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November 22, 2017

Angela Cavillo

Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

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

RE: Notice of Appeal and Appeal of San Francisco Planning Department CEQA
Exemption for 2417 Green Street, Case No. 2017-002545ENV

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code
Section 31.16, and on behalf of Philip Kaufman (“Appellant”), this letter appeals the San
Francisco Planning Department’s issuance of a categorical exemption from the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) for the above referenced matter. Specifically, this appeal
arises from the Department of Building Inspection’s (“DBI”) issuance on November 3, 2017 of
Permit BPA 201710020114, allowing certain construction to commence prior to the Planning
Department’s consideration of the Project under Planning Code Section 311 which would allow
affected neighbors to provide evidence of Project impacts.! The City approved illegal
construction activities and a CEQA exemption for a project with indisputable environmental

impacts.

! The City provided notice under Planning Code Section 311 on October 23, 2017. However, the
Project sponsor has permits to commence foundation demolition and other work prior to the
Section 311 hearing before the Planning Commission. This sequence of events presents real
concerns that Project impacts will occur before the public has a chance to present its concerns
about such impacts.
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I. Introduction

A private for-profit developer (“Developer”) has proposed to largely destroy the existing
home at 2417 Green Street, and construct a much larger home on the site that will adversely
affect the neighborhood, including the historic home located at 2421 Green Street built in 1893
by noted architect Erest Coxhead as his personal residence. (Exhibit A). The application
initially described the Project as “the remodel, alterations and horizbntal addition to an existing
4-story over basement single-family residence and includes:

1. Expansion of garage in basement level,

2. 1%, 2", and 3" story horizonal rear yard addition,
3. Alterations to front fagade,

4. Excavation and full foundation replacement,

5. Lowering building,

6. Interior remodel throughout.”?

Code Section 31.16 requires appellants to submit a letter of appeal to the Clerk of the
Board within 30 calendar days of the approval action describing the grounds for appeal. Here,
the approval action is DBI’s permit of November 3, 2017. Mr. Kaufman’s grounds for appeal
include violations of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), California Civil Code
§ 832, San Francisco Building Code § 3307, San Francisco’s Maher Ordinance and San
Francisco’s Historic Resource Preservation Ordinance and the Cow Hollow Neighborhood
Design Guidelines. Specifically, and fully discussed below, prior to Project construction, CEQA
requires the City to:

1. Investigate potential impacts on the significant historical resource at 2421 Green Street,
immediately uphill from the Project;

2. Investigate risk of foundation damage to 2421 Green Street, an historical resource located
immediately uphill, under California Building Code 3307 and Civil Code §832;

3. Investigate potential soil impacts given the site is identified on the City’s Maher Map of
sites with “known or suspected soil or groundwater contamination;” and,

4. Not engage in unlawful CEQA “piecemealing.”

2 See Environmental Evaluation Set, at p. 1 (February 10, 2017).

2725



2417 Green Street, Case No. 2017-002545ENV
November 22, 2017
Page 3 of 17

The home at 2421 Green Street, immediately adjacent and uphill from the proposed
project, was constructed in 1893 by noted architect Ernest Coxhead as his personal residence. It
has been extensively studied in books and treatises about historically significant homes and
architecture. The California Office of Historic Preservation has determined that the house at
2421 Green Street is "clearly eligible" for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
(Attached, Exhibit B). As such, the house is a historic property under CEQA and San
Francisco's CEQA Guidelines. Under CEQA sections 21084(e), and 21084.1, and CEQA
guidelines sections 15064.5, and 15300.2, a categorical exemption from CEQA may not be
issued for any project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource. This includes changes to the "immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historic resource would be materially impaired." CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5(b)(1).

The proposed project would block views from numerous windows, blocking light and air
to the historic home at 2421 Green Street, which would impair the historic integrity of the home.
The proposed foundation work threatens to undermine the integrity of the historic home, which
sits on its original tall brick foundation, which may be undermined by the proposed project. Also,
the slope of the property vastly exceeds 20% and the excavation will require much more than 50
cubic yards of soil removal — over 400 cubic yards. Therefore the CEQA exemption is improper.

The project drawings and the Developer’s own description make clear that the foundation
is an integral part of the project, which involves a rear yard expansion of approximately 20 feet.
The current garage is a small garage of 337 square feet. The proposed garage would be almost
1,000 square feet (995 SF), and would accommodate 3-4 cars. This is clearly not a repair and
replacement of an existing garage, but rather a major expansion. According to the environmental
evaluation, the foundation work would require 408 cubic yards of soil removal and would
involve excavation 13 feet below grade. This is particularly concerning since the site is listed on
the City's Maher Map of potentially contaminated sites, so soil disturbance could expose
residents to hazardous materials. (Maher Map attached as Exhibit C).

Under CEQA, the City may not “piecemeal” the Project. CEQA requires analysis of the

“whole of the action.” In this case, the Section 311 notice for the Project was issued on October
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23, 2017, commencing the 30-day period to request discretionary review by the Planning
Commission. Nevertheless, the City issued the instant permit on November 3, 2017, allowing
the Developer to construction the foundation for the very same Project, even before the time to
request discretionary review has passed. The City may not allow the foundation work to proceed
while the remainder of the project has not completed discretionary review by the Planning
Commission, CEQA review and appeals.

The project drawings make clear that the proposed foundation is an integral part of the
project. The developer's own environmental evaluation describes the foundation work as part of
the overall project. The city's categorical exemption describes the foundation work as part of the
overall project (attached as Exhibit E). The project drawings clearly show the foundation as
being part of the project. (See Exhibit 1, p. 37 [A3.1]). The Board of Supervisors should at the
very least put a hold on the foundation work until discretionary review by the Planning
Commission is completed for the entire project.

We urge the Board of Supervisors to stop this unlawful “piecemealing” of the foundation
from the remainder of the project, which is a clear violation of CEQA. Work on the foundation
of the project should not be allowed to proceed unless and until discretionary review is

completed for the entire project.

11 Factual Background

On February 14, 2017, the City received an “application for environmental evaluation”
for construction at 2417 Green Street. (Exhibit D). The application described the Project as “the
remodel, alterations and horizontal addition to an existing 4-story over basement single-family
residence and includes:

1. Expansion of garage in basement level,

2. 1% 27 and 3t story horizonal rear yard addition,
3. Alterations to front facade,

4. Excavation and full foundation replacement,

5. Lowering building,

6. Interior remodel throughout.”*

3 See Categorical Exemption Determination, at p. 1 (February 10, 2017) (Exhibit E).
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On May 16, 2017, the City issued a categorical exemption to CEQA. The CEQA
exemption described the Project as “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.”* The categorical exemption acknowledged the Project could present potentially
significant impacts concerning hazardous materials, archeological resources, steep slope and
historical resources.’ Despite clear evidence of environmental impacts in need of investigation
and proposed mitigation and project alternatives, the City declared “no further environmental
review is required.”®

On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) issued permit BPA
2017-05116316 for “garage expansion partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation
replacement with new landscaping site wall at back yard.” (Exhibit F). This work constitutes the
foundation for the proposed Project.

On September 28, 2017, DBI issued a stop work order on grounds that the DBI’s permit
was finalized “without review by the Department of City Planning.” (Exhibit G).

In an email to a Green Street resident on October 3, 2017, the Planning Department made
clear the Project would not go forward until the Planning Department reviewed the foundation
permit for code-compliance. (Email from Christopher May to Susan Byrd). (Exhibit H).

Then on October 12, 2017, the Planning Department reversed course and approved the
foundation work, but in order to do so it asked the applicant to remove a component from
suspended permit, BPA 2017.05.11.6316. At DBI’s request, the applicant removed from the
application a proposed rear wall. Apparently, the only way DBI could issue a permit for the work
was for the applicant to omit the “new landscaping site wall at back yard.” The proposed rear
wall will be added back into the application later for Planning Department review.

On October 23, 2017, the Planning Department sent the subject Notice of Building

Permit Application (Section 311), with a new project description: “The proposal is to lower all

4 Cat Ex, at p.1. (Exhibit E)
S1d., at p. 2.
61d., at p.4.
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floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct 1- and 3- story horizontal rear additions, as well as
3™ and 4" floor additions above the existing single-family dwelling. The floor area would
increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. The project
also proposes facade alterations, interior modifications including the expansion of the existing
basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle and the partial excavation of the rear
yard.”” (Exhibit I).

On November 3, 2017, DBI issued BPA 201710020114 allowing the foundation work to
proceed absent the landscaping wall in the back yard. (Exhibit J).

As the foregoing makes clear, the foundation expansion is an integral part of the whole
project. The proposed Project is expansive regardless of DBI’s and the Project sponsor’s
attempts to chop it up into pieces. The whole Project should have gone through all legally-
required approvals at all applicable City agencies before any construction work was approved.
As it stands, it is difficult for public to get a full picture of the Project and the scope of the City’s

approval process even though DBI has already approved construction work.

III.  The Project is not Exempt from CEQA

Despite the City’s attempt to fragment this single construction project into smaller pieces,
all of the available evidence shows that the Project is not eligible for a categorical exemption
under CEQA. Most obviously, the CEQA statute provides that if a project may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, that project shall not be
exempted from CEQA review.® Categorical exemptions are allowed for certain classes of
activities that can be shown not to have significant effects on the environment.’ Public agencies
utilizing CEQA exemptions must support their determination that a particular project is exempt

with substantial evidence that support each element of the exemption.'® A court will reverse an

" Notice of Building Permit Application (October 23, 2017).
8 CEQA § 21084.1, CEQA Guidelines 15300.2(5).

9 CEQA § 21084(a).

10 CEQA § 21168.5.
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agency’s use of an exemption if the court finds evidence a project may have an adverse impact
on the environment.!!

As noted above, the City’s CEQA exemption admitted the Project could present
potentially significant impacts concerning hazardous materials, archeological resources, steep
slope and historical resources. Importantly, the City evaluated the wrong historical resource,
focusing on the subject property rather than a recognized significant historical landmark
immediately adjacent and uphill from the Project at 2421 Green Street. The facts below show the
City may not rely on the categorical exemption for this Project.

1. The Project May Cause Significant Impacts on a Historical Resource

To date, City agencies, both DBI and the Planning Department, have ignored the
potentially significant impacts the Project would have on an historical resource, because the
agencies have overlooked Mr. Kaufman’s residence at 2421 Green Street, known as the Coxhead
House. Specifically, the CEQA exemption for the proposed Project contained a supplemental
historic resource determination only for the subject property, and did not investigate whether the
Project itself may pose negative effects on Mr. Kaufman’s property. '

Mr. Kaufman’s property is an historic resource. The California Office of Historic
Preservation deemed the Coxhead House “clearly eligible” for the National Park Service’s
Register of Historic Places.'® Properties deemed eligible for listing on the national historic
registry of historic places, like the Coxhead House, are protected under CEQA. An historical
resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California
Register of Historical Resources.'* If a project may cause a substantial adverse change in the

signiﬁcarice of a historical resource, that project shall not be exempted from the statute. '

" Dunn Edwards Corp. v. Bay Avea Air Quality Management Dist. (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 644,
656.

12 See Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination, prepared by Tim Kelly
Consulting (January 2017).

13 Letter from Office of Historic Preservation, at p. 1 (September 13, 2017). (Exhibit B).

14 See San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (2004); CEQA §21084(e); CEQA Guidelines
§15300.2(f).

IS CEQA §21084.1; CEQA Guidelines §15300.2(f); San Francisco Administrative Code
§31.08(e)(3).
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Mr. Kaufman’s house was designed by renowned California architect Ernest Albert
Coxhead in 1893.'® Mr. Coxhead lived in the residence with his family while he practiced
architecture in San Francisco. The house is considered one of the finest remaining examples of
Late Victorian Shingle Style, and architecture of the First Bay Area Tradition. The Coxhead
House is architecturally unchanged since the original construction date save for a few necessary
modernizations. The site and setting of the house was elaborately described in a 1986 book, On

The Edge Of The World, by Richard Longworth, as an important example of architectural

adaptation for building on a difficult site. The property has been written about in many other
notable books and scholarly works for decades.

