December 29, 2017

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re:

2417 Green Street
Project Sponsor’s Brief in Opposition to Appeal of Categorical Exemption
Hearing Date: January 9, 2018
Our File No.: 7696.05

Dear Supervisors:
We represent Chris Durkin, project sponsor of the proposed excavation, rear addition,
and alterations to the existing single-family residence (the “Project”) at 2417 Green Street (the
“Property”). On May 16, 2017, the Planning Department approved a Categorical Exemption (the
“CatEx”) under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) for the Project. (The
CatEx is attached hereto as Exhibit A.) (The Project’s Environmental Evaluation Application is
attached as Exhibit B.) The owner of the property located adjacent to the Property to the west,
2421 Green Street, has appealed the approval of the CatEx.
As described in greater detail below and in the memoranda submitted by City Staff, the
appeal should be denied for the following reasons. The appellant’s arguments:


misunderstand the City’s Planning Code Section 311 and permit issuance process
(the Project was not “piecemealed”);



quote selectively from the CEQA statue, guidelines, and caselaw to fabricate a
historic resource issue that doesn’t exist; and



fail to provide any evidence (beyond speculation and opinion) of any potential
environmental impacts.

As such, we respectfully request that the Board deny the appeal.
I.

The Project Has Not Been “Piecemealed”

The appellant alleges that the City has engaged in “unlawful project piecemealing.”
(Appellant’s Brief at pp. 15-16.) Under controlling law, a public agency may not divide a single
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project into smaller individual subprojects to avoid responsibility for considering the
environmental impact of the project as a whole. (Orinda Ass’n v. Board of Supervisors (1986)
182 Cal.App.3d 1145,1171.) The appellant argues that the City’s separate issuance of the
Project’s foundation permit on November 3, 2017 (Permit No. 201710020114) somehow
constitutes unlawful piecemealing. This is incorrect.
The Project description in the CatEx is as follows:
Alterations to an existing four-story-over-basement single-family residence with
one vehicle parking space. Excavate to add two vehicle parking spaces. Threestory addition. Façade alterations and foundation replacement. Lower existing
building. [Emphasis added.]
As clearly shown in the Project description, the approval of the CatEx contemplated
excavation work as part of the Project. Hence, the City did not divide the Project into smaller
individual projects to avoid considering the environmental impacts of the Project as a whole.
The CatEx considered the entirety of the Project.
Moreover, it is common practice for a foundation permit to be issued separately from an
alteration (building) permit. In this case, the Property’s existing foundation is very old, made of
brick, and in need of replacement independent of the other Project components. This is true of
many of the foundations in the neighborhood, including the adjacent neighbor to the east, who
recently replaced their foundation as well. The Project sponsor sought issuance of the
foundation permit earlier in the process in an attempt to complete the work prior to the rainy
season.
The appellant also argues that the foundation permit could not be issued because the City
had not completed its Planning Code Section 311 process. Appellant misunderstands this
process. When the Planning Department releases the Section 311 neighborhood notice
concerning a project, it does so only because the City has completed its review of the entirety of
the project and determined the project fully complies with all applicable codes and regulations,
including its review of the project under CEQA. No further approvals are required to begin
construction.
The Section 311 process allows neighbors to express their views on design issues, which
can then also be brought to the Planning Commission for review. But the Section 311 process is
not part of the City’s permit approval process that is required for a project to start construction.
The City already has determined that construction may commence. Consequently, a permit like
the foundation permit may be issued – because the City has determined that the project is ready
for construction.
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For these reasons, the issuance of the foundation permit was sensible, common practice,
and lawful. The City did not unlawfully “piecemeal” the Project’s approvals.
II.

The Project Will Not Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance
of a Historical Resource

The appellant argues that the approval of the CatEx was improper because the Project
“may cause significant impacts on a historic resource” [appellant’s home – the Coxhead House].
(Appellant’s Letter to the Board dated November 22, 2017, at pp. 7-10.) However, the
appellant’s argument that the approval of the CatEx violated CEQA ignores the plain language of
the CEQA statute and its guidelines.
The City has determined that the project qualifies for one of CEQA’s categorical
exemptions, the “existing facilities” exemption for building additions under 10,000 square feet.
The appellant does not challenge that initial determination, but argues that the project qualifies
for an exception to the existing facilities exemption concerning historical resources. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15300.2(f) provides as follows regarding this exception:
Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a
project which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource. [Emphasis added.]
Appellant argues that appellant’s home, the Coxhead House, is a historical resource and
that the Project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource. (We
will assume for the sake of argument in this appeal that the Coxhead House is a historical
resource, but reserve our right to challenge this conclusion.)
Appellant’s argument fails, however, because CEQA provides a very specific definition
for what constitutes “a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.” In
short, the project must “demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner” the historic
characteristics of the historic resource. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.) Under CEQA,
performing construction near a historical resource is not enough to cause a substantial adverse
change. The proposed project must demolish or materially alter the historical resource. Here,
the Project will not alter the Coxhead House in any manner. The Project simply proposes an
excavation and a rear addition adjacent to the Coxhead House.
Appellant argues that the “alteration” of the resource’s “immediate surroundings” alone
is enough to cause a substantial adverse change. But this argument conspicuously omits
CEQA’s own explanation for what kind of alteration of the immediate surroundings causes a
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substantial adverse change. A substantial adverse change exists only if the project “[d]emolishes
or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource
that convey its historical significance.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).)
The appellant complains that the Project’s foundation work “could harm the Coxhead
House’ brick foundation …” (Appellant’s Brief at p. 9.) This conclusion is nothing more than
speculation of a potential impact to the Coxhead House, and certainly not evidence, and not
evidence of a substantial adverse change to the Coxhead House. The Project’s foundation work
will be performed by engineering experts, and the work, both proposed and performed, has been
and will continue to be reviewed by the City’s engineering experts. No evidence exists that the
Project’s foundation work will demolish or materially alter those physical characteristics of the
Coxhead House that convey its historical significance.
CEQA requires the appellant to produce substantial evidence that the Project has the
potential for a substantial adverse environmental impact. (Apartment Ass’n of Greater Los
Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 1162, 1175.) Substantial evidence is
“facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”
(CEQA Guidelines § 15384.) Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or
evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous or otherwise not credible is not substantial
evidence. (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(5).) Here, the appellant has not produced any
substantial evidence of a substantial adverse change to the Coxhead House.
To the contrary, residential expansion projects with foundation improvements located
adjacent to historical resources in San Francisco, such as the subject Project, are commonplace,
and as a rule do not result significant environmental impacts. A list of at least seven such
examples of recent projects is attached as Exhibit C.
Appellant also argues that the Project’s rear addition will impacts views of and from the
Coxhead House. But because the additions are in the rear of the Property, no public views of the
Coxhead House will be affected. Thus, no evidence exists that the Project’s rear addition will
demolish or materially alter those physical characteristics of the Coxhead House that convey its
historical significance.
Views from the Coxhead House are not protected under any applicable law. Therefore,
by law, and as a matter of common sense, any obstruction of those views cannot be a “substantial
adverse change in the significance of” the Coxhead House. As such, no evidence exists that the
Project’s rear addition will in any way materially alter those physical characteristics of the
Coxhead House that convey its historical significance.
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Finally, appellant cites to the decision in Committee to Save the Hollywoodland Specific
Plan v. City of Los Angeles (2008) 161 Cal.App.4th 1168 in support of its argument regarding the
Coxhead House, but that case is inapplicable here. In that case, a proposed fence would have
blocked public views of an existing historic wall, and was proposed to be constructed on top of
the wall. Our case is different – no public views of the Coxhead House will be affected by the
Project, and no physical changes to the Coxhead House are proposed.
III.

