beams or a structural slab.

Soldier Pile Wall Design and Construction

The retention system proposed addresses the difficulty of developing
appropriate mitigation measures to improve stability of the slope. We evaluated
several alternatives and recommend that the rockfall hazard be mitigated by
installing a retaining wall sjfstem using concrete-encased, steel soldier piles with
pressure-treated wood lagging along the east property line of 26 Hodges Alley.

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
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The wall should be constructed to support the eﬁéﬁng rock cut slope (Figure 6,
7) and should extend approximately 17 lineal feet across the 26 Hodges Alley
parcel width. The soldier piles should be connected by a structural slab or
reinforced concrete grade beam to piers drilled along the rear of the building for
supplemental lateral support. The piers would require drilling at or close to the
present building perimeter foundation.

For our design, we assumed the soldier piles would be drilled approximately 6
inches from the existing 358 Vallejo residence wall, and would consist of HP12 x
32 steel beams and would be spaced at approximately 8 feet on center. The
soldier piles would be placed in an 18-inch-diameter drilled shaft extending 5

" feet below the lowest adjacent grade; the portion of the drilled shaft that extends
below the ground surface should be filled with structural concrete having a
coxﬁpressive strength of at least 3,000 pounds per square inch (psi) at 28 days.
Above the ground surface, the steel beam should be encased in concrete and the
distance between soldier piles lagged with 3-inch by 12-inch timber boards.

The wood lagging boards should be placed with a gap at least 3/8 inches wide
between boards to allow-groundwater to flow freely through the lagging.

The space between the lagging and the facé of the slope should be backfilled with
3/4-inch by 1-1/2-inch crushed rock of recyded concrete. To reduce the
potential for fines to migrate through the rock, filter fabric consisting of Mirafi
140N or equivalent should be placed against the slope. '

The bottom of the drilled holes for the soldier piles should be free of debris and
water before placement of concrete. Drilling should be observed by a
representative of Gilpin Geosciences/ Treadwell & Rollo to confirm the -
foundation rock is similar to that encountered in our field investigation.

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
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GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION

Prior to construction, Gilpin Geosciences, Inc., project engineering

geologist/ Treadwell & Rollo, Inc., project geotechnical engineer should review
the project plans and spedifications to check the conformance with the intent of
our recommendations. During construction, our field engineer should provide
on-site observation and testing during site preparation, placement.and
compaction of ﬁll, and installation of foundations for the soldier beam and
lagging retaining wall(s). These observations will allow us o compare actual
with anticipated subsurface conditions and fo verify that the contractor’s work
conforms with the geotechnical aspects of this report and the construction

drawings.
LIMITATIONS

Our services have been performed in accordance with generally accepted
principles and practices of the geological and geotechnical profession. This
warranty is in lieu of all other warranties, either expressed or implied. In
addition, the condusions and recommendations presented in this report are
profeséional opinions based on the indicated project criteria and data described
in this report. They are intended only for the pufpose, site location and project
indicated. '

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
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We trust that this provides you with the information that you require at'this
time. If you have questions, please call.

Sincerely,

GILPIN GEOSCIENCES, INC. TREADWELL & ROLLO, INC,,

A Langan Company

Lou M. Gilpin Nl Frank L. Rollo
Enginerering Geologmt " Geotechnical Engineer
Attachments:
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Carroll, John {(BOS)

From: . " BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:06 AM
To: melomm@aol.com; Givner, Jon (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC);

Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC);
Tam, Tina (CPC); Conner, Kate (CPC}); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 'liebes.heidi@gmail.com’;
Espiritu, Christopher (CPCY); Jody Knight; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: ' Calvillo, Angela {BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Lamug, Joy (BOS);
Carroll, John (BOS) : .
Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley -

Planning Dept: Response

Categories: 150395

Good morning,

Please find linked below a memo received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning Department,
regarding the appeal of the proposed project at 26 Hodges Alley.

Planning Memo - May 11, 2015

_The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on May 19, 2015. You are
invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below.

Board of Supervisors File No. 150395

Thank you,

John Carroll

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | {415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.Jegislation@sfgov.org

»
B2 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk’s Office regarding pending legistation or hearings will be made available to oll members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not
redact any information from these submissions. This means that persongl information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information thot o
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy. . .
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" ' o 1650 Mission St.
T -ttal o _'—,"_"""";*-“Eu---.,,\___,, SurteF‘[g)nO R
: ’ San Francisco,
ransmi CA84103-2479
’ ) . ) Recepﬁbn:
Planning Department Response to the 415.558.6378
Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for o s bata
26 Hodges Alley < _
. Planming
Information:
#415.558.6377
DATE: May 11, 2015
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9034

Christopher Espiritu, Environmental Planner ~ (415) 575-9022

RE: ) BOS File No. 150395 [Planning Case No. 2013.0783E]
A Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 26 Hodges Alley

HEARING DATE May 19, 2015

Pursuant to the San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, the Planning Department has

prepared a response to the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 26 Hodges Alley. The

Planning Department is transmitting one (1) hard copy of the appeal response. In compliance

with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution of Multi-Page

‘Documents,” the Planning Department has submitted a multi-page response to the Appeal of
" Categorical Exemption for 26 Hodges Alley [BF 150395] in digital format.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, or require additional hard cop£es, please contact
Christopher * Espiritu  of the Planning Department at (415) - 5759022 or
Christopher.Espiritu@sfgov.org. ’ :

Memo
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT B =vo

1650 Mission St.
x = Suite 400
Categorical Exemption Appeal San Francico
CA 94103-2479
, . Reception: .
26 Hodges A! ley 4155586378
" b ) ) " Fax:
DATE: May 11, 2015 . 415.558.6409
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors ‘
FROM: Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer ~ (415) 558- 9048 i:fa;m:‘%on:
4 Christopher Espiritu — (415) 575-9022 . ) 415.558.6377
RE: Planning Case No. 2013.07683E

A Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 26 Hodges Alley
HEARING DATE: May 19, 2015 ’
ATTACHMENT: Attachment A — Categorical Exemph on Detenmnatlon with Historic Resource
’ Evalization Response
Attachment B — April 10, 2015 Appeal Letter from Melody Mar

PROJECT SPONSOR: Heidi Licbes, Licbes Architects, (415) 812-5142
APPELLANT: Melody Mar, 358 Vallejo Street, San Francisco melomm@aol.com

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of
Supervisors (the “Board”) régarding the Planning Depariment’s (the “Department”) issuance of a
Categorical Exemption under the California EnV]ronmental Quality Act (“CEQA Determination”) for the
proposed 26 Hodges Alley project (the “Project”).

The Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14,
Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15300-15387), issued a Cafegorical Exemption for the Project on September
19, 2014, finding that the proposed Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) as a Class 1 categorical exemption. The Class 1 exemption applies to minor alterations of existing
private structures, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of
determination. ‘

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a categorical

exemption and deny the appeal, .or to overturn the Department’s decision to issue a categorical
exemption and return the project to the Department staff for additional environmental review.

" SITE DESCRIPTION & EXISTING USE

The project site contains an existing two-étory, 2,263-square-foot single-family residence. The project lot
measures 17 feet wide by 62 feet-11 inches deep with an area of 1,067 square feet, and is zoned RH-3

Memo
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal : -~ CASE No. 2013.0783E
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015 ‘ " 26 Hodges Alley

(Residential House, Three Family). Along Hodges Alley and adjacent streets: (Vallejo Street) is a mix of
housing types, from single-family to apartment buildings, ranging from two to five stories, consistent
with the RH-3 and RM-1 (Residential House, Three Family and Residential-Mixed, Low Density) zoning
of the project vicinity. Generally, more recently constructed buildings are larger and contain more
residential units than the older housing stock in the project vicinity. )

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project would involve a third floor vertical addition to an existing two-story single family residence.
In addition there is a side addition to the northern property line at the first and second floors which
encroaches into the rear yard setback. The rear yard requirement is 28’-4” and the existing building is
non-conforming as it maintains a 1'-0” rear yard. The proposed third floor addition complies with the
rear yard requirement. The proposed 3'-0” deep side addition encloses an existing stairway and extends
approximately 5-6” beyond the adjacent neighbor to the north and spans approximately 16"-0” but does
not increase the overall building depth. The pro]ect Would involve 940 cubic yards of excavation to a
depth of 14 feet.

BACKGROUND

On July 24, 2013, Heidi Liebes Architects (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an application with the
Planning Department (heremafter “Department”) for CEQA determination for the project. described
above.

On September 18, 2014, the Department determined that the project was categorically exempt under
CEQA Class 1, Existing Facilities (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1)), and that no further
environmental review was required. The Project was approved on February 12, 2015 at a Discretionary
Review Hearing before the Planning Commission.

On April 10, 2015, Melody Mar filed an appeal of the Categorical Exemption Determination. The appeal
letter was dated and filed with the Clerk of the Board on Apnl 10, 2015. -

On April 15, 2015, the Department determined that the appeal of the CEQA determination was ﬁfnely
filed and advised the Clerk of the Board to schedule the CEQA appeal hearing in compliance with Section
31.16(b)(4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code

CEQA GUIDELINES

Categorical Exemptions

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code requires that the CEQA Guidelines identify a list of

classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are
exempt from further environmental review.

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Hearing Date: May 19, 2015 , 26 Hodges Alley

In response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of projects, which
are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a significant impact on the
environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation-of further
environmental review.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e), or Class 1(e), allows for additions to existing structures
provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of the
structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is Igss.

In determining the significance of environmental' effects caused by a project, CEQA State Guidelines
Section 15064(f) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects
shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA State Guidelines 15604(£)(5)
offers the following guidance: “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence
that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial
evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and
expert opinion supported by facts.” - :

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

The concemns raised in the April 10, 2015 Appeal Letter are cited below and are followed by the
Department’s responses.

Issue 1: There are unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that would suggest a
reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project will have significant environmental
effects, and therefore would not be exempt from environmental review. .

Response 1: CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(c) states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for
an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment -due to unusual circumstances. The Appellant has not submitted any evidence that the
Project would result in individual or cumulative impacts under CEQA due to usual circumstances, let
alone unusual circumstances as required by CEQA.

Further, the determination of whether a project is eligible for a categorical exemption is based on a two- -
step analysis: (1) determining whether the project meets the requirements of the categorical exemption,
and (2) determining whether there are unusual circumstances at the site or with the proposal that would
resulf in a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The Appellant does not claim that the proposed
project does not meet the requirements of the Class-1 categorical exemption. Moreover, the Appellant has
not established what the unusual circumstances are at the site or with the proposed project. Finally, the
Appellant also has not specified that the project would affect a particular resource topic.

CONCLUSION

No substantial evidence demonstrating that any unusual circumstances exist that could result in
significant impacts to the environment has been presented that would warrant preparation of further
environmental review. The Department has found that the proposed project is consistent with the cited

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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exemption. The Appellant has not provided any substantial evidence or expert opinion to, refute the
conclusions of the Department.

For the reasons stated above and in the September 18, 2014 CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination,
the CEQA Determination cbmp]ies with the requirements of CEQA and the Project is appropriately
exempt from environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The Department therefore
recommends that the Board uphold the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination and' deny the
appeal of the CEQA Determination. : ‘

SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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, 7 Ll . Attachment A

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTM ENT

Certificate of Determination
Exemption from Environmental Review

Case No.: 2013.0783E
Project Title: 26 Hodges Alley
Zoning: o RH-3 (Residential ~ House, Three Famlly) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0134/012 -
Lot Size: -1,067 square feet
Project Sponsor:  Heidi Liebes — Liebes Architects
! (415) 812-5124
Staff Contact: Christopher Espiritu —(415) 575-9022

Christopher.Espiritu@sfgov.org

'PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project would include the interior remodel of an existing two-story residence and the
vertical addition for a new third floor to add an approximately 460-square-foot (sq ft) bedroom suite. The
proposed project would also include the expansion of an existing roof deck by adding approximately 131
square feet of new roof deck space, accessed from the new third floor bedroom. The proposed third-floor
addition would add approximately 11’-1” to the existing 19’~10” structure, for a total building height of
30°-11”. Other project details include the installation of new interior stairs, enlarging the existing kitchen,
and enclosing an existing exterior staircase for access to the expanded roof deck. The project site is
located on the block bounded by Green Street to the north, Vallejo Street to the south, Sansome Street to
the east, and Hodges Alley to the west, within the North Beach neighborhood.