The house is one of the few Coxhead nineteenth century buildings to survive the
devastating 1906 earthquake and fires. The house’s shingled architectural details greatly
influenced the work of later renowned Bay Area architects including Julia Morgan and Bernard
Maybeck.!” The house is a San Francisco treasure.

The Coxhead House is location on steep, narrow Green Street between Cow Hollow and
Pacific Heights. It is a three-story, wood-framed building clad in red cedar shingles, trimmed
with painted redwood Arts & Crafts fenestration and trim. It has steeply pitched roofs and
articulated dormers and ribbons of windows facing San Francisco Bay. The rear garden is
contiguous with another Historic Landmark (No. 51), the Casebolt House. The state of California
has found the Coxhead Residence “clearly eligible for the National Register of Historic Places,”
because “the Earnest Coxhead house is in outstanding and original condition, and retains an
unusually high degree of historic integrity.”!®

To assist with CEQA compliance for the protection of historic resources, San Francisco
adopted Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (the “Bulletin™). That Bulletin sets out a two-step process
for evaluating the potential for proposed projects to impact historical resources. First, a
Preservation Planner determines whether the property is an historical resource as defined by

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3); and, second, if the property is an historical resource, it

'® Nomination for Listing National Register of Historic Places, August 28, 2017 (Exhibit K) : “A
Pair of Coxheads,” Maley, Bridget (Exhibit L).

17 See Nomination for Listing National Register of Historic Places, August 28, 2017 (Exhibit K).
18 Letter from Office of Historic Preservation, at p.1 (September 13, 2017). (Exhibit B).
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then evaluates whether the proposed action or project would cause a “substantial adverse
change” to the historical resource. '’

CEQA defines a “substantial adverse change” as the physical demolition, destruction,
relocation or alteration of the historical resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired. CEQA goes on to
define “materially impaired” as work that materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical
characteristics that convey the resource’s historical significance and justify its inclusion in the
California Register of Historic Places, a local register of historical resources, or an historical
resource survey.?’ Here it is necessary for the City to consider not only the project site, but also
the “immediate surroundings.” For example, in one case, a new fence was prohibited near a
historic granite wall in Los Angeles because the fence would detract from the historic

significance of the wall.?!

Similarly, the proposed Project at 2417 Green Street will have
significant adverse effects on the historic qualities of the immediately adjacent, contiguous,
Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street.

Here, the record shows the Coxhead House is a Category A.1 Historical Resource under
the Bulletin 16 analysis because it has been formally determined to be eligible for the California
Register.?* Therefore, the City is required to move to step 2 to conduct a fact-based analysis to
determine which type of environmental document is required.?> Although the City has so far
abdicated its responsibility to protect the Coxhead House, the record nevertheless shows the
proposed Project could adversely and materially alter the Coxhead House in several ways.

First, the Coxhead House sits on its original, tall, unreinforced brick foundation. This
unique foundation is a component of the original character of the house. Any work to the
foundation at the contiguous downslope residence at 2417 could harm the Coxhead House” brick
foundation, which in turn, could require shoring, removing or replacing the Coxhead House’s

existing, historic brick foundation. Such replacement work would destroy the historic, original

19 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16, at p. 2.

20 CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b), Bulletin 16, p. 9.

21 Committee to Save the Hollywoodland Specific Plan v. City of Los Angeles (2008) 161 Cal.
App. 4th 1168.

22 Bulletin 16, at pp. 2-3.

3 1d., atp. 9.
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foundation which survived the 1906 earthquake. According to the Project plans, the Project
proponent intends excavation approximately 14 to 16 feet deep in order to construct a new
foundation to support a much larger garage. This is particularly significant given the extreme
slope steepness of approximately 35% for both properties as measured at the street.

In addition, the proposed Project intends to build a 4-story addition extending
approximately 20 feet into the rear yard. This expansion will completely block numerous
windows in the Coxhead House. Blocking those windows would eliminate light and air, and the
viewshed from that side of the residence. Specifically, views of and from the Coxhead House
would be obstructed. Under CEQA, these impacts would materially impair the historic
significance of the property.

The historic significance of the Coxhead House is not in dispute. In a major book on
American architecture, only two homes of architects are covered, Frank Lloyd Wrights’ personal
residence in Oak Park, Illinois, and Ernest Coxhead’s home at 2421 Green Street in San
Francisco. It is eligible for official listing in the National Park Service’s Register of Historic
Places, which protects it under CEQA. Given there is substantial evidence showing the proposed
Project could materially impair the house, the City may not exempt the Project from CEQA
review and must order a San Francisco Preservation Planner to comply with CEQA by
conducting a full historical review analysis on any Project work that could negatively impact the
Coxhead House.

2. The Project Site is on the Maher List Mandated Investigation of Soil
Contamination

The Project appears on San Francisco’s Maher map, which identifies properties with
potential hazardous soil and/or groundwater contamination, including sites within 100 feet of
current or historical underground storage tanks. (Exhibit C). Projects on properties with potential
subsurface chemical contamination that require grading of 50 cubic yards of material are
regulated under the San Francisco Maher Ordinance.?* The Developer admits that the Project

will involve removal and disposal of over 400 cubic yards of soil.

24 Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code and Article 106A.3.4.2 of the San Francisco
Building Code.
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The City waived the Project from compliance with the Maher Ordinance simply because
the property has been zoned residential for many years. But a particular zoning designation has
no bearing on whether soil excavation could disturb long-standing contamination leaking from
known underground storage tanks. The public has a right to know whether mitigation is
necessary to protect nearby residents and workers during Project demolition and construction.?

Because the project site is located on the Maher map, the Project sponsor is required to:

. Prepare a Maher Ordinance application;

. Submit a Subsurface Investigation Work Plan prepared by an environmental
consultant;

. Secure Work Plan approval, and performance of the work described in the Work
Plan;

. Submit to proper agencies a Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by a
qualified Environmental Consultant; and

. Submit a Site Mitigation Plan which includes a description and design for any

required mitigating measures (approval is required before earthwork).

The City may not exempt a Project from CEQA review that is proposed to be constructed
on a potentially contaminated site, where the Project will involve disturbance of the
contaminated soil. CEQA § 21084(d); CEQA Guidelines 15300.2(e). CEQA review is required
to determine ways to reduce or eliminate risks associated with soil contamination, and to protect
the environment, workers and nearby residents. Parker Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley (2013)
222 Cal.App.4th 768, 781 (contaminated site on Cortese list may not be exempted from CEQA
review); McQueen v. Board of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136 (contaminated site not on

Cortese list may not be exempted from CEQA review).

3. The Project Poses a Structural Risk to the Older Uphill Coxhead House

The Project would result in the excavation of more than 50 cubic yards of soil on a block
with a slope of greater than 20%.%¢ Under the City’s own CEQA exemption procedures, a project
may not be exempted from CEQA if it is built on a property with greater than 20% slope and

involves more than 50 cubic yards of soil removal.?’

25 See Heath Code Article 22A; Building Code Article 106A.3.4.2; CEQA §21084(d); CEQA
Guidelines §15300.2(3).

26 Categorical Exemption, p. 2. (Exhibit M).
271d.
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According to Project information, construction will involve excavation of approximately
408 cubic yards of soil, well over the 50 cubic yard threshold, and the applicant intends to
excavate 13 feet below grade,?® involving 800 square-feet on a street slope of 33-35%. Under
San Francisco Building Code § 3307 and California Civil Code § 832, the applicant is required
to take action to protect the adjoining property from any damage associated with the excavation.
As detailed above, the historically significant Coxhead House is built upon a tall, unreinforced
brick foundation that is a component of the historic nature of the residence. Project excavation
could result in shoring, removing or replacing the existing, historic brick foundation. Because
this type of replacement work could destroy the historic, original foundation, a full CEQA
investigation with proposed mitigation and project alternatives is required. '

4. The Project is Inconsistent with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines

The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (“CHNDG” or “Guidelines™) were
approved by the Planning Commission in April 2001. With that approval, the guidelines must be
implemented as part of the City’s building permit review process.?’ The Planning Commission
utilizes the Guidelines to ensure the renovation or expansion of an existing building, or the
construction of a new building, is visually and physically compatible with the neighborhood
character of Cow Hollow.”*° Importantly, the City has an obligation to verify that new projects
are consistent with the Guidelines when there is evidence of incompatibility.' The proposed
Project is incompatible with numerous Cow Hollow Guidelines, for example:

First, the Cow Hollow Guidelines require new construction to relate to adjacent

buildings, so that in the case of an enlargement, the form of the enlarged building should not

28 Application for Environmental Evaluation, p. 7 (Feb. 14, 2017). (Exhibit D).

2 CHNDG, at p. 1.

39 1d. “The character of San Francisco is defined by the visual quality of its neighborhoods. A
single building out of context with its surroundings can have a remarkably disruptive effect on
the visual character of a place. It affects nearby buildings, the streetscape and if repeated often
enough, the image of the city as a whole.” '
3! Kutzke v. City of San Diego (2017) 11 Cal.5™ 1034 (City determined a proposed project was
incompatible with conserving the character of the existing neighborhood and therefore
inconsistent with local community plan in violation of CEQA).
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impact adjacent buildings}2 According to the permit application and other documents, the
proposal here is to demolish the fagade of the existing shingled-style home built in 1906 and
modernize it in some manner. The current fagade is compatible with the neighborhood character
and the adjacent historic homes. The City must require the developer to submit a detailed
depiction of the proposed new fagade for a compatibility determination.

Second, the Project would not maintain a building envelope consistent with neighboring
buildings,* nor would it maintain compatible volume and mass as compared to other nearby
houses on the same side of Green Street.>* The Project would result in a 6,114 square-foot house
on a 2,500-square-foot lot. This would result in an oversized McMansion on a particularly small
lot in Cow Hollow. Such building intensity is inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood
and is a departure from existing long-held, relatively less dense construction in Cow Hollow.

Third, Cow Hollow’s steep slopes present a very real development issue.® Under the
Guidelines, terracing is key to allowing each successive residence to keep light, air, private and
shared open space, and, in many cases, full or partial views. Such terracing is important to
adjacent neighbors in block faces with significant slope parallel to the street. *® Terracing in this
arrangement preserves lateral access to light and view. Terracing is equally important to up- and
down-slope neighbors located on block faces with slopes perpendicular to the street frontage.
Terracing in this arrangement preserves light and views from the front and rear of hillside
homes.3” Here the evidence shows that the proposed Project is inconsistent with the terracing
guidelines. The proposed plans indicate the Project would result in a “step-up™ and completely
block numerous windows in the Coxhead House, eliminating existing views, and light and air.
Prior to any approval, Planning Staff must “evaluate the effects of vertical additions on views,”*

under the Guidelines and CEQA.

32 CHNDG., at p. 11.

33 CHDG, at p.32.

3 1d., at p.34.

3> CHNDG, at pp. 21 -24.
¢ 1d., at p. 22.

37 1d.

3 1d., at p- 23.
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Fourth, special consideration applies to historically or architecturally significant
buildings.*® As shown above, the Coxhead House is a significant historical resource that must be
protected under CEQA and several City ordinances as well as the Cow Hollow Guidelines.

Fifth, the Project must adhere to the existing pattern of rear yard set-backs of adjacent
buildings, so that the Project will not interfere with access to light and air.*’ The Project would
expand the footprint of the house 17 feet back into the rear yard, substantially reducing the rear
yard requirement and eliminating existing midblock open space. This would block light and air
from numerous windows on the adjacent Coxhead House. Finally, given the size of the proposed
Project, it would violate “good neighbor” design elements to preserve access to light and air.*!