Conclusion

CEQA provides clear and specific guidance as to what constitutes a potential
environmental impact, and when projects do not qualify for categorical exemptions. This
guidance is designed to prevent claims based on speculation and narrow personal interests, such
as those set forth by appellant in this appeal. As such, we respectfully submit that the appeal
should be denied. Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

Thomas Tunny

Enclosures
cc:

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Richard Drury
John Rahaim, Planning Director
Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
Jeanie Poling, Planning Department
Christopher May, Planning Department
Chris Durkin
Eric Dumican
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Address

Block/Lot(s)

2417 Green Street
Case No.

Permit No.

0560/028
Plans Dated

2017-002545ENV
❑
✓ Addition/
Alteration

❑Demolition
(requires HRER if over 45 yeazs old)
Project description for Planning Department approval.

2/10/2017
❑New
Construction

~Project Modification
(GO TO STEP 7)

Alterations to an existing four-story-over-basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space. Excavate
to add two vehicle parking spaces. Three-story rear addition. Facade alterations and foundation replacement. Lower
existing building.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
*Note:If neither class applies,an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*
Class 1 —Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

❑

Class 3 —New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three(3)new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office stnzctures; utility extensions.; .;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.Change of use under 10,000
s .ft. if rind all ernutted or with a CU.
Class_

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
If any box is checked below,an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.
Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documenta#on ofenrollment in the San Francisco Department ofPublic Health(DPH)Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations.(refer to EP ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)
Hazardous Materials:If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials(based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yazds
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box ifthe applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco D artment o Public Health(DPH)Maher ro ram, a DPH waiver om the
SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Maher program, or other documentationfrom Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP ArcMap > Maher layer).
Transportation: Does the project create six (6)or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?
Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2)feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight(8)feet in anon-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

❑

❑

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)
Slope = or > 20%:Does the project involve any of the following:(1)square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint,(2)excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil,(3) new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked,a geotechnical report is required.
Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following:(1)square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint,(2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil,(3)new construction? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.
Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following:(1)square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint,(2)excavation of 50
cubic yards or more of soil,(3)new constrtzckion? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones)If box is checked,a geotechnical report will Likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above,GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above,an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.
❑
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.
Comments and Planner Signature (oPtional): ca n

o i ng

Digitally signed by Jean Poling
Date: 2017.0320 16:45:48 -07'00'

No archeological effects. Sponsor enrolled in DPH Maher program. Project will follow
recommendations of 1/12/17 Divis Consulting preliminary geotechnical report.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS -HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:(re er to Parcel In ormation Ma )
] Category A:Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
[
✓
Category B:Potential Historical Resource (over 45 ears of a e). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
Check all that apply to the project.
1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.
2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.
❑ 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window 1Zeplacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.
❑ 4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelinesfor Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.
5. Deck,terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.
❑ 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-ofway.
❑ 7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.
8. AddiHon(s)that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
❑
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50%larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.
Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.
Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.
Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.
Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.
Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER
Check all that apply to the project.
❑

1. Project involves a known historical resource(CEQA Category A)as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.
2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

❑

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are consistent with
existing historic character.
4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.
5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

❑

❑

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic
photographs,plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
7. Addition(s),including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standardsfor Rehabilitation.
8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standardsfor the Treatment ofHistoric Properties
(specify or add comments):

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Revised: 4/11/16

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
10. Reclassification of property status.(Requires approval b~ Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation
Coordinator)
Q✓ Reclassify to Category C
❑ Reclassify to Category A
(attach HRER)
a. Per HRER dated: 5~~~~~~
b. Other (specify):
Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked,a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.
Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided,the project requires an
❑
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.
Comments(optional):

Preservation Planner Signafore:

Shelley C81tagirone

Digitally signed by ShelleyCaitagirone
Date: 2017.05.16 13:43:40 -07'00'

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROTECT PLANNER
Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):
Step 2 — CEQA Impacts
❑

Step 5 —Advanced Historical Review

STOP!Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.
Q

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

Planner Name: Shelley Caltagirone

Signature:

Project Approval Action:

Shelley

Building Permit

Caltag i r
one

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

Digitally signed
by Shelley
Caltagirone
Date: 2017.05.16
13:44:01 -07~~~ ~

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31
of the Administrative Code.
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed
within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM
Preservation Team Meeting Date:

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

Date of Form Completion 5/4/2017

PROJECT INFORMATION:
Planner:

Reception:

