REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ..~

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:

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

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

e 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.

. 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. Three-
story addition. Facade 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.

1. 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. (dApartment Ass’'n of Greater Los
Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4™ 1162, 1175.) Substantial evidence is
“facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”
(CEQA Guidelines 8 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.4™ 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.

1. 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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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
2417 Green Street 0560/028
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2017-002545ENV 2/10/2017
Addition/ DDemolition DNew D Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

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

D residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000
sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

D 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
I:l generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public 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 yards
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 if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT FIFERIATE: 415.575.9010
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Maher program, or other documentation from 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 a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Areq)

N

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.

N

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

l:l 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 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.

I:I Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling 25 o z0 o446 o7

Date: 2017.03.20 16:45:46 -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: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

] | Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

. Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

T 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 Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

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

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-of-
way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O ([O/000 000

8. Addition(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.

Ll

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Ll

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

L]

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

[l

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

L. 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.

O/oooogo

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

[

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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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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 by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation

Coordinator)
[ ] Redlassify to Category A Reclassify to Category C

a. Per HRER dated: 510117 (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

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

I:I 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):

. . = Digitally signed by Sh [tagi
Preservation Planner Signature: Shelley Caltagirone —S8e s e ausio oror

o — . - E - o S— —

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

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

|:| Step 2 - CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

Planner Name: Shelley Caltagirone Signature:

Project Approval Action: She”ey Digitally signed
by Shelley

Building Permit Ca|tag Ir ga![tagzilg)1n7eo5 .
ate. Uo.

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, O n e 13:44:01 -07'00"

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31
of the Administrative 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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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Dateq \ Date of Form Completion I 5/4/2017 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Shelley Caltagirone 2417 Green Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
0560/028 Pierce and Scott Streets Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B 2017.002545ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(e CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (¥ Alteration (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |2/10/17

PROJECT ISSUES:

X | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | f 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
interior remodel. The project appears to be a de facto demolition per PC Section 1005(f).

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA B (= C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: " Yes (& No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (s No Criterion 2 -Persons: ( Yes (¢ No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (& No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (¢ No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential; " Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (& No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance: W
(C Contributor (" Non-Contributor




Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: -  Yes C No (= N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:  Yes (¢ No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: C Yes (¢ No
Requires Design Revisions: C Yes (¢ No
Defer to Residential Design Team:  Yes (¢ No

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,
wood-frame, single-family residence with a side-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
Department’s 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:

s 229. A ) _J T Sref20i7
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EXHIBIT B



APPLICATION FOR
Environmental Evaluation

1. Owner/Applicant Information

PROPERTY OWNER’S NAME:

2417 Green Street, LLC

PROPERTY OWNER’S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
474 Euclid Ave, San Francisco, CA 94118 (415 ) 407-0486
EMAIL:

chris@durkinincorporated.com

APPLICANT'S NAME, COMPANY/ORGANIZATION (IF APPLICABLE):

Dumican Mosey Architects same as Above [
APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
128 10th Street, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 (415 ) 495-9322
EMAIL:
Edumican@dumicanmosey.com

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:

Er|C Dum|Can Same as Above |:|
ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
128 10th Street, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 415 )495-9322
EMAIL:
edumican@dumicanmosey.com

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
2417 Green Street 94107
CROSS STREETS:

Pierce & Scott St

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
0560 /028 25'x100" 2500 sq.ft. RH-1 40-X

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA (IF ANY):

n/a

3. Project Description

PRESENT OR PREVIOUS USE:
( Please check all that apply ) ADDITIONS TO BUILDING: i . .
[] Change of Use Rear Single Family Residence
[ ] Change of Hours [] Front PROPOSED USE:
[ ] New Construction [] Height Single Family Residence
Alterations [] Side Yard
|:| Demolition BUILDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO.: DATE FILED:
[] Other Pplease clarify:
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4. Project Summary Table

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

EXISTING USES: EXISTING USES NET NEW CONSTRUCTION

TO BE RETAINED: AND/OR ADDITION: PROJECT TOTALS:
PROJECT FEATURES
Dwelling Units 1 1 0 1
Hotel Rooms 0 0 0 0
Parking Spaces 1 1 2 3
Loading Spaces 0 0 0 0
Number of Buildings 1 1 1 1
Height of Building(s) +/- 50'-8" +/- 48'-9" - 111" +/- 48'-9"
Number of Stories 4 4 0 4
Bicycle Spaces 0 0 1 1
GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF)
Residential +/- 4,165 +/- 4,165 +/- 943 +/- 5,108
Retail 0 0 0 0
Office 0 0 0 0
Industrial 0 0 0 0
Production, Distribution, & I:elgéll:ii O O O 0
Parking +/- 337 +/- 337 +/- 658 +/- 995
Other ( )
Other ( )
Other ( )
TOTAL GSF +/- 4,502 +/- 4,502 +/- 1.481 +/- 6,103
Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose or describe any
additional features that are not included in this table. Please list any special authorizations or changes to the
Planning Code or Zoning Maps if applicable. THIS SECTION MUST BE COMPLETED.
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5. Environmental Evaluation Project Information

1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 45 or more YES [] NO
years ago or a structure in a historic district?

If yes, submit the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Evaluation application.
2. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 45 or more years ago ] YES NO
or a structure located in a historic district?
If yes, a historic resource evaluation (HRE) report will be required. The scope of the HRE
will be determined in consultation with Preservation Planning staff.
3. Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification? YES [] NO
If yes, please provide the following:
'
Depth of excavation/disturbance below grade (in feet): 13 (H'P')

Area of excavation/disturbance (in square feet): 800 Sq'ﬂ'

408 cu.yd.

Amount of excavation (in cubic yards):

Type of foundation to be used (if known) and/or other information regarding excavation or soil disturbance
modification:

Type of foundation to be determined. Most likely to be spread footing or mat slab
foundation

Note: A geotechnical report prepared by a qualified professional must be submitted if one of the following
thresholds apply to the project:

* The project involves a lot split located on a slope equal to or greater than 20 percent.
* The project is located in a seismic hazard landslide zone or on a lot with a slope average equal to or greater
than 20 percent and involves either
- excavation of 50 or more cubic yards of soil, or
- building expansion greater than 1,000 square feet outside of the existing building footprint.

A geotechnical report may also be required for other circumstances as determined by Environmental Planning
staff.

4a. Would the project involve any of the following: (1) the construction of a new building; YES [] NO
(2) the addition of a dwelling unit; (3) the addition of a new curb-cut; (4) the addition
of a garage; and/or (5) a net addition to an existing building of 500 gross square feet
or more?

If yes, you will need to comply with the tree planting regulations of Public Works Code
Section 806 prior to receiving a building permit.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)



4b. Does the project include the removal or addition of trees on, over, or adjacent to the
project site?

If yes, please answer the following questions:
Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to the project site:
Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to the project site that would
be removed by the project (see Public Works Code Atrticle 16 for
definitions of removal, significant, landmark, and street trees):
Significant trees:
Landmark trees:

Street trees:

Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to the project site that would be
added by the project:

5. Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height?

If yes, please submit a Shadow Analysis Application. This application should be filed at
the PIC and should not be included with the Environmental Evaluation Application. (If the
project already underwent Preliminary Project Assessment, this application may not be
needed. Please refer to the shadow discussion in the PPA letter.)

6. Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher?

If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a
wind analysis is needed, may be required, as determined by Planning staff. (If the project
already underwent Preliminary Project Assessment, please refer to the wind discussion in
the PPA letter.)

7. Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto
repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage
tanks?

If yes, please submit a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by a
qualified consultant. If the project is subject to Health Code Article 22A, Planning staff will

refer the project sponsor to the Department of Public Health for enrollment in DPH’s Maher
program.

8. Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the
Planning Code or Zoning Maps?

If yes, please describe.

9. Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program?

If yes, please describe.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)
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Estimated Construction Costs

i TYPE OF APPLICATION:

‘Site Permit

- OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION:
R-3/U

| BUILDING TYPE:

V-B

. TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION: % BY PROPOSED USES:

Habitable: (+/-) 5,108 GSF
(+/-) 6,103 GSF Garage: (+/-) 995 GSF

'ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:

'$100,000.00

. ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:

12417 Green Street, LLC

| FEE ESTABLISHED:

Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c: Other information or applications may be required.

02/14/17

Date:

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:
Eric Dumican
Owner circle one)
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Environmental Evaluation Application Submittal Checklist

APPLICATION MATERIALS PROVIDED NOT APPLICABLE

Two (2) originals of this application signed by owner or agent, with all blanks filled
in.
Two (2) hard copy sets of project drawings in 11” x 17” format showing existing and
proposed site plans with structures on the subject property and on immediately
adjoining properties, and existing and proposed floor plans, elevations, and
sections of the proposed project.
One (1) CD containing the application and project drawings and any other submittal
materials that are available electronically. (e.g., geotechnical report)
Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled.
Check payable to San Francisco Planning Department.
Letter of authorization for agent. [
Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Evaluation, as indicated in Part 5 [
Question 1.
Two (2) hard copies of the Historic Resource Evaluation, as indicated in Part 5 [
Question 2.
Geotechnical report, as indicated in Part 5 Question 3. |
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 5 Question 7. |:|
Additional studies (list). -

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:

% - i
. Ty Central Reception Planning Information Center (PIC)
" ; 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 San Francisco CA 94103-2479
PLAMNING TEL: 415.558.6378 TEL: 415.558.6377
- L L FAX: 415 558-6409 Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org No appointment is necessary.