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 1 [Cglifornia Environmental ‘Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301].
REMARKS:

Sée next page.

DETERMINATION: -

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.

fe %@b\ Q@f(wfecr /8, zo/1

~

Sarah B’ Jones : Date
Environmental Review cer :

o Heidi Liebes, Project Sponsor Jonathan Lammers, Preservation Planner Supervisor Chiu, District 3 (via Clerk of the Board)
Kate Conner, Current Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List Virna Byrd, M.D.F.
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Exemption from Environmental Review ‘ : Case No. 2013.0783E
: 26 Hodges Alley

Historic Districts. Therefore, the property was evaluated for individual eligibility for inclusion, as well as
inclusion as contributor to a historic district, to the California Register.

The California Register criteria for eligible individual resources and historic districts provide specific

measures on evaluating individual properties for inclusion into the California Register. Criterion 1

(Events) determines whether a property is associated with events that have made a significant

contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the
United States. Criterion 2 (Persons) examines whether a property is associated with the lives of persons
important to the local, regional or national past. Criterion 3 (Architecture) analyzes whether a property

embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents -

_the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. Criterion 4 (Information Potential) determines

whether a property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. The
property at 26 Hodges Alley was evaluated for inclusion into the California Register and is further
discussed below. / '

Criterion 1 (Events). According t6 the HRER, the building stock along the southeastern slopes of Telegraph
Hill represents a cohesive development pattern associated with rebuilding efforts following the 1906
Earthquake. The reconstruction of San Francisco was unprecedented in its scope and pace, and remains
one of the most significant events in the city’s history. Nearly all buildings in the immediate %ricinity were

residential or mixed-use properties constructed during a punctuated burst of activity between 1906 and

1913, and they.convey clear and significant association with the reconstruction effort. While the property
at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be an individually eligible for historic listing under this Criterion,

it is part of a larger grouping of properties which collectively constitute a potential historic district. -

Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley Street is significant under California
Register Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction. ‘

Criterion 2 (Persons). According to the HRER, Préeservation Staff detefmined that as a group, the OWners
and residents of 26 Hodges Alley illustrate the strong working-class Italian demographics that were
représenfative of the North Beach and Telegraph Hill area during the early 20th century. However, none
of the persons appear to be important to local, state or national history such that the subject property
would be eligible for historic listing under this Criterion. Therefore, Preservation Staff concluded that 26
Hodges Alley is not éligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2 (Persons). h

Criterion 3 (Architecture). The HRER found that the building was designied by local an;_hitect, Fedele Cost,
per the original 1907 building permit record. Fedele Costa was born in 1863 in Bioglio, Italy and
immigrated to the United States in 1906. The son of a successful builder, he arrived in San Francisco in
1906 and was known to have served as the architect for St. Joseph’s Catholic Church in Auburn,
California (1911) and the Holy Rosary Roman Catholic Church in Woodland, California (1912). The
existing building at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be a distinctive example of a type, iaeriod, region
or method of construction such that it would be individually eligible for the California Register under
this Criterion. Also, the property also does not appear to be a prominent work of architect, Fedele Costa.

- SAN FRANCISCO - . 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Exemption from Environmental Review ~ Case No. 2013.0783E
’ 26 Hodges Alley

Howevér, the building does appear to be part of a concentration of residential buildings significant for
their association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and eligible for the California Register as a
historic district. Nearly all of the buildings in the immediate vicinity were constructed between 1906 and
1913, and most evidence a shared design vocabulary based on Classical Revival influences. Character-
defining architectural features of this district include wood frame construction and wood cladding, and
~ the use of design elements such as pﬂasters entablatures, dentil moldings arid prominent cornices.

Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley, while not individually significant under
this Criterion, could be significant as part of a concentration of properties that convey clear association
with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and appeétr to constitute a potential historic district eligible for
listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 (Architectirre).

Criterion 4 (Information Potential). Finally, based upon a review of information in the Departments records,
the. subject property is not significant under Criterion 4 (Information Potential), which is typica]ly
associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely significant under
_ Criterion 4, since this significance criteria typically applies to rare construction types when involving the
built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type and would
therefore not be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criteria 4. .

In order to be considered a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to
have significance under the California Register of Historical Resources criteria (Criterion 1-4), but alsé
" must have historic integrity.2 Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its
past. According to the HRER, 26 Hodges Alley retains integrity of location, setting and association as it
remains a resjdential property, has never been moved, and is largely surrounded by the same properties
.as it was historically. However, the building does not appear to retain integrity of design, workmanship,
or materials. The property has experienced several alterations between 1934 and 1969, which included
raising the building to insert a garage, window replacement, and the installation of a roof deck. Other
alterations which are undocumented or poorly. documented include the large rear addition constructed °
between 1913 and 1938 and the construction of the second-story overhang at the.primary facade. The
primary entry, garage and fenestration pattern and materials are all contemporary in nature, while the
articulation of the primary fagade has been altered. Collectively, these changes have significantly changed
the character of the building such that it is no longer able to effectively convey its 1907 construction.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that the property at 26 Hodges Alley does not retain historic

integrity.

2 Integrity is defined as “the authénticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that
existed during the property’s period of significance.”

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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" As discussed, the property was shown to have significance under Criterion 1 (Ev.ents) and Criterion 3
(Architecture)'for inclusion to the California Register as part of a historic district. However, the property
did - not retain its historic integrity and lacks integrity from its period of significance (1906-1915).
Preservation Staff concluded that the property at 26 Hodges Alley is a non-contributor to an eligible
Historic District. For the above .reasons, the proposed project would not materially impair the
characteristics of the existing historic resource, thus the proposed project would not result in significant
impacts related to historic resources.’

Geotechnical. According to Planning Department records, the project site is not located within a
Landslide Hazard Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone; however, the property is located on a site with a
slope of 20 percent. A Geotechnical Investigation was conducted for the property and is summarized
below23 ' :

The Geotechnical Investigation notes that the site slopes downward toward the rear of the property to the
east and the rear of the property sits at the top of a near vertical 15-. to 20-foot-tall siope that was
excavated into the hillside for the development of a dowhslope residénce located at 358 Vallejo Street.
The project site is documented to be located-in an area that is underlain by Franciscan Complex
comprised of sedimentary rocks composed of sandstone, shale, and greywacke sandstone. Also, the site

lies immediately southwest of former rock quarry operations that were present on the eastern slopes of

Telegraph Hill until the turn of the 20* Century.

The Geotechnical Investigation provides specific recommendations and requirements concerning site

preparation and foundations, retaining walls, and rock-slope support. These are further discussed below.

Foundations. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that the proposed imprdvemen!s including the
- addition of a new third floor bedroom would be adequately supported by drilled pier foundations.
Drilled piers should be at least 18-inches in diameter and drilled at least five feet into the underlying
bedrack beneath the existing building. '

Rock-Slope Stabilization. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that due to former quarry operations, which’

included blasting has resulted in over-steepened and shattered slopes. Aggressive quarrying that was
common in the Telegraph Hill area left expésed bedrock in the eastern slope, and the Gedtechnical
Investigation found evidence of recent rockfalls, with debris and rock fragments, that have fallen from
the eastern slope at the rear of the property and have accumulated in the rear yard of the adjacent
property at 358 Vallejo Street.

A Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis was performed and revised recommendations for rock-slope
stabilization were recommended. Due to the unique features of the eastern slope at the rear of the site, the
previous recommendation to construct a concrete wall to stabilize the slope was deemed infeasible. The
Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation therefore recommended that the best solution for reducing

3 Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. ~ Earthquake & Engineering Geology, Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation, Residential
Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Francisco, California, May 28, 2013. This report is available for review as part of Case No.
2013.0783E. . R ' Co
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- rockfall hazards at the project site would be to include the installation of a steel wire mesh net that would
contain loose rock from impacting the residence at 358 Vallejo Street, and the installation of concrete
encased steel rock bolts that would reinforce the rock slope. The netting would be supported by vertical
rock bolts drilled into the slope at the top and bottom.

The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation* identified this strategy as the most feasible since the
process will essentially stitch the rock together to prevent pieces of rock from becoming dislodged.
Finally, a closely spaced steel mesh net will be attached to the slope to contain pieces of rock that may
become dislodged in the future. The selected approach stabilizes loose rock by scaling the rock face and
applying mesh. Stablhty of the existing rock slope is increased by pinning potential wedge-type rock
failures with the vertical rock bolts

The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation ultimately concluded that the project site is-suitable to
support the proposed project, provided that its recommendations are incorporated into the design and
construction of the proposed project. The project sponsor has agreed to implement these
recommendations, subject to Building Code requirements and implementation would not result in
foreseeable significant impacts.

The San Francisco Building Code énsutes the safety of all new construction in the Clty Decisions about
appropriate foundation and structural design are considered as part of the DBI penhit Teview process.
Prior to issuing a building permit for the proposed project, the DBI would review the geotechnical report
to ensure that the security and stability of adjoining properties and the subject property is maintained
during and following .project construction. Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologic
hazards on the project site would be addressed through comphance with the San Francisco Building
Code.

EXEMPT STATUS:

CEQA. State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1), or Class 1, provides an exemption for minor alteration.of -
existing private structures, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of
determination. Additionally, Class 1 exempts additions to existing structures provided that the addition
will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the '
addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The proposed project would include the addition of
approximately 460 square feet for a new third-floor bedroom suite and the interior remodel of the '
existing two-story residence. Therefore, the proposed demolition meets the criteria for exemption from

environmental review under Class 1.

4 Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. ~ Earthquake & Engineering Geol:;gy, Supplemental Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation,
Residential Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Francisco, California, August 14, 2014. This report is available for review as part of

Case No. 2013.0783E.-
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"CONCLUSION:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental

‘review. -
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response fGa0Misins.
. . : . San Francisco,
Date November 4, 2013 ‘ CA 94103-2479
Case No.: ’ 2013.0783E Reception:
Project Address: 26 Hodges Alley 413.558.6378
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House, Three Family) ' Fax

" 40-X Height and Bulk District ‘ 415.558.6400

" Block/Lot: 0134/012 Planing

Date of Review: November 4, 2013 (Part I) . Infarmation;
Staff Contact: Jonathan Lammers (Preservation Planner) - 415.558.6377
(415) 575-9093 ‘

jonathan lammers@sfgov.org

PART [: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

Buildings and Praperty Description

The subject property, 26 Hodges Alley, is located on a rectangular-shaped lot measuring 17 feet by 62.917
feet on the east side of Hodges Alley north of Vallejo Street in the North Beach neighborhood. The
property is located within an RH-3 (Remden’aal -House, Three Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height -
and Bulk District.

The subject property is occupied by a two-story, wood frame, single-family residence constructed in 1907
per the original building permit—although the San Francisco Assessor lists the date of construction as
1924. Originally addressed as 6 Hodges Alley, the residence is vernacular ini style, clad with unpainted
horizontal rustic wood channel siding, and capped by a flat roof. The primary facade faces west onto |
Hodges Alley and features a metal-frame, multi-light and panel garage door to the south and a multi-
light and metal panel pedestrian entry to the north. Both the garage and pedestrian entries are located
beneath a shallow overhang of the second story. The pedestrian entry is accessed via a raised concrete
step with a metal pipe handrail. Typical fenestration includes metal-sash mult-light windows inset with
operable casement windows. The primary facade terminates in a simple modillion comice. The second
story at the rear of the property overhangs an open area on the first story, creating a porch. Fenestration
on the rear and south facades incudes multi-light metal windows. .

Known alterations to the property include raising the building to insert a garage (1934); repairing the

. stairs, garage door and replacing back windows (1969); repairing a roof sun deck (1969); addition of a
basement bathroom and laundry area (1976); replacement of windows (1984); repairirig dry-rot on siding
‘and trim at side and back, as well as the roof deck (2011). Sanborn map and historic aerial photos also
indicate that a large rear addition was constructed between 1913 and 1938.

Pre-Existing Historic Rating 7 Survey
The subject property has not been addressed by any adopted hlstonc resource surveys and is not listed
on any local, state or national registries. The subject property is considered a “Category B” property

www,sfplanning.org
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(Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Départment’ s
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to its age.