415.558.6378

Address:

Shelley Caltagirone

2417 Green Street

BlocklLot:

Fax:
415.558.6409

Cross Streets:

0560/028

Pierce and Scott Streets

CEQA Category:

Art. 10/11:

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

BPA/Case No.:

B

2017.002545ENV

PURPOSE OF REVIEW:
:
~ CEQA

(` Article 10/11

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
('Preliminary/PIC

(: Alteration

(` Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 2/10/17
PROJECT ISSUES:
~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?
If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?
Additional Notes:

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation report prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, April
2017
Proposed Project: Expansion of garage; 3 story horizontal rear addition; alterations to
front facade and roof; excavation and foundation replacement; lowering building; and
i nterior remodel.The project appears to be a de facto demolition per PC Section 10050.
PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:
Category:

(~ A
I ndividual

(' B

(: C

Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the
following Criteria:

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of
the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 -Event:

(' Yes (: No

Criterion 1 -Event:

(' Yes (: No

Criterion 2 -Persons:

('Yes (: No

Criterion 2-Persons:

{' Yes (: No

Criterion 3 -Architecture:

C' Yes (: No

Criterion 3 -Architecture:
Criterion 4 -Info. Potential:

C' Yes (: No
(' Yes (: No

Period of Significance: ~~~

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential:

(' Yes (: No

Period of Significance:
Contributor (' Non-Contributor
(
'

Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 11:

{`` Yes

(` No

CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:

(" Yes

(: No

CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district:

{" Yes

(: No

Requires Design Revisions:

C' Yes

{: No

Defer to Residential Design Team:

(" Yes

(: No

(: N/A

(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

The building at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H.
Smith. Louis B. Floan was to contractor for the building, but no architect was identified.
The property is located on the south side of the street between Pierce and Scott Street in
the Pacific Heights neighborhood. It is a rectangular plan, three-story-over-basement,
woad-frame, single-family residence with aside-facing gable roof and shingle and brick
cladding. The building has been altered, including the insertion of a garage with concrete
cladding, replacement of the front entry porch,and replacement of the upper floor
windows.The building retains some characteristics of the First Bay Tradition style,
including the simple wall surface, wood singles, and small scale ornamentation.
Based on the information provided in the Historic Resource Evaluation report prepared by
Tim Kelley Consulting (December 2016),the Department finds that the subject property
does not appear to be eligible for inclusion on the California Register either as an
individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic district. There is no information
provided by the Project Sponsor's reports or located in the San Francisco Planning
Departments background files to indicate that the property was 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. No significant historical figures
are associated with the property. Lastly, the property does not significantly embody the
distinctive characteristics of the First Bay Tradition style; it is not the work of a master
architect; and, it does not possess high artistic values. Furthermore,the property is not
located within a California Register-eligible historic district. The consultant found no
cohesive collection of buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible
district. The nearest historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures
buildings to the south and west of the subject building. 2417 Green Street would not
contribute to this district since the subject building and its immediate neighbors to the
east are not associated with the architectural significance of the district. The district is
characterized by large,formal, detached dwellings,typically designed by master architects
and displaying a high level of architectural detailing and materials. The subject building is
builder-designed and displays a relatively vernacular style. While the properties to the west
of 2417 Green Street may be eligible for inclusion in the district, the subject building does
not contribute to the Pacific Heights Historic District. The proposed project would have no
adverse impact to historic resources as the subject building is not a historic resource and is
not located within a historic district.
Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner /Preservation Coordinator:

Date:
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EXHIBIT B

PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL REPORT
2417 GREEN STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO ASSESSORS BLOCK 0560 LOT 028

Client:
2417 Green Street, LLC
c/o Chris Durkin
474 Euclid Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118
cfdurkin@gmail.com
12 January 2017
Project: 17‐120101‐01

Prepared by:
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INTRODUCTION
This letter report presents our preliminary geotechnical conclusions and recommendations for the subject
project. Additional geotechnical studies, including a site specific field investigation, are required prior to
final design.
The subject project is located at 2417 Green Street in San Francisco. The site is located on Block 0560 Lot
028 as mapped by the San Francisco Planning Department as shown on the Site Plan, Figure 1.
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
We understand that plans include: remodeling of the existing residence and expanding the existing
basement.
DATA REVIEW
To develop a preliminary understanding of the geologic conditions at the site, we reviewed the following
documents:


Blake M.C. et. al. (2000). Geologic Map and Map Database of Parts of Marin, San Francisco, Alameda,
Contra Costa and Sonoma Counties, California.



California Geological Survey (2001). State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San
Francisco, Official Map.



John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, (1974). San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation, June 1974.