10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)



divis

CONSULTING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL REPORT

2417 GREEN STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

SAN FRANCISCO ASSESSORS BLOCK 0560 LOT 028

Client:

2417 Green Street, LLC
¢/o Chris Durkin

474 Euclid Ave

San Francisco, CA 94118
cfdurkin@gmail.com

12 January 2017
Project: 17-120101-01

Prepared by:

EXP. 12.31.17

GE2694

UNAUTHORIZED USE OF THIS DOCUMENT IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE SPECIFIC CLIENT AND PROJECT

Divis Consulting, Inc. | 378 Park Street, San Francisco, CA 94110 | t (415) 420-3498 | f (415) 494-8027



2417 Green Street, LLC

12 January 2017
17-120101-01
CONSULTING, INC.
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING
TABLE OF CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION ....uttiititeeteete ettt ettt st sttt sttt et e e e b e b e e bt e b e e e s e e e beesmeesaeesanesanesanesanes eesanesanesane 1
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS. ...ttt ettt sttt st sttt e b e bt e bt sbe e seee s sanesanesaneemneenneenneen 1
DATA REVIEW ...ttt sttt sttt sttt et ettt e b e bt e bt e b e e e bt e sbe e sheesenesanesaneee e smeesanesanesane 1
SPECIAL STUDIES ZONES ..ottt ettt ettt ettt sae e sttt eeneeneeneene e neennes 1
GEOLOGIC SETTING ...cetieitieitteitte ettt ettt ettt eb e b e s bt e s bt e s hteshtesate s abesabeeabeeabeebeebeeabeesaeesaeesaeesmeesabeeaee vaenneas 1
ANTICIPATED SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS ...ttt ettt ettt sie et sieesieesaeesatesatestesabeebeebeesbeeeeens 2
SEISIMIICITY ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt sttt s h e s at e sttt et et e e bt e te e be e ebeesbeeeheeeaeesaeesaeeeabeeateeabeeabeenbeenbe mbeeabeebeebaeseas 2
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt h e bt e h e s bt e s ht e sht e sat e s abe s abe et e et e e beeabeesbeesheesaeesutesueesateeateen eeneas 2
PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.....cccutiitiieenieeniee sttt ettt sve e 3
SEISIMIIC DESIGN ...ttt ettt et ettt ettt e s b e e sb e e eb e e s bt e smeesbeesaeesateeatesabeeabeenbe eesaeenane 10
LIMITATIONS .ttt sttt ettt et ettt e b e b e s bt e sheesheesae e saeeeae e eaeeeab e et e e beebe e be e beeabee beenbeebeerean 10

LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURE 1 SITE LOCATION MAP

FIGURE2 - SLOPE PROTECTION ACT MAP
FIGURE3 - CALIFORNIA SEISMIC HAZARDS MAP
FIGURE4 - GEOLOGIC MAP

FIGURE5 - FAULT MAP

FIGURE6 - SEISMIC DESIGN

APPENDICIES

APPENDIXA - [IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING YOUR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT

Pageiofi



2417 Green Street, LLC
12 January 2017
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

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:

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

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

e 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 M,, 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

Page 6 of 10



2417 Green Street, LLC
12 January 2017

17-120101-01
CONSULTING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

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 % 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 seismicincrementis 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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GRADATION REQUIREMENT-;AFI(B)LI;E éAPILLARY MOISTURE BREAK
Sieve Size Percentage Passing Sieve
Gravel or Crushed Rock

linch 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 Il aggregate base to reduce the potential for differential
settlement; if desirable we recommend a minimum of 4 or 6 inches of Class Il 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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2USGS Design Maps Summary Report

User—Specified Input

Building Code Reference Document 2012/2015 International Building Code
(which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 2008)
Site Coordinates 37.79547°N, 122.43933°W

Site Soil Classification Site Class D — “Stiff Soil”
Risk Category I/II/111

For information on how the SS and S1 values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and
select the “2009 NEHRP” building code reference document.

MCEg Response Spectrum Design Response Spectrum

: |
t t t t t t t t d
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Although this information is a product of the U.S. Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the
accuracy of the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge.
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Important Information about Your

— (eotechnical Engineering HBI]ﬂI'l

Subsurface problems are a principal cause of construction delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes.

Geotechnical Services Are Performed for
Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specific needs of
their clients. A geotechnical engineering study conducted for a civil engi-
neer may not fulfill the needs of a construction contractor or even another
civil engineer. Because each geotechnical engineering study is unique, each
geotechnical engineering report is unique, prepared solely for the client. No
one except you should rely on your geotechnical engineering report without
first conferring with the geotechnical engineer who prepared it. And no one
— not even you —should apply the report for any purpose or project
except the one originally contemplated.

Read the Full Report

Serious problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical
engineering report did not read it all. Do not rely on an executive summary.
Do not read selected elements only.

A Geotechnical Engineering Heport Is Based on

A Unique Set of Project-Specific Factors
Geotechnical engineers consider a number of unique, project-specific fac-
tors when establishing the scope of a study. Typical factors include: the
client's goals, objectives, and risk management preferences; the general
nature of the structure involved, its size, and configuration; the location of
the structure on the site; and other planned or existing site improvements,
such as access roads, parking lots, and underground utilities. Unless the
geotechnical engineer who conducted the study specifically indicates oth-
erwise, do not rely on a geotechnical engineering report that was:

e ot prepared for you,

e not prepared for your project,

e not prepared for the specific site explored, or

e completed before important project changes were made.

Typical changes that can erode the reliability of an existing geotechnical

engineering report include those that affect:

e the function of the proposed structure, as when it's changed from a
parking garage to an office building, or from a light industrial plant
to a refrigerated warehouse,

L

While you cannot eliminate all such risks, you can manage them. The following information is provided to help.

e elevation, configuration, location, orientation, or weight of the
proposed structure,

e composition of the design team, or

e project ownership.

As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project
changes—even minor ones—and request an assessment of their impact.
Geotechnical engineers cannot accept responsibility or liability for problems
that occur because their reports do not consider developments of which
they were not informed.

Subsurface Conditions Can Change

A geotechnical engineering report is based on conditions that existed at
the time the study was performed. Do not rely on a geotechnical engineer-
ing report whose adequacy may have been affected by: the passage of
time; by man-made events, such as construction on or adjacent to the site;
or by natural events, such as floods, earthquakes, or groundwater fluctua-
tions. Always contact the geotechnical engineer before applying the report
to determine if it is still reliable. A minor amount of additional testing or
analysis could prevent major problems.

Most Geotechnical Findings Are Professional
Opinions

Site exploration identifies subsurface conditions only at those points where
subsurface tests are conducted or samples are taken. Geotechnical engi-
neers review field and laboratory data and then apply their professional
judgment to render an opinion about subsurface conditions throughout the
site. Actual subsurface conditions may differ—sometimes significantly—
from those indicated in your report. Retaining the geotechnical engineer
who developed your report to provide construction observation is the
most effective method of managing the risks associated with unanticipated
conditions.

A Report’'s Recommendations Are /Mot Final

Do not overrely on the construction recommendations included in your
report. Those recommendations are not final, because geotechnical engi-
neers develop them principally from judgment and opinion. Geotechnical
engineers can finalize their recommendations only by observing actual

<




subsurface conditions revealed during construction. The geotechnical
engineer who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or
liability for the report's recommendations if that engineer does not perform
construction observation.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Subject to
Misinterpretation

Other design team members' misinterpretation of geotechnical engineering
reports has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your geo-
technical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team after
submitting the report. Also refain your geotechnical engineer to review perti-
nent elements of the design team's plans and specifications. Contractors can
also misinterpret a geotechnical engineering report. Reduce that risk by
having your geotechnical engineer participate in prebid and preconstruction
conferences, and by providing construction observation.

Do Not Redraw the Engineer's Logs

Geotechnical engineers prepare final boring and testing logs based upon
their interpretation of field logs and laboratory data. To prevent errors or
omissions, the logs included in a geotechnical engineering report should
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings.
Only photographic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize
that separating logs from the report can elevate risk.

Give Contractors a Complete Report and
Guidance

Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can make
contractors liable for unanticipated subsurface conditions by limiting what
they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problems, give con-
tractors the complete geotechnical engineering report, but preface it with a
clearly written letter of transmittal. In that letter, advise contractors that the
report was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the
report's accuracy is limited; encourage them to confer with the geotechnical
engineer who prepared the report (a modest fee may be required) and/or to
conduct additional study to obtain the specific types of information they
need or prefer. A prebid conference can also be valuable. Be sure contrac-
fors have sufficient time to perform additional study. Only then might you
be in a position to give contractors the best information available to you,
while requiring them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities
stemming from unanticipated conditions.

Read Responsihility Provisions Closely

Some clients, design professionals, and contractors do not recognize that
geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other engineering disci-
plines. This lack of understanding has created unrealistic expectations that

o

have led to disappointments, claims, and disputes. To help reduce the risk
of such outcomes, geotechnical engineers commonly include a variety of
explanatory provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled "limitations”
many of these provisions indicate where geotechnical engineers’ responsi-
bilities begin and end, to help others recognize their own responsibilities
and risks. Read these provisions closely. Ask questions. Your geotechnical
engineer should respond fully and frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Covered

The equipment, techniques, and personnel used to perform a geoenviron-
mental study differ significantly from those used to perform a geotechnical
study. For that reason, a geotechnical engineering report does not usually |
relate any geoenvironmental findings, conclusions, or recommendations;

e.g., about the likelihood of encountering underground storage tanks or l
requlated contaminants. Unanticipated environmental problems have led

to numerous project failures. If you have not yet obtained your own geoen-

vironmental information, ask your geotechnical consultant for risk man-

agement guidance. Do not rely on an environmental report prepared for

someone else.

Obtain Professional Assistance To Deal with Mold
Diverse strategies can be applied during building design, construction,
operation, and maintenance to prevent significant amounts of mold from
growing on indoor surfaces. To be effective, all such strategies should be
devised for the express purpose of mold prevention, integrated into a com-
prehensive plan, and executed with diligent oversight by a professional
mold prevention consultant. Because just a small amount of water or
moisture can lead to the development of severe mold infestations, a num-
ber of mold prevention strategies focus on keeping building surfaces dry.
While groundwater, water infiltration, and similar issues may have been
addressed as part of the geotechnical engineering study whose findings
are conveyed in this report, the geotechnical engineer in charge of this
project is not a mold prevention consultant; mone of the services per-
formed in connection with the geotechnical engineer’s study
were designed or conducted for the purpose of mold preven-
tion. Proper implementation of the recommendations conveyed
in this report will not of itself be sufficient to prevent mold from
growing in or on the structure involved.

Rely, on Your ASFE-Member Geotechncial
Engineer for Additional Assistance

Membership in ASFE/THE BEST PEoPLE ON EARTH exposes geotechnical
engineers to a wide array of risk management techniques that can be of
genuine benefit for everyone involved with a construction project. Confer
with your ASFE-member geotechnical engineer for more information.