Neighborhood Context and Description

26 Hodges Alley is located on the southeastern slopes of Telegraph Hill in the North Beach
neighborhood, an area roughly bounded by Broadway Street to the south, Columbus Avenue to the west,
and the waterfront to the north and east. The area northeast and east of the subject property is marked by
steep slopes that remain undeveloped. The developed area immediately surrounding the subject property
is exclusively residential in character and primarily composed of single-family dwellings or flats ranging
from one- to three-stories ini height. Construction dates for buildings located on the subject block range
from 1906 to 1998, with the.vast majority of buildings constructed between 1906 and 1913. This is
reflected in the architecture of the building stock, which ranges from small post-1906 vernacular
dwellings along Hodges Alley, to Classical Revival “Edwardian era” flats along Vallejo and Montgomery
streets. The overall level of historic integrity is good, although some buildings have been altered to
varying degrees, most frequently throigh the replacement of windows and/or replacement of the original
wood dadding with stucco.

A short distance to the east, the residential development abuts the boundaries of the Northeast
Waterfront Historic District, a significant concentration of commercial warehouses and industrial
facilities dating from the 1850s through the 1930s. Similarly, the Telegraph Hill Historic District is located
_a short distance to the north in an area roughly bounded by Greenwich, Sansome, Montgomery and
Green streets. The district is considered a unique expression of the pattern of development which took
place on the east slope of Telegraph Hill from 1850 to 1939.

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation

Step A: Significance

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

Individual Historic District/Context

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

Criterion 1 - Event: - ) D Yesgl No Criterion 1 - Event: . Yes[] No
Criterion 2 - Persons: I:I Yes No Criterion 2 - Persons: D Yes& No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: D YesPX| No Criterion 3 - Architecture: & YesD No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: . [ 1Yes X No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [Tves X No
Period of Significance: N/A Period of Significance: 1906 — circa 1915

E] Contributor PX| Non-Contributor
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Based on the information provided in the Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource
Determination prepared by Heidi Liebes. (dated 16 July 2013),” information found in the Planming
Department files, and research conducted on Telegraph Hill and the North Beach neighborhood,
Preservation staff finds that the subject building is not eligible for listing on the California Register,
although it is located within a potential California Register eligible historic district.

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States.

Telegraph Hill was first developed during the Gold Rush, when residential and commercial facilities
were erected along the lower slopes of the hill in proximity to waterfront traffic areas such as Clark’s
"Point, the Broadway Wharf and Cunningham’s Wharf. A semaphore, or marine telegraph, was also
constructed near the crest of the hill to signal the arrival of ships through the Golden Gate—a feature
which in time edrned the hill its name. Among the oldest surviving buildings from this period are 1301
Montgomery Street, constructed circa 1850, and the Cooney House at 291 Union Street, constructed in
1853. ' ' '

During the 1850s and 1860s the eastern base of the hill, as well as adjacent filled ground, was further
deyelopéd as a waterfront industrial district, with numerous wharves, warehouses and manufacturing
facilities. By 1869, maps show the southern slopes of Telegraph Hill were thickly built up, despite the fact
that some streets were so éteep as to be declared impassible. As a consequence, several streets existed
only as public footpaths or stairs—a convention that still persists today, such as the stairs located along
Vallejo Street west of Montgomery Street.

During this period, a good deal of development consisted of working class dwellings, flats, and rooming -
~ houses for residents engaged in maritime industries. These included longshoreman and stevedores who
unloaded the ships, as well as the drayman’and teamsters who delivered the goods to nearby
warehouses. Initially, the hill was home to Irish immigrants, although the west slopes of Telegraph Hill—
which encompassed much of the developing North Beach neighborhood —attracted large numbers of
Italian immigrants during the 1870s. By the turn of the century, Italians comprised the largest ethnic
enclave in both North Beach and on Telegraph Hill. '

Approximately three blocks north of the subject property was Pioneer Park, established in 1876 at the
peak of the hill by a group of businessmen who donated several lots to the city in honor of San
Francisco’s pioneers. The expansive views from the hill also attracted real estate speculators such as
Frederick Layman, who developed the Telegraph Hill Railroad—a funicular railway that operated along
Greenwich Street during the mid-1880s. At the top, visitors could visit Layman’s Telegraph Hill
Observatory, which featured a restaurant and beer garden known as the “German Castle.”

The eastern side of the hill, however, was dominated by rock quarry companies which blasted rock to
secure ballast for empty ships, as well as obtain fill and construction materials. Most notorious of the
-quarry operators were W. D. English & Compaﬁy and the Gray Brothers, whose blasting sometimes
resulted in landslides or actually demolished nearby houses. While citizens tried to shut down the
" quarries, the companies were politically well connected and blasting continued through the turn of the

century.
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The 1906 Earthquake touched off numerous fires that consumed vast areas of the city, including nearly all,
of the buildings on Telegraph Hill and in the North Beach neighborhood. Only a few enclaves were
spared destruction, including Jackson Square and the crest of Telegraph Hill. In spite of the devastation,
reconstruction began almost at once. The North Beach/Telegraph Hill area was one of the earliest areas of
the city to be rebuilt, due in large part to loans that were offered by local ftalian banks. The rapid pace of
construction meant that the area was rebuilt largely along'the same property lines that existed prior to the -
disaster, and by 1915 most area streets were lined with rows of new two- and three-story flats and
dwellings. At this time, the area remained a predominately Italian enclave, with most residents engaged
in working class occupations. '

During the 1920s and 1930s, Telegraph Hill’s scenic location and relaﬁvély affordable rents attracted
artists and writers to the area The crest of the hill was also enhanced by a number of civic improvements.
In 1923, Telegraph Hill Boulevard was graded and paved to Pioneer Park, followed in 1925 by the
construction of an observation area designed by architect G. Albert Lansburgh. Most notable of all was
the construction of Coit Tower in 1933, which was designed by prominent local architect Arthur Brown,

Ir.

Following World War Ii, rising rents and real estate prices led many longtime Italian and Irish residents
to move elsewhere. The hill then began to take on a more affluent character, although many new
residents proved to be staunch advocates of Telegraph Hill's unique qualities. This is best evidenced by
the formation of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers organization in 1954, which over the years succeeded in
establishing a 40-foot height limit in much of the area, stopping the Embarcadero Freeway at Broadway
Street, and establishing the Northeast Waterfront and Telegraph Hill historic districts.

Historic maps indicate that Hodges Alley was created during the 1850s, and was one of several small
alleys that still exist in the vicinity, including Bartol Street, Prescott Court, Kohler Place and Castle Street.
Several small buildings were erected in the general vicinity no later than 1853, and by 1869 most streets in
the vicinity were almost entirely built out. However, development along Vallejo Street and Green Streets
east of Hodges Alley ended abruptly about mid-block owing to the steep topography and quarrying
activities.

On the 1887 Sanborn map Hodges Alley is shown as being lined primarily with two-story frame
dwellings, and connected at the north end to another alley known as Jackson Place. Nearby, the north
side of Valléjo Street included a few stores with dwelling units above. These conditions were largely the
same in 1905, although Jackson Place was no longer shown on Sanborn maps by that time. The 1905
Sanborn map also gives some indication of the industrial development at the base of Telegraph Hill. The
California Fruit Canners Association operated a large brick masonry canning facility at the ‘corner of
Vallejo and Sansome streets, while the block to the east incdluded the Western Sugar Refining Company
Refinery. , ..

The fires that spread following the 1906 Earthquake consumed all of the buildings on the subject block.
San Francisco Assessor’s data. shows that most buildings located along either side of Hodges Place were
constructed in the first three years following the disaster, while Sanborn maps show complete
reconstruction of the area by 1913. Since that time there has been no additional infill construction along
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Hodges Alley, and only minor infill construction in the ad]acent block faces along Vallejo and
Montgomery streets.

Considered as a whole, the building stock along the southeastern slopes of Telegraph Hill represents a
cohesive development pattern associated with rebuilding efforts followiné the 1906 Earthquake. The
reconstruction of San Francisce was unprecedented in its scope and pace, and remains one of the most
significant events in the city’s history. Nearly all buildings in the immediate vicinity were residential or
mixed-use properties constructed during a punctuated burst of activity between 1906 and 1913, and they

" convey clear and significant association with the reconstruction effort. While 26 Hodges Alley does not
appear to be an individually eligible for historic listing under this Criterion, it is part of a larger groupmg
of properties which collectively constitute a potenhal historic district.

It is therefore determined that 26 Hodges Alley Street is significant under Cahforma Register Cntenon 1
for its association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstrucuon

Criterion 2: Itis associated with the lives of persons Jmporfant in our local, regional or natioial past.

26 Hodges Aliey was constructed in 1907. Both the 1906 and 1909 San Francisco Block Books show W. H. |
" Hamilton as owner of the subject property. However, the original building permit names the owner of
the property as Mary Figari. City directory and U.S. Census research indicate that William & Mary Figari
were natives of Italy. William worked as an engineer and captain for the Crowley Laurich & Tugboat
Company. At the time of the building’s construction, the Figaris lived nearby at 330 Vallejo Street. The
1912 city directory shows William Figari living at the property along with Joseph and John Figari, both
laborers. By 1917 the Figaris had moved to 2528 Polk Street, and Andreo Bertolini (no occupation given)
is shown living at the subject property.

Accordjng to the Supplemental Informaﬁon Form for Historic Resource Determination, the property was
sold in April 1930 by James and Amnie Nicora to Giuseppe and Marie Figari, who immediately sold the
property to Egidio Luchessi. The dates of ownership by the Nicora family are not specified. City
directories indicate that Joseph and Antoinette Lucchesi —presumably relatives of Egidio—lived at the
property as early as 1920, and continued to reside there until at least 1933. Joseph worked as a laborer and
winery foreman. Records show the Egidio Lucchesi worked in the livery trade and hved at 7 Hodges
Alley, across the street from the subject property.

In 1933 the property was sold to Gardino and Josephine Granzella, who lived nearby at 1140
Montgomery Street. Gardino was employed in the liquor and restaurant industry, and the Granzellas
. lived at the property through at least 1947. The property remained in the Granzella family through 1967,
although it was rented by Ruth Prager, a social worker, from at least 1953 to 1966.

Between 1967 and 1970 the property was owned by Agnes F. Gump, although city directories do not
- show anyone living at the property. In 1970, the property was sold to Roger and Ann Skjei, who lived at
the property from 1974 through at least 1993. In 2012 the property was sold by the Ann W. Slqel Trust to
the present owners.

As a group, the owners and residents of 26 Hodges Alley illustrate the strong working-class Ttalian

demographics of the North Beach and Telegraph Hill area during the early 20t century. However, none
* of the persons named above appear to be important to local, state or national history such that the subject
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property is eligible for historic listing under this Criterion. It is therefore determined that 26 Hodges
Alley is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2.

_ Criterion 3: It embodies fhe distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represexits the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values.

According to the original 1907 building permit, 26 Hodges Alley was designed by the architect, Fedele
Costa. According to a history of Yolo County, California published in 1913, Fedele Costa was born in 1863
in Bioglio, Italy as the son of a successful builder. He immigrated to the United: States in 1906 and arrived
in San Francisco that year, presumably in search of work during the rebuilding effort following the 1906
Earthquake. In addition to the construction of 26 Hodges Alley, the January 16, 1907 edition of the San
Francisco Call shows that he contracted for the brick work during construction of the Societa Garibaldina
building at 447-461 Broadway Street. Within a few years Costa moved to Livermore, where he is
identified in the 1910 U.S. Census as a contractor. He is known to have served as the architect for St.
Joseph’s Catholic Church in Auburn, California (1911) and the Holy Rosary Roman Catholic Church in
“Woodland, California (1912). Research did not reveal additional information about his subsequent career.

Although no historic photos of the property are available, the 1913 Sanborn map shows the building as a
oné-storjr—over—basement structure. The original design was likely vernacular in nature and similar to the
simple, utilitarian designs used for the other single-family dwellings along Hodges Alley. The building
appears to retain portions of its original wood channel rustic siding, but the primary entry and
fenestration are alterations, and it is unlikely that the building was originally designed with a second-
story overhang. It is also unclear how much of the cornice is original. '

Considered as a whole, 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be a distinctive example of a type, period,
region or method of construction such that it would be individually eligible for the California Register
under this Criterion. The property also does not appear to be a prominent work of architect, Fedele Costa.
As discussed previously, however, the building does appear to be part of a concentration of residential
buildings significant for their association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and eligible for the
California Register as a historic district. Nearly all of the buildings in the immediate vicinity were
constructed between 1906 and 1913, and most evidence a shared design vocabulary based on Classical
Revival influences. . Character-defining architectural features of this district include wood frame
" construction and wood cladding, and the use of design elements such as pilasters, entablatures, dentil
moldings and prominent cornices. Most buildings also feature bay windows on the upper floors. Building
height and massing is likewise consistent, with most buildings ranging from two to three stories in
height. Buildings along Hodges Alley and Prescott Court are typically smaller and more utilitarian—a
pattern that sirongly conveys association with the historic working class character of the area.