SPECIAL STUDIES ZONES
San Francisco Slope Protection Act
The site is located within an area defined by Section 106A.4.1.4 of the 2013 San Francisco Building code
and consequently is located within a special study zone under the Slope Protection Act; Figure 2.
This report provides preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding geologic hazards at the site.
If a geologic hazard report is required by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, we can
provide one upon your request.
State of California Seismic Hazard Zones
The site is not located within a seismic hazard zone as defined by the State of California; Figure 3.
Alquist Priolo Fault Mapping Act
The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Act and no known active or potentially active faults exist on the site.
GEOLOGIC SETTING
The site lies along a northeast‐facing slope along the northern side of Russian Hill within the Pacific Heights
District in San Francisco.
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The site is located within the Coast Ranges geomorphic province of California that is characterized by
rugged northwest‐trending mountain chains, valleys and ridges. The predominant geologic structure and
these topographic features are controlled by folds and faults that resulted from the collision of the
Farallon plate and North American plate and subsequent strike‐slip faulting along the San Andreas Fault
system. The San Andreas Fault is more than 600 miles long from Point Arena in the north to the Gulf of
California in the south. The Coast Ranges province is bounded on the east by the Great Valley and on the
west by the Pacific Ocean.
The bedrock in the area is mapped as Jurassic‐ to late Cretaceous‐age [~200 – 65 million years ago (Ma)]
Franciscan Complex consisting of sandstone, shale, chert, greenstone and serpentinite. Locally, the
surficial deposits at the site are mapped as Dune Sand.
A geologic map of the site vicinity is presented as Figure 4.
ANTICIPATED SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS
Based on the documents reviewed, we preliminarily conclude the site is underlain by: Dune Sand,
undifferentiated surficial deposits and bedrock.
Undocumented fill may have been placed at the site during prior developments and/or grading activities.
SEISMICITY
The major active faults in the area are the San Andreas, San Gregorio, Hayward, Rodgers Creek and
Calaveras Faults as shown on Figure 5. The closest major active fault is the San Andreas, which is
approximately 10 kilometers to the west. The most recent major earthquake to affect the Bay Area was
the Loma Prieta Earthquake of 17 October 1989, in the Santa Cruz Mountains with a Mw of 6.9,
approximately 98 km from the site.
The U.S. Geological Survey's Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (2013) 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 probability of moment magnitude 6.7 or greater
earthquake occurring before 2037 is 72 percent.
The seismicity of the site is governed by the activity of the San Andreas Fault, although ground shaking
from future earthquakes on other faults would also be felt at the site. The intensity of earthquake ground
motion at the site will depend upon the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the earthquake
epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake. We judge that strong to violent ground shaking
could occur at the site during a large earthquake on one of the nearby faults.
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS
The project site is in a seismically active region. A preliminary discussion regarding geologic hazards and
their impact on the site follows.
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Ground Shaking
The seismicity of the site is governed by the activity of the San Andreas Fault, although ground shaking
from future earthquakes on other faults would also be felt at the site. The intensity of earthquake ground
motion at the site will depend upon the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the earthquake
epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake. We judge that strong to violent ground shaking
could occur at the site during a large earthquake on one of the nearby faults.
Fault Rupture
No active faults are known to exist within the City and County of San Francisco (Blume, 1974). Historically,
ground surface displacements closely follow the trace of geologically young faults.
Slope Stability
No documented landslides were found to be present at the site; (Blume, 1974). Most of the regional slide
deposits are mapped in ravines and swales and/or generally occur on steeper bedrock slope gradients.
Liquefaction and Associated Hazards
When a saturated, cohesionless soil liquefies, it experiences a temporary loss of shear strength created
by a transient rise in excess pore pressure generated by strong ground motion. Soil susceptible to
liquefaction includes loose to medium dense sand and gravel, low‐plasticity silt, and some low‐plasticity
clay deposits. Flow failure, lateral spreading, differential settlement, loss of bearing strength, ground
fissures and sand boils are evidence of excess pore pressure generation and liquefaction.
The site is not mapped within a liquefaction seismic hazard zone.
Cyclic Densification
Cyclic densification is the densification of non‐saturated sand above the groundwater table due to shaking
and can occur during an earthquake, resulting in settlement of the ground surface and overlying
improvements.
The near surface soils are mapped as Dune Sand. Consequently, loose clean sand may be present at the
site. Cyclic densification may occur at the site where loose clean sands are present and not
removed/improved by the proposed construction.
PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Our preliminary geotechnical conclusions and recommendations regarding design and construction are
presented in the remainder of this letter. The conclusions and recommendations presented herein should
be re‐evaluated based on either a site‐specific field investigation or relevant subsurface information or
both. A final geotechnical report should be prepared by us prior to finalizing the design of the proposed
improvements.
Undocumented Fill
Undocumented fill may be encountered at the site. Undocumented fill should not be relied upon for
foundation support. Where new concrete flatwork or pavements are proposed, any undocumented fill
should be reworked.
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Groundwater
Groundwater is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts, (fill/native, sand/clay
and soil/bedrock). Any excavation on a hillside may encounter groundwater and seasonal springs may be
present even though no evidence of these springs are encountered during construction. Where
groundwater or evidence of groundwater is encountered during construction, we should be notified to
evaluate if additional measures are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site.
The final design should include measures to intercept groundwater where it may impact the proposed
construction. This may include but is not limited to: drainage behind retaining walls, under‐slab‐drainage,
French drains and area drains to intercept groundwater and surface run‐off, and waterproofing. The need
for under‐slab‐drainage should be evaluated based on the waterproofing design. Where collected,
groundwater should be discharged to a suitable collection point. In San Francisco, intercepted
groundwater is typically re‐directed to the combined sewer‐storm water system.
Waterproofing is typically installed where the construction of habitable space is below the ground surface
and waterproofing for basements is generally required by the building code. While we may provide
guidance regarding waterproofing, the design and implementation of any waterproofing system is beyond
the scope of our services. The waterproofing system should be designed and inspected by others.
Site Preparation, Grading and Engineered Fill
The contractor should be familiar with the use of standard compaction equipment and moisture
conditioning of soil. We can provide additional recommendations regarding the placement of engineered
fill and moisture conditioning upon request.
In areas to receive fill or other improvements; flatwork, existing pavements, foundations, abandoned
utilities, vegetation, organic topsoil and other deleterious materials should be removed and disposed of
prior to any grading activities.
Where new fill is required behind retaining walls, adjacent to foundations and below new improvements,
it should be engineered in place.
Engineered fill consists of fill material which has been approved for use by the geotechnical engineer and
placed in a manner as recommended by the geotechnical engineer. Engineered fill may consist of either
on‐site soil, select fill (imported to the site) or in some cases lean concrete. Lean concrete and native (on‐
site) soils should only be used if specifically approved by the geotechnical engineer.
Engineered fill (soil) should be placed in horizontal layers not exceeding eight inches in loose thickness,
moisture‐conditioned to above the optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least 90 percent
relative compaction. The upper six inches of the soil subgrade for flatwork areas should be compacted to
at least 95 percent relative compaction. Fill deeper than five feet should be compacted to at least 95
percent relative compaction.
Select fill should consist of soil that is non‐corrosive, free of organic matter, smaller than three inches in
greatest dimension, has a liquid limit less than 40 and a plasticity index less than 12. It is the contractor’s
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responsibility to check that any fill meet the project requirements. Samples may be submitted to the
geotechnical engineer for testing at least three business days prior to use at the site.
Excavation
Excavations that will be deeper than five feet and will be entered by workers should be shored or sloped
in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards (29 CFR Part
1926). The shoring designer should be responsible for the shoring design. The contractor should be
responsible for the construction and safety of temporary slopes and shoring.
Temporary Slopes
Where space permits, temporary excavation slopes should be no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) in
native soils and no steeper that 3:1 in clean sand and undocumented fill. Vertical cuts of less than five
feet may be performed in very stiff to hard native clays and bedrock provided: any adjacent improvement
(i.e. adjacent foundations) are a minimum distance away from the toe of the cut equal to the height of