/

ASFE

THE BEST PEOPLE ON EARTH

8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: 301/565-2733

Facsimile: 301/589-2017

e-mail; info@asfe.org  www.asfe.org

Copyright 2004 by ASFE, Inc. Duplication, reproduction, or copying of this document, in whole or in part, by any means whatsoever, is strictly prohibited, except with ASFE’s
specific written permission. Excerpting, quoting, or otherwise extracting wording from this document is permitted only with the express written permission of ASFE, and only for
purposes of scholarly research or book review. Only members of ASFE may use this document as a complement to or as an element of a geotechnical engineering report. Any other
firm, individual, or other entity that so uses this document without being an ASFE member could be commiting negligent or intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR

Historic Resource Determination

1. Current Owner / Applicant Information

Supplemental Information for

Historic Resource Determination

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

PROPERTY OWNER'’S NAME:

2417 Green Street, LLC - attention Chris Durkin

PROPERTY OWNER’S ADDRESS:

474 Euclid Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118

TELEPHONE:

(415 ) 407-0486

EMAIL:

chris@durkinincorporated.com

APPLICANT’S NAME:

DUMICAN MOSEY ARCHITECTS - attention Eric Dumican

Same as Above D

APPLICANT’S ADDRESS:

128 10th Street, Floor 3
San Francisco, CA 94103

TELEPHONE:

(415 ) 495-9322

EMAIL:

edumican@dumicanmosey.com

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:

Eric Dumican

Same as Above |Z

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

( )

EMAIL:

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
2417 Green Street 94123
CROSS STREETS:

Pierce and Scott
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
0560 /028 25x100 2500 RH-1 40-X
OTHER ADDRESS / HISTORIC ADDRESS: ( if applicable ) ZIP CODE:

3. Property Information

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION:

1906 (water tap)

ARCHITECT OR BUILDER:

Builder: LB Floan (per SF Call building announcement and water tap)

IS PROPERTY INCLUDED IN A HISTORIC SURVEY? SURVEY NAME:

Yes[] No[X

SURVEY RATING:

DESIGNATED PROPERTY: Article 10 or Article 11 ]

January 2017

CA Register O]

Historical Research by

National Register L]

Tim Kelley Consulting



o))

4. Permit History Table

Please list out all building permits issued from the date of construction to present. Attach photocopies of each.

PERMIT: DATE: DESCRIPTION OF WORK:

1.

© N o g & 0D

Please describe any additional projects or information about a particular project(s) that is not included in this
table:

See attached.

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )
5. Ownership History Table
Please list out all owners of the property from the date of construction to present.

OWNER: DATES (FROM - TO): NAME(S): OCCUPATION

1.

© N o o & 0D

Please describe any additional owners or information about a particular owner(s) that is not included in this
table:

See attached.

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )De

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.01.2012



Supplemental Information for

Historic Resource Determination

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

6. Occupant History Table

Please list out all occupants/tenants of the property from the date of construction to present.

OCCUP: DATES (FROM - TO): NAME(S): OCCUPATION

1.

© N o o » 0 D

Please describe any additional occupants or information about a particular occupant(s) that is not included in
this table:

See attached.

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

7. Property / Architecture Description

Please provide a detailed narrative describing the existing building and any associated buildings on the property.
Be sure to describe the architectural style and include descriptions of the non-visible portions of the building. Attach
photographs of the building and property, including the rear facade.

See attached.

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting —
7



8. Adjacent Properties / Neighborhood Description

Please provide a detailed narrative describing the adjacent buildings and the buildings on the subject block and
the block directly across the street from the subject property. Be sure to describe the architectural styles. Attach
photographs of all properties.

See attached.

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c. Tunderstand that other applications and information may be required.

02/14/17

‘Date

Signature of K T

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

_Eric Dumican
Owner /drde one)

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.01.2012



Supplemental Information for

Historic Resource Determination

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

Submittal Checklist

The Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination must be complete before the Planning
Department will accept it and begin review. Please submit this checklist along with the required materials.

CHECKLIST REQUIRED MATERIALS NOTES

X

Form, with all blanks completed

Photograph(s) of subject property: Front facade
Photograph(s) of subject property: Rear facade

Photograph(s) of subject property: Visible side facades

Building Permit History (Question 4), with copies of all permits

Historic Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps

X X X X 00O K

Ownership History (Question 5)

Occupant History (Question 6)

X

Descriptive narrative of subject building (Question 7)

Photos of adjacent properties and properties across the street along with a descriptive
narrative of adjacent properties and the block (Question 8)

Historic photographs, if applicable

Original building drawings, if applicable

Oo00 K

Other: Periodical articles related to the property, for example, articles on an owner or occupant of
the building or of the architect; historic drawings of the building; miscellaneous material that will
assist the Preservation Planner make the historical resource determination under CEQA.

NOTE: Please note that some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material needed for CEQA review of other
impacts and is solely limited to historic resource analysis. For further information about what must be submitted for CEQA review, please refer to the Environmental Evaluation
Application.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By:

Date:

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting



1. Current Owner / Applicant Information

See primary form

2. Location and Classification

See primary form

3. Property Information

See primary form

4. Permit History Table

Permit: | Date: Description of Work:

1 3/13/1911 | To reshingle south side of roof of main building. And build 2 dormer
windows on same side about 2'x3’ each. Each window to be roofed with
tin. Also cut doorway from bathroom on attic floor to rough attic.

2 5/3/1954 | A reinforced concrete garage will be constructed under house as per
plans.

3 8/1/1960 | Construct retaining wall in backyard.

4 6/15/1971 | To replace shingles on front and sides plus cleaning off old shingle roof
and preparing for new slate roof.

5 7/18/1972 | Complete porch and replace roof.

6 2/13/1973 | Complete work started on 411423. Complete porch and replace roof.

7 8/16/1982 | Fungus repair

8 1/13/1986 | illegible

9 6/22/2007 | Partial underpinning of foundation due to excavation at 2415 Green
Street

10 7/6/2007 | Partial underpinning of foundation due to excavation at 2415 Green
Street (revised plans)

11 2/19/2009 | To obtain final inspection for work approved under PA 2007066100. All

work completed.

No original building permit was located at DBI; however the following building announcement

was located in the San Francisco Call on 12/5/1905;

60x130; $1300.
lﬂnelln H. Bmlth (owner) with L. B. Floan
(contractor), architect—All work for a |

frame residence on lot on S8 line of Green
street, 170 W of Pierce, W 25 by 8 100: $3900.
_ C. Branagan and J. Kluber (owners) with

-

N line of O'Farrell street, 187:6 E of Webster,

e ——

—

5. Ownership History Table

Owner

Dates (From - To)

Names Occupation

1

4/14/1906-10/19/1906

HA & Lovella H. Smith

2

10/19/1906-7

Georgia H. Sawyer
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4/26/1943-10/2/1951

Mary Kilgore

3 ?-10/19/1918 Frank & Ada Elmendorf Hats

4 10/19/1918-3/4/1924 Georgia H. Sayers”

5 3/4/1924-4/26/1943 Eugene & Mary Kilgore Physician
6

7 10/2/1951-5/23/1952

Kilgore & Kathryn Kilgore
Winslow

Eugene S Kilgore Jr, Elinor S.

8 5/23/1952-9/8/1982

Walter & Inez Lloyd

Cabinet maker, teacher

9 9/8/1982-12/14/2016

Ross

Edward L. Strobehn & Heather

10 12/14/2016-present

Christopher Durkin

* It is unclear if Georgia Sawyer and Georgia Sayers are the same person. Information on

Sawyer’s ownership was taken from the San Francisco Call, while information on Sayers’

ownership was taken from the city sales ledgers.

6. Occupant History Table

Occupant | Dates (From - To) Names Occupation
Fannin & ElImendorf Co;
president, the Elmendorf Hat

1 1907-1918 Frank M (Ada) Elmendorf Company

2 1907 LM Elmendorf

3 1917 John B. McCormick

4 1918 Reynolds (Marjorie) McHenry | draftsman, Leland S Rosener
5 1920-1941 Eugene S (Mary) Kilgore physician

6 1923-1930 Thomas A Kilgore printing

7 1943-1949 Elinor Kilgore nurse

8 1943-1949 Fugene Kilgore Jr US Army

9 1943-1949 Mrs. Mary Kilgore

10 1955-1963 Inez Lloyd teacher

11 1955-1981 Walter S Lloyd cabinet maker
12 1982 vacant

7. Property / Architecture Description

2417 Green Street sits on the south side of Green between Scott and Pierce Streets. The street

slopes up dramatically to the west. The building sits back slightly from the front Iot line and

abuts both neighboring buildings. The surrounding buildings have a variety of setbacks.

January 2017
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2417 Green Street is a three story over basement rectangular plan single family residence clad
in concrete, brick, and wooden shingles and capped with a side gable roof. The basement
level is clad in concrete and features a single roll up garage door at left. To the right of this is a
quarter turn concrete stair leading to an entry porch that spans the left side of the first story.
There is a flush wood pedestrian door at the mid-point landing on the stairs. The porch and
part of the stairs are enclosed by a decorative metal railing with concrete pillars. The first story
is clad in brick. The primary entrance is on the left side and sits within a slight recess. It
features a paneled and multi-lite door topped with an art glass transom. There is a projecting
chimney at the center of the facade. There are three wood sash multi-lite casement windows
on this story: two to the right of the chimney and one to the left. The first and second stories
are separated by a solid band course. The second and third stories are clad in wooden
shingles, and the second story flares out slightly at the base. Both upper stories feature a pair
of large matching windows with wooden surrounds and a projecting cornice at top. The
second story windows are fixed wood sash windows, while the third story features two part
aluminum sash windows with a large fixed lite next to a casement window. The facade
terminates with a projecting cornice supported by corner brackets below a projecting eave. A

brick chimney rises from the center of the roofline.