As shown above, the Project would block numerous windows in the Coxhead House,
restricting views, light and air and undermining its historic characteristics, in violation of the
Cow Hollow Guidelines. The Planning Commission must reject the proposed Project due to
these and other inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines alone.*?

Furthermore, any inconsistencies between éproposed Project and plans of general
applicability, such as the Cow Hollow Guidelines, are significant impacts under CEQA.*
Where a local or regional policy of general applicability, such as a design guideline, is adopted in
order to avoid or mitigate environmental effects, a conflict with that policy in itself indicates a
potentially significant impact on the environment,** and must be discussed in an EIR.*®

The proposed project has numerous inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design
Guidelines, which is a plan if general applicability. The Project’s inconsistences with the
Guidelines are by definition significant impacts under CEQA and must be disclosed and

mitigated prior to any Project approval.

3 1d., at p 28.

#01d., at p. 29, 38.

' 1d., at p. 31.

42 Kutzke v. City of San Diego, 11 Cal. App. 5th 1034, 1041 (2017).

43 CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d).

4 Pocket Protectors v. Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903.

# CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d); City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unif. School Dist. (2009)
176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 918; Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003)
108 Cal. App. 4th 859, 874 (EIR inadequate when lead agency failed to identify relationship of
project to relevant local plans).
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S. The City may not Engage in Unlawful Project Piecemealing

As the chronology in Section I above makes clear, the City has several times changed the
Project’s description to unlawfully allow construction activities to go forward absent the City’s
full and final determination on the overall Project. Agencies may not divide projects up into
smaller pieces and approve those pieces separately. Rather, agencies must complete a full
compliance review, including CEQA, before issuing any permits.*® Here, the City issued a
permit to allow construction of the Project’s foundation to proceed even while the remainder of
the Project is being reviewed by the public and the Planning Commission.

Unlawful “piecemealing” could not be clearer or more deliberate in this case. The
original application describes a large and involved project with major construction and numerous
changes to the existing property. As the Project moved through DBI’s permit process, it was
segmented. First DBI’s permit process isolated just the foundation, garage expansion work and
the rear wall construction. Then Project work was suspended based on the piecemealing problem
and lack of Planning Department review under Section 311. But the City persevered. In order to
lift the suspension on the permit, the Planning Department specifically requested that the Project
sponsor remove the proposed rear wall from the application, which had been a major component
of the original DBI permit. Apparently, the only way DBI could issue a permit for the work was
for the applicant to omit the “new landscaping site wall at back yard.” The proposed rear wall
will be added back into the application later for Planning Department review.

Courts have long ruled that this type of piecemealing is unlawful. For example, in 1986, a
court invalidated a city’s CEQA document prepared for a proposed mixed-use development in
Orinda, California.*” The project had numerous components, one of which was the demolition of
an historic theatre and bank building to make way for new development. The City unlawfully
segmented the project by issuing a permit to demolish the historic buildings days before Orinda’s
Board of Supervisors met to approve the entire project and certify the CEQA document.
According to the court, “no agency may approve a project subject to CEQA until the entire

CEQA process is completed and the overall project is approved.”*® This is because “it is

4 CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a).
7 Orinda Assoc. v. Contra Costa County (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145.
S 1d. atp. 1171.
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unlawful for an agency to subdivide a single project into smaller individual subprojects in order
to avoid the responsibility of considering the environmental impact of the project as a whole.”*’
In other words, when a project requires multiple agency approvals, as is the case here, all such
approvals must be considered as one project and within a single environmental document before
any aspect of the project may go forward.>

CEQA requires analysis of “the project as a whole,”*! so that “environmental
considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones —
each with a minimum potential impact on the environment — which cumulatively may have
disastrous consequences.”>? “The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination, fully
open to the public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering the entire
project, from start to finish. . . the purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compel
government at all levels to make decisions with environmental consequences in mind.”>?

The record is clear the foundation work is just one small component of a much larger
residential expansion. The Project sponsor’s own description of the Project makes clear it has
numerous components requiring approval by a number of City departments. Nevertheless, the
City has taken it upon itself to alter the overall Project description in order to segment approvals
so that critical demolition and construction may commence. The City engaged in unlawful
segmentation or “piecemealing” when DBI issued a permit for the garage expansion and
foundation work before all of the City’s approving agencies and the public had a chance to weigh
in on the proposed Project. Therefore, the City must rescind DBI’s permits and stop all

construction work at the Project site pending full City consideration of the “whole of the

project.”

9 1d.

30 City of Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal.App.3d 1325, 1337-38
(when construction of a project cannot not easily be undone, and when the project would almost
certainly have significant environmental impacts, construction should not be permitted to
commence until such impacts are evaluated in the manner prescribed by CEQA).

SV Arviv Ent., Inc. v. South Valley Area Planning Com. (2002) 101 Cal.App.4th 1333, 1341,
1346.

52 Bozung v. LAFCO, 13 Cal.3d 263, 283-84 (1975);

>3 Natural Resources Defense Council v. City of Los Angeles, 103 Cal.App.4th 268 (2002)
(emphasis added); Laurel Heights Impr. Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Calif- (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376
(project description failed to include second phase of project).
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IV.  Conclusion

There is no question the proposed Project violates CEQA, the Maher Ordinance, San
Francisco’s Historic Resource Preservation Ordinance, California Civil Code § 832, San
Francisco Building Code § 3307 and the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines.
Accordingly, for all of the factual and legal reasons described above, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors must grant Mr. Kaufman’s CEQA appeal and send the Project back to the various

approving agencies for full review under CEQA and all other applicable laws and ordinances.

Sincerely,

s I .
Iy / M,,.,.r«““"'""" T —
:}/ / (S

Richard Toshiyuki Drury
Rebecca Leah Davis
LOZEAU DRURY LLP

cc: San Francisco Environmental Review Officer

2740



EXHIBIT A



SLOILIHOHUY

AISOW NYIINNG

)

59 15¢ {10} oMo -

SNIOL

Xvi %05 > (A0 LS BTz Cr+) “IADIE 39 0L TNGLSIEI - SININSTE 240 BANG THIILEGA 40 08

{HRALVATE Hin0Y) OHOKTY 20 0L
HOIYAT HLOS) I OL
{NOILYATI LSV GHORTU 1901 Dl

o
AOUEATH HIYOH) GHOKTY 390 DR

YV N89 > (342) 14 F18 £ (/+] {12ADPEH 38 01 TWAGNIISOG - | WO TATY ROLIVTKNO: <

(8w
821 0

) “GRAOHE O T SIISE - | RO WTAT oYU »
) AT OL TS SHLSO - | WOU W BATI KOS «

LR G v s+

114001 GUAOAII 32 0L SKSIA - SIRTATI MLIKZROH
(1 Y00 KT 0L OK11 0 - SINTHTH WINGZIOH +

G0 36 0L SHLSHG - IOV
R0l HLSHG v o
‘RN 3201 SMISET Lo -
WAL BNLSHI - JOU0Y Lt +

OTQLLE "038 3000 DNINNYA - SNOLLYINOTYO NOLLNOWC

G20 L1€ 038 3000 ONINNY1d - SNOLLYINOYO NOLLNOW3Q

*1S17 DNiMvHa

"LNCHONOYHLE T3QCWIY HOIYILINI

(@ ' A1ILYAIXOHdGY ONIGTING ONILSIXT ONINEMOT (S 'ANINIOV1dZd NOLLYANNOA
71N ONV NOILYAVOXE {b '3GVOVS INO¥S ONILSIX3 OL SNOILYHALTY (€ ‘NolLlaay
QYA ¥V TYANOZRIOH AMOLS HLY ANV ‘GHE ‘ONZ 'LSL (2 13A31 INSWISYE

NI IOVAVO ONILSIXS 40 NOISNYAXE (I :ONIMOTI04 FH1 SIANTONI ONY JON3QISTY
AHAVA-IIONIS ANIWISYE YIAO AYOLS ¥ ONILSIXT NV OL NOILIGOY TYLNOZINOH
GNY SNOLLYHELTY "1300IN3Y FHL 40 SLSISNOD ATIVYINID LO3F0¥d GISO40Nd 3HL

NOILJIHOSAA LOSroHd

€276 Y0 ‘00SIONYYS NYS
133418 NIY9 LLve

I

SNOILYTINOTVO NOLLITOWEA LE€ NOILO3S 300 DNINNVId

000 AOHIVRRIOAITYD 4402,

{3000
(3009 WrSTY

S3qO00 I1aVOITddVY

wosn {m) V@ 0303008-
w0 VaY TRV
Yo YR TEYIEW -
FRoH
va TRV
THoN w9161 () VRN T -
THoon
VaN 031008
VY T
TH0n wsourt (e VA IR
]
SOWL (W) YRNNOIIH00U/HOUOA INOM
g VR TR sourt (v VE TRLEW
08 TRoT
vy TEvIEw,
TN - Houe ) FONHD -
TS TaEvE
{wso008d | jEnEE=)
ISNOLLYTINOTVYD vadvy
TEAS00D LY
SRaMISIED D
HSIL s ItesieL styeamrsy ) [ vanden T o aRETHS
108D CORORIYS 151HY0 DSDVS S 411582 OoSDRY e
snratsaRzon ootd 13308 oA 2UE LIS v 825 ol T apy | RDMTEROL SRR
D) DNULAYHE SNOUKRIO0 BNUSTE DHELNSNOS AITEIR ML DR BN VISHOD SIAXD Do SA3AL AL NOUS 00 S Hotony
o LN ORI “E00ud . SIS
sy ‘TN 0E
o (03420 FIOHMEAST (30 oz
03 b ez
wssia 3
v =9 007
$8106YD 026 IS
052) 2005 1SS KnontioN se2 BOOUE ‘318 ) 821 st Twaw
IXIONG WUNLONMS BLETL EZHE ¥ '00SONVIL NYR A33UIS HE3U0 LT SOV 1D30N.
JNVEL 103rodd WYiva Lo3rodd
HOUDSS (500t A ¢ 300Y HOWNON IVHILENE 816
HOULDZS (BSOS ey Ny HOOH HLUNOS HOWNOA 0SHILSDA g
Howos e b Y1 B0 QUL ROUNDAIENILSIG e
Hoito3s: il w HY1d YOO H QrHOD35 HOUNONAEXHLSIA oo
ORI i 4 A HOO LSHH NOUNDAAVEHUSDE ne
[P—— e Y14 VB ROV LSO e
oo erssa e
SOOI AVEVC BN o
NOLYATE G0N oy N LS (ESOdON Y SO oy
————— o IV THMOOHO UMY w
NOUYAS B (HS00Hd w stos i
() oo
toxn o) sw
[ v SICUS SHESY ESOMIIOUSIA DY
HOUYATB HOUNORIIENILSOD e s o rotusea wed
HOUYATE NOLIORIWE LSO e s s ud oal e
HOUYATB HOLIORAVEX LSO e LTS e
savEIEMSOUSE AW
[E— SHIDOICHI IGUHOO NS IEOY
W00 KL CS000NS SISXYY IXILN00 I TRV 3US w
16 HOO GHHL EIS000UE SO 313D AW SHOUVIATUTIV S0N03T v
17K HOOM OO ES0MHS .
SO0 L ESO0M TN LSS TS NI KO yso
WY INSYEYE ES0DHS
1SN0 o

30v0V4 LNOWA DNLSIX @

dYW NOLLYOO'T @

L102 TI4dv 82

13S NOLLYOIHILON FLE/LINYId LIS

2742



TLLINGNS LINY3d LIS
oNICTINg N3THS
PiY:I4:1 T3S NOIVOIILON|
el HE/LiE3d 3 LS|
pig244y
WV d NOULYOTTddy-Tidl
2108 20|
N_“_ !a_,ex ®f