the cut and these vertical cuts are approved by us. Vertical cuts should not be performed in the Dune
Sand mapped at the site.
Shoring
We anticipate that shoring will be required for the proposed improvements. Shoring will likely consist of
soldier pile and lagging cantilever shoring with a maximum retained height of about 10 feet. Permeation
grouting may also be required in conjunction with or used in lieu of lagging to mitigate the potential for
flowing sands through the lagging boards and facilitate excavation. The actual shoring type should be
determined based on future geotechnical studies and the final project plans.
Underpinning
Where adjacent foundations may be impacted by the excavation and the proposed shoring system is not
adequate to reduce potential movements, the adjacent foundations should be underpinned. Hand‐dug
underpinning pits extending approximately three feet below the bottom of the proposed excavation are
likely the most economical underpinning for a project of this scope.
Construction Considerations and Monitoring
If the contractor encounters any adjacent foundation not identified on the structural plans, weak soil/rock
or flowing sands during excavation, the excavation should be halted immediately and measures should be
taken to mitigate any potential movement. We should be contacted immediately to provide additional
consultation. We recommend the contractor investigate the location and depth of adjacent foundations
prior finalizing excavation plans.
During excavation, the shoring system may deform laterally, which could cause the ground surface
adjacent to the shoring walls to settle. The magnitudes of shoring movements and the resulting
settlements are difficult to estimate because they depend on many factors, including the method of
installation and the contractor's skill in the shoring installation. We believe that the movements of a
properly designed and constructed shoring system should be within ordinary accepted limits of less than
one inch. A monitoring program should be established to evaluate the effects of the construction on the
adjacent buildings and surrounding ground.
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The contractor should be responsible for all temporary cuts, slopes and shoring systems used at the site
and should have a competent person on‐site who is able to evaluate proposed excavations and
soil/bedrock conditions.
Permanent Slopes
Where the existing slopes are re‐graded for the proposed improvements, permanent slopes in soil should
be graded to a maximum inclination of 2:1 (horizontal:vertical). Steeper slopes may be allowed and should
be evaluated on a case‐by case basis. Erosion may occur on any slope and maintenance will likely by
required. A landscaping plan can be used to minimize erosion and minor sloughing on slopes with
inclinations of 2:1 or less. To protect against slope erosion, surface runoff should be redirected away from
slopes.
Surface Drainage
Positive surface drainage should be provided at the site to direct surface water away from new and
existing foundations as well as the top of retaining walls and slopes. To reduce the potential for water
ponding adjacent to the improvements, we recommend the ground surface within a horizontal distance
of five feet from the improvement slope down and away with a surface gradient of at least two percent
in unpaved areas and one percent in paved areas.
Positive surface drainage should also be provided in crawl spaces, if any, beneath the new improvements.
The crawl space should be covered with at least two inches of concrete (“ratproofing”) sloped to drain at
an inclination of at least one percent to a suitable discharge point. As required, the discharge can be
through one‐inch‐diameter weepholes through retaining walls and redirected to a suitable collection
point.
Foundations
Foundations should either bear on similar geologic units or should be designed for differential
settlements. We anticipate that foundations will be designed to bear on the Dune Sand (bearing layer)
mapped at the site.
We preliminarily recommend that new foundations consist of either continuous shallow foundations of
individual spread footings interconnected by stiffened grade beams. Localized areas of soft/medium stiff
soil or disturbed bedrock maybe encountered during construction. Weak soil should be over‐excavated
and replaced with lean concrete. The extent of the over‐excavation required should be evaluated in the
field by us. We should check the bearing layer once foundation subgrade has been achieved and prior to
the placement of re‐bar or any other material.
Footings should be a minimum of 18 inches deep or extend at least 12 inches into the bearing layer;
whichever is deeper. Footings should be at least 18 inches wide for continuous footings and 24 inches
wide for isolated spread footings.
Where proposed foundations are within seven feet of the top of a slope, they should be deepened such
that there is a minimum of seven feet between the top of the footing and face of slope. Footings adjacent
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to utility trenches (or other footings) should bear below an imaginary 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) plane
projected upward from the bottom edge of the utility trench (or adjacent footings).
Shallow foundations designed in accordance with the recommendations presented herein should not
settle more than 1 inch; differential settlements should not exceed more than ½ inch in 30 feet. Larger,
relatively abrupt differential settlements may occur at the transition between different geologic units.
For the recommended minimum embedment, footings constructed on the bearing layer and observed by
us may be designed for an allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead plus
live loads, with a one‐third increase for total loads, including wind and/or seismic loads.
Lateral loads on footings can be resisted by a combination of passive resistance acting against the vertical
faces of the footings and friction along the bases of the footings. Passive resistance may be calculated
using lateral pressures corresponding to an equivalent fluid weight of 250 pounds per cubic foot (pcf); the
upper foot should be ignored unless confined by a concrete slab or pavement. Frictional resistance of
concrete poured directly on soil should be computed using a base friction coefficient of 0.35; where
waterproofing or a vapor barrier is used the coefficient should be reduced to 0.20. The passive resistance
and base friction values include a factor of safety of about 1.5 and may be used in combination without
reduction.
Uplift loads may be resisted by the weight of the footing and any overlying soil. If footings are inadequate
to provide the necessary uplift resistance, drilled piers may be used.
Footing excavations should be free of standing water, debris, and disturbed materials prior to placing
concrete.
Permanent Retaining Walls
Retaining walls may be supported by the foundation system described in the previous section.
Retaining walls that are free to rotate at the top may be designed using an active earth pressure.
Restrained basement walls (no movement allowed at the top of wall) should be designed for at‐rest
pressures.
Because the site is in a seismically active area, retaining walls are typically designed to resist pressures
associated with earthquake forces. The structural engineer should determine if a seismic increment
should be included in the design. If a seismic increment is included in the design, we recommend retaining
walls be designed to resist the greater of either the at‐rest pressure or active earth pressure plus a seismic
increment. At a minimum, any retaining wall should be designed for a Factor of Safety of at least 1.5.
Where new or existing foundations are located behind retaining walls and an imaginary plane taken from
the bottom of the footing projected at 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) downward intersects the retaining
wall, additional surcharge pressures should be included to account for vertical and lateral foundation
loading on the retaining wall.
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Water can accumulate behind the walls from perched groundwater and other sources, such as rainfall,
irrigation, and broken water lines. One acceptable method for back draining the wall is to place a
prefabricated drainage panel against the backside of the wall. The drainage panel would typically extend
down to either: a prefabricated drainage trench, a perforated PVC collector pipe at the base of the wall
or weep holes. Water which drains through the weep holes should not be allowed to pond and should be
diverted to a suitable collection system.
Where walls are not back drained, an additional hydrostatic load of 62.4 pcf should be added to the lateral
pressures indicated above.
Concrete Slab‐on‐Grade Floors
Subgrade for concrete slab‐on‐grade floors should consist of undisturbed native soil and/or bedrock or
engineered fill. In general, water vapor transmission through the floor slab should be reduced where
there is potential for finished floor coverings to be adversely affected by moisture. This may be achieved
using waterproofing, a vapor barrier or both.
If a vapor barrier is installed, it should be underlain by a capillary moisture break. A capillary moisture
break consists of at least four inches of clean, free‐draining gravel or crushed rock. The vapor barrier
should meet the requirements for Class C vapor retarders stated in ASTM E1745‐97. The vapor retarder
should be placed in accordance with the requirements of ASTM E1643‐98. These requirements include
overlapping seams by six inches, taping seams, and sealing penetrations in the vapor retarder. The vapor
retarder should be covered with two inches of sand to aid in curing the concrete and to protect the vapor
retarder during slab construction. The particle size of the gravel/crushed rock and sand should meet the
gradation requirements presented in Table 1.
The sand overlying the membrane should be moist, but not saturated, at the time concrete is placed.
Excess water trapped in the sand could eventually be transmitted as vapor through the slab. If rain is
forecast prior to pouring the slab, the sand should be covered with plastic sheeting to avoid wetting. If
the sand becomes wet, concrete should not be placed until the sand has been dried or replaced.
The presence of a capillary break and vapor barrier may not eliminate all moisture transmission through
the concrete floor slab. As required and before the final floor covering is placed, the contractor should
the moisture emission levels.
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TABLE 1
GRADATION REQUIREMENTS FOR CAPILLARY MOISTURE BREAK
Sieve Size