8. Adjacent Properties / Neighborhood Description

The subject building is the Pacific Heights neighborhood. The neighboring buildings were
constructed between 1900 and 1956. Architectural styles present include Classical Revival,
Queen Anne Victorian, Mediterranean Revival, Tudor, Craftsman and Modern. Although all
buildings are of a similar large scale, there is little visual unity on the block due to the wide

range of styles present.
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Photographs of Subject Property

2417 Green Street
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SAH FRANCISCO

© LRSS - 4 5 Rk o
WRITE IN INK-FILE 2 COPIES

AdOD VIOId40

TO THE HONORABLE

THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS
© OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Gentlemen:
The undersigned respectfully petition your H ble: Board for ission to do the following work at
4 . side of?zé/;ﬁ“ﬂmx_m feet

WRITE PLA!NLY FULL DESCR[PT[ON OF WORH TO BE DONE

ﬁﬂz’mf

Building to be used as.._............_ 27

In ideration of the ing of #he I herchy agree to save the City and County of San Francisco harmless

;zumaﬂmanddmnguwhi&tmyumehumdwuum of the sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk space in the said work,

Inspector

@5««4} B e SR [
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January 2017

) DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKES

AT ST R T e < b P A T A e R

CENTRAL FERMIT BURKEAU FA3S

M Ink—File Two F{’ECE‘VED

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCQEFT. OF PUBLIC Y/ORKS

FETA T e

E APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT JILDIRG WSPEC [ION
3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OE, BUIBIRG & =
- s
lica hereby made to the Department of Public mhots-nmmmicmmmb

buﬂxm:mrdmuwﬂhﬂn lans and cations submitted ith and secording to description
and for the purpose set
) Tocstioe. 2. Y L7 %Wﬂi%
@ -rnmcms,ﬁﬂﬂﬂg_—_f_(z; No. of stories & ® B %
®) Mudmzﬁm\l" (6) No. of
(7} Prop use of build: — & £ _j (8) No. of families. ..
£ Logm ok 123 4or5 - s =
(11) Any other building on ht.%_mwbe shown on plot plan if answer is Yes.)

Yes ar No
(12) Does this slteration create an additional floor of occupancy.

Yes or,
(13) Does m.mm«-um-&mmmmmmaﬁ_

Yes or No
(14) Electrical work to be

#ﬁwm Dt w16 b puiSuensils P

(15) Ground floor area of building 2 8 X__J 0 sq. ft. (16) Height of building 3
(17) Detailed description of work to be doi L3

_J'—/?&—M—Lm‘c

(18) No of structure or scaffol
any mp::agnmbumug:{:gﬁn 50 vuh::rSee

(19) Supervi:inndmm:unnby.. >

used during construction, to be closer than 6’0" to

Sl it s 57l -

(20) General contractor Calif 'Lmn'gfzéfd
Amﬁm_% /)ﬁ

(21) Architect California Certificate No.

(22) Engineer_ (L. Zlcﬂ ,,,,,,,,,,,, California Certificate No.._.....______
Address 6 G 3. M0 4/

(23) I hereby and agree lra'mlthluued!nthmrmru described in -

ton, all provisions of the perm.it and d urdimn:u a%pltﬂhle thereto will be mu;&phii I:lu

‘:E;emmvee n:l:cnm its officials and employees from all costs
dama, accrue from or slnet dewalk
anything else in connection with the work :‘S ded tn the permi!. ot' iy mbe bind-

@0 owee s M Wallle L.
address. 24 17 Green 444 -
m_zﬁ;@mém Address__ 5 67 e /:/z?

Owner’s Authorized Agent to be Owner's A

ne. )
(For Contact by Buresu)

g3t . DR 5 bids, il
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Ol=
T
3 Writa i Ink—File Two Coples
> CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO e
Sr;rr»/n ARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PERMIY BUREAT - \
O| ZUILDIIC CTIOH, -y APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT e sl
5 = ADDITIONS, Al.m.\mnson mms L omZEm
lication is hereby made ta the Department of Public Works of pérmisden to: |1
! butld rpl?mdmne gl'l:, the hm and nxd.ﬁuﬂe:ns submitted h::!wioﬂl d E}g:diu to lheﬂexligtiom (]
. and for the purpose herei By '
(1) Locatlon..._ 2. 9.2 "’g-—a.--'. e el
| (@) TotalCot$_ 37522 (3) No. ol stories 2 ) B t Vo 2
“Yesor No
(8) Present use of bullding......... 22w 2 iim g ... (8) No. of families.... /.. .
(T) Proposed use of bulld Same. Moo (8) No. of familles..../........

i Ll va- 4
(9) Type of construction oy (10)... e o

(11) Any other building on lot........ /Vé. .......... (Must be shown on plot plan If answer is Yes.)

(12) Does this alteration create an addiLIunll floor of eccupancy. .. = 4 T g
€3 or °
(13) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building... JVa s

Yes Cf ﬂ
(14) Electrieal work to be performed . . J/ 2.... Plumbing work to be performed
Pl or Ni

(15) Ground floor area of building.... ... /2 J.IL._.aq. ft. (18) Helght of bullding....... 52
(17) Detailed description of work to be done.

. ..C?o.u._q.é.xa;.(......anﬁnzf,h.‘;j A //A.«.u Aa :A’/d r/

a.%-—&’;nfﬂ_ﬁ 3= d—;/(

L) ! Q}/ﬁfr L a o

(18) No portion of building or structure or ua!!oldin; used during construction, to be closer than 80" to
eny wire containing more than 750 volts. See Sec, 385, California Penal Code.

(19) Supervision o sonstruction by.... N s @ &= . . Address

(20) General contrastor....... Avras Brzs .. ... ... Coitorsis License No. 28320 .
Aaduu,...._._ét.a.z..xto.!?_“ﬁ A !—'f.ff-.-f_/ <

(21) Architect.... California Certificate No-..o.coeee
RN et oo e e 0 e Ll S A L

(22) Enginer...... ovr.California Certificate No............._
Add

{23) I hereby certify and uree thnt ita rermu l.l lssued for the :orulrudlon deseribed In this & egp!lu-
Hnn. all the provisicns of the p!rmil and all In d ordinances applicable thereto will be eol'npll
turlh!r to save San Francisco and its oﬂlc!nlu and employees harmless fro 1 costs and
ich may accrus !romuuaroocupm of the sidewalk, street or subsi demlkmnrtmm
u\ylh ng elsa in connection with the wm-h Included in the permit, The foregoing covenant
ing upon the owner of ss.d property, the applicart, their heirs, successors an assignees.

(24) mer.,«.zfé/}ff Y/ f B, L =
Address 24/ 7. ‘gfﬁ-@h/ . el
By...cEaeps Donda. . o AOE BTl

PERMIT OF ¢ upﬁﬁ\"ﬁm !:OBTI 0
Gt et e
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AT

FRAMC IJVU

l‘lh]!d&l r }d"l‘l\ UNREAU Fals

1 A l a8 d

| Write in Ink— I"le Two Coples o
rite in w Lop JUK 11 a7 E
OEMERTMERN ; e F CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO &
ZUIL BINGHARPRGNTAF PUBLIC WORKS e
SUILpIRp IR CENTRAL PRRMIT BUREAUS

AdOD VIOI4H0

p - APPLICATION FOIR BUILDING PERMIT
3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS UR REPATRY

lvo Francisco for pc:rmiulon o

Application is erely made to the Dejartiinent of Pubibic Werks i
th and sccording to the descrip

build in necordance with the plans and spectiications sulitnstted herew
tion and for the p‘.lrp(m- hervinufter sef furth:

(1) Location "7(/7 T ‘f7(

{ Gl . >
\ {2) Totul Cost (§) .‘.i By {3) Na. of Slorics -~ 71) Basoment or Cellar. %
- yeu or fio
(3 Prosent Useoof Duililing . abgetertd ptad-= (A Nop. of families’.. 2214
(7) Pruposed Use uf building Aol 3l (#) No. of (umllh:.l,,("”\fs..,——.f.
{43 Typeof construclion 3 (10) % s R A
1,88, 4 orh Praposed Bu i Code Clasalfication
{11) Any other building on lul. -2 L 7] cattiat be shown on plot plan if answer is yos:)

Yok ur tio
(12) Does this alterativn ereate nn additional story o thie building? . 3¢ ¢ S

s OF DD
(13) Does this altefution ereuté o borizantil oxtinsion G the building? ... 22 €62
yebat no
(14) Docs this alteration constitute i change of vechpaney =2 270 ..
yosur no
I A Mlumbing work . 2EEC.

(16) Electrical work to be performud . (16) Plumbing work to be performed

FOR THE ELECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS, A SEPA-
RATE PERMIT FOR THE WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBTAINED.

APFROVAL OF THIS Arri.lu‘no'u n'oss o

(Reference to i

j{) '/117-44/((’4 _ﬂf/l{a—f%@" (?\./‘ /Lg;vyddt-:if

ans is ot suilleient )

¥es or b yeaor no
(17) Automobile runway to be nltercd oy insialled 2 - &
yos or no Ly 2]

(18) Sidewalk over sub-sidewnlk space to be vepaired or nlterdd f :

wef  yewirm ‘
(19) WiIl street spice be us<d durisg eonstruction . ~2? € |

you ur oo

{20) Wuite in description of all war k o Ve pecformeml ander this application:

(21) Supervision of construction by 7f} 4
(22) General Contractor (—Mf - é
3 Address ............ . s ;1 fa. A

(23) Architect or Engineer California Lenmuls No.
(for dusign)
Address :

(24) Architect or Engincer : Califurnia Certificate No..
(for construction)
Address .

j (255 1 hereby cortify gree that if 4 perimit is i-sucd for the construction rlem.nbed ln l.hm uppu-fa
cation, all the prov ns of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable thereto will begy @
complied with. l furlher agree to save San Prane icinls and employees harmless Z 2
from all costs and damages which may acerue Trom us y of the sidewalk, strect urnm
subsidewalk space or Trom anything else in connection with the work included in the pem;dt The= =
foregoing covenunt shall be binding upon the awnupul said property, the applicant, their heirs, 2=

CGNSTRUCTION LENDER

IT1

suecissory and asgiggees. 2 15
4 4 -
| (26) Owner. }-’ILL- V 2 [/L,j \%yf( ..... (Phone M-/PA‘ (=S 5’7 )'o-ll'-‘
| ) : or contact b
| By. 47:, &Auxmjl Address.... ‘/VSM }‘/ ..gs
utharized Agent Authorized / Anginect. 6 =

'8 to be F uu
| FLn'llrlLATF OF FINAL, COMPLETT s'l~um'1‘ oF 0CCU Y MUST BE
i OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF WORK OR ALTERATION HVOLVING AN ENLARGE-
MENT OF THE BUILDING Ot A CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY PURSUANT TO SEC. 808
AND B09, SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE, BEFORE BUILDING IS OCCUPIED.