0606'169'617 3 EESEX'SHY
0156 2RUopIeD ‘001X UeS
ooy pig RS 1504 824

TTHLLL

Bla3LLHD
A38

820 10710950 %0019
£21¥6 YO ‘0OSIONYH NYS

133418 N3349 LIv¢

! ‘pasnbas suiad Jo saqunu 0 BCRpPE Py ° ‘0% O16 $6UNEO-—00y PUE SHiEw Aped OF D18 SAPUK “Wwaiss poreY jodUeaIg) aL ojut pejaiBajy; Lseq
a5eq o) yo0 01 woISAS BUEN GSP:-DIN SBUIOH o) T 69 6215 1N UO SpUSS JBAIS BAGIE O) PBNDGI s. ¥ soneie [0k 0808 oy 05 QLS SBunyea-1o0s pus [Es S[0IHICD [EISNODY oney Sipefokd (2AUBPISS: J0j SHINSROL UABIDIED
sjujed J0 yaquinu oy “sepsnbasasd Jj2 Bupnioul ‘PIBRURIS SINIS, BUY 199W ISnt s190fosd asIy-PI SOWOH J0) G331 (2 o3 ® sjuaweinbal opos
UUINYOD S MO (BIUSP(EEY MON, SU) S5 ST £100) PEIINDI0 JBMB] JO € UIIM [BLSPISDI ° " m ° . m e oot uons M_,_.uﬁ_u spiepuzig Buip(ing useis BOBS (12 195
BN "BWNI0O BSI-UBIH [BIUERISIY MBN. SU} 857 8N 8600y PBLdNOs0 8J0W 10 b Jo 8jefod |eIuBpIse: MeN (3 . e -
$9)0 ™ e e ™ " ° £9031 $AGI] SBURIOG paleYItion AlBaEoay o “ied OMjo8t (v 6u) 188l ABuI (9A0GE) Sj00Y JoNed
N msm% Paidno0 W siayl ¢-AUIW 158518 8posd tuolen|| S Iy oos[oueld Ueg uim esueliduiod u) sejegoaoloyd
L ] e *SUO[EH J SO0 Sujejuon jew istudnba tejsul 10U od ISUC|BH PUR 804D 7y 'bs 000’08 Jor0 Buiping [ ] Jo uopeyesy; ‘Bujeey Jejem pue Bugesiy Auo
o i oo vogppy [ ] n n L i Ui keoge ot uey asols 10 *Aepns 000'L LW SJ0L BUINSUCY ~3[0B UM SeLloy Y| ‘Yied edue)dwiod ABIaus JA
% 0oRs arania) ° Gy OLS $66|180-100} PUE SjeM 01 popafoud soeds Joj siaiowqns apiAclc 1SIBJAN JO1EM pojey JUJ04UOBIS) 6UO joBl :AduejorT ABlouz
PY ABd ‘0F O1S SHOPUM 10408 08 DLS SBUI20-4001 PUE 1lep S(OAUOD [BOIISNOIY Teoore eory TouLT CER0LE “poATbe) 10U 5] IGBIED JO UGREI|E1SU) Patedipuy
e m weainEy wearien @oiDiEn vsaiglen | sedoeds o jequinuie s:06:8u0 AF 0} Jomod apinaid o) Swaieks (8v1 0ag 8po bupield ess)
. ® 45 porirooo Ausngo ‘s6uip| N peje|juas Ajedjueyaou sooedsiowg | swedsiowe | soodsjoke  swedsioug | (eoppspe ymsu iBulBlieys sioiysA o083 Jo) Bupim ‘sweisks ABiauo Jgjos Jo :cha B 0 {|B 10} J001 Bunl
i 40 se0RGS paidnoon AUBInGor Ul 8161y g-AMAN 1588| 1€ BP0l (UONRHIId 4V . g ° “sapoiLjo 1008 UeA00GIES PUB ‘RO (8} “BuB-NOL Aew DONd48 03
° ° “WAGPUIM BJqEIBE0 PUB ‘SENEN] JiE J00PING ‘SAIAUD K n 10 syers Bupped ein Jo %8 wen sBuppaed pajeubisag ° oalgns sypsford ‘leroiddy uainedaq Buteld Y
Buip(ng Jo102) 2 LK BUNOWLS 1AIUeIS SN0 WIS 0I0BGOL T 591 vores ‘gL AT 18aul '(9102) 9 Ued b sl sod
“WeIBaId 61008/0013 1010 SINBU| BIPBADD) 551 uopIR PY oD Bupiueld 00spuBld Ve 955 P9 10 ‘112095 ${ JOASUDIYM "G} 998 BpOD BujuuBd OFSRUELI UBS Apeay Jejog se pajeubisap BIE Jo0 [0 %G| S Uy
400]:3 108} @4} JAPUN POLINED JO BUEILD (GlHD) SIC0UOS SALBLIOHE YBIH J0) ©poD BujuLE) 0031 EL] B 805 Jeotl 10 ‘yoea Aaeded Buppad pezUOIoU: (210} JO %G 0} Bunyied sWwalsAs J|EM 104 JE[0S 10 sofeljocloyd [BISt) ST
. [ 4
§=mﬂn__8 6002 m_w_.b PRUYSP TN UOISSIIB-OOA BU} LM ?;ws:ou Buysooy juayEar aikalq uey-Buny pie uel-uoys spinord :Buysed ejoholg 8o} o 500y paidnaso o|, jo sBuPINg 5j00Y Jeled
ey Buyooy 1uaisas Bupeas 818 1004 10 %08 J04 upoo) a
L ] [ ] L sjod & ‘2003 pAQIAT SjeMBTeY Bupiug-mo- P
° ° oo sEodion o GTEOR [0 SeL Y BN oo OO [ ] [ ] [ ] i jeustey Bupiwa-mo [ ] {so))sinbasard J|u oo ‘') pajey Juloduaale
11 & ZVa v 1705y £h08S £o05G 1'y09'y s
Tiaylioo DOA s : ¥ 0000 (N hoing dooms iyt Py oD [ ] £0D3 PACITT Ueld JusweBeueiy Ajjend A1y Joopuy (quswnsnipa
e ] - ZUE05E ZVB059 95V pAGEET of SINGUIGo3 Ao 7'y POSS UeRIBRD -f+ J8GWNU 856G) QUIOd PaINbes SO JGUINY [eu)4
YBH SAHD 84 b POl Ut nczwo. o w Wi0(ED ap i BodIDIen JueseBley
¢ hd 1ASLE00 841 1T O o e sismbasaid 43311990 suiod 2 ‘203 YT T UONONPIY %0E - 9511 4o1eM o wﬂﬂﬁﬂw wﬂn_me apisly
0 Bugssy oy Jo) P weauniede BRiRD T " - H B o Butuor M
B0t SN 100¥T U1 BInISU] awﬁ pue ixw 't sisberod g 900 yova paaE
Dupaoyjo] BYL 30 SUO IGW 19U K v jedied W (4o pAQE3T) 850 APy100)s |80} .
60 (55616 70} 11 BTIL 1o st Jof eypas Aioua sjqeRetel peyies asatgsssuany | | 54 siuipduaaig) painbal jo Jaguinu aseq
® [ ] ‘sUoINBoY jo 0pOT ElLjEd PUE aiSeol EEow "__um_m&?mm afupee) {8InaYoN/ HO (B102) 0 1Bd ¥
O S2AMOBY Iy AU) Ul St SOA Wi Aduon :sBUNEOD PUE SIUIE,
pieog R Iy Gl Ul st SOA yies Aidwog :8BuEOD puE SRy . " » - " ° e, 0 paredutod Gofpnpos esn heﬂp ‘,\o,% _m ,,mmmuo_ wwv.w_wmm_w__“_“ww ('xoq 2y Bupyatp Aq WU 1@ aeolpu)
° PY “GOAISRUPD 1050108 Jof 2| Olll] sudnenBaY JO 0PeD BIUIDHBD PUB SHUR] DOA " R (o] P s Joalo1d peen Jujodueain & Bujsodosy
8814 SInY CWOVOS U Sl DOA i Aidwod 18R [NEBD pUR ‘Sjur|Bas ‘SaAISaYPY ijalia [RALLE 2101 J0 %% eYig-uo AB18Ua BiqeMBUG] BIBIOURE)
- E:z_e sio0) _:_%3“ ﬂmam “.o m: 0 sBuipyng
[ ] ® Bupnp | pug 13nPp 108104d Jdug A &
— o nET e | | S103r0dd ALYy INIOINIIHD
{Bupueeg “palnba: s suaysks jo Bugsajpa 95.“.53__ .ﬁa& aienbs DOO'0Y LByl ﬂarw%ﬁ_s T . 21012 10 001 IoIEMLIONG
3 Supsal) “Suoloinbel 190{aid 5 JaUMO 81} 1881l SUBLOCWINI PUs sbejshe o ne. id ‘featdd wouadeg Bujuu: "
® 4 Buiping sy e oA o} wofaid au Jo UORaRASUGO PUR DISEP Bl Ul PPOIAUL 3] el " w w [ . ] T O taad A T e
Bupuolssiwuio ez} axnbs pou'oL ryL 1918218 SBulpIng MaL J04 sBUUOIBSILWOD 001 10 %G1 S} U] SWWSISAS J918M 10U B|OS JO SIIBIATIOHT [ImSL| “sppueiBUr __=M=M_ﬂ=w h_zmc»%m " .mEE%ancw
° ° 300 BulqLUNId IO JUBKINO JAGU JSNU YE ) OEIS UM WBNAUIC 1ou seiix) “JSnu £89| 0 310001200 0} Jo SOUpNG :$JO0Y 12}38 ® | o Bupeol pue uogasyoa Becys 10) Sseaam jenbs pug
Butqwrid | pue 'po1jBd] 30 1S SHE9) Jelem iy (UOHEAIBSUOD J31EM JOOPU] oo [N Te ey pe—————y Ty — aeds ojenbape spial :sjurdnang Aq BujoAsay
355 000 05 15%0 FEPI BT RSB 00}< P L] ® i o Q331 190w pue (9107) 8 Med pZ-ONLL BRIOHIED Yy Aiduiog
Ao wopypey L *KepjieB 000'L< SWnsuo) ot palafoid S30eds Jo] SIAIAUIANS BPIACI 1E1870Y4 JAJEM ubyseq Absauz ° Fuedlplo
o - 5HQBQ UOKHOWSE R} UONINISUDD OISR UES By}
“68piyen 100d ueajoadied pua 'lueie [on ‘Buniwe-nal sof ¢ Bupied oueUpIO siud 7 LOYW pAQIET - SOUBUINIO v it 3
[ ] L] 10 %8 Wew pue ereuBiseq tBupEL [o0CIES PUB BDILAA JUBDNSE [BN] [ ] oot [ ] ] ] ) suqeq :e___§w\mm%ue_sa_w=oo Swncﬂmmﬁ s Aidiwion azw Yim Aduwog —juausafisuey sisem uohonssuoy
® £'9'604'G UDBID|ED 88 'soueds BupBd Jo 39 18 iB51BYD AT Jo LOpBYBISU) “auBUPIO UONBEL| SO JBJEM DNdIS
@iy 0) SWBEAS [RaBIe esedeid tBUIBIRYD QI0IYaA 014J02)T d0) asEs GE_:,VE 10U 5] 2INSBIW B SO]BOIPUL JUI) ISJUAIBSNDaY uu_umnm ® | oy s Aidwod Jsnw adaspLIE| PBYPO 10 MBU JO 158}
° ® “1618840 6) JaAGUOIUM "CG1 I8 8p0D BUjULRL DIBPUMI UBS JO AIF m = s enbs 0012 im s1oafo1 tuoRetinUsiOLIT 101N
pozyoi0w j0 4,5 Jof Buppied eAolq unB-Bua) pug -ous aphoid ;Bupied E&ﬂn_m 09 GuaLisn uc -+ J8qui 4 521 5p0% [ieoH J46) Uojebyl pus Dujyeny jeuwn pue
1671 958 epoD BUUUBI] 665) FUaAS siujod painbes jo jaquinu jeuld @ [19I01 o] S9n0S soem oleusaIle aleIEAE 85T 1S bs
AB1aua Jajos jo ogiod 2 J0 (18 30} Joos Buwat ejmgeqns Aew 1B1BMULON o ‘bujpling f seimesj 000'0822 sBuipfing meN; “196png Jelem e ajenoE Jenw
[ ] %o:&w M_ wafgna sefosd ._mmoa% wawedaq Suuueld Yim %Eﬁ gved bz ol DUOISIY JO UCIHIOWISP / UCHUBIBI 10§ JUBUSNpY 183 818nbS 000'0b2 SBUIPING MON 11618pA BlqEIO4UON
150 eary ApEay 1mj0S SE PAIBUBISEP BRIV J00S §b BG4 OL| U SUISISAS JBIBM 10U JBI0S 1O - -
$2i21j0AcioNd IEjSu SiSnlis sse) 10 $100 PaIdiNa0o o} JO SBUIPHRG 1SO0Y JINSE 09 08 09 08 3 09 :syurod pagnbal jo Jaquinu asag ondds n:;mo.ﬂ»..:.ﬂ:n“ﬁ:ﬁ@%%m%“ﬂ:ﬂﬂﬂ% Mﬂme%:ﬂn%.m
o [ ] (3102 9 Wed vz oL} 8po7) Afouz epuoped s Adwap 1AB1ouzg aioo a9 qio9 HINUS y3nus a9 1) (38| a3zl ® 1810 'B818 Jomos o]RIBdes Ul ) bs snojeduy agnmm,
. Buoe|dal 10 'seale J3NSS desedos Jo pouquwiod u) Y bs
(siqeondde §j xoq ¥oayD) pasodoid joafoid jo adA] isjuswalnbay ([e1or0 000'G2 Bu spoaloig :uejd [oNHOY
AITNTA T X (1yByi 1e sjeoipu|) pasodoud 1oefosd jo adhL ‘seofaeld uswebauep jseg ONdJS Weusejduy pus
@ | UBld UOPUSASI] UONIO] 11EMULIONS DS LORONLSU
.mo A oN 44 M §Z O Ul o e i inﬂ_ﬁ_ﬂ zﬁ“us i et © 8pjAGId 1S|0IjUOD JjOUNI B)S pue UopuaAaid
& uoljimly Jofey | Honeieyy Jofel ‘a5t uonnjjod JalEMULIO)S AANOE HOHINISLKY,
481K asp MO ) 4 ]
n .".u 000'}2 | maN satpo | - 8po0 eleid oyl eigeaiidde o ainseaus ey Usiyi Aidds fua moieq ot jend o woN MON Lal]
oRippY
1,
378Y0I'lddV SV 'SL03rodd 11V
$123ro¥d TVIINIAISTH-NON 318v2i1ddY ¥IHLO §.103rodd a331