Percentage Passing Sieve
Gravel or Crushed Rock

1 inch

90 – 100

3/4 inch

30 – 100

1/2 inch

5 – 25

3/8 inch

0–6
Sand

No. 4

100

No. 200

0–5

Concrete Flatwork and Pavers
Concrete flatwork may be underlain by Class II aggregate base to reduce the potential for differential
settlement; if desirable we recommend a minimum of 4 or 6 inches of Class II aggregate base compacted
to 95 percent relative compaction for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, respectively. Area drains may be
used to collect surface run‐off.
Where concrete flatwork is constructed on a slope, concrete keys may be required to reduce the potential
for downhill movement of the constructed flatwork.
The velocity of surface runoff may be reduced using permeable pavers, which allow surface water to
infiltrate the pavers; however since the project is located at the top of a slope, we recommend that
infiltration into the underlying soil/rock not be allowed and a subdrain system should be installed below
the pavers to divert the surface water to a suitable collection system.
We should evaluate the soil subgrade prior to placement of the pavers or flatwork. Where weak fill and/or
soil is encountered, it should be replaced with engineered fill. Where wet or dry soil is encountered, it
should be ripped a minimum of six inches and moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content.
The required thicknesses of the permeable aggregate base and subbase courses and geotextile required
will depend on the infiltration and water storage design requirements, as well as the pedestrian/traffic
loading demand. We can provide additional geotechnical recommendations and/or a review of the final
pavement plans upon your request.
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SEISMIC DESIGN
For design in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), we preliminarily recommend
Site Class D (stiff soil) be used. Site seismic design factors are presented on Figure 6. The factors presented
should be considered preliminary until checked by your structural engineer.
LIMITATIONS
This preliminary geotechnical study has been conducted in accordance with the standard of care
commonly used as state‐of‐practice in the profession. No other warranties are either expressed or
implied. A final geotechnical report based on a site specific field study and/or appropriate available on‐
site subsurface information should be prepared prior to finalizing any design. Corrosivity of the soil and/or
bedrock is beyond the scope of this report. The recommendations made in this report are intended to
protect the life and safety of occupants within the structure during a major seismic event on a nearby
fault; damage to the structure and other improvements may still occur due to seismic forces on the
proposed improvements. Our recommendations are only valid where the actual field conditions are
observed by us.
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APPENDIX A
IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING YOUR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT

EXHIBIT C

2417 Green Street Environmental Review & CEQA Determination Precedents

Address

Zipcode

Block/Lot

Planning/ Permit #

DR

Maher
Zone

Subject Building Historic
Resources

Adjacent
Building Historic
Resources

1

2415 Green St

94123

0560/029

200701192056

Yes

Unknown

Yes; L

2

2254 Green St

94123

0539/015

200808270164

Yes

Unknown

No

3

2500 Broadway

94115

0561/006

201204037447

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

4

2434 Broadway

94115

0562/006

201206061976

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

Scope of Work

Environmental Review/ Planning
CEQA
Approvals

REPLACE EXISTING FOUNDATION AND ADD NEW GARAGE/BASEMENT AT FRONT OF HOUSE. REMODEL EXISTING BASEMENT TO BECOME
None required
NEW FIRST FLOOR OF FAMILY ROOM, BATHROOM & LAUNDRY ROOM.
NEW 2 STORY ADDITION TO REAR OF (E) HOUSE. INTERIOR RENOVATIONS TO (E). NEW REAR DECKS