Pursuant to Sce. 304, San Francidco Duilding Code, the building permit shall be posted on job.
Owner is reaponsible for approved plans and application being kept at building site.
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A FRAMCISCO
i i

CITY AND COUNTY OF SANVFRANCiSCB

: T ) |'_F<iﬂ _nfmammm USE_ONLY
Dt i e i

DEPARTMENT OT

.o

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS :

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

AdOD 1VIDI4d40

PRROVE

OF PUBLIC WORKS
ACCORDANCE WITH

BUILDHIG INGPECTION
Dept. Public Works |

——
] !ﬁ\
| 1 CECO
1 HRR e m !
= s ' 2 THE PLANS AND IFICATIONS SUBMD HERE AND ACCORDING
‘/’@M,&""ﬁf TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE FURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH:
SUPCAINENDENT

wRFAL DIIL NG INSPTETION {1 STREFT ADDRESE OF on t

Binal,

ING FEE RECEIFT 1

0

Le 22, 572,

158U
[ s en
1 DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDI

} TYPEOF STR, Tehr O ) B i (7A) ENT USE; %Im ODE i ),
STORI| § UP. CLASS: FAMILIES:
| 1020 330 40 sge| Ordcummer .7 | ShmeRiGs /l At ce 7 Vi

DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION

MuG LU Lue quallty of the ori

{47 TYPE GF CONBTR, ¥ ERGF oF PROFOSED USE: ) . CODE (FTNO. OF
soffidas ' i "'t;gl"l\isog 7 G o i octir Siaks ¥ FAMILIES) b +
10 20 30 40 & OCCUPANCY: AND CELLARS: b Lot i
7 TATE 1Al DDES THIS ALTERATI YES [ [ TVTTF ¥ES, 8TAT |
Rl T Ol o fﬁﬁ&mmu R e eV QRGUND |
STORY 10 BUILBING? No LINE OF FRONT, FT. | EXTENSIGN TG BUILDINGT NO FLOOR AREA: 3G, 1. i
7 3 Vi IO T 81 13 AUT: AY VEs 'W‘ 1% v |
X [END BEYOND 1O BE COMSTRUCTED BE USED DURING.
REPAIRER R ALTEaEDT No FROVENTY LINET N OR ALTEREDT NO g CokE TN KO |
] Ii";ii‘ﬁ‘y_ml EXISTING 815G, V5 u" 8] 0o vun‘:‘n‘rnuﬁn‘n_—'m%‘ T&7) ELECTRICAL V'L | 23] PLOMRING i5)
SHOW CONSTITUTE A CHANGE WORK 10 BE WORK 10 BE
O PLOT FaN ~OY) | BRBLCUPANEY? No'R( | PERFORMIDY no )| FERrORMEDT No X
23] GENERAL CONTRACTOR ADCRESS CALIF, LICENSE NO. i
i
{34 ARCHITECT O ENGINEER (FOR DISIGN] AOORESS CALIF, CERTIFICATE WG ’
{38) ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER [FOR CONSTRUCTION] ADBAESE ~ CAUI. CERTIFCGATE NG
ADDRESS

NN L AP =
el | ol T

J,/ ADGRESS

Mo /~2s— &
HONE [FOR CONTACT BT i
88 PERFORMED UNDEX THIS APPLICATION (REFERENCE 1O FLANS 15 NOT SUFFICTENTT,

=
Lveert! Ao A oo /La.f;,é

CESCRIFTION OF AL

! P /J“_/;,Z-‘ }MGL

IMPORTANT NOTICES
No ¢hange sholl be meds in the eharocter of the servpancy or wse without
fott Cotaining = Building Permit outheriiing suth change. Sea Sec. 103, 1048
Son Franciue Buliding Cods ond Sec. 104, Son

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION

| HEREBY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A PERMIT IS |SSUED FOR THE CON-
STRUCTION DESCRIBED IN THIS APPLICATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE
PERMIT AND ALL LAWS AND ORDINANCES THERETO WILL BE COMPLIED WITH.

| CERTIFY THAT IN THE PERFORMANCE OF THE ABOVE WORK | SHAIL NOT |
EMPLOY ANY PEESON IN VIOLATION OF THE LABOR CODE OF CALIFORNIA

1040.1, 104, 502, 5021,

Frensiseo Hausing Code,

No pedtion of bullding or uruciure or scafiolding uied during comsrucion,

ta be closer than 80" to ony wirs conlaining mres than 730 woltr, Ses Sec.

383, Califarnio Penal Code,

Puauent fo Sec. 302.A0, San Fronelsco Bulldisg Code, fhe buliding permit

sholl be peried on the Job. The swner is respantible for approved plans ond

epplication belng kept ot bullding site.

Gredu linws e shown on drowings eccomponying this application ere cuumed
the same o1 shown revited drowings

her with complete dotaily of

be submitted te this bureau for

RELATING TO WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION INSURANCE. i

| FURTHER AGREE TO SAVE SAN FRANCISCO AND IT5 OFFICIALS AND B
PLOYEES

HARMLESS FROM

BINDING UPON
SAID PROPERTY, THE APPLICANT, THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS

? Dreer
o, Lt

retalning walls and wall foolings taquired must
cpproval,

ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR
BUILDING NOT To BE

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX,

DWNER O ArcHiTECT O ENGINEER
O essee [ AGENT WITH POWER OF ATTORNEY
[ CONTRACTOR  [1] ATTORMEY IN FACT

QUESTIONS (15) (16) (17) (20) (21) or (22).

THIS IS NOT A BUILOING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A
BUILDING PERMIT IS 1S5UED, R

In chwalliags el Iniwloting metsrials must hove o
inches from oll electricol wire of squipment,

clearance of not les thon twe

Tim Kelley Consulting
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SANM FRAMNCISCO

A D

l ‘ . s ‘ - »
/ | a‘l CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS . . . .
DEFART I T Flsskovie: T DATE:

BUILDING INSPRCTIOR REASON:

T

AdO2 TVIDI4H0

7 ‘ZﬁL— 7/ IF, / et NOTIFIED MR.
BUILDING INSPECTOR, BUR. OF BIDG. INSP,

.o | approveD: DATE:
" REASON:

. Aot reviewed by the Dspartment ot Clo i

w i « Planning. Joou a2 roquested permit !

D 3 S fan abar use of this

fwl o apim o the

NOTIFIED MR.

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

S Ly Lue QUALLITY OF the origimal,

APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION & PUBLIC SAFETY

APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

CIVIL ERGINEER, BUR, OF BLDG. INSPECTION

APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

APPROVED: DATE:
EASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

APPROVED: DATE:

D REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

ONISSIDOUd ONIYNG G3HILON SNOSHId TIV 4O SIWVN ONY S3LVA JLON — NOWLIES TI0H

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

APPROVED: DATE:

D REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED: -7 |

D REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

| AGREE 70 COMPLY WITH ALL CONDITIONS OR STIPULATIONS OF THE VARIOUS BUREAUS OR DEPARTMENTS NOTED

ON THIS APPLICATION, AND ATTACHED STATEMENTS OF CONDITIONS O STIPULATIONS, WHICH. ARE "HEREBY MADE
A PART OF THIS APPLICATION,
HNUMBER OF ATTACHMENTS [] . Z.

€ O

SIGNATL WNER, 1E552E OF ADTH
AGENT FOR GWNER OF LESSEE,

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting



'ANFH}\N 15C0 ) )

% ! ' sl
| FOR DEPARTMENTAL USE ONLY ary AND counrv OF SAN FRANCISCO

@; ror |ssumcmEEB_1.3.197_3_.’£____ DEPARTMENT OF PURLIC WORKS

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
[j\\ PPROVE] ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

Dopt, Public Werss APPLICATION 218 HERER e ACK S LM ELT, WORKS

FEB131973 OF SAN summo WN‘ £ Witk
/QJ THE PLANS BNGTSPEC IFICATIONS SUBHITIED FEREWITH AND AC(L!MNG
iy i n' 2'- TO THE DESCTIRTION AND FOR THE PURPOSE HEAEINAFTER'SET FORTH:
BURTAS WALDIAG RGP iTon
s {7 STARET ADDKESS OF 1081
P R g . "
B LHAT M/W

PEIMJ'I NGO, T IS§UED P (3) ESTIMATED COsT OF JOB g
7%0-?’_(, B13E L W revs " ‘ o

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

SRETR. ¥ RESENT USEr A1 BLDG, CODE. o g
{4X) TYPE OF CONSTR TWa MO m&ﬂ'?&l 7 Tﬁm / (7A] PRESENT L T :ﬂl Nﬁ‘ um"rs
V020 a0 40 s | OFoccurincy: AND CELLARS: /. =

AdOD ‘IVIOI:I:IO
s ﬁum
2018

‘ON NHOUYDI

BB/

X DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION .

G - oF PRI SED U . CODE .
0 30 <n sny S, 2 | Biihe / | oemertimce | 00t o | D08 s,
e ORI 2 [ B R BTNV T T e
i ;ﬁ"’”"“‘%‘""m‘" o B ESIA o v | TR ] e
5 ’&“"*..f*.;."mfm“ oy SR o] B SR Ty | s e ot
im'_ﬁmm ADORESS “CALWT (ICENSE NO.