‘Ajdde sjuswasnbai Buipiing usaib yojym ssulwIL)ap ojul iy | "Ya| Je xoq auj ul Jos{oid sy} Jnoge uoheuloju) oiseq apiaold (e)

‘sfielap 10} SSpod JUBAS|S! 89S AIOJEPUBLU 818 SWBISAS aS0y) Jo selisinbalaid ‘pajey
Jloduasio) 10 g337 Buidjdde spasfoid Jog “sepoa |eoo| pue ajels Ag paJinbai seinsesw 9)e0IpuUl S80USIS)9) 9POD JO S30UD PloS
‘papuswituooal Aifuols si sjgjssod se Ales se sjoo} yons Buisn jng ‘uopesydde ¥

8)is ay} YjIm pajliigns aq o} palinbal jou sj
8} Ausps 0} mofoq saull yueiq sy

0810 Jul04usals 1o 337 Y 'Peaoxa 10 J9aw jshil j99fosd ay) sjuiod Jo Jaguinu
‘sjqeopidde J “pssodoid s) josford Jo adA) yolym Mojsq SUINOD BY) Jo BUO bl ajedipyl (q)

ajB( ' ublg :weoyddyjieusissejosd ubjsag!

uad

14 JONIATISIY ANWY4 T1ONIS 1408 7209

100 PAIIN00 JO JOqUINN; Aourdnao AlBlud Bafy 108[04d SS0I0
133418 N33O LIvE 820/0950 13318 NIZHO 192
SSAIPPY] 1o01n0ig SUIBYN Jaeforg

AONY

1uLo} BY) BSN O "WNPUBPPE a|gea)|dde ay) M enp oq

GSO 10 'pSO ‘€SO ‘2SO WBUIYDEY "S3P0D Palelal pue ‘L Hed 1 OilLL eluiojiie] ‘epod Buj
joeloud e 0) Adde jey siuswainbs Buipling usalb oyioeds syl saBipaimolsoe L) siy} Jwied oxis Joy uoljeoljdde jo Led sy

Ing UsBID 0sioURI4 UBS Jopun

:suoaNASU|

'} Slgel ¥ JuaLiyoey £60 Gy #9s 'siieiep Jod “Adde sjuswannbas yoiym suitisiap Kouednoso Areunid sy snid ‘sjoe) esayj