While buildings with similar ages and stylistic influences are ‘common in the Telegraph Hill area, the
adjacent blocks show heavier concentrations of altered buildings, as well as more numerous examples of
later infill. Thus, this small potential district remains one of the best preserved areas on the southern and
eastern slopes of Telegraph Hill. The preliminary boundaries of this district begin with the residential
development along Vallejo Street west of Sansome Street (parcels 0134/003 and 0143/034). The boundaries
continue west along Vallejo Street to Montgomery Street, including the properties located along Hodges
Alley and Prescott Court, but excluding the building on the southeast corner of Montgomery and Vallejo
streets. The district then runs north along both side of Montgomery Street to its intersection with Green
Street, where it runs briefly west along the south side of Green Street to parcel 0133/040A.
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It is therefore determined that 26 Hodges Alley, while not individually significant under this Criterion, is
part of a concentration of ‘properties that convey clear association with post-1906 Earthquake
reconstruction and appear to constitute a potential historic district eligible for listing in the Caliifornia
Reg15ter under Criterion 3.

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant
under Criterion 4, which is typically associated with'archaeological resources. The building is also
unlikely to yield information important to Iustory, such as evidence of unique building materials or
methods.

It is therefore determined that 26 Hodges Alley is not eligible for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 4. .

Step B Integrity

To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, u property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it alsp 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 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 has retained or lacks integrity from the peﬁod of significance noted in Step A:

Location: Retains [_| Lacks . Setting: Retains | ] Lacks
Association:  [X] Retains [racks Feeling: [ | Retains Lacks
‘Design: [ JRetains [X]Lacks Materials: [ ]Retains [X] Lacks

Workmanship: [_| Retains Lacks

26 Hodges Alley retains in;cegrity of location, setting and association as it remains a residential property,
has never been moved, and is largely surrounded by the same properties as it was historically. However,
the building does not appear to refain integrity of design, Workmanélﬁp, materials and feeling. The
property has éxperienced several alterations which incdluded raising the building to insert a garage (1934);
window replacement (1969; 1984); and the installation of a roof deck (pre-1969). Other alterations which
are undocumented or poorly documented include the large rear addition constructed between 1913 and
1938 and the construction of the second-story overhang at the primary facade. The primary eniry, garage
and fenestration pattern and materials are all contemporary in nature, while the articulation of the
primary fagade has been altered. Collectively, these changes have significantly changed the character of
the building such that it is no longer able to effectively convey its 1907 construction. Thus, 26 Hodges
does not retain historic integrity.

Step C: Character Defmmg 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 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
features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was szgmﬁcumt and without which a
property can no longer be zdentzﬁed as being associated with its significance.
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26 Hodges Alley does not retain integrity. Therefore, a discussion of character defining features is not
warranted. :

CEQA Historic Resource Determination
[X] Historical Resource Present
[l Individually-eligible Resource
(] Contributor to an eligible Historic District
<] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

D No Historical Resource Present

PART 1: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: %A i?’:«!/ ) l Date: //‘ /5~ 2el>S

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File
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Satelhte view west showmg the rear of 26 Hodges Alley (Bing Maps)
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Attachment B

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 -
Sapn Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April 10, 2015

To: John Rahaim
_ Planning Director

' From%{gela Calvillo
. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Subject: "Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Determination of
Exemptlon from Envuonmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley

An appeal of the CEQA. Exemp‘aon Determination for 26 Hodgcs Alley was filed w1th the Office
of the Clerk of the Board on April 10, 2015, by Melody Mar.

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached

documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely

manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working days
.of rece1pt of this request.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at
" (415) 554-7712, or J o]m Carroll at (415) 554-4445.

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
- Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorey
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers Planning Department - .
Aaron Starr, Planning Department
Tina Tam, Planning Department
Kate Conner, Planning Department
Jonas Jonin, Planning Department
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April 10, 2015

To: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors .
Ms. Angela Calvillo
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

- From: Melody Mar
358 Vallejo Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Re:  Appeal of Exemption from Envnronmental Rev:ew
26 Hodges Alley

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I am appealing the San Francisco Planning Department’s determination that the
project at 26 Hodges Alley is exempt from CEQA review. Under CEQA State

. Guidelines Section 15300.2, a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will havea .
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. There are
unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that would suggest a
reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project will have
significant environmental effects, and therefore would not be exempt from
environmental review. This will be explained further at the appeal hearing and in
further materials. :

[ respectfully request that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors require that this
project undergo environmental review as required by CEQA.

Sincerely yours, - .
ﬁ%@&ﬁanéba#@.Cmv)
" Date: W /0/ 20/5
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: 1650 Mission SL
Discretionary Review Action DRA-MT 0 e
' HEARING DATE: MARCH 12, 2015 . O 84103-2479
. R . : Reception:

_ Date: March 20, 2015 ' " 4155586378
Case No.: 2014-001042DRP ‘ T
Projeat Address: 26 HODGES ALLEY . . - 4 5,558.6 A09
Permit Application: 2013.03.21.2735 : .
Zoning: RI-3 (Residential House, ’Ihree—FanuIy) District . ' mrm% on:

' Telegraph Hill North Beach Residential Special Use District 4155586377
: 40-X Height and Bulk District ~ . ' -
BlockiLot: 0134/012
Project Sponsor:  Heidi Liebes
Liebes Architects
450 Sansome Street, Suite 1200
San Francisco, CA 94111
Staff Contact: Kate Conner — (415) 575-6914 -
’ kate.conner@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE NO.
2013.1652DV AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT 2013.03.21.2735 PROPOSING
CONSTRUCTION OF A SIDE ADDITION TO THE NORTHERN PROPERTY LINE AT THE FIRST
AND SECOND FLOORS WHICH ENCROACHES INTO THE REAR YARD SETBACK AND A
THIRD FLOOR ADDITION WHICH COMPLIES WITH THE REAR YARD REQUIREMENT. THE
PROJECT IS SUBJECT TO APPROVAL OF A REAR YARD VARIANCE. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
1S. LOCATED WITHIN THE RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL. HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) DISTRICT, THE
TELEGRAPH HILL NORTH BEACH RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND THE 40-X
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE '

On March 21, 2018, Heidi Liebes filed for Building Permit AppHcation No. 2013.03.21.2735 proposing
construction of a third floor addition to a two-story single-family residence and a horizontal addition on
the first and second floors. The sub;ect property is located within the RH-3 (Residential House, Three-
Family) District, the Telegraph Hill Nozth Beach Resulental Spectal Use District, and the 40-X Haght and
Bulk District.

On June 12, 2013, Heidi Liebes filed Variance Application 2013.0783V for the first and second floor
hotizontal addition. The rear yard requirement is 28'-4” and the existing building is non-conforming as it
maintains a 9” rear yard. The proposed third floor addition complies with the rear yard requirement. The
proposed 3’-0” deep side addition encloses an existing stafrway and extends approximately 5'-6” beyond
the adjacent neighbor to the north and spans apprommately 16°-0” but does not increase the overall

building depth.
Memo
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Dlscretxonary Rev1ew Action DRA- 0410 . Case No. 2014-001042DRP
March 20, 2015 ) ' 26 Hodges Alley

" On December 4, 2014, the Zoning Administrator granted Variance (2013.0783V) after a public hearing
held on September 24, 2014. The Variance was appealed and will be heard at the Board of Appeals on

March 18, 2015.

On October 27, 2014, Melody Mar (hereinafter -“Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review (2014~
001042DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.21.2735. ,

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quahty Act ("CEQA”) as a (lass 1 categoncal '
exemption.

On March 12, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission (heremafter “Comumission ’) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduded meehng on stc:reﬁonary Review Apphcaﬁon 2014
001042DRP. '

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

ACTION
The Commission hereby takes Dlscrehonary Review requested in Application No 2014-001042DRP and
approves the Building Permit Application 2013.03.21.2735 subject to the following modifications:
c . : ( .
1. Increasing the front sefback at the “third level equal to the width of the closet space
" (approximately four feet); -
2. Increasing the depth of the third Ievel addition to the required rear yard line (approximately
three feet); and
3. Reducing the third level roof deck at the northeast comner fo ahgn with the ad]acent building
depth :

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The reasons that the Commission took the action described above indlude:

1. There are extraordinary and excephonal drcumstances in the case,

2. Reducing the roof deck at the third level along the northern property line will improve the
northern neighbor’s privacy at the rear deck and open space. -

3. The width of Hodges Alley is an exiraordinary circumstance and the additional setback at ’rhe
proposed third floor will increase the amount of light cast on Hodges Alley. :

SAN FRANG]SI}O
PLANNIN DB‘AN’I‘MENT
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Discretionary Review Action DRA- 0410 ' Case No. 2014-001042DRP
March 20; 2015 ‘ A . 26 Hodges Alley

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit
Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued. For
further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 1650 Mission Street # 304; San
Francisco, CA, 94103-2481, -

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For putposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development. |, '

’

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Goverrument Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this docrment does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I hereby certify thét the Planning Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the building
permit as referenced in this action memo on March 12, 2015.

- Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary
AYES: CommissionersFong, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richard;s, W,
NAYS: None

ABSENT: N o-ne .

ADOPTED: -~ March 12, 2015

SAN FRARCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTRIENT
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"Certificate of Determination

'Exemption from Environmental Review .-
Case No.: 2013.0783E
Project Title: 26 Hodges Alley
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential — House, Three Fazmly) Zoning District
) 40-X Height and Bulk District
BlockiLot: - 0134/012
. Lot Size: . 1,067 square feet
Project Sponsor: ~ Heidi Liebes — Liebes Architects
(415) 812-5124

Staff Contact: ~ . Christopher Espiritu —(415) 575-9022

‘ : Chiristopher. Espiritu@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project would mclude the interior remodel of an existing two-story residence and the
vertical addition for a new third floor fo add an approximately 460-squaré-foot (sq ft) bedroom suite. The
proposed project would also indlude the expansion of an existing roof deck by adding approximately 131
square feet of new roof deck space, accessed from the new third floor bedroom. The proposed third-floor
addition would add approximately 11"-1” to the existing 19-10” structure, for a total building height of

- 30°-11”. Other project details include the installation of new interior stairs, enlarging the existing kitchen,

and enclosing an existing exterior staircase for access to, the expanded roof deck. The project: site is

Iocated on the block bounded by Green Street to the north, Vallejo Street to the south, Sansome Street to

the east, and Hodges Alley to the west, within the N orth Beach neighborhood,

. EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 [California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301].

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION
I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.

é/m " Sg@f" oo Z?,é/‘f

. Sarah B’ Jones

Env:ronmental Rewew cer

P

ce:  Heidi Liebes, Project Sponsor Jonathan Lammers, Preservation Planner  Supérvisor Chin, District 3 (via Clerk of the Board)

Kate Conner, Current Planner Historic Preservation Disteibution Iist Virna Byxd, MD.F.

S 1298

1650 Missian St.
Stiite 400

San Francisca,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:

‘415.558.6378

Fax:

4155586409

Planning
Information:
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Exemption from Environmer  Review ' . ; Case No. 2013.0783E
’ 26 Hodges Alley -

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

The proposed project is located on a site that has a slope of approximately 20 percent slopmg downward
(to the east) towards the rear of project sitec The proposed project would involve excavation associated -
with foundation-strengthening related to the proposed additions and provide slope—sfabﬂ:zaﬁon support
to adjacent buildings. The existing one-vehlcle garage at-grade would remam and the existing 10-foot-
wide curb cut, located on the Hodges Alley frontage, would also remain.