: {34) ARCHITECT DR ENGINEER (FOR DESIGN] ADDRESS TALIF, CERTIFICATE NG.
{457 ARCHITECT OR EMGINEER [FOR CONSTAUCTION) ADDRESS TATIF, CEATIIICATE 1O,
“ADDRESS

DI Srkon
d IF INEIE IS NO KNW': mmmnn lgﬂﬂll. ENTER

a7 m:: coan:r BV BUREAU)
any TR DESCRIFTION EC UNDIR THIS .trrucmron :lutlmcl 10 FLANE 15 NOT SU7| umm
MWJL Tt pee S F2 D
_Qg%gaa{_éagﬂé— N

Pt & 471) o

Ltnrs
77

IMPORTANT NOTICES APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION
Mo chonge thell be made in the choracler of the oecupancy o1 uie withaut
o i S et o s s B . R TOSK, | LA O o some o 1 bt 18 5 0 e o
it ‘»?:.ﬁ'-.,%!-»a.s“‘ San Francisce. Buildiog Code ond Sec. 104, Son PERMIT AND ALL LAWS AND ORDINANCES THERETO WILL B2 COMPLIED WITH,
No portion o building or structure or scaflolding wied Wuring contiuction, | CERTIFY THAT IN THE PERFORMANCE OF THE ABOVE WORK | SHALL NOT
fo ba clojr than 60" fo ony wite conloining mroe then 750 volis. See Ser. EMPLOY ANY PERSON IN VIOLATION OF THE LASOR SO0E OF CALFORNIA
388, Colifarnlu Ponol Code, RELATING TO

Puriuant 1 Sec. J02.A8, s... Francsca Bullding Code, the bullding pclmlr
shall ba powed on the job. = for approved ploms ond { FURTHER AGREE TO SAVE SAN FRANCISCO AND (TS QHFICIALS AND EM-

applicatian being kept af bwlidin. ‘PLOYEES HARMLESS FROM AlL COSTS AND DAMAGES WHICH MAY ACCRUE
Grode lines @i shown en drowings seigrio ing this application aie suumed FROM USE OR OCCUPANCY OF THE llbéwu: STREET OR SUB.SIDEWALK
1a bo coerect, W actosl .n.d- linei arw not the same as shown revited drowings SPACE OR FROM ANYTHING FISE IN CONNECTION WITH THE WORK INCIUD.
riact g i end il ot with camplete detaih of ED IN THE FERMIT. THE FOREGOING COVENANT SHALL BE BINDING UPON
reiainiog woifs and woll Ipnnm)n tequired munt be solimitted 1o thiv bureau for THE OWNER OF SAID PROPERTY, THE APPLICANT, THEId HEIRS, SUCCESSORS
Spireal: ANBLASSIGNEES, )
ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEAILD. /f?bﬁ.‘, W.
DUILBING NOT TO BE OCCUPIED UMTIL CERTIFICATE OF HINAL COMPLETION , 3 i
15 POSTED ON THE BUILDNIG OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY GRANTED, WHEN  |.. v )

REQUIRED. APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION DOES NOT COMSTITUTE AN
AFPROVAL FOR THE ELECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS. A
SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE oluwsn
SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED |h ANSWER IS "YES® TO ANY OF ABOVE
QUESTIONS (15) (16) (171 (20) (21} o (31),

THIS 1S NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. ND WORK. SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A OWNER 3 aRcHITECT [l ENGINEER
BUILDING PERIAIT IS ISSUED,

In dwellings oll imuloting matedial st hove @ tleorance af aut fens than fws Gl s S ASERT VITH CEaK DR ATTORHES
inches fram ol alpcirical wires of eauipment L] CONTRACTOR  [] ATTORNEY IN FACT

ﬁb’l‘ "%‘S&f‘mlmﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁ_

TRl

JECK APPROPRIATE BOX:

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting



iy ke - s it AL B

SAN FRATRGISCO o P il |
v ) o CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS
720

Nf ~

| i | eeren) | apdroveD:
w0 J| @

DEPARTMIENT (3 F

BUILDIMG INGPECTHON 5

DATE:
REASON-

AdOD TVIOIdd

’ Widiidam ‘)%:/73 ol HETINES M.

BUNDING INSPECTOR. BUR. OF BLDG, INSP,

DATE:
REASOM:

APPROVED:

L

= NOTIFIED MR,
DEPARTMENT OF CiTY PLANNING 3

APPROVYED: DATE: -
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION & PUBLIC SAFETY

APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

CIVIL ENGINEFR, BUR. OF BLDG. INSPECTION

y. APPROVED: ! B DATE:
; REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING

APPROVED: DATE:

D > REASON:

i
DEFARTMENT OF PUBLIE HEALTH NOTIFIED MR.

ONISSIO0Nd ONIENG QIILON SNOSHId 11V 40 SIWVN ONY S31Va JION — NOILJ3IS TIOH

APPROVED: DATE:

D REASOMN:

T, NESEVEIGPMENT AGENCY — || noTiFED MR-

APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:

S .y NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:

- e — e NOTIFIED MR.

| AGREE TO COMPLY WITH ALL CONDITIONS OB STIPULATIONSGI THE VAR 0
G TAIS APPLICATION, AND ATTACHED STATEMEMTS OF CONBITIONS C1b S11ro ATt
A PAR] OF THIS APFICATION, ) ;
NUMBER OF ATTACHMINTS [ . St
ONATURE
AGENT 1QT Owi

OR DEPARTMENTS NOTED
H ERERY MADE

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting



SAI

O
n
|
o
>
-
Q
o)
%
-

DEPARTMENT GF
{ BUILDING i i_;PEL roel
FOR DEPARTMENTAL USE ONLY CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO EE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS ga
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT m

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS -
1 OCCUFANCV WITH NO PLANS Z\
aPPL SEREAY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT or punuc §
WOR s OF San =m.vwmsﬁ! IN A ¥
COR nn#aqnu TSUeMITTED 5
HER| DINCTO ThE nsscnmr 0 FOR THE = 2
SGAMDSE HEREIMAFTER SETTOR r sl
N 3

o

] =

(mééa ¥ ~yC—32— =

SES -

?Ei‘u‘:a?
i
i

January 2017

IMPORTANT NOTICES

nam;n.-:mma in the chancter of mmermmmm: fine

ciytaining icing Permit authonzing such shange. See Sec 103, 104.8,

154,3,1 Iﬂlc Sﬂ? 502.1. Sen Francisco Building Code and Sec. 104, San

Francico Mo

Nao portion of :-.-mng or

be closer than §°07 m any wire contmnng more than mns S-EmiﬂS

Calrfornis Penal Cocde.

Pursist @ sar_ 302 A8, San Francaco Builing Code, the bullcing permit

md\ De Dostec on the job. T"!B-m! 1 respontible for A00oved dlam and 1
icaton besng kept 5t building

A.NY S'H’ULJ.Y!ON REQUIQED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY 8E AP

suu.nmc ND. TO _BE OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF FINAL
IS POSTED ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF OCCU-

P.mcv caum-n WHEN REQUIRED. APPROVAL OF THIS APPL! :r_a
T CONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL FOR THE ELECTRICA|

mmnc oR Pumxmc INSTALLA A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR

3 F ANSWER i5 “YES~ TO ANY OF ABOVE QUES-
TIONS (185} (18] (17 L‘!Ol {21) or (22).
THIS 1S NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED
UNTIL A BUILDING PERMIT IS ISSUED.
maﬂ Nave a clearance of NGt 43 than wo

1 eiect oment.
HOLD HARMLE& CLAUSE The Permutiee(s) by accectance of i permut,
agreeis] m incemnify snd hold hammiess the City snd County of San F"u\crs(n
#rom and against avy and all dams, demancs and actiom for Camages rew
ing from coerations under T perit, regardiess of negligenes of the City poic
County of San Frantisco, and to ssume te oefense of the City ana County
af San Francrsco sgain: ail such clavms, demands, and actions,

APPROVED: /V
=77

CONTALT INSPECTOR
START OF WORK $53.3851. THIS APPLICATION APPHch;:
WITHOUT FIELD INSPECTION ANG DOES NOT CONSTITUTE
AN APPAOVAL OF ThE SUILDING. WORK AUTHORIZED
MUST BE DONZ IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLI-

CABLE COD
BUILDING INSPECTOR, BUR. OF BLDG. INSP.

APPLICANTT.EEﬂT)FICATlDN
| MEREBY cEﬂnFY AND AGAEE THAT IF & PERMIT IS IS.JED FDH
THE CONSTRUCTION DESCHIBED IN TH:S nPPLlcn\'r N, AL
PROVISIONS OF THE PERMIT AND AL D\NANE&&'
LATION T”ERFTD Wl'l_ BE COMPLIED

LONDIHONS AND STIPULA’

i HEEEE'Y CERTIFY THAT:

e NUMBER GF KIYCHENS AS DE-

E ARE
FINED IN THE suu_imc AND HOUSING CODE OF THE CITY
AKD COUNTY OF SA ANCISE0- CONTANED WITHIR THIS
ELII
WORK CONTEMPLATED UNDER THiS PERMIT DOES NOT
¥ BEARING WALLS WITHIN UCTURE NOR
BoEE T ConTEm TAE REMOVAL DR REVISION OF ARY
LOAD BEARAING MEMBERS.
provisioms of Section 3800 af the Labor Code of ne
e smolican e, or file with e Cemtral Per
it Sicate 1) o¢ f11) o t11) dissgrrasee Lot o s s
cmrmuwnr:\.louv: Deiow, whichever 1 1001, ane of he
foliowing memods
Cartificare. of Gl Seif-ingure asued by the Director of
Industrial Aetazions.
Caruificate of wmmzns Compensation Inunance issed by an
iried ingure:
An exact cooy or duplica of (1) certified by the Dirsctor or (11)
cerified by the msurer
he:mmme.-nuxumnmm-‘mmw
1 l'v mat in the perfi

CHECK APPROPRIATE 80X
ZownER RCHITECT T ENGINEER
AGENT WITH POWER OF ATTORNEY

ZLESSEE }:ﬁumnm’on

Historical Research by

Tim Kelley Consulting



DEFARTMENT OF
BUILDIMNG INGPECTION

(&)
mn
i
o
>
=
Q)
o)
0
=<

STANDARD STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL INSPECTION REPORT
[WOOD-DESTROYING PESTS OR ORGANISMS)

Thi§ 15 on Mspecnion report only - not a Notice of Completion

f T

ADORESS OF B.0G. NO | STREET L et san Fransisco = - .
| PROPERTY 2417 Groen 85 | DATE OF INSPECTION |
| ‘NSPECTED. ¥ % | co coce  3&/6625 RIG/E2 |
! Lingruen Assoclates Attix sramp here on Boord copy only

4214* California Sc. l A LICENSEC PEST CONTROL

San Francisco, CA 94118 Phone: 221-2311

OPERATOR IS AN EXPERT IN
HIS FIELD. ANY QUESTIONS
RELATIVE TO THIS REPORT

SHOULD BE REFERRED TO HIM.
C1&M LICENSE NG 3375 J€0 REFORT 8O [Homyi 17719 | STAMPNOT55728] ]
nspection Ordered by (Name and Address)__Jcc HE11 & Co. - 2107 Unfon - SF Marcfa Cali-ars
‘port Sent fo (Name and Address) _same_as_above
~ner s Nome and Address :cc Walter Liovd - 3417 Creen - SF
me and Address of a Porty in Interest
o 8y J. B, Twehous LICENSE NO et