HORIZONTAL ADDITION TO THE BACK SIDE OF THE HOUSE (FACING BACK YARD) @ 1ST LEVEL. ADDITION WILL BE INTO THE (E) DECK BY
ENCLOSING SPACE BETWEEN DECKS ON 1ST & 2ND FLOORS. NEW WOOD WINDOWS & DOORS @ THE NEW AREA & EXTENSION OF 1ST
FLOOR DECK.
COMPLETE INTERIOR REMODEL INCLUDING HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION, (N) BASEMENT LEVEL HABITABLE SPACE, REPLACE (E)
WINDOWS & DOORS AT FACADE IN-KIND W/ (N) INSULATED UNITS

Architect

Contractor

Hood Thomas Architects

None required

Killian O'Sullivan

None required

Houman Sharif - Mem
Architecture

CEQA - Cat. X

Maniscalco

None required

Edmonds & Lee

Moroso Construction - Jeff
Moroso

INTERIOR RENOVATION & REAR HORIZONTAL ADDITION FOR LARGER LIVING & KITCHEN AREAS. ** MAHER: COMPLIANCE WITH
ORDINANCE NO# 155-13 NOT REQUIRED **
5

2440-44 Broadway

94115

0562/007

201510230616

Yes

Yes

Yes; both
ERECT 3 STORIES OF ONE DWELLING UNIT. TYPE 5.

6

2712 Broadway

94115

0959/008

201102150303

Yes

Yes

7

2555 Divisadero St

94115

0962/002

201009150963

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

8

2611 Divisadero St

94123

0959/006

2017-006982VAR

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

9

2298 Vallejo St

94123

0557/014

2009.0535D

No

No

No

10

2732 Vallejo St

94123

0954/031

201201112092;
201202244828

11

2750 Vallejo St

94123

0954/006

200808149201

12

2881 Vallejo St

94123

0958/015

201006285487

13

2865 Vallejo St

94123

0958/017

201610119920

14

2898 Vallejo St

94123

0955/017

15

2880 Vallejo St

94123

16

2430 Vallejo St

17

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

No

Yes

Yes; both

Yes

Unknown

No

Yes

Unknown

No

201702239944

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

0955/016

201707111550

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

94123

0559/038

201304114277

Yes

Unknown

No

2829 Divisadero St

94123

0951/006

201504032814

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

18

2740 Broderick St

94123

0951/021A

200706083427

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

19

2736 Broderick St

94123

0951/021

200611107420

No

Yes

Yes; both

20

2730 Broderick St

94123

0951/020

200204043156

No

Yes

Yes; both

2006.0339E_5

2016-014004DRP

21

2680 Green St

94123

0951/017

201210172211

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

22

2844 Fillmore St

94123

0557/015

201304235248

No

Unknown

No

23

2542 Fillmore St

94123

24

2723 Pacific Ave

94123

25

2721 Pacific Ave

94123

CEQA - Cat. X;
2010.0158E

Yes; both

200703095875

No

Unknown

No

0978/013

201506290181

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

0978/014

201009130694

Yes

Yes

Yes; both

VERTICAL ADDITION-ADD 5'11" TO BLDG HEIGHT. INCLUDES NEW ROOM, CLOSET & BATH. 40 SF. HORIZONTAL ADDITION TO CURRENT
3RD FLOOR STAIRWAY. NEW DECK ADDITION @ CURRENT ROOF. STRUCTURAL/SEISMIC WORK AS REQ. NEW FIRE SPRINKLERS AT
VERTICAL ADDITION.
EXCAVATION OF (E) PARTIAL CRAWL SPACE @ BASEMENT LEVEL FOR CONSTRUCTION OF NEW FULL BASEMENT LEVEL INCLUDING FULL
BATHROOM. REPLACEMENT OF (E) WINDOWS @ FRONT FACADE WITH IN KIND WINDOWS. ** MAHER: EXEMPTED: APPROVAL FROM
DPH ATTACHED
EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS, INCLUDING EXPANSION OF 4TH FLOOR PENTHOUSE, ADDITION OF 2 DORMERS, AND ADDITIONAL EXTERIOR
MODIFICATIONS

CEQA - Cat. X;
2011.1422E
CEQA - Cat. X; 2017006982ENV

Butler Armsden

Glenn Goodman - GGD Inc.