Project Approvals
" The proposed project would require the following approvals:

» Variance (Zoning Administrator) — The proposed project would require a Variance from the
Planning Code for a rear yard modification pursuant to Planrﬁng Code Section 134. This variance
would be granted by the Planning Department's Zoning Adnumstrator '

* Site Permit (Department of Building Inspection [DBI]) - The proposed project would require the
approval ofaSite Permit by DBL

Approval Action: While the proposed project would require the approval of a.Variance'by the Zoning
Administrator, the Approval Action for the project would be through the issuance of a Site Permit by
DBI. If .discretionary review before the Planning Commission is requested, the discretionary review
hearing is the Approval Action for the project. Eno discretionary review is requested, the issuance of a
Site Permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Actioni date establishes the start of the 30-day
appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31. 04(11) ‘of the San Francisco

Administrative-Code.

REMARKS: .
Historic Axchitectural Resomces, The Planning Department’s Historic Preservation staff ex;aluated the
property to determine whether the existing structure on the project site is a historical resource as defined
by CEQA. According io the Histpric Resource Evaluation Response (HRER)! prepared for the project, and
information found in the Planning Department archives, the property at 26 Hodges Alley contains a two-
story, ‘wood-frame, single-family residence constructed in 1907. Originally addressed as'6 Hodges Alley,
the residence s vernacular in style, dad with unpainted horizontal rustic wood charmel siding, and
" capped by a flat roof. The primary facade faces west onto Hodges Alley and features a ' metal-frame panel
garage door to the south and a metal panel pedestrian entry to the north, * .

The property is not located v\dthin the boundaties of any listed historic distriéts. However, the ;;roperty is
- located within proximity (Y4mile) of the Telegraph Hill, Northeast Waterfront, and Jackson Square

.1 Jonathan Lammers ~ Preservation Planner, Hisforic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), 26 Hodges Alley, November 15, 2013, This
report is available for review as part of Case No. 2013.0783E.- .
2

SAN FRANCISCD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Exemption from Eavironmen  Review . . . Case No. 2013.0783E
26 Hodges Alley

Ay

Historic Districts. Therefore, the property was evaluated for individual eligibility for inclusion, as well as
inclusion as contributor to a historie district, to the California Register.

The California Register'm'iteﬁa for eﬁgible individual resources and historic districts provide specific
measures on evaluating individual ‘properties for inclusion into. the California "Register. Criterion 1
(Events) determines whether a property is associated with events that have made-a significant

contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the:

United States. Criterion 2 (Persons) examines whether a property is, associated with the lives of persons
important to the local, regional or national past. Criterion 3 (Architecture) analyzes whether a property
embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or repreéents
the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. Criterion 4 (Jnformation Potential) determines
whether a property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. The
property at 26 Hodges Alley was evaluated for inclusion into the California Register and is. further
discussed below, .

Criterion 1 (Events). According to the HHRER, the building stock along the southeastern slopes of Telegraph
Hill represents a cohesive development pattern associated with rebuilding efforts following the 1906
Earthquake. The reconstruction of San Francisco was unprecedented in its scope and/pace, and remains

one of the most significant events in the city’s history. Nearly all buildings in the immediate vicinity were

residential or mixed-use properties constructed during a punctuated burst of activity between 1906 and
1913, and they cbnyey dlear and significant association with the reconstruction effort. While the property
at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear. to be an individually eligible for historic listing under this Criterion,
it is part of a larger grouping of properties which collectively constitute a pqtenﬁai historic district.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley Street is significant tnder California
Register Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction.

Criterion 2 (Persons). According to the HRER, Preservation Staff determined that as a group, the owners
and residents of 26 Hodges Alley illustrate the strong working-class Italian demographics that were
representative of the North Beach and Telégraph Hill area during the early 20th century. However, none
of the persons appéar to be important to local, state or national history such that the subject property
would be eligible for historic listing under this Criterion, Therefore, Preservation Staff concluded that 26
Hodges Alley is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2 (Persons).

Criterion 3 (Architecture). The HRER found that thé building was designed by local architect, Fedele Costa,
per the original. 1907 building permit record. Fedele Costa was born in 1863 in Bioglio, Itaiy and
immigrated to the United States in 1906. The son of a successful buildex, he arrived in San Francisco in
1906 and was known to have served as the architect for St Joseph’s Catholic Church in Aubumn,
"California (1911) and the Holy Rosary Roman Catholic Church in Woodland, California (1912)- The
existing building at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be a distinctive example of a type, period, region
or-method of construction such' that it would be individually eligible for the California Register under

this Criterion. Also, the property also does not appear to be a prominent work of architect, Fedele Costa.

SAN FRANCISCO . . 3
- PLANNING DEPARTNENT .




Exemption from Environmer. . Review o Case No. 2013.0783E
. 26 Hodges Alley

“

However, the building does appear to be part of a concentratiori of residential buildings significant for

* their association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and eligible for the California Register as a’
historic district. Nearly all of the buildings in the immediate vicinity were constructed between 1906 and
1913, and most evidence a shared design vocabulary based on Classical Revival influences. Character-

- defining architectural features of this district include wood frame construction and wood cladding, and '
the use of design elements such as pilasters, entab]atures, dentil moldmgs and prominent cornices,

Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley, while not individually signiﬁcant under
' this Criterion, could be significant as part of a concentration of properties that cdnvey clear @ssociaton .
with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and appear to constitute a potential historic district eligible for
listing in the Califorria Register under Criterion 3 (Axchitecture). :

Criterion 4 (Information Potential).  Finally, based upon a review of information in the Departments records,
the subject property is mot sxgmﬁcant under Criterfon 4 (Information Potential), which is typxca]ly
associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely significant under
Criterion 4, since this $igrﬁﬁcénce criteria typically applies to rare construction types when involving the
built-environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare comstructon type. and. would
therefore not be eligible for listing in the California Regiétex: under Criteria 4.

In order to be considered a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a }.n:operty must not only be shown to
have significance under the California Register of Historical Resources criteria (Criterion 1-4), but also’
must have historic integrity.? Historic integtity enables a property to illustrate sighificant aspects of its
past. According to the HRER, 26 Hodges Alley retains integrity of location, setting and association as it
remains a residential property, has never been moved, and is largely surrounded by the same properties

.as it was historically. However, the building does not appear to retain integrity of design, workmanship,
oor materials, The property has experienced several alterations between 1934 and 1969, which included

raising the building to insext a garage, Wmdow replacement, and the installation of a roof deck. Other = °

alterations which are undocumented or poorly documented include the large rear addition constructed
between 1913 and 1938 and the constraction of the second-story overhang at the primary facade. The
| primary entry, garage and fenestration pattern and materjals are all'contemporary in nature, while the
articulation of the pnmary facade has been altered. Collectively; these changes have significantly changed
the character of the building such that it is o longer able to effectively convey its 1907 construction.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that the property at 26 Hodges Alley does not retain historic

integrity.

2 Integt';ty 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.”

SAN FRANCISCO : R . . 4
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* Exemption from Environmen  leview - | o ; Case No. 2013.0783E
: 26 Hodges Alley

As discyssed, the érqperty was shown to have significance under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3
(Axchitecture) for inclusion to the California Register as part of a historic district. However, the property
did not retain its historic integrity and lacks integrity from its period of 31gmﬁcance (1906—1915)
Preservation Staff conduded that the property at 26 Hodges Alley is a non-contributor to an eligible
Historic District. For the above reasons, the proposed project Would not materially impair the
characteristics of.the existing hisforic resource, thus-the proposed project would not result in significant
impacts related to historic resotrces,

Geotechnical. According to: Planning Department records, the project site is not located within a
Landslide Hazard Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone; however, the property is located on a sife with a
slope of 20 percent. A Geotechnical Investigation was conducted for the property and is summarized
below.? ' '

The Geotechnical Investigation notes that the site slopes downward toward the rear of the property to'the
east and the Tear of the property sits at the ’goi) of a hear vertical 15-'to 20-foot-tall slope that was
excavated into the hillside for the development of a domw.élopé residence located at 358 Vallejo Street.
The project site is documented to be located in an area that is underlain by Franciscan Complex
comprised of sedimentary rocks composed of sandstoﬁe, shale, and greywacke sandstone. Also, the site’
- Hes immediately southwest of former rock quarry operatioris that were present on the eastern slgpes of
Telegraph Hill until the turn of the 20t Century.
The Geotechnical hvesﬁgatioh provides specific recommendations ‘and requirements céhceming site
preparation and foundations, retaining walls, and rocle-slope sup};ort' These are further, discussed below. -

Foundations. The Geotechnical hvesﬁgaﬁon noted that the proposed iﬁlprdx}ements including the
addition of a new third-floor bedroom would be adequately supported by drilled pier foundations..
Drilled piers should be at least 18-inches i in diametér and drilled at least five feet jnto the underlying

bedrock beneath the existing buxldmg. . . .

Rock-Slope Stabilization. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that due to former quarry operations, which
included blasting has resulted in over-steepened and shattered slopes. Aggressive quarrying that was
common in the Telegraph Hill area left exposed bedrock in the eastern slope, and the Geotechmical
Investigation found evidence of recent rockfalls, with-debris.and rock fragments, that have fallen from
the eastetri slope at the rear of the property and have accumulated in the rear yard of the adjacent
property at 358 Vé]lejo Street. ‘

" A Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis was performed and revised recommendations for rock-slope
stabilization were recommended. Due to the unique features of the eastern sloISe at.the rear of the site, the
previous recommendation to construct a concrete wall to stabilize the slope was deemed infeasible. The

- Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation therefore tecommended that the best solution for reducing

3 .Gﬂpm Geosdences, Inc. — Earthquake & Engineering Geélogy, Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Immtzgatzon, Restdential
Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Prarzasco, California, May 28, 2013. This xeport is available for xeview as part of Case No.
2013.0783E.

SAN FRANCISCO : o 5
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Exemptidn from Environmen... Review ’ Case No. 2013.0783E
’ 26 Hodges Alley

rockfall hazards at the project site wotld be o include tﬁe installation of a steel wire mesh net that would
. contain loose rock from impacting the residence at 358 Vallejo Street, and the installation of concrete
encased steel rock bolts that would reinforce the rock slope. The netting would be suppbrted by vertical
rock bolts drilled into the slope at the top and bottom.

The Supplemental Geotechnical invesﬁgaﬁon‘* identified this strategy as the most feasible since the
process will essentially stitch the rock together to prevent pieces of rock from becoming dislodged.
_ Finally, a closely spaced steel mesh net will be attached o the slope to contain pieces of rock that may -
become dislodged in the future. The selected approach stabilizes Ioose rock by scaling the rock face and
applying mesh. Stability of the existing rock slope is increased by pinning I;otenﬁal wedge-type rock
failures with the vertical rock bolts. ) )
The Supplementzl Geotechnical Investigation ultimately concluded that thé project site is-suitable to -
support the proposed project; provided that its recommendations are incorporated into the design and
construction. of the proposed project. The project si;onsor has agreed to implement' these
recommendations, subject to Building Code requirements and implementation would not result in- °
foreseeable significant impacts. )

The San Francisco Building Code ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. Decisions about
appropriate foundation and.structural design are considered as part'of, the DBI permit review process. -
Prior to issuing a building permit for the.propose& project, the DBI would review the geotecfmical report
to énsure that the security and stability of adjoining properties and the subject property is maintained
during and following project construetion. Thefefore, potential damage to structures from geologic
hazards on the project site would be addressed through compliance with the San Francisco Building

Code.

EXEMPT STATUS:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1), or Class 1, -provides an exemption for minor alteration of *
existing private structures, involving negligiblé orno expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of
detern]inaﬂoﬁ_ Addiﬁonaﬂy, Class 1 exémpts additions to existing structures provided that the addition
will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor atea of the structures before the *
addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The proposed project would include the addition of-
approximately 460 square feet for a new third-floor bedroom suite and the i.ntérior_ remode] of the

- exdsting two-story, residence. Therefore, the proposed demolition meets the criteria for exemption from *

environmental review under Class 1.

4 Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. — Baxthquake & Engineering Geology, Supplementsl Engineering Geologic and Geofechnical Investigation,
Residential Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Francisco, California, August 14, 2014, This report is available for review as part of
Case No. 2013.0783E.

SAN FRANCISCO A . 6
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Exemption from Environmen Review
26 Hodges Alley

CONCLUSION: - _

CEQA State Guidelines Section 153002 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
- environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current
pioposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects. 'The project would be exempt tnder the above-cited
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmiental

review. . :

SAN FRANCISCO
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REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE. .