OLLYWJOLNI Disvg

[eplwqng Juad ays :Buipjing usaio

2743




wm

nolyIVIRE
frrives

. waey I e
Samorppiapled  IRd Pons | VY3 0L DMMXUILIO YO KDOIOROUVTVISH O 0T
. .mﬁ“w“ L ¥rd oy [ ™Y, e
5 ad THOSY BUD 1405y SIREL USSIDIED 99 991 | AN CFOYDS 199K st T oLov
T o] Ll | SINVIVES O SaNS3HOY NOLSNMISKOD SXT0VD 0GR MO 22 PREHOTIOSHL IO TS WoLvNoD 344
Aqur g o
. Sasuadnn oL adey oL 504 (ETHOS Y UawIORD)
pma @ e la wod 00N 05U M1V PAVSERFARIPaI US T o ‘g baReBY) siory ONILS3L
] ] g3 “§ONILYOD GNY S1NIVA "”
SILON TVHIANTD ANV Slweiamms T oy oz shoL
SNOILYIATHEEaY e keon] “rid i LYRE0) S SIURG 0S0I3® 10} 11 S311 SUORPFIRY 0 8900 S
g E s
Benyded Y 5] A9 313 ISP DOA Wk i [SONUVOD GHY SINIVY HORIINI 02
‘SANTHTT oy b 5yogy seL uamioten s3g
o WY o &
o3 g pnd Ee) S
e aind uH el P8 "prrogaps *5190Q0Ud. o
o004 d o1 iy
] 914 T BUSIS 2 31 0 1SS BRLOITED 1 ¥ HALY U1 YL GHY TrUIOn
] 34 a7 T '
nuptgeaped 404 o i ri o '
1003 200 J2d SPRd H0d b oTd wRd YA il ‘RUSDA ISV KW 01 SEIGVISSY
a0y pR 94 Bephu ox. 31 ‘LA SIQUEY) UogRIYeAT P Bugse) - N THH B $940 STUITS
] 18 dggpune: .oﬁ_‘u 34 o} PGS PIEPLTIS 0)0C SH 19d Jo 1vauRdaq SRUOIRO QLU SR EECTEY
e xod 0 b . R p
o oo W) N9 P un a WO G
xseddo a0 e 8 /g B stisas iy Buaoos sa) 04 HON STV T O WL ISV HEISEA 0N B rose Q
Pevo oMo Ewdpmranemrty 4ot Sup351 697 0 10 509 0 ENILEAS SNIHOOY INZFUS3N
Py Wo watgox) i oo ieni
wdgiepmn g3 e S w02 90 36 el v 2 T D S0
PN o PR3 e 05 oopus 4l KON BKEOY IV 3T/ X @
waion T PR ) fosg oot . oA O o
] @ 903 ? . xd vusesol
fean an om0 50 i ins 'HO "2910U0 S{TRURISNS SWHSAS SUOREINAND WUNES (Q 5 EEEE [€©D)
A1) wer proKssRIO S5 w0 o o s o3 Ak b YO8 SR TN GHY 005 10K
paenaen i [ (05840 woqeEadS) SOONID Bigsat Jor v
& o0 B
FFooBemra R o e z!zﬁ_mmm Mwm wmbeid s o) meS s IrgpuedeOly ° AP ROR AV
o M TR
[y AL sty w oo . ! Jonory
oy ey FRE0dEN o preesoc S ] o M N0 AMv
mogusgmee Aot I 2 o EapEaTE 1030 oM TRLOT
[ty " s n ey s T3 | pupnp WRIud MVIS ADING 4157 {SNVA LSRYHXT HOOHIVE 98 B v
suadsg sdea pRL Tal [Rsi e 4 e ojen o o T80l © Teany
RMOHL  MOL wiyy T Towmwn w3 o3 SPOGO B(GFId3998 g0 0TIOWIOSLS “2fsefd “S09) I UORANZET0D © " RHOSS TN HIVEAION LSS HOUNNES O
Rosobl  CUSOL [ un w3 | G5B HOR MO Y SSITTYAS
Ggohy  SOL oo o e 1o 390 pv sBtsuado 130 “NOLLINKISHOD SKRING LNINAINDS
o L @ Busado
Suprdio bt 401 v ‘an e 3 TYONYHOIN ONLLOALON GHY SONINIAO LONG SNRIZA0D S5 v W2V 3 soums
o on
el ey avn ‘gon (1301 99D} togackt Bupipg o ugmdsg JOLYITOZ WIGUOY 4 4095 10°10°Z10°110 SIS SHYI4NALOITIG 3 L
s hﬂ oL Eupsdo peoi s oun g B gL
sy arespn m o taa R
SSPILPRL AL Sauido ensirt on Supinig i IS D LSS L ‘SURISAS DYAH J0 LOGRIESI 01 k) U pIJRS P HasHoutS —
. I woompyetiol  UFL R ] [t » n SILON NOLLIMTOWAA TvHINID
0626'159°SH J ZZE6SEP Gy 3 %u_au.a_w_ﬂp TOL Ehzn” ._ﬁ ARG N 1z S
0146 BALIOEa '005}XIeY bES porsdung amaL — o s 4k .
o0y pig 19aAS 0} 824 suadipy AL promrd n._ opag T SN @ T WANVIE VD0V OL WALLSAS SYAR TIVASNLGNY NSISSA Bt -SHOLLIGNGD SIS O NAIOHS SY MILOVAVHOD Eﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁ.ﬁ%[“'lkk/@
npvdd gL oL e n e e {1°c05y vaR0RO) 2YS THL 40 28 TIVHS RAHS ATINE 20N HOONUISNOA 40 STUNIVE 31 e PO
mRRoL T ommgr ‘o Py SR 8 9594 Y3 S 2o A0S 5320k ORSTUOD-PEIRES E
319 w h Wouy pran + - Pt Eol 0P e I ‘SAOLSA00M CHY §30VId2HIS 2+ ATIVCHINLOBNY UL MO TG YOLOWIND
" i 30
D g on ki i -puorssaiosd UBsp posuaan v kapaspads vEsep ae ¥ (g HoudRDSIa A
AISOW RYIINNG s oo b o o ey 3 o A J—— e e
id o B gy SR B e e B e e Gupale S 1VHE NHOM ANV LO33N OL ALIOHLNY SHL 2AVH TIvHS LOTHIONY 3L 08 Ao Fuysann GO 5t
& oy P X1 ) pio o
“dsns dosin B thxu._aw b 1295 U1 SR 2008A B Gl P3pLs0ad 6G FeLs 61850068 uBbp {v92} 3ONVITTY GHNONE "LOALIHOWY SHL AR QINSS) SHOLLYOLIGON QNY OUYIRIBAOINATS ———————__
"Lonls vepepn) 150 B 0 (W £24) WAL 40 9SG D (WO} DUy VAV NOWAOD 3HA AR GZHSTIRVASA HOUVAYOYE 04 TNHYA S30UDVYd 1538 G oNPAVHO SHL SHOLYOMIOR4S BUTLAC 2 2amoy OB .
as g w ‘ oL 01 HHO4HOD TIVHS NHOM TIV €3
® . i u s ) SRLMOTION TVHS OKY ‘ROLLVAYX3 ARY 40 LBVIS IHL : o
'y 10 50 155918 Burpran e W 0NN GHY 3904 6
=L Z us o) Y 3 359 s ANV 50 LIANAINOR "STUNLXE LHON HOLYOLILYAG St
as 2 : .
g= s e Y1 s P3| wm oo aavis to evis a13u0t00 Ho4 wvaNE ARVIHEVD SIMILTTY AV SHOUVInOTY 0 1HOAANS KO INORY INZHBIHOINISH QMY ONDIOVEIOHNI0N SIACKA'Z) TSR 11
RXex vis 01 el pebus) w00 smscius o soud spanpasd LRSS POIddEIEN K] PONGID] 9 FIGYOITALY HIHIO 1TV ONY SUHVGNVAS VHSO HLUM FoRVITNOD 404 “suvId 3uLnl
o3 7 20 EBoE A Sl SRS e nua o RS
A s d o g b SIVIZA YOIIAL TTVOTIddY R,
&= A X poel T Ggngm  wThay | SRS ek A o sesoro s paisita o ous oo amst RV “HO *HI AL31V8 403 3TRISKGASIH ATF108 38 w P varong T S rovaR0e
% (<] ‘5% ooz 11 e iined s o Kaust "ONINYRA & TIvH " FOUVDLLINBANOLYATA.
= pioog il ) ) s ad buste s AUVHOAWAL NV 40 !
] a8 watn T ooy Die it Tousoa UL TS ST W SIS oA
oS o P < . TS
m be! L s fescnd} oyl o o3 e 0 SUOHLIN ONY SHV2W 3HLHOL B TISHOdSY 38 @ SHINIONTY ¥0 'THEOVIGY "OHLLSEXE HIKAMOFTY TIVHS SIOVAUNS THAAAIN 01
~ dougBuquyns  qds 3 “HIHMO THLONY LISLHONY
4
[LL aoprpds  503ds wont SV s i i s L. fdvh iyl A FHL AJLOR ATALVIOZNN] “SWINSLYA 3K1 SUNLEK LON 00 'OTHELNNOINT sossTviza Mwuﬂﬁmw@mo%ﬂmﬁu@ﬁm_mﬁﬁ%%ﬁ-&.«wzau UMD 1235
5> it i " pAES e ‘3HY S015366Y SNINVINGD 40 QAIIISNS SWIALYW ANY 1 'S¢ v S LANEVS 1Y Yo HowvouLEG WX
e e p
2 stomdn sduy bvgees ANS fepis OB | Ao “639v4s QRY SONITTING NOMHY ‘ONDIDVE s
= sesvadsg il Apars TNs =t 1 ] Je] LNEDVIY O ONY OL 39YSSYd 34YS KIVANNVH ONY 'S3LLITUN 01 . W=
N SBaREG FSMRIN 635 ans ot 15t Ry ot o3 . QLA LON 108 SRINIINI ‘S32VdS LHYNEL ¥O SORIGUNE INFIVIGY 40 . 008 GHY 34OTIANT
w ais 0y g s 3 230 M1 HL% HIVALN] LOK 00 'ROUDNUIEHD2 40 SISYHA TIV ORRIRG 'ST SSY L3 STV L3dvaivd ‘SO SSv1o ToUsDS 17,
s s vy - Sk s ‘SMONIM ‘SWILSAS T 04 (STVINILYY
Heas e ) piriAcpind 3 gl “UOLOVELHOD “TVHSN3D SHL 40 35NZ4XS AAVISSIA 20 HOVYYAIS HO4 STVIMZLYI SNIGMIONI D13 WANINMIY HOLVDHILNEE HOUDSS.
3 Bupgaapys SIS ] N M o LA N o LA A A S ZHLLY QFUNAIY HO B3OV 143 36 TIVH! dNo3 133L5) SHAL TIV TIVLSNLGNY HSINENA 5
Brcis o sy 0SN B T e pus Ko KA ‘SMSINIA 'SIVDIAIVH SHLLSIX GHY MEH OL IVAYG "MILVA 40 1SR TSR
[PRTUTI 4 . J e ] e ) k2] 150 0} st ‘Nolirionsa ‘0L G3LATI 10K 1B 'O £1n53H AV SPHOM ONIHIDH 30435 ST71 NGHAINDS TIY AN 2
i S Sy o PO LI ¥ 0 'KIVOSEIL S12.0U09 "YW JURLISS U PRSOR HIHA FDVIRVQ RO (SIHSINLL ¥ SYRHZLVA SHLLSIXS HO MaN SRIRTON)
ek el o R TRy ‘a1 ‘Shap s e 9IRS SRA OLS13 18 S313(d wonoreios v sBuwado o o “Snpue LISAOL ZHL ANOBY YO “NO “HI SYZHY TIV 103108d TIVHS HOLOVHINOD 1z “Q310K ISMNIHIO SSTTHN KINOD 2ncuo —
sBupes) e 995 CEL] g ey 81 Sy WG ; 'TeIER2 oUps ‘sadd punore ssouds iy HOWLDELON 163 B xﬁ_xi HOMNY QNVH 3LIS0AdO TV O4. ATIVOIJAL ATddY TIVHS SHIMYNO
. v {38 o300 dea e § “LOALHONY FHL AILON V130 ONY 'STLON ‘SHOISNFWKI TV 'S
= I I N | o ona o T OO KL SV Ay 31O S
asudeg deos ‘05 P w fitt N AV GITOHS HI ez “LOAMHOWY 3L
SPIS  GIHDS aupin) P et s (42} opog Busnop cospumiy 0L SIONYAIUOSKI ANV L¥OJTH ATILVIGINNI “HONONRISNOD OL ORId
g 3 10 ass log “GLLON ISKAEIHLO SSIVIN TYLYR Y ATA 0TV
s 93 sl o 27 B oS STOAWAS AONIHISTY
[ v pis i Ba oul HooaN: "2 any: W 1INV 100 7 ot
s - A ] .
w0aids ok 04003 0 SSTN TWAGHAdY SLOTLHONY LNOH1IM TIGVISNAaY LON JUY SNOISHIRIG
iy i rdratan e B Py AAOL HUCRANOLLIION3A 40 "OINRLHIVIV KBS103Md 38 01 34V AV, H0 410, S¥ GILON SHOISNINIG
TR : HBIN 24V SHOIHINKI TV
b ¥ ol o4 ' ® GNYOMIBANTA “TYORILO213 “TYOINVHOIN TWENLONYLS. 4
sy L . ey maceounans gy e Sl v SO T iz TR erme
o x g H0H o o] 0 'suem SIHL e oI I . 2
St oy oy o wa (o 3m b ey ‘SONWVYG TT¥OS LON 0T “3ON3T303Hd VL SHOISHINI NILIRM. ¢
i P} wnonem a4 o o Hiaveo % a2 HIO320044 20438 SHOYOIAD245 QY S TR U DR YOS e e
. K E LOSLIHOUY THL AILON OHY XHOW "ONIATIO0Nd
3 BRI pes « “ssupppg ufy 2 N EONaHEA Ot Hos S5 SHL v SHOWGNE: By Sonuie oRld LoaLHoYY e T
i ony Pueatyswdn wo by o Bl v *SHOISHIIA TTY AJTMIA CNY 90310 TIVHS HOLOVEANOD TWASNID a7V LHINEINDT *
wogaRBpaR TRl By Bugnivg umdo I3 TR WY " N ;L LONNYD OHy IAOBY LEE
sy e o 4 Hepwreny Y {odwapumyBomjens i NIaw o1 © TV IvHE UG 1000 Shlald TV JNTOR| 01} SHIGNTd L9304 ARV OL IORLSHOD ¢
L =) b - puny g 1295 918 035} TP WA WAPHT AR . “TYOULOTT ‘BNOHAITAL TORIVHOTW TIV ONY ANPY JO SHOLLYOOT Mt 151
Lot < wmiguy T ey o o s Q3SNLON 6 SLOMANG) ON AYHL AJINEA TIVHS YOLOVHINGD TVIENED BHI ‘Q2AN0ANT4 77
EH e ] ey ‘320 Aemna ARy 255 - VRS SNOILVATTI GHY SKY1d NG 38 oLson 4L o sain SuolL oo L5y SN HAHL oY 0 D MMMN
. W » pewey Ty pueg U sigspkoa1 s ls0duos Jo BUPED] pUS W0RSTRS 'sBios 10} O oIS aHIC AN JSLONSHOLONGD DO SHL (O34 TIFA HOIHA JOTUIHL SHOILHO GNY T1IS 3HL INIPVXS —
o R hivloesd e e L0y | s o pum v afsnbens apiai 'SINVAN00 A ONITOAAY T . s e ANY GRY HOLOVHINGO T30 3HL T o
Kl may 6 i o GHIRIRI0 SIS WOPIE ¥ unoo0 5wy
sommry A g 15000 ORSNASUOD 03SPURL] S 913 L 00U U BuzpAvas Jof posseand ASHLKEHA SN0 THO AL GILON BNV Q2K TNASN 38V )30 HMOM THL 2HL Gaon SIOLNOLORISNS S
ey w . ay ‘aalon 40 NOILNBLLY 3H) OL 1H60aYa 38 ———
hanng 10 s » PaRG Y %00k i VRS VR TS s o AL ) 4O S1MYd STORSVA THL REGNNOA SLOTTANOD MO 'SNOISSING 'SHONYE ANY 1

2744



I
¢ov

aquny g

SISATYNY 1X3LINOO
/MAIA TVINY LIS

L tusag

ML

ON35T1 <SAON13THS O SALON TVHINID

I8¢ 10| T3S NOUVOHIIG

$1EALIWEId I LIS
AR S

PiizAz]

230V |

w0 )

s 2 iz
STUVA HVIH MIIA HEHON NV'Td £XILNOO DNLLSXI

09 oH |

0BZE6159G1Y Y Z2E6'SEY LY 3
€045 ERLIOIED ‘025UeY s
Jooij pig ‘19388 101 821

§LAILINOEY

AISOW NVIIWNG
2
g=
=3
G2
O
g e
=8
=L
88
86

=

S

nN

w

1 s
| I e

[Anm2ouy sozrans|

133418 N334d9 Liv¢

2745




|
€0V

nqury P

SHAV49010Hd 3LIS
IX31INOD 9ONILSIXT

) kg

AR IS ROUVIHILON|
VR ALIS]
ITVTEY

pisz24

210120}

] =

zhet N |

0626'199°G1Y - C2E6'G6Y Gy
£0146 BLUO}(ED ‘0ISEUR) LES
A00f} pig 19RnS HIOL 621

820 1070950 %0074
£21¥6 YO ‘00SIONVH NYS

133418 N3349 L1¥¢

ke SIB IFHATHIS

@ 0

T AN Tt r

I
(A4 9 lo] ar. C

L34S R33HD

2746




Nm. O< _ 30IS HLYON - 133418 NITH9 ) [ (T [
$3dv0S133HLS
INILSIX3
o busg

21820 T3S NOIYORIION;

BELINGSd ALIS|
TP, 9
pigz44)
NY1d NOLLVOI Ty T
104 20}
L |
ZH9 oH %0

0826'159°GHy 3} T2EB'SEY GIY I
£01PB BRUO[ED ‘0IS{URY Ues
Jooij pig ‘}8a8S Ui} G2