Orginci Repert [lyy Suppiemental Report ]  Numberol Pages] |
SEE DIAGRAM BELCW | vES |CODE| SEE DIAGRAN. BELOW | YES |CODE| SEE DIAGRAM BELOW |
| 18 BesriurOrnes wood Pean 2 Dempmood Term e [EM-Excersicw Marsiure Condrrian]

L Shower Leaks

:COBEL SEE NAGRAM BE.Ow | £S |CODE|

5 Suttarroreon Termises

X Cry-Woos Termites

! | Fo-Fouity Geodw Leve's T
Ffungus or Dry Rar [

|14 inoccesstia Aoy
|

CO<elluiose Debrn =

|EC Eeithwood Canracn ‘

Fi-Further inspection Recom
SUBSTRUCTURE AREA (soil condingns, accessibiliry, efc

|
basement = sec | below
2. Wes Stall Shower woter tested” a0 Di¢ floor coverings indicote leaks?
3 FOUNDATIONS (Type. Relation 1o Grode. efc.) see 1 below
4. PORCHES STEPS PATIOS not inspected
5. VENTILATION {Amount, Relotion 1o Grode. eic | net ingpeszed .
& ABUTMENTS Stucco walls, columns. arches. etc not
ATTIC SPACES [occessibiliry, insalohon. efc | Tt
= GARAGES (Type, occessibiity, enc.) not
TTHER

nong
DIAGRAM AND EXPLANATION OF FINDINGS (This resor s imiled 10 3Lttt G4 3IFUCTueS Shown on diagram

al Description Two sotyr single residence. THis
the left wall as requested

a partfal inspection report
¥ the swner and as detafled
crult and cag is postedin the

ront basement, _
2. Our inspection t.g posted in same locacfon,. «

Tmiges

% 1 SUBSTRUCTURE: ,_LC‘
Fungus damage exists to the outer edge of the mudsill in -
the twoaraas indicated "A"”, (approximately sixteen l{neal
feer) and is apparently due to past wood soil contacts of
he subarea soil. The soil is no longer {n contact with the
wood framing. We recommend replacing the damaged wood and
chemically rreating the area with a restdual fungicide cype
chemical, It {s our understanding that this {s the same
recommendation that was recommanded by Xeermit,

affer to perform the services as devrailad above for a
sasideration of -=----5390.00, The signing and recurning
one of che enclosed copies will authorizes to proceed and

constitute an agreement to pay for the work upon {ssuance
anotice of completion.

THORE

\ L
ION: Signature \ g

|
/
Date

f ; — P
Sgnanies wass s
wmmromﬂwaﬂmmw 5

COMPUTION HOTICES ON THIS FEOPENTY HUED WITH THE KOAXD DUTING THE PEECEDNG TWo
mmxurumuiquummwumummr CONTROL SOARD. 1430 HOWE AVINUE LACRAMENTO, CA. R i

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting



% 5 F FIRARM
m
0 ,Ir { :

; oy s - = 28 | O
Ao 1| EREREEE LEIRE!
QIDEPARTMENT OF i EEr ?.’5'.5|’; = (%)

= T L | I A0 {
O BUILLNIG MSPECTION Ed b - Bk o dE
R 2 D L gk
S conTact ISR : ] .. 3=
! canion AT SO T 8 2%
i apPLICATICN 1S ® 2 B
i poss WY t L §
o s &1
WITH ALL APPLICAELE n-l
B
: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
| APPLCATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT s o RNk Wiows ;f
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS o
— APPUCATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPASTMENT OF ool
FORM ﬂ[_..‘ -APPROVAL SITE INSPECTION REQUIRED PUBLC WORKS OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR PERMISSION TO |
FORM 8 L¥.] OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE 55
£z
E ) _ NUMBER OF PLAN SETS /-—// %g
P UG FEE SECEPT rO. i w/lf-ﬂclﬂ E;
s /—/.ﬁm"f' &1
4 - (e L ——— ] D
SY2/90 |r-8-8 | <. ¢ |, 2 j
INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
M“ﬂm MIQCF Ry QTS TASS T, O
s o [BER | e R
LR B
T o
% Nl
«»r]“*..,..,. el
. =
g T
: s e =
¢ o R T B S
1 e e
! U ]
e \ % =~ s/ T -
. Y
5 /j
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION — FORM 3 APPLICANTS ONLY
[ S0 e Lo — | ewsmomn
! | e oz e e
H T |3 A CTHEN CXETNG WG T | 24 D03 e aTHATON o
. o [T EE e = = v
"y — s et B
—

[T —

January 2017

MPORTANT NOTICES
Mo change shal be mode m the choracer of he ocupGRCy o wie wmhout fr
h—q:hlﬁ-n outhonTing wch choage. Sew Son Francc Suddng
c.d-q-l&-» Howung Code.

Po porton of buideng or tmcture . 10 e dover
l—uo‘?’nw—-‘mmmmvﬁnhimcﬁ’—w
Parol Code.

m;s—-mwmnmmmﬂmmrﬁ
job. The cwner i resmomble for opproved plom and appication beng aept of
busiciing whe.

ANSWER S “YES™ TO ANT OF ABOVE QUESTIONS (10: (11 13 .27 or 242
BUALDRG PERMT. MG WORK SAALL 3E STASLES UNTIL A BULONG

s
n cwaliongs ol msuksing Mol My owe 3 degrance of ner lew har fes ndhes
From ol slecrrzl e o euremEn
DECK armOrRATE BCE

~ ARCHTECT T ENGREER
I AGENT WATH POWER OF ATTORNEY
T ATTORNEY iN FACT

APPLICANT'S CERTIRCATION
} HERESY CERTICY AND AGAEE THAT [F 4 PERMIT 1S [SSUED FOR ™ CONSTRUCTON
DESCRSBED M THIS APPLCATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PERMT AND ALL
LAWS AND ORDINAMCES THERETO Wiil SE COMPUED Witk

Historical Research by

NOTICE TO APPLICAN
HOLD HARMIESS CLAUSE n-.n-mm-,ny
iciomacty S hoid husricluni s Gity drel
murdsm

‘and Courty of Frananca.

*l"dhg M%‘Yﬁﬂmmwﬂmm

Saands ead octera.

i el y with he provavors of Secson 3800 of the Labor Code of the Srove of
DﬂMM'ﬁnwlhwﬁ-ﬂﬁC‘ﬂnﬂ Bureay, eethes

w‘nnl\wl\v!ﬂ incicare sam (IV] o 1¥) or [VT)

D, whnchurewr o MHWWMMMMM"’]MM

cheched o il na GopeTpne method of ComGnce besr

(S ] L Canifiaw of Comsers %o Sefldmeure msved by the Derecor of

Incupricl Bwigriom.

Carnfczra of Wortman's Compenaotion insarance mswed by an

admemed insurer

An gxoc copy or dupicre of 1) certified by *he Direstor o ()
curified by ®e marer

wwnm
thm J

<2 A pm

ey Lo e o
n amh:ﬁﬂmvsﬂuwdﬂwﬁcrnmw‘u
mance of e =or for whech T Pormis ) gaed. | = emoke @
oo e e -t s e o
wiha novon tile, *+af ony
“od whi e, e he Certrsl Sermd Guremu emdence et
—erman’y cammemaTon masrasce 1 cermed

the woremor 3 compe

e 8 A A A S

e —— (=
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mo
QlsamFr ST PPR@VE | §§
| \ et - 3 :
o\ \ * Dept. of Building I68p. |
b b o
o 3 e JUN 9 B 2007 3| & @
QIDEPAR - %
QIEUILDH o 2 S
= BASERIN, PE. HER
gulLDmG DFFDGIAI. m| cf
. Mo \]lolf? = l’\7/ DMEQTOS{‘%ﬁfU‘NQ INSPECTION g ;-\ g;
El
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO o~ 2!
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION p Ei
BULDNG T Juiy o W
e s ]
FORM 3 (] OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED | BULEING! Mg | S
FORM B OVER-THE fOUNTER IS5 AND SPEQIFICATIONS SUBMTTEDT AND T =z 8
EFF{ ?N ACCORDI ‘0 THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE PURPOSE o F
HEREINAFTER SET FORTH. 3 zl
_#  NuMB ETS 2 Ez
NOT WRITE ABOVE THIS LINE W 3
DATE FILED FILING FEE RECEIPT ND. {1) STREET ADDRESS OF JOB- BLOCK & LOT E gi
z
2417 Grizen 51@_&% Oz bo/ D18 g g}
ﬁ [2A) ESTRMARTED COST OF 108 sy REvisen thsT- [ \w 800 = o}
ANX] | 2w . Piao i olealey | . O

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING
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1899 Sanborn Map. Approximate location of subject building noted with arrow.
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1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph. Subject building noted with arrow.
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Adjacent and Facing Properties

North Side of Green Street
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South Side of Green Street
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION SET

10 FEBRUARY 2017

LOCATION MAP

EXISTING FRONT FACADE

2

2417 GREEN STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

THE PROPOSED PROJECT GENERALLY CONSISTS OF THE REMODEL, ALTERATIONS AND
HORIZONTAL ADDITION TO AN EXISTING 4 STORY OVER BASEMENT SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE AND INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING: 1) EXPANSION OF (E) GARAGE IN
BASEMENT LEVEL, 2) 1ST, 2ND AND 3RD STORY HORIZONTAL REAR YARD ADDITION, 3)
ALTERATIONS TO (E) FRONT FACADE, 4) EXCAVATION AND FULL FOUNDATION
REPLACEMENT, 5) LOWERING (E) BUILDING, 6) INTERIOR REMODEL THROUGHOUT.