May 7, 2015

By Messenger

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: 26 Hodges Alley CEQA Appeal
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015
Our File No.: 8561.01

Dear Mr. Johnson:

CO0, 60811, Ctty Aty Crooge,
l/éﬁ clendes

Per Jody Knight I have enclosed 18 copies of the project sponsors letter brief and
opposition to CEQA exemption determination appeal. An -electronic copy will follow by
email. Please feel free to call Jody Knight with any questions.

Denise Robello
Legal Assistant

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

Enclosures: -

James A. Reuben | Andrew J, Junius | Kevin H. Rese | Daniel A. Frattin | John Kevlin
Jay F. Drake | Lindsay M. Petrone | Sheryl Reuben' | Tuija I. Catelanc | Thomas Tunny | David Silverman
Melinda A. Sarjapur | Mark H, Loper | Jody Knight | Stephanie L. Haughey | Jared Eigerman?? | John Mclnerney 1IR

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480

1. Also admitted in New York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts

www.reubenlaw.com
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE . ..»

May 8, 2015

By Email and Hand Delivery

President London Breed

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: 26 Hodges Alley CEQA Appeal
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015
Our File No.: 8561.01

Dear President Breed and Commissionets:

Our office represents David and Katherine deWilde (“deWildes™), owners of the property located
at 26 Hodges Alley (the “Property”) who propose to add a modest master bedroom addition and
small side addition to the Property in order to make it a functional single-family home (the
. “Project™). The deWildes also propose to conduct work to stabilize the slope at the rear of the

Property.

The Property shares a slope with Appellant Melody Mar, whose property at 358 Vallejo is
directly downslope. Despite the fact that the addition has no impact on Ms. Mar's property, and
that the deWildes seek to pay the entire cost and do all of the work on the shared slope, Ms. Mar
has fought the Project at every step. The reason for the opposition is not clear since the deWildes
seek to solve Ms. Mar's problem by stabilizing the slope and removing NOVs from both
properties. Nor is basis for the CEQA appeal clear, as Ms. Mar has yet to file a brief or explain
what she contends is the significant environmental effect to be caused by a small residential -
addition and fairly routine slope work.

On September 24, 2014, deWildes received a variance to enclose an existing stairwell at the rear
of the property, and on March 18, 2015 that variance was upheld by the Board of Appeals. The
Project also went through Discretionary Review, and on March 12, 2015 the Project was
approved by the Planning Commission with an increased front setback of the third floor addition

-and slight decrease in the size of the roof deck. The Project has the support of the Planning
Department and the neighbors at 30 Hodges and 364 Montgomery Street, both of which share a
rear slope with the Property. (Support letters attached as Exhibit A.)

One Bugh Street, Suite 600
James A. Reuben | Andrew J. Junius | Kevin H. Rose | DanielA. Frattin San Francisce, CA 74104
Sheryl Reuben! | David Sitverman | Thomas Tunny | Jay F. Drake | John Keviin tel: 415-567-9000

Lindsay M. Petrone | Melinda A. Sarjapur | Mark H. Loper | Jody Knight. | Jared Eigerman®3 | John Mcinerney Iii2 fax: 415-399-9480

1. Also admitted.in New York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitied in Massachusetts www.reubentaw.com
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President London Breed

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
May 8, 2015

Page 2

A. Property and Project Overview

Hodges Alley is a short dead-end block in Telegraph Hill that slopes steeply down to Vallejo
Street. The properties on the east side of Hodges Alley are also steeply sloped eastward, so that
26 Hodges Alley is significantly upslope from Ms. Mar's property at 358 Vallejo Street. The area
was previously quarried, creating exposed rock faces on many of the properties. Hodges Alley
contains a mix of buildings that are between two and four stories tall, most of which are older
wooden structures. 26 Hodges is one of the shorter buildings on the block. The apartment
building directly across Hodges Alley from the Property, 1120 Montgomery Street, is
significantly taller than the Property at four stories. o

The Property is a very small 17-foot by approximately 63-foot lot fronting on Hodges Alley. It is
improved with an approximately 21-foot tall, two-story building that consists of a first level with
garage, studio and small deck, a second level with two undersized bedrooms and a small
combined living room and kitchen area and wooden deck, and a third deck at the roof level. The
flow of the Property as currently configured is awkward. In addition, the small size of the two
bedrooms on the second floor, lack of dining space, and tiny kitchen that is combined with the
living room, limits the Property’s usefulness for modern single-family living. The Project
proposes to create a usable single family home by adding a small third floor addition, small side
addition, and renovating the interior of the Property, as well as doing work to permanently
stabilize the rear slope. All improvements will be supported by an existing or new foundation
within the footprint of the existing building and using the existing perimeter footing.

1. Addition -

The Project proposes a modest one-story vertical addition that would add a small master
bedroom and bathroom to the third floor level. Tt also proposeés a small side addition on the
second floor to enclose an existing stairwell. The addition allows a functional kitchen, dining
area and living room to be added to the second floor, creating usable space for a single family
home. Moreover, the addition will decrease weight on the rear slope by removing a concrete
stemwall that currently supports the ground floor deck, and cantilevering the lower deck so that
there is no weight on the rock face. Project Plans are attached as Exhibit B. '

2. Slope Work

As part of the Project, the deWildes propose to conduct work to stabilize the slope at the rear of
the Property. The deWildes have assembled a team that includes Geotechnical Engineer, Frank
Rollo and Geologist, Lou Gilpin, who both have extensive experience in San Francisco, and
Brent Harris, a Specialty Contractor with expertise in Telegraph Hill projects. The slope team
has made every effort to work with Ms, Mar regarding the slope work, including meeting with
her Geotechnical Engineer, John Wallace, and incorporating her expert Mr. Wallace’s

DOne Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-2000
fax: 418-399-9480
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suggestions into the plans for the slope work. A summary of the slope team's proposal is attached
as Exhibit C. In an attempt to start the slope work as soon as possible, and with the support of
thé Department of Building Inspection, the slope team submitted a permit application for the
slope work on April 27, 2015. However Planning would not sign off on the permit until after the
present CEQA appeal.

The slope work is highly beneficial to both Ms. Mar's property at 358 Vallejo and the
surrounding neighbors. Moreover, the deWildes have agreed to perform slope stabilization work
not only to their Property, but also to that of 30 Hodges Alley, which will result in a significant
benefit to all surrounding properties, particularly Ms. Mar's property, which also abuts 30
~ Hodges. The deWildes are also working with the neighbor at 364 Vallejo to stabilize the slope at
that property. Therefore, the deWildes seek a global solution to the slope problem and are held
up only by Ms. Mar's repeated delays and appeals.

B. Neighborhood Qutreach

Throughout the entitlement process, the deWildes have strived to design a project that provides a
livable, modern single family home, while also fulfilling the aesthetic considerations of the
neighborhood and concerns regarding stabilization of the slope. As part of the process, the
deWildes and their team bave conducted a series of meetings with neighbors. David deWilde met
with Ms. Mar on December 12, 2012, very early in the Project planning process. Architect Heidi
Liebes met with the surrounding neighbors at the Property on February 11, 2013 to describe the

Project and address concerns. She met with them again on March 13, 2013 to answer additional
~ questions. On March 6, 2013, the Project was presented at a meeting of the Telegraph Hill
Dwellers Association, which expressed no concern with the Project — and in fact asked why such
a small project was presented at the meeting. David deWilde, Architect Heidi Liebes, and
Contractor Day Hilborn met with Ms. Mar on August 8, 2014, and again on September 22, 2014,
along with other neighbors, to address concerns regarding the Project. In addition, there has been
extensive email communication between the team and neighbors in order to answer questions
and address concerns.

The deWildes and their team, including Rollo and Gilpin, have made every effort to address Ms.
Mar's concerns regarding the slope work, including meeting multiple times with her
Geotechnical Engineer, John Wallace, and agreeing to modify the proposed slope work solution
as requested by Mr. Wallace. The team continues to work to satisfy Ms. Mar's concerns
regarding the slope work, but the time has come to allow the team to proceed with its work.

C. Class 1 Categorical Exemption

On September 18, 2014, the Project received the Certificate of Determination of Exemption from
Environmental Review, attached as Exhibit D. The Planning Department considered the small

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 24104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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addition and the slope work (to be conducted only after DBI review of the geotechnical report) -
and found that a Class 1 Categorical Exemption was appropriate as the Project consists of a
minor alteration of an existing private structure involving no expansion of use beyond that
existing at the time of determination. 26 Hodges is exactly the type of project for which Class 1
exemptions were created.

Ms. Mar challenged the exemption, but has failed to explain the basis of her challenge. Is it
based on the small addition to the existing home? Or on the slope work that will fix a long-

- standing (and common for the area) condition, thereby benefiting her property? Since neither of
these aspects of the Project creates a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect
due to unusual circumstances, this appeal is entirely without merit. Instead, it appears to be
simply another procedural hurdle for the deWildes to leap before they can progress with their
otherwise fully vetted and approved Project. '

D. Conclusion

This Project will allow the deWildes to create a usable single family home, which the City is
desperately in need of. It will also provide benefit to the entire block by working to stabilize the
slope that runs behind the homes. All the deWildes need to get their expert slope team mobilized
is to get through the last road blocks thrown up by Ms. Mar, including the present appeal. I look
forward to presenting this matter to you on May 19, 2015. Thank you for your consideration.

Very Truly yours,
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP
o .
/ %v/‘é v A
Jody Knight
Cc:  Supervisor Eric Mar
' Supervisor Mark Farrell
Supervisor Julie Christensen
Supervisor Katy Tang
Supervisor Jane Kim
Supervisor Norman Yee
Supervisor Scott Wiener
One Bush Street, Suite 400 -
San Francisco, CA 94104
tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
L\R&A856101\CEQA appeal\CEQA Appeal Brief doc REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ue www.reubenlaw.com

1310



President London Breed

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
May 8, 2015

Page 5

Supervisor David Campos

Supervisor Malia Cohen

Supervisor John Avalos

Rick Caldeira, Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office
- John Rahaim, Planning Director

Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer

Christopher Espiritu, Planning Department

Kate Conner, Planning Department

Melody Mar

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, u» www.reubenlaw.com

TR&A\856101\CEQA appeaN\CEQA Appeal Briefdoc

1311




President London Breed

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
May 8, 2015°

Page 6

IR&ABS6101\CEQA appeal\ CEQA Appeal Brict doo

.........................

..............................................

......................................

EXHIBIT LIST

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, u»

1312

Slope Work Proposal Summary

CEQA Certificate of Determination 4

One Bush Street, Suite 4600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480

www.reubenlaw.com



EXHIBIT A

1313




May 7, 2015

Board of Superyisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: 26 Hodges Alley
CEQA Appeal
Hearing Date: May 19, 2015

Dear Supervisors:

I live at 30 Hodges Alley and am writing to support the propbsed Project at 26 -
Hodges Alley.

I believe that the Project will enhance Hodges Alley and the neighborhood as a
whole. I therefore support the Project without reservation.

Lulu Ezekiel

e 1314



Mroli 11;2015

San Francisco Planning Comrhission
1650 Mission: Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Rei DR hearing for 26 Hodizes Al
Case No.: 2014-001042DRP.
Hearing date: March 12,2015

Dear Planning Commissionéers

My family lives at 364 Vallejo Street. The rear poi'ﬁOn of our lot abuts the rcg}lr portion of26
Hodges Alley. After reviewing the public documents, I have no objection to ‘the progoesed project
at 26 Hodges Alley. ‘

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Gary Massetani

Cc: Kate Conner, Plagner
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Gilpin Geosciences, Inc
Earthquake & Engineering Geology

- January 30, 2015
91552.01

Mr. and Mrs. David de Wilde.

. 2650 Green Street

San Francisco, CA 94123

Subject: REVISED
Rock Slope Mitigation
Residential Improvements
26 Hodges Alley
San Francisco, California

Dear Mr. and Mrs. de Wilde:
INTRODUCTION -

We are pleased to submit the results of our recent consultation concerning
rockfall mitigation related to the proposed improvements at 26 Hodges Alley,
San Francisco, California. Previously we presented our Engineering Geolgic and
Geotechnical Investigation report dated 28 May 2013. Since then we studied
several alternative methods of rock slope stabilization based on discussions with
the project structural engineer and contractors experienced with rock slope
mitigation. The results were summarized in aletter dated 14 August 2014.