2747

WhvaImng

30IS HLNOS - 133418 N3IHY

ERETERTE] (SR [N

820 1070950 %0074
€216 YO ‘00SIONVHd NvS

133418 N334d9 Live




I
eeov

P

S3dv0S1334LS
(380d04d

ey

pixI4%] TS TROIVORIICH|
ZTPTey|
pig24:

210 20|

zhet oH P

0626'159°G1Y 4 ZZEG'SEY 'Sy 1
€016 BRIO)ES ‘008 IeY S
oo} pIg "WAs WL 821

301S HLHON - 1I3HLS N33H9

TERIS HE9r 0 TEISIED URIRL NS TS50 R AIT

3103LIROUY

AISOW NYIINND
22
o=
OJ-—
~x
T
5
3L
=8
g
=8
Lo
N8>
*® [{]

=

[\v]

w

13341S N334 LIv¢

30IS HLNOS - 1334LS NIFHY

FEET ST I T Ty i WEETIEE T

2748



I
ye 0V

(3DHVING
§3dv3813341S
03S0d0Hd/ONILSIX3

s buyrnig

P

219270
ITVTED

piN2A7y
oI e

w0
e e

O626'LSOGIY 3§ ZREGSEY'SIY
€0} 76 BLIOJED ‘DISIEY LBS
ool pig NS 401 821

813

_ 3dV¥J$S 133HLS 0380d0Ud

P EVETLL

10y
A8

820 1070950 %2074
£2156 YD ‘0SIONVEH NYS

133418 N4349 LIv¢

3dY0S 133418 DNILSIXT

2749




AQNLS ONISSYIN BNLLSIXT O

gt g

[

S31ANLS HNISSYN
(1350d0Yd/BNILSIXT

m tqeng

Y BE¥0; IS TOUYORIRGN|

Zhial o Pt |

0626'1S9GHP J 226656 GIY

£0)6 EROJED ‘0ISRUEY LES
£ RS 0 621
EREERTEE NS

AISONW NYVIIWNGT
_m w
5
=3
CE
28
39
— @
5Q
=9
L
IS8
hed w
=
n
w

133418 N3349 LIv¢

2750




8201009900018 | % EEEE B
€21¥6 VO ‘00SIINYHS NYS e 28 38 8 8 3 3 85 o~
== ik g SE
13341S N33d9 LIve = e gz X
= S5 SIE BUiE Py e
= i R Z3 <
= 883 §- E 52 i
5 >
z s
2 2
g £
g ®

2751




|
9°0v
SNOISNTIONOD MIIATY

103roYd ddv-34d ®
OdNI MO HILYM

 Sasng

B

92| T3S TROIVOEION|
SR LIS

T e0)
TV
NYd NOIVONddy-3ud
pixiz:
w0 C
I

0626'189°Ghy ° 2E6S6 SIY 3
©0Lb6 BALIOY|RD 'BOSKARY} US
Joo) UG ‘13ans YIDI 834

Y1)

WNYaIWN

820 1070950 %2014
€216 YO “00SIONYHS NYS

133418 N3349 L1¥¢

1 fmrpyaas
TSN ST
0119 T2ty LA e 5 VAN W01 €31

e SRR A
gy s P 01 HAE O g s AR gy g 2 M RUANSHAL

LUATE

190 siett iy vt ey a1

l’!
§ -GS
o)

OFFARIS RS AN - SR AR

m.ni N\\\\

08 Sy At 1t oS
UGHENE
o
ooyt pue Tty
eRdde o swoymosd
o e 52 piserss
“mesrhusds o
“Mis) el uoeaNdse
007 el prsiion IO
elRuns U Y
(g zes me v ws .es Burjes AT o N J0 JuIRA D3 (8
IpE 7
&
f

5905 Ui6q W) 9490 350 ) IR 4 S ST 8 ‘200 P24 109 78 %4 FRM 3 {enigsred)
\.vﬂv ;Eaﬁwﬂa?ﬁ.ﬂnﬁ,s.ﬂimﬁﬁﬂx F Wivoy W syl
FROamE Y gy Youw oo s oterl. 5 ) ’
o L AU et s st o
2 et 4

4w wvamne

sortiscwnngaan
O 1T T TR K
DI TNYES SN 3 Xy RSO 2]

N  remsar e )
o o B IO EIpAmdad?
OPER3 571
Joegay 4
oL
39003 9148 PN 03 J0 SIRIEEAL ) TRIDIRD0N
: ~d ga<.op
B L0043 - ks s
45 “aped e ol ¢
@) > 42
e 2
fupre 0

5090163 (22101 4D

1 fexnop sioce v
“Fol
5570 U B35 10 UE ) 553460 10 G L. 9001 4aEL 10U £7) 94 LeUS 992

Y

1023¢_§§aj§%ﬂ§§§h°§§_3§:§ﬁs_sexn.iﬂ.ﬁﬂ&.ﬂg
P P NOARY ARPI0) i nv o 51 wyshs M
Y8 0 Ay e bl - e

HPHIS S

epogudsd

01 w2 w100 DGR i [0 203 SIS 1k 1 YRR SR RS A ik
x N Y

i o1 15kt 2q) TR

T 43 600-GY Losafuspb vy o waispoid

(1] {4{10 BupRA] b1 0 JO{13{G} 0T L ‘13039 U UlE 0018 pastds puy assgw a3/8.8)

T revey
B

LVt s

el Y50 HEL

BgeLnd T

otasaness
T GBI

b s g w5 P R

TRy ez

g IR0 1T e 47

“poltued pasndart o 4o pRILRKD

Jav s waman 609 {4} weieg

eLVaIN 7
oY Iy
Py Vil 204 Uogonss
whus A RN |
S9PRE QIR BNONTL0T Bphod]
g Bagoous 10 1ig THRIR 0. Agumy-afacs wacs ¥ s
A LLOTE QU TORAIN .
wsen B 2107 3ER S1. U0 0k g By
» 0oy S8 0 eiodrdayl
"N NSRRI ‘SUS 09910 9803 ] [10E
Arigay g1 porp :
£20H Y0 "00HpRY G 16943
wag 0 seediod ogt
TN EZLYS V3 '0spun) usg JIT A
LY Koy utshing - Ajedtiy ey ol
MR UES Jo KD '1R0} EIAH BUBIIE 10 NAGIRGIT 'T'd "IRI SRW o
AT
HnakvaaIK

|

SIURS  (9TG-RET-S 1t I NTNQ UOAIAMSNL LOVINOD ISV SNOLLSING ANY FAVH DA 41

LS WEE Sy WOV T ®_ ¥y D
:.._u|Q@|ﬁ| MO
&
BT gy avadst T SISATYNY SO
L NG onvis T s a0 G Prpael
LWBETRTRE ey TSR s papad o
1<y

DNIFSTIORANG SAVAOKTLFOW K1 L KOTTY ASVAT

VI MO VI

KV NV TIVINZ KO X044 314
TREE

waden 1 SANOLS A0 IAGHWAN

ON S48 MIHIVISHVD

WINLO TINT TIXT TGUO 1GUO [HOTE INOLLYILOSSY'LD QUYZYH

WO TVIHANKOD WA DiEHENO TN ADNVANDI0

e EX 40 INIOJ U0 LIIHIS ANIIS

TG bR

QIR Y 10T SLAAWLS SSOUD

10585 V99D 1147

AR HILTNS AWADNS NOLLYIHOANT A0 HILVAM HOJ SSTNGAY

3P0 /Z0P U Giv Y Hanand UNmg sy SINYN SATIAMO

e medae L TIVING

/ ( YoNXYd 2286/ S6p {GIF }'UNANONA

spamd g € o PeTs 4t 921 SSTHAGY  oiopdiag vavieruy INOSH4 LOVINOD

NowzaurpINRtY {
MO [ HO4SHISGD wte fa Hiva

A A EALISHOUITA DT
SESLSSIP ANV

016 VO “OSINVHA NVS

YOO HLE LLANLLS NOISKIN 0991
AVO13 HALVANOISLAIGE XIAI R 1L
NOLIAAAYA 3414 40 1YIBND
NUVLNYARG TULLOISIINVIINVS

2752




I
LoV

RqEH S

IAIVM
"JONVNIQHO HIHYW

2t bsm

P4

ZVPIED]
PNz34)
701 20|

&
EEE

926’1595 1 ) ZEBSEYSLY D
€016 EALO}{E0 ‘COSIoUEI LES
ool g 5208 Yo, 421

8103LIHOHY
ISONNVIINRD

2g
oz
O|J
=~z
g2
3o
.|S
50
=2
Qo
N>
96

-

=

ny

w

133418 N3349 LIv¢

B0 AUESBRIINTPIERES

TOL¥S YO ‘00sPIRIL URE

111G UOFSI D991

swopdodeuy RuIpfing Jo FRTTIFIN CT|SURLT VS
SO UaadL 30 J0ra1|( Andaq HoasaMg T

Saoravdp@Auad ol

BLITEOTYG ¥ "Rnsuny ueg

D0 MG ‘BTG VI 0591

NeaRdaY SR COSPURL] TS
avusly pymmmoAvg Buljed o 23

Sjqng §0 Pmenda(] COSBITY UE
IFEH ESWUIAGT Jo Jona
g Fusgsny 7 Y ommegsty

T PRA 9E

“OORE-TSZ (510)
1 (AVS HAQ) Brfasg DTSR P JUsHESOSSY SHS ‘QISH SJ14nd J0 WEnedaq] COsPRL TG B} PRUGS
asead suopsah Auw 2aw) 10C PEOYS "TAQAY GLSI'T SILLSINIIOVHUVAD (NY YINALNLD LS
HAL NO UISYA AING LOFFO¥S GIIII94S AL HOd VIT ATDLLEY 40D ALTVIH A8 4HL
40 SINAWNALIDIY BHL WORY FFATVAL V SLNYHD TIRH SN J0 Iunndaq odrpomiy usg

“SAUNSHAD [B1UAS 1STP PP UD(d AJES PR THROG YION ® ACI(0) POGE AT TopRaa) [

“[eyasyen wps 50 18098 opeerd
gopusia 2 yons ureq (RIS ESEA B 2540 [10F WO JO 1061 00O 15e3] 19 J0 dooepmyy Buiplrg
o £q podien 9q PIOYS ERIFITITIG0D PATEASI? LA S05 ByTWE AUV 'sT0GrRIORLY Wna(oisd
pm oppks Spuiodwos oweBio olilos TIas pUE O[INOA YRW SN TR SIUFTAIQ
EE o ] pelsi] SK[ER o apnpal Awiz panpisod iRl 21 Tesodsip o) sopd e
yesods o Aq panbad 52 0 95D3L 0% 0) 100 TTIHS L0} poAfER AQWRTRAD pis iR
opsl 0 paiojs ‘poisarias oq S1108 (LI PRAEIY2 i) SPIRWAANE HYQ I8 mawpuia [vyisnod
g0 SRR FUJRRIOUID PUS] PITEAS(S UTN0S ATl G05IoUBL{ GTS 1) ST (1 K0 10 B1d pw

enbR 90T 410 G PIIIFOEE I [T “TEpRRL [l upuca Lo ‘o unouais g s U

senoprpummooIy HAAIY

Y HO i
UONVILIOT M Ta pastg Ayadasd pofard b 0 YFH FIUIUGONAD 10 QIR AvopEE v maksd 1ou
200D IS [PADIPISOI AGTET 0 S [UHUOPISA ST) WAG PRrKTRS Ut #3103 punaimpm suf Y [