APPLICABLE CODES: PROJECT DATA: PROJECT TEAM:
*2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE) PROJECT ADDRESS: 2417 GREEN STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 OWNER: ARCHITECT:
*2016 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 UNIFORM MECHANICAL CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 UNIFORM PLUMBING CODE) 2417 GREEN STREET, LLC DUMICAN MOSEY ARCHITECTS
*2016 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2014 NATIONAL ELECTRIC CODE) YEAR BULLT: 1908 474 EUCLID AVENUE 128 10th STREET, 3RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84118 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107
*2016 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE) BLOCK: 0560 ;; Acszogms(;ew\u com ;; :Jgé?fg;;g
*2016 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE) LoT: 028 : . 415,651, .
*2016 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE ZONING RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY) C: CHRIS DURKIN E: EDUMICAN@DUMICANMOSEY.COM DRAWING LIST:
*2016 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE - (CALGREEN) HEIGHT LIMIT: - C: ERIC DUMICAN
A00 COVER SHEET
'AND AS AMENDED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO EXISTING: PROPOSED: GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT: HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSULTANT: A0t EXISTING CONTEXT PHOTOGRAPHS
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE V8" CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE V-8 (NO CHANGE) DIVIS CONSULTING, INC TIMKELLEY CONSULTING A02 EXISTINGIPROPOSED SITE PLAN
OCCUPANCY: R-3lU OCCUPANCY: R-3lU (NO CHANGE) 378 PARK STREET 2912 DIAMOND STREET, #330
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS: 1 NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS: 1 (NO CHANGE) SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131 o141 EXISTINGIDEMOLITION PLANS
NUMBER OF FLOORS: 4, OVER BASEMENT NUMBER OF FLOORS: 4, OVER BASEMENT (NO CHANGE) T: 415.420-3498 T.415.337.5624 )
SPRINKLERED: NO SPRINKLERED: YES (NFPA 13R) C: CHRISTIAN DIVIS E: CONTACT@TIMKELLEYCONSULTING.COM D12 EXISTING/DEMOLITION PLANS
C: TIM KELLEY
. ALt PROPOSED PLAN
AREA CALCULATIONS: OpOS s
A12 PROPOSED PLANS
EXISTING PROPOSED
[ProposeD | D2.1 EXISTING ELEVATIONS
BASEMENT: BASEMENT:
“GARAGE: (+) 337 GSF - GARAGE: (+) 995 GSF.
- HABITABLE AREA: (+1) 47 GSF - HABITABLE AREA: (+) 116 GSF. A2l PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
FLOOR 1
FLOOR 1; ~HABITABLE AREA: (+4) 13645 GSF. D31 EXISTING SECTIONS
“HABITABLE AREA (+1) 1,097 GSF
FLOOR2: A3 PROPOSED SECTIONS
FLOOR2: HABITABLE AREA (+#) 13425 GSF.
“HABITABLE AREA (+) 1232 GSF. - ROOF DECK AREA: (+) 69 GSF.
FLOOR 3
FLOOR 3: “HABITABLE AREA (+) 1428 GSF.
~HABITABLE AREA (+) 1,015 GSF
FLOOR 4:
FLOOR 4: “HABITABLE AREA (+#) 879 GSF.
HABITABLE AREA (+) 774 GSF. - ROOF DECK AREA (+#) 199 GSF
TOTALS:
[ToTALS: - HABITABLE AREA: (/5108 GSF.
~ HABITABLE AREA (#4165 GSF. GARAGE : (+#) 995 GSF.
- GARAGE: (+1-) 337 GSF - ROOF DECK AREA (+) 268 GSF

DUMIGAN MOSEY

ARCHITECTS
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EXHIBIT C



2417 Green Street Environmental Review & CEQA Determination Precedents

Adjacent
Subject Building - Building -
Maher Historic Historic Environmental Review/ Planning
Address Zipcode Block/Lot Planning/ Permit # DR Zone Resources Resources Scope of Work CEQA Approvals Architect Contractor
REPLACE EXISTING FOUNDATION AND ADD NEW GARAGE/BASEMENT AT FRONT OF HOUSE. REMODEL EXISTING BASEMENT TO BECOME
1 2415 Green St 94123 0560/029 200701192056 Yes Unknown Yes; L NEW FIRST FLOOR OF FAMILY ROOM, BATHROOM & LAUNDRY ROOM. None required Hood Thomas Architects
NEW 2 STORY ADDITION TO REAR OF (E) HOUSE. INTERIOR RENOVATIONS TO (E). NEW REAR DECKS
Moroso Construction - Jeff
2 2254 Green St 94123 0539/015 200808270164 Yes Unknown No None required Killian O'Sullivan Moroso
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 Houman Sharif - Mem
3 2500 Broadway 94115 0561/006 201204037447 Yes Yes Yes; both FLOOR DECK. None required Architecture
COMPLETE INTERIOR REMODEL INCLUDING HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION, (N) BASEMENT LEVEL HABITABLE SPACE, REPLACE (E)
WINDOWS & DOORS AT FACADE IN-KIND W/ (N) INSULATED UNITS
4 2434 Broadway 94115 0562/006 201206061976 Yes Yes Yes; both CEQA - Cat. X Maniscalco
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 None required Edmonds & Lee
ERECT 3 STORIES OF ONE DWELLING UNIT. TYPE 5.
CEQA - Cat. X;
6 2712 Broadway 94115 0959/008 201102150303 Yes Yes Yes; both 2010.0158E
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 CEQA - Cat. X;
7 2555 Divisadero St 94115 0962/002 201009150963 Yes Yes Yes; both VERTICAL ADDITION. 2011.1422E
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 CEQA - Cat. X; 2017-
8 2611 Divisadero St 94123 0959/006 2017-006982VAR Yes Yes Yes; both DPH ATTACHED 006982ENV Butler Armsden Glenn Goodman - GGD Inc.
EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS, INCLUDING EXPANSION OF 4TH FLOOR PENTHOUSE, ADDITION OF 2 DORMERS, AND ADDITIONAL EXTERIOR
MODIFICATIONS CEQA - Cat. X;
9 2298 Vallejo St 94123 0557/014 2009.0535D No No No 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,
201201112092; ENTRY GALLERY. REMODEL 3RD FL MASTER SUITE BATH. REMODEL 4TH FL BATH. REPLACE WINDOWS/EXT DOORS,REMOVE CEQA - Cat. X; Sarah Thomas, William Duff
10 2732 Vallejo St 94123 0954/031 201202244828 Yes Yes Yes; both 2011.1258E Architects Upscale Construction
HORIZONTAL & VERTICAL ADDITION, RESTORATION, REMODEL AS CONST OF AN ADDITION TO THE 4 STORY SFR, CONSISTENT W/
ENVIRONMENTAL APPLN CASE NO. 20060339E, THIS PA SHALL REPLACE PA #200706143952 & 200706143967, WHICH WILL BE CEQA - Cat. X; Baback Doane, Doane & Doane
11 2750 Vallejo St 94123 0954/006 200808149201 2006.0339E 5 No Yes Yes; both WITHDRAWN UPON APPROVAL OF THIS APPLN. 2006.0339E_5 Architects
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
12 2881 Vallejo St 94123 0958/015 201006285487 Yes Unknown No & PLAUMBING SYSTEMS. None required Dumican Mosey Architects
VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL ADDITION. RENOVATION OF EXISTING MASTER BATHROOM & CONSTRUCT A NEW PENTHOUSE WITH NEW
REAR BALCONY AND NEW FRONT ROOF DECK. AS WELL AS A NEW BATH AT PENTHOUSE LEVEL. CEQA-Cat. X;
13 2865 Vallejo St 94123 0958/017 201610119920 2016-014004DRP Yes Unknown No 2012.0195E Butler Armsden
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
ROOF DECK W/ SLIDING SKYLIGHT, ADDIT'L OF WINDOWS, SPRINKLER UNDER SEP PERMIT CEQA - Cat. X; ; 2016-
14 2898 Vallejo St 94123 0955/017 201702239944 Yes Yes Yes; both 001108ENV Butler Armsden
HORIZONTAL ADDITION. REAR ADDITION INCLUDING NEW ROOF AT NORTH REAR. INTERIOR REMODEL AT EXISTING FLOORS OF
ASSOCIATED STRUCTURAL WORK. CEQA - Cat. X; 2017- Jensen Architects - Andy Lin &
15 2880 Vallejo St 94123 0955/016 201707111550 Yes Yes Yes; both 009203ENV Sutro Architects - Melissa Kim
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;
16 2430 Vallejo St 94123 0559/038 201304114277 Yes Unknown No NEW STAIRS, RAILINGS AND WINDOWS AT WEST, NORTH AND SOUTH ELEVATIONS 2013.1036E Butler Armsden
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.
17 2829 Divisadero St 94123 0951/006 201504032814 Yes Yes Yes; both None required Sutro Architects - Steven Sutro Toboni Group
ROUT TO RAYMOND LUI: FOR SHORING TEMPORARY FO EXCAVAYTION FOR RESIDENCE NEW WHICH IS UNDER APPROVED BULDDING
PERMIT 200603076103 ALSO RELATED TO TWO OTHER PERVIOUSLY APPROVED AND PERMIT FOR SHORING AND UNDERPINNING: CEQA - Cat. X;
18 2740 Broderick St 94123 0951/021A 200706083427 Yes Yes Yes; both 20061107420 AND 200702023284 2005.1195E Aleck Wilson Architects
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.
19 2736 Broderick St 94123 0951/021 200611107420 No Yes Yes; both None required
HORIZONTAL ADDITION
20 2730 Broderick St 94123 0951/020 200204043156 No Yes Yes; both 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
21 2680 Green St 94123 0951/017 201210172211 Yes Yes Yes; both 83S.F. CEQA - Cat. X Ken Linsteadt Architects
50 SQ FT SINGLE STORY HORIZONTAL ADDITION IN REAR. NEW DOOR & WINDOW.
CEQA - Cat. X; Christoper Hesson -
22 2844 Fillmore St 94123 0557/015 201304235248 No Unknown No 2011.0469E Alfonso Fillion Christopher's Construction
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, Angus Gavin - Gavin Painting &
23 2542 Fillmore St 94123 200703095875 No Unknown No STUCCO,SIDING,MODIFY DRIVEWAY,STRUC UPGRADES. None required Dumican Mosey Architects Construction
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 CEQA - Cat. X; 2015- Ashbury Quality Constructing
24 2723 Pacific Ave 94123 0978/013 201506290181 Yes Yes Yes; both CONDITIONED BLDG. 004343ENV Engineers
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. Ashbury Quality Constructing
25 2721 Pacific Ave 94123 0978/014 201009130694 Yes Yes Yes; both CEQA - Cat. X; EE73.146 Dumican Mosey Architects Engineers
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