Following submittal of our original report and the results of our supplemental
study we met with Mr. John Wallace of Cotton Shires, Associates, the neighbor’s
geologic consultant. Working with Mr. Wallace we developed an alternative
mitigation plan for the rock slope on the property recognizing that space
limitations and available equipment types will affect the construction
methodology. The recommendations presented in this letter are consistent with
the original intent of our 28 May 2013 report and subsequent letter dated 14
August 2014 and incorporate the recommentations developed with Mr. Wallace.

To provide and understanding of the proposed remodelling and expansion of the
‘home, a letter from the owner to the San Francisco Planning Commmission is
aftached.

2038 Redwood Road, Napa, CA 94558 tel: (707) 251-8543 fax: (707) 257-8543
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- 26 Hodges Alley
91552.01
January 30, 2015
p.-2

RECOMMENDATIONS

The revised rock slope mitigation plan addresses the problems of stabilizing the
. loose rock and potential wedge-type rock failures outlined in our previous
report.

The revised mitigation will commence with scaling of loose and weathered rock
from the slope (i.e. remove loose rock from the face of the slope). As part of the
scaling the concrete stem wall supporting the existing deck will be demolished
and removed.

To reduce the potential for raveling of the rock face, shotcréte will be applied to
the upper face of the rock slope. This mitigation was discussed with a specialty
contractor who indicates that the shotcrete can be installed satisfactorily.

To improve the overall stability of the rock, holes set back approximately 3 feet
from the face of the slope will be drilled vertically into the rock for the full height
of the slope (20 feet) and three feet below the base of the rock slope, for a total
length of 23 feet. Steel rods will be inserted in the holes and high-strength grout
will be injected between the rods and the rock. This process should stitch the
rock together to reduce the hazard of pieces of rock from hecoming dislodged
and should provide support for the subsequent application of reinforced
shotcrete. Finally, steel reinforcing mesh will be hung from the vertical rock
bolts and #3 rebar dowels, 12 inches long will be drilled and epoxied into the
rock face at 5 feet on-center. The dowels should be L-shaped and inserted in
6-inch deep drilled holes. The reinforced shotcrete facing will be applied over
the upper 7 feet of the rock face.

This revised rock slope stabilization should provide the necessary rock fall
hazard mitigation. We have not been provided with design level architectural or
structural plans for the residence; however, we understand the existing
foundations will be used to support the new loads, or, if new foundations are
needed, they will be installed a significant distance from the top of slope.

~ Furthermore, the planned removal of the existing stem wall and deck will reduce
the load on the rock slope. Any new loads will be sited in such a manner that no
new loads will affect the stability of the rock slope.

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
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26 Hodges Alley
91552.01
January 30, 2015

p-3

LIMITATIONS

Our services have been performed in accordance with generally accepted
principles and practices of the geological and geotechnical profession. This
warranty is in lieu of all other warranties, either expressed or implied. In
addition, the conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are
professional opinions based on the indicated project criteria and data described
in this report. They are intended only for the purpose, site location and project
indicated.

We trust that this provides you 'with the information that you require at this
time. If you have questions, please call.

Sincerely,

GILPIN GEOSCIENCES, INC.

s

Lou M. Gilpin
Enginerering Geologist

LANGAN TREADWELL ROLLO, INC.
Fiaid [ Roll—

Frank L. Roilo
Geotechnical Engineer

Attachment. 28January 2015 Letter to SF Planning Commission

Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.

1325




EXHIBIT D

1326



SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination
Exemption from Environmental Review

1650 Mission St
Suite 400
San Francisco,

CA 84103-2479

Case No.: 2013.0783E

Project Title: 26 Hodges Alley

Zoning: RH-3 (Residential ~ House, Three Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District '

Block/Lot: 0134/012

Lot Size: 1,067 square feet

Project Sponsor:  Heidi Liebes — Liebes Architects -
(415) 812-5124 ‘

Staff Contact: Christopher Espiritu — (415) 575-9022
Christopher. Espiritu@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project would include the interior remodel of an existing two-story residence and the
vertical addition for a new third floor to add an approximately 460-square-foot (sq ft) bedroom suite. The
proposed project would also include the expansion of an existing roof deck by adding approximately 131
square feet of new roof deck space, accessed from the new third floor bedroom, The propésed third-floor
addition would add approximately 11'-1” to the existing 19"-10” structure, for a total building height of
30°-11”. Other project details include the installation of new interior stairs, enlarging the existing kitchen,
and enclosing an existing exterior staircase for access to the expanded roof deck. The project site is
located on the block bounded by Green Street to the north, Vallejo Street to the south, Sansome Street to
the east, and Hodges Alley to the west, within the North Beach neighborhood.

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 1 [California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301].

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION:

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.

—

Sarah B’ Jones Date
Environmental Review cer
cc:  Heidi Liebes, Project Sponsor Jonathan Lamamers, Preservation Planner  Supervisor Chi, District 3 (via Clerk of the Board)

Kate Conner, Current Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List Vima Byrd, M.D.F.
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Exemption from Envirormental Review Case No. 2013.0783E
26 Hodges Alley

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

The proposed project is located on a site that has a slope of approximately 20 percent sloping downward
(to the east) towards the rear of project site. The proposed project would involve excavation associated
with foundation-strengthening related to the proposed additions and provide slope-stabilization support
to adjacent buildings. The existing one-vehicle garage at-grade would remain and the existing 10-foot-
wide curb cut, located on the Hodges Alley frontage, would also remain.

Project Approvals
. The proposed project would require the following approvals:

¢ Variance (Zoning Administrator) — The proposed project would require a Variance from the
Planning Code for a rear yard modification pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. This variance
would be granted by the Planning Department’s Zoning Administrator.

» Site Permit (Department of Building Inspection [DBI]) — The proposed project would require the
approval of a Site Permit by DBL

Approval Action: While the proposed project would require the approval of a Variance by the Zoning
Administrator, the Approval Action for the project would be through the issuance of a Site Permit by
DBL X discretionary review before the Planning Comunission is requested, the discretionary review
hearing is the Approval Action for the project. If no discretionary review is requested, the issuance of a
Site Permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day
appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code.

REMARKS:

Historic Architectural Resources. The Planning Department’s Historic Preservation staff evaluated the
property to determine whether the existing structure on the project site is a historical resource as defined
by CEQA. According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER)! prepared for the project, and
information found in the Planning Department archives, the property at 26 Hodges Alley contains a two-
story, wood-frame, single-family residence constructed in 1907. Originally addressed as'6é Hodges Alley,
the residence is vernacular in style, clad with unpainted horizontal rustic wood channel siding, and
capped by a flat roof. The primary facade faces west onto Hodges Alley and features a metal-frame panel
garage door to the south and a metal panel pedestrian entry to the north.

The property is not located within the boundaries of any listed historic districts. However, the property is
located within proximity (Ya-mile) of the Telegraph Hill, Northeast Waterfront, and Jackson Square

1 Jonathan Lamumers — Preservation Planner, . Historic Resource Evaluation R&panse (HRER), 26 Hodges Alley, November 15, 2013. This

report is available for review as part of Case No. 2013.0783E.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Exemption from Environmental Review - ‘ Case No. 2013.0783E
26 Hodges Alley

Historic Districts. Therefore, the property was evaluated for individual eligibility for inclusion, as well as
inclusion as contributor to a historic district, to the California Register.

The California Register criteria for eligible individual resources and historic districts provide sp;ecific
measures on evaluaﬁng individual properties for inclusion into the California Register. Criterion 1
(Events) determines whether a property is associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the
United States. Criterion 2 (Persons) examines whether a property is associated with the lives of persons
important to the local, regional or national past. Criterion 3 (Architecture) analyzes whether a property
embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents
the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. Criterion 4 (Information Potential) determines
whether a property yields, or may be likely to yield, information impértant in prehistory or history. The
property at 26 Hodges Alley was evaluated for inclusion into the California Register and is further
discussed below.

Criterion 1 (Events). According to the HRER, the building stock along the southeastern slopes of Telegraph
Hill represents a cohesive development pattern associated with rebuilding efforts following the 1906
Earthquake. The reconstruction of San Francisco was unprecedented in its scope and pace, and remains
one of the most significant events in the city’s history. Nearly all buildings in the immediate vicinity were
residential or mixed-use properties constructed during a punctuated burst of activity between 1906 and
1913, and they convey clear and significant assodiation with the reconstruction effort. While the property
at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be an individually eligible for historic listing under this Criterion,
it is part of a larger grouping of properties which collectively constitute a potential historic district.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley Street is significant under California
Register Criterion 1 (Events) for its dssociation with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction.

Criterion 2 (Persons). According to-the HRER, Preservation Staff determined that as a group, the owners
and residents of 26 Hodges Alley illustrate the strong working-class Italian demographics that were
representative of the North Beach and Telegraph Hill area during the early 20th century. However, none
of the persons appear to be important to local, state or national history such that the subject property
would be eligible for historic listing under this Criterion. Therefore, Preservation Staff concluded that 26
Hodges Alley is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2 (Persons).

Criterion 3 (Architecture). The HRER found that the building was designed by local architect, Fedele Costa,
per the original 1907 building permit record. Fedele Costa was born in 1863 in Bioglio, Italy and
immigrated to the United States in 1906. The son of a successful builder, he arrived- in San Francisco in
1906 and was known to have served as the architect for St. Joseph’s Catholic Church in Auburn,
California (1911) and the Holy Rosary Roman Catholic Church in Woodland, California (1912). The
existing building at 26 Hodges Alley does not appear to be a distinctive example of a type, period, region
or method of construction such that it would be individually eligible for the California Register under

this Criterion. Also, the property also does not appear to be a prominent work of architect, Fedele Costa. .

SAN FRANCISCR 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.0783E
26 Hodges Alley

However, the building does appear to be part of a concentration of residential buildings significant for
their association with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and eligible for the California Register as a
historic district. Nearly all of the buildings in the immediate vicinity were constructed between 1906 and
1913, and most evidence a shared design vocabulary based on Classical Revival influences. Character-
defining architectural features of this district include wood frame construction and wood cladding, and
the use of demgn elements such as pilasters, entablatures, dentil moldings and prominent cornices.

Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that 26 Hodges Alley, while not individually significant under
this Criterion, could be significant as part of a concentration of properties that convey clear association
with post-1906 Earthquake reconstruction and appear to constitute a potential historic district eligible for
listing in the California Registér under Criterion 3 (Architecture).

Criterion 4 (Information Potential). Finally, based upon a review of information in the Departments records,
the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4 (Information Potential), which is typicall);
associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely significant under
Criterion 4, since this gignificance criteria typically applies to rare construction types when involving the
built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type and would
therefore not be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criteria 4.

In order to be considered a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to
have significance under the California Register of Historical Resources criteria (Criterion 1-4), but also
must have historic integrity.? Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its
past. According to the HRER, 26 Hodges Alley retains integrity of location, setting and association as it
remains a residential property, has never been moved, and is largely surrounded by the same properties
.as it was historically. However, the building does not appear to retain integrity of design, workmanship,
or materials. The property has experienced several alterations between 1934 and 1969, which included
raising the building to insert a garage, window replacement, and the installation of a roof deck. Other
alterations which are undocumented or poorly documented include the large rear addition constructed
between 1913 and 1938 and the construction of the second-story overhang at the primary facade. The
primary entry, garage and fenestration pattern and materials are all contemporary in nature, while the
articulation of the primary fagade has been altered. Collectively, these changes have significantly changed
the character of the building such that it is no longer able to effectively convey its 1907 construction.
Therefore, Preservation Staff determined that the property at 26 Hodges Alley does not retain historic

integrity.

2 Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of a property’s historic xdenhty, evidenced by the survxval of physxml characteristics that
existed during the property’s period of significance.”
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As discussed, the property was shown to have significance under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3:
(Architecture) for inclusion to the California Register as part of a historic district. However, the property

did not retain its historic integrity and lacks integrity from its period of significance (1906-1915).

Preservation Staff concluded that the property at 26 Hodges Alley is a non-contributor to an -eligible

Historic District. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not materially impair the

characteristics of the existing historic resource, thus the proposed project would not result in significant

impacts related to historic resources.