Sarah Thomas, William Duff
Architects

Upscale Construction

CEQA - Cat. X;
2009.0535E

HORIZONTAL ADDITION TO (E) GROUND FLOOR DINING ROOM AND ROOF DECK ABOVE AT FRONT OF HOUSE. REPLACEMENT AND
EXTENSION OF EXISTING REAR DECK AT SECOND FLOOR. REMOVAL OF (E) SLOPED ROOF BETWEEN TWO ROOF DORMERS AT REAR AND
REPLACEMENT WITH FLAT ROOF. ; INTERIOR REMODEL: BASEMENT LAUNDRY ROOM, BASEMENT BATHROOM AND LOWERING OF
BASEMENT SLAB ON GRADE. REMODEL 1ST FL BATH, DEMO STAIR AND AU PAIR ROOM. REMODEL 2ND FLOOR KITCHEN, FAMILY ROOM,
CEQA - Cat. X;
ENTRY GALLERY. REMODEL 3RD FL MASTER SUITE BATH. REMODEL 4TH FL BATH. REPLACE WINDOWS/EXT DOORS,REMOVE
2011.1258E
HORIZONTAL & VERTICAL ADDITION, RESTORATION, REMODEL AS CONST OF AN ADDITION TO THE 4 STORY SFR, CONSISTENT W/
CEQA - Cat. X;
ENVIRONMENTAL APPLN CASE NO. 20060339E, THIS PA SHALL REPLACE PA #200706143952 & 200706143967, WHICH WILL BE
2006.0339E_5
WITHDRAWN UPON APPROVAL OF THIS APPLN.
REMODEL OF 4 STORIES & BASEMENT INCLUDING NEW INTERIOR STAIR. NEW DORMERS, MINOR ALTERATIONS TO FRONT FACADE,
POSSIBLE BELOW-GRADE EXPANSION OF SINGLE CAR GARAGE (TO 2 CAR) & MODIFICATIONS OF STRUCTURAL, MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL
None required
& PLAUMBING SYSTEMS.
VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL ADDITION. RENOVATION OF EXISTING MASTER BATHROOM & CONSTRUCT A NEW PENTHOUSE WITH NEW
CEQA - Cat. X;
REAR BALCONY AND NEW FRONT ROOF DECK. AS WELL AS A NEW BATH AT PENTHOUSE LEVEL.
2012.0195E
RENOVATION OF EXISTING SFD, REMODE'L OF KITCHEN & BATHROOMS, EXCAVATION OF BASEMENT & 1ST FLOOR TO INCLUDE AN
INDOOR POOL & SUB-BASEMENT FOR POOL EQUIP. REPLACE WINDOW SASHES IN KIND. INTERIOR STAIR ROOF ACCESS TO PROPOSED
CEQA - Cat. X; ; 2016ROOF DECK W/ SLIDING SKYLIGHT, ADDIT'L OF WINDOWS, SPRINKLER UNDER SEP PERMIT
001108ENV
HORIZONTAL ADDITION. REAR ADDITION INCLUDING NEW ROOF AT NORTH REAR. INTERIOR REMODEL AT EXISTING FLOORS OF
CEQA - Cat. X; 2017ASSOCIATED STRUCTURAL WORK.
009203ENV
HORIZONTAL ADDITION AT REAR NEW TERRACES FILL IN LIGHTWELL AT EAST FACADE REMOVE (E) BALCONY AT FRONT ELEVATION AND
REPLACE (E) SHINGLES FOR STUCCO IN ALL FACADES, COMPLETE INTERIOR REMODEL RELOCATING (E) ELEVATOR AND INCORPORATING CEQA - Cat. X;
2013.1036E
NEW STAIRS, RAILINGS AND WINDOWS AT WEST, NORTH AND SOUTH ELEVATIONS
3-STORY REAR ADDITION, WIDENING GARAGE DOOR & DRIVEWAY. INTERIOR REMODEL & ASSOCIATED STRUCTURAL WORK. INTERIOR
INCLUDES REMOVAL OF SOME WALLS, REMODEL BATH, BEDROOM, ELEVATOR, KITCHEN & ENLARGE KITCHEN.
None required
ROUT TO RAYMOND LUI: FOR SHORING TEMPORARY FO EXCAVAYTION FOR RESIDENCE NEW WHICH IS UNDER APPROVED BULDDING
CEQA - Cat. X;
PERMIT 200603076103 ALSO RELATED TO TWO OTHER PERVIOUSLY APPROVED AND PERMIT FOR SHORING AND UNDERPINNING:
2005.1195E
20061107420 AND 200702023284
SHORING AND UNDERPINNING (TEMPORARY) ON NORTH SIDE, FOR PROTECTING BUILDING DURING EXCAVATION AT 2740 BRODERICK
PROJECT, WHICH IS PERMIT NO#200603076103-SA, RAYMOND LUI IS REVIEWING.
None required
HORIZONTAL ADDITION

Baback Doane, Doane & Doane
Architects

Dumican Mosey Architects

Butler Armsden

Butler Armsden
Jensen Architects - Andy Lin &
Sutro Architects - Melissa Kim

Butler Armsden

Sutro Architects - Steven Sutro

Toboni Group

Aleck Wilson Architects

CEQA - Cat. X
REF 2012-02-14-4178.INFILL AT REAR OF EXIST BLDG ON 1ST,2ND&3RD FLS.TO RESULT IN A CONTINOUS,ALIGNED REAR WALL. INFILL
DOES NOT EXTEND REAR WALL FURTHER INTO REAR YARD.ADD+/- 36 S.F. AT 1/FL, +/- 36 S.F. AT 2/FL& +/- AT 3/FL. TOTAL ADDITION OF
83 S.F.
50 SQ FT SINGLE STORY HORIZONTAL ADDITION IN REAR. NEW DOOR & WINDOW.

INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR RENOVATIONS TO EXIST 2 UNITS, 3 STORY VICTORIAN BUILDING. TO INCLUDE RELOCATION OF 1 UNIT TO
LOWER LEVEL, RCONFIG INT PARTITIONS, FINISHES, FIXTURES, EQUIP, EXT IMPROVEMENTS, NEW WINDOWS, DOORS,
STUCCO,SIDING,MODIFY DRIVEWAY,STRUC UPGRADES.
EXCAVATE BEHIND (E) GARAGE TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 3RD CAR PARKING WITH ELEVATOR CONNECTING THROUGH TO BLDG ABOVE.
REMODEL 1 (E) BATHROOMS. NO INCREASE TO BLDG ENVELOPE. NO PORTION VISIBLE TO STREET. NO INCREASE TO HABITABLE
CONDITIONED BLDG.
REVISION TO PA# 2009/11/09/0876. REVISION INCLUDES INTERIOR, EXTERIOR MODIFICATIONS (INCLUDING STRUCTURAL, ELECTRICAL,
PLUMBING) ASSOCIATED WITH RELOCATING 4TH FLOOR "UNIT B" TO 1ST FLOOR.

CEQA - Cat. X

Ken Linsteadt Architects

CEQA - Cat. X;
2011.0469E

Alfonso Fillion

Christoper Hesson Christopher's Construction

None required

Dumican Mosey Architects

Angus Gavin - Gavin Painting &
Construction

CEQA - Cat. X; 2015004343ENV

CEQA - Cat. X; EE73.146

Ashbury Quality Constructing
Engineers

Dumican Mosey Architects

Ashbury Quality Constructing
Engineers