Geotechnical. According to Planning Department records, the project‘ site is not located within a
Landslide Hazard Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone; however, the property is located on a site with a
slope of 20 percent. A Geotechnical Investigation was conducted for the property and is summarized
below3

The Geotechnical Investigation notes that the site slopes downward toward the rear of the property to the
east and the rear of the property sits at the top of a near vertical 15- to 20-foot-tall slope that was
excavated into the hillside for the development of a downslope residence located at 358 Vallejo Street.
The project site is documented to be located in an area that is underlain by Franciscan Complex
comprised of sedimentary rocks composed of sandstone, shale, and greywacke sandstone. Also, the site
lies immediately southwest of former rock quarry operations that were present on the eastern slopes of
Telegraph Hill until the turn of the 20% Century.

The Geotechnical Investigation provides specific recommendations and requirements concerning site
preparation and foundations, retaining walls, and rock-slope support. These are further discussed below.

Foundations. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that the proposed improvements including the
addition of a new third floor bedroom would be adequately supported by drilled pier foundations.
Drilled piers should be at least 18-inches in diameter and drilled at least five feet into the underlymg
bedrock beneath the existing building.

Rock-Slope Stabilization. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that due to former quarry operations, which

included blasting has resulted in over-steepened and shattered slopes. Aggressive quarrying that was

common in the Telegraph Hill area left exposed bedrock in the eastern slope, and the Geotechnical

Investigation found evidence of recent rockfalls, with debris and rock fragments, that have fallen from

the eastern slope at the rear of the property and have accumulated in the rear yard of the adjacent
property at 358 Vallejo Street.

A Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis was performed and revised recommendations for rock-slope
stabilization were recommended. Due to the unique features of the eastern slope at the rear of the site, the
previous recommendation to construct a concrete wall to stabilize the slope was deemed infeasible. The
Supplemental Geotechnical -Investigation therefore recommended that the best solution for reducing

3 Gilpin Geosciences, Inc, — Earthquake & Engineering Geology, Engineering Geologic and Geoleclnical Investigation, Residential

Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Francisco, California, May 28, 2013. This report is available for review as part of Case No.
2013.07B3E.

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 5
LANNING DEPARTMENT

1331




Exemption from Environmental Review ' Case No. 2013.0783E
T . ) 26 Hodges Alley

rockfall hazards at the project site would be to include the installation of a steel wire mesh net that would
contain loose rock from impacting the residence at 358 Vallejo Street, and the installation of concrete
encased steel rock bolts that would reinforce the rock slope. The netting would be supported by vertical
rock bolts drilled into the slope at the top and bottom. :

The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation* identified this strategy as the most feasible since the

process will essentially stitch the rock together to prevent pieces of rock from becoming dislodged.

Finally, a closely spaced steel mesh net will be attached to the slope to contain pieces of rock that may -

become dislodged in the future. The selected approach stabilizes loose rock by scaling the rock face and

applying mesh. Stability of the existing rock slope is increased by pinning fotential wedge-type rock
- failures with the vertical rock bolts. '

The Supplefﬁental Geotechnical Investigation ultimately concluded that the project site is -suitable to
support the proposed project, provided that its recommendations are incorporated into the design and
construction of the proposed project. The project sponsor has agreed to implement these
recommendations, subject to Building Code requirements and implementation would riot result in
foreseeable significant impacts.

The San Francisco Building Code ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. Decisions about
appropriate foundation and structural design are considered as part of the DBI permit Teview process.
Prior to issuing a building permit for the proposed project, the DBI would review the geotechnical report
to ensure that the security and stability of adjoining properties and the subject property is maintained
during and following project construction. Thetefore, potential damage to structures from geologic
hazards on the project site would be addressed through compliance with the San Francisco Building
Code. ‘ - :

EXEMPT STATUS: .

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1), or Class 1, provides an exemption for minor alteration of -
existing private structures, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of
determination. Additionally, Class 1 exempts additions to existing structures provided that the addition
will not result in an increase of more ‘than 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the '
addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The proposed project would include the addition of
approximately 460 square feet for a new third-floor bedroom suite and the interior remodel of the
existing two-story residence. Therefore, the proposed demolition meets the criteria for exemption from
environmental review under Class 1, ’

4 Gilpin Geosciences, Inc. — Earthquake & Engineering Geology, Supplemental Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation,
Residential Improvements, 26 Hodges Alley, San Francisco, California, August 14, 2014. This report is available for review as part of

Case No. 2013.0783E.
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CONCLUSION:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 -states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect, The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental

review.
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: 'SF Docs (LIB)

Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 1 46 PM i -
To: _ BOS Legislation, (BOSY

Subject: Re: Please Post the Attached Heanng Notices

Hi John,

I have posted the hearing notices.
Thank you,

Michael

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2015.1:36 PM

To: SF Docs {LIB)

€c: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notices

Good afternoon,
Please kindly post the attached hearing notices.

File No. 140767 - Public Hearing - Appeal of Categorical Exemptiori from Environmental Review - 2251 Greenwich
Street - Fire Station No. 16 ' :

File No. 150395 - Public Hearing - Appeal of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley

Thanks!

John Carroll

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

&% Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

IS

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
information when they communicate with-the Board of Supervisors and its commitiees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legisiation or hearings will be made available to alf members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that o
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: ' BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 11:40 AM
To: ) Melomm@aol.com; Givner, Jon (CAT); Byrne, Mariena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC)

Sanchez, Scott (CPC) Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC);
Tam, Tina (CPC); Conner, Kate {CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors;
liebes.heidi@gmail.com; Espiritu, Christopher (CPC); jknight@reubenlaw.com; BOS-
Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Lamug, Joy (BOS);
Carroll, John (BOS)
‘Subject: Appeal of Categorical Exemption Determination - 26 Hodges Alley - Hearing Notice

Good morning,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on May 19,
2015, at 3:00 p.m.- '

Please find linked below the Hearing Notice for the appeal of categorical exemption from environmental review under
the Califarnia Environmental Quality Act for the proposed project at 26 Hodges Alley.

Hearing Notice — 26 Hodges Alley

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 150395

Thank you,

John Carroll

. Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

& Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that Is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the Colifornia Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees, All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to afl members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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- City Hall ‘
1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
) TDD/TTY No. 5445227
PROOF OF MAILING
Legislative File No. 150395

" Description of ltems: MeAtiol Anticed To  APFECAST, ProjecT &PopSoR., ANO
v MEQPENTS  Alop ST PRVOED B( PLAROWL OePT.

[, John Carroll . , an employee of the City and
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the
. sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully
prepaid as follows:

Date: 5/5/2015
Time: 8:25 a.m.
USPS Locafion: Clerk’s Office USPS Dropoff

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): Q&ég wd Co, D W qurs- o Abac)
! 1

Signature: ‘ CA?EC 4-—)&

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file.
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. . ——— City HE]l
1Dr. Cat. . .« B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
" Tel. No 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TTD/TTY No. 5545227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may
attend and be heard:

Date: "~ Tuesday, May 19, 2015
Time: 3:00 p.m.

Location:  City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Leglslatlve Chamber,
Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: File No. 140767. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to
' the determination of categorical exemption from environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by the
Planning Department on June 2, 2014, for the proposed project at
2251 Greenwich Street known as Fire Station No. 16. (District 2)
(Appellant: Stephen Williams, on behalf of Brent Mchckmg and
Evan Kletter) (Filed July 2, 2014).

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record
in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Board.
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall,
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information
relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda

information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, May 15,
2015. :

‘ “.
- CaPdde
Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

DATED: May 5, 2015 :
MAILED/POSTED: May 5, 2015
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. City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

BOARD of SUPERVISORS Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
April 17, 2015
Melody Mar

358 Vallejo Street
San Francnsco CA 94133

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quallty Act (CEQA) Determmatlon of
Exemption from Environmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley

Dear Ms. Mar:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memo dated April 15, 2015, (copy
attached), from the Planning Department regarding the timely filing of your appeal of the
determination of exemption from environmental review for 26 Hodges Alley.

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner.

The appeal filing period closed on Monday, April 13, 2015. Pursuant to Administrative Code,
Section 31.16, a hearing date has been scheduled for Tuesday, May 19, 2015, at 3:00 p.m.,
at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102.

Please provide to the Clerk’s Office by 12:00 noon: .

20 days prior to the hearing: names and addresses of interested parties to be notified of
the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and

11 days prior to the hearing: any documentation which you may want available to the
Board members prior to the hearing.

For the above, the Clerk’s office requests one electronic file (sent to bos.legislation@sfgov.org)
and one hard copy of the documentation for distribution.

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 hard
copies of the materials 1o the Clerk’s Office for distribution. If you are unable to make the
deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive copies of
the materials.
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Letter to Melody Mar
April 17, 2015 . Page?2

If you have any questions,v please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamﬁg at (415)
554-7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445. '

Sincerely,

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

c:
Heidi Liebes, Project Sponsor

Jon Givner, Deputy City Aftorney

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney

Marlena Byme, Deputy City Attorney

John Rahaim, Planning Director

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department

Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Aaron Starr, Planning Department

- AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

Kate Conner, Planning Department

Christopher Espiritu, Planning Depariment

Jonas lenin, Planning Commission
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 SAN FRANGISCO:
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE:  April 15,2015

TO: Amngela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer

RE: Appeal timeliness determination — 26 Hodges Alley, Planning

Depariment Case No. 2013.0783E

An appeal of the categorical exemption for the proposed project at 26 Hodges Alley
(Planning Department Case No. 2013.0783E) was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the
Board on April 10, 2015 by Melody Mar, owner of 358 Vallejo-Street.

Timeline: The Categorical Exemption was issued on September 18, 2014. The exemption
identified the Approval Action for the project as the Discretionary Review Hearing by
‘the Planning Commission, as pro{fided for in Planning Code Section 311, which occurred
on March 12, 2015 (Date of the Approval Action).

Timeliness Determination: Section 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative
Code states that any person or entity may appeal an exemption determination to the
Board of Supetvisors during the time period beginning with the date of the exemption
determination and ending 30 days after the Date of the Approval Action.

The appeal of the exemption determination was filed on April 10, 2015, which is the 29th

day within 30 days after the Date of the Approval Action and is within the time frame

specified above. Therefore the appeal is considered timely.

Section 31.16(b)(4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states that the Clerk of the
Board shall schedule the appeal hearing no less than 21 days and no more than 45 days
following expiration of the specified time period for filing of the appeal.

Memo
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 -
San Francisco 94102-4689

Tel. No. 554-5184

Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April 10, 2015

To: John Rahaim
Planning Director

From%gela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Determination of
Exemption from Environmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley

An appeal of the CEQA Exemption Determination for 26 Hodges Alley was filed with the Office
of the Clerk of the Board on April 10, 2015, by Melody Mar.

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached

documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely

manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working days
-of receipt of this request.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at
(415) 554-7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445.

c Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Marlena Byme, Deputy City Attorney
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Aaron Starr, Planning Department
Tina Tam, Planning Department
Kate Conner, Planning Department
Jonas Ionin, Planning Department
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
' Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
April 17, 2015

FILE NO. 150395

Received from the Board of Supervisors-Clerk’s Office a check in
the amount-of Five Hundred Forty Seven Dollars ($547),
representing filing fee paid by Melody Mar (Appellant), for the
Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination for 26 Hodges Alley.

Planning Department
By:

“Tory Yeung

Print Name

L/’,ﬁLv A
£-8ignaturg/and Date !
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: 5}"'2 'MELODY MAR

<. v TO THE
ORDER OF
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7000
San Francisco, CA 94133 ° 24 hour Customer Service.
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| Introduction Form

B ’a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor ] @
| | ime stamp \ <« l I
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): : or meeting date > |12- f IS
] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
[l 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.
3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.
0 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor SR inquires”
[0 5. City Attorney request.
[ 6.CallFileNo. | from Committee.
[ 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).
[ 8. Substitute Legislation File No.
[l 9. Reactivate File No.
[ 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on
Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
1 Small Business Commission, 7 Youth Commission 1 Ethics Commission
1 Planning Commission [[1 Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.
Sponsor(s):
Clerk of the Board
Subject:

Public Hearing - Appeal of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review - 26 Hodges Alley

The text is listed below or attached:

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the determination of categorical exemption from environmental
review under thé California Environmental Quality Act issued by the Planning Department on September 18, 2014,
for the proposed project at 26 Hodges Alley. (District 3) (Appellant: Melody Mar) (Filed April 10, 2015).

Signature of Spoﬁsoring Supervisor: {
For Clerk's Use Only:

’150398
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