H[RLITEI 10 S0UTSTNS SO UPI0)
£q vojeuIIuco )PApIMaIR Iy TOF OUp ANONY J0 [SAGNI0A OLEO[PU 10U S0P TORRIINE
afares oy QN Fofosd posodord a1 £Q poqup oq fiim 1105 J0 S O 05 T ST [

SIS 04 | DORELST Sy SucNd
TDL¥6 ¥D ‘OIS UDS "IZ O} 19CHS (OVOV BIEL

o s anpieus
£59] 8 50 [BHIIPISAL W9 LAWSE LA S OO O], NV S{SHIIR KO SIS RIOPTZEY UENIE
£q UDRYG[UINIUOS Mpnonf J0/pd (10% S) DAGLY 10 (EuAod dWAPuy 10U £50P BORTULIOJUL

SIRTA 33 EINY 1261 15094 39 DTS [oEIpisad 6 q vy Aiedorg pafordon, B
T PRI EE R OO 0 WO earpesg e 3,
ISLNAIIKOD

TR 0834q 56 (0 [erjusgysds 180K Sybusprtdddy ‘Ao s4m [EppRo 1
TP ITANS 21 o1 posccty SEPEYANITSTIS 1240 li§ Juaimg
BIT¥6 Y0 N NAAY QLD FLF uppy iosvodord

(WO R GRS U By ESS) T2CE S6F (TTF)

T samomd S PEr0)T T SRG B0
FERTroN quws T 70050 Joippoly RNETERI LI sRippy
NOLLYIWHOANL LDTCONLAINALONT

sqmypdds
5 3 medo yom siwios Dumy o L}
N ILARI(] BOIPAS] PAn &
rhosmens 8
AR WP g o,
WPONRA T AT ALY T A 124 G isjpaadntg
Buippng Jo W8 | U joeadde S oppaid TERE opAN( A BOTERANIN 253 U] SSIVSERS

—— 8 105 1K i Py q oy
ou pud ‘AR TR} SOUIS IS [ENURPISA T TR ST *Jgp] 003S pory Ry 411 S Hpon [FEIIpEA £
4 5ey Kipdosd a A48 3,31 SPRIV ST K 7

ot oxless At Jojaoui) oL, *SAIS YOA VT IV Jo pY TR B QIR sqnd Jo wanmdag
ooepuRy] WS oyp A JATA B PONRS 3q ANE YIZ SPRIV O RS salg WA {IAGA) YIZ SRRV
padiew s uNpIM 009 Jo WIESPUNGE 10/pT2 [105 T FRID SMOPNZYY TIHUGE O} [ERD#i0d ) SATY 19
Jogpus 1us 30 (Wt £Z'BE) SLIEA 21GN3 O ISER ¥ OJPATIXD 10 SAOTH ]I “ToRaxsuy Burp|me Jo RININEST ot
o yuwzod # Sipabos v eale e 2y PLbOL 81 9P QI COSTIREL TS )0 VIZ ATV Uiy aametidcaory

- (ADNVNIGHO YIRVIO
<NNM_,~U_.5-<E—8Eﬁ«.mﬂgazgvzm:aﬁmﬁm\rza

O YO RO

ST WAHD ‘HaSW DD T ) ool _HIVIH TYINSWNOANE /7y
ORI VAW DRG0 Y Goahy HIVEH SRend 0 Bawilivaa G
ko BOT WP 0oNU; UD§ jo AiunoD pup A

2753



Nvd 3118 0350404d NYd 3LiS SNILSXT
)
20y F—
o L0520 3V ALH3I0U Lors2h 3N AI3d0td

s {212 138 414) CRRODI SY20¥4S 30 U Y 7320 101 120 101

[2]

NV1d LIS G3S0d0Yd | namsmmemamssmnamlay
QNY BNILSIX3 T : ! “ ! !
04 BEREWIE SHL S0 HOLLE U IHCHI IR 1Y LIN) -
g 038 4758 62 S1 LT LDER 3L KA 10740 U 7 _ — —
NS AHDEH 8 -
| 1 I I
I 1 1 I
: T . 3 b
Is7an] mm NOILVOTIIION, HO VAUV MM L0 02 7 HOISHINID WP 0% VILY KiPt 'LTDS 00 30¥43 W3- — & _ _ & —
16105538220 TV DIKOYAD Y AOTY LV 301 | ] ) )
34 02H SHLLIOH4 SAXCITVE ONY SHOGKUA AV TIV 40 SLLIRTY ] i I )
EHENO) L VIV 30 NG Qg SHOLSS106d
04 HLIH o X SHOULD3044 TINDTEOH DYIHH0 i
Cos B EON @./ (s Ao 4 Lo niou s _
3] 81 YL $$31 35 ON NILAR 'R14TD 107 TYL0) .W«wm NIVEIIS VA MV - ﬂmNO .H.OI”_.I _ leQ A—IOI_ ] - bﬁou bl hd MNDJ%M = er——— ]
HLA30.1010 %5 0.5 NVHL EI1V3HO 33 ¥OVRISS 13N03Y R SN e | \4I|vﬁ N\ )
sous- X >
03EHI0IY HON DHIVRIIS QUVAIUS - E 3 \ﬁ\)VvW\V\‘Wm ¥
sz T | I ¥ ' “WA\\W\(\\\ \xm/
EYe 01N ] I IS 3 ! v \\W\/ ,\“«v\\v 9
AKUPIY IKO ‘ISI0H - TAINTOHSTED S48 SLISKI SRINOZ* _ — & m _ \W !\vx \\/\\\
3 & 3 AL |
'S034 TVANIWNOHIANT '? SOHVONVLS 3000 NINNVID 30 AYVIRANS m g M VLA < \ i
L w B
f = I El y
H E AN A ]
iy A2 ¥ i
o fm —t J— g AN P — k=
| | | L W,
DZEISTEI T2V LS s avas s TmR I 03w () | | EL gV / AN
€015 BUOHRS 005PRY e s oY Ao (3) 3t 3 3 21 30 _\X AN g
004 P 1948 WO 621 g g H gl Y% g
Ao 103w a0 TV Mo ) (7) g E] ] H A7 \Lv\\ \\ w ]
st O o B 5 O s
ATSOWN NYIIWAD wvaor s vl (5) m_ H ¥ m_ | w I 3 E v, oy . "/ w w
e sarsom sl (v) I ] : i i | 3 : NE— . 1 A
st e oS B30 () _ PIL _ ; (iasders
stwoL st (2) ——— |
w w 1
m = Z svosoLmawatl (1) } ) = " 7 . =
o i w | - 7 ernoot| ol B ket %
mw e~ S2A0N ABN NG 3018 0350404 O = - = 3 —l H
2 S b = B ==
-3 | = | /. |1 |E= |
32~ | A=A = | w beai)
2o g S = 3 :
4 ‘srvs e ovestida v oo [ — & [E - = — %
% 9 stiavasar s Bl (2] — | ”\
N H HousnusHod bl ko crmmssYauvavon 9] —— _W
DEVEIES 40 -
3 BT =] x— % ﬁ
seom o kaosaisvisas i [+] =i
3 s e sena 0 3ewo 1] == [
wesosam st [2] . \ —— ™ 13318 N324D LT
N wnasonomaa il [1] N - o ~ AL {AIY3OYG 1037ENS o
= & ==z ol
n o S3LON A3 NY1d 3438 NOIZITOWaa [7] — -l — O 0 . N H— ﬁ-: N - —
1508 %1 &
— [ = i =T = TH ]
; | —m
- LT e il T e
m PR Uy calliny L e T
3 & BISAYG i| 12 § | IS | T 52
F] ] i/ 22 s A B
m : EERRISNS i : EVARIAN :
l 3 2 =y ] Wiam S mm % E| /| W= ER
] ] K] =3 4]
ENARY ol 1o 1) H E| RNV ol {oif -1} g
. @ =l @&/ = s

= D) Y =L
9 1334

g
f
el
&

) JEERT

=
i
w
==
=,
W)
=
i
Lt
[y

9

SILON NY1d LIS WHINID

2754



CALYI0T SIMDGHIN ZHL HYHA H OO 34130 T 5'¥ 2T KA 39 TIVRS MOORW
{8102 085 701 852>,88 EOL U0 NO 1SOM 3L
01020835 £ 8101) 45 > L
(G0 LN B Y YRNIONLS KHived SO 0y STIVA SORSLG T
0YS HOMILH IHE 0 YUY HOOH 0 5 SI¥3HY QXVE) 1R W1 T HOU 40T "SOIGHIA0 36 V3V 31aVIAGTIY | § 502 ROED3S
TN MY 502l ROUET {1 BOOHHO Q3IVD01 T 16 OL ¥ HOOH NOKS
BN PRg QLTI :THON HO 5 JIVLSI HOLLVEYEIS Tt ()T 900) 3EVL OBOUILSTi > MY
CELYRUEA ABOLS ¥ HI TNVIST TIAVEL SSTUOT SO HIVE HONNOD  Xvm
U3 VY 00T 440 A L SST1.0H 36 TS KOO0 Wy 9V bt A3 LOH SORID € NYAL ST SIS HOUAYESS e
@ WSLoUI A 0 O30 B DI
TOUYEYIF 34 HO 035YE SN0 TIIL HOMAIX3 30 YIUY WAV 8 SOLTTRVL EON0ES 2 ONIITING FHL AOY SIXIOML
SNOILYTNO YO s
JNYHBYIC BNILXT . SNOLLYIN9T¥0 ONLLIXF §53HB3 [— 13
DR HIEL ¢ U $53) TNV SIG HOMVHYAZS 4 STV MORALG
WO O 397053 RONEHEA USD) RO 985 SIS W0 DLV /AN 03880038 0 0 V200 INFLSIT HOULYWYoS 3 00004 a
L tupng HO ISV STIVAN BOH G Ik 9F EROTHEE DT
05 (IO 0K’ TIRGOI /397D 9
YL 342500 SIU93 N JADEY AUGLS TH0 HYHi TUOVE AT TITVLITH 03 'ZHOPY B0 SUAIS § BIIOINOD BV O HOREDE HO BORALE STIVM 2001 NOILDIS 08D M3d DA TIA HL
S5T93 MOUEIA 1710} HOLDT5 0855 ‘NI IR VY SOMVALSISTY T2 HHZ WYL S3.1H 3 1 3450 N LIYHS HOLYATH ‘DIGHY3E-HON BHILYS TONYLSISTH T O: STV 31}a; . 0l R TIEH H
S RVISIST T TS0 N] LInS ¥ 1 OU0TS 3084 O SV DIITYIY BORIALXA DHLYN 30HYL /52 34 ON 21V 00U ] o
AYATYLS 01 BOOM HO J0UYLSHO BAYMI i al
HOHINHISHOD 36 SI4AL 9 W3LYHD
IEHYD 1WA BOMIBG 'DIRYING0 400K SSVIO Y HLM £ 0D 'FA 2. nnszbdﬁ.mtw VUV = () OV01 ASHYAND00~
Sl LIS YoLYoGN TS ML STV T B33 UV I3 200 SIS X [ ——
¥ 09 HOLS HALSAS 1T IRATIAS SLYWOLNY MY MU 034103 -4 2dAL HOUDTHLSNOD ity e
H () 28" VY GV SIS SHOWOE TR0 TIV 2 503 F FO3 € P03 TTL H030.3004 WAL~ HAU AN B TPI0L e
LYY F5H HOMIDGE G § KYRL E3S91) 3004 NI SONMH0 N
oV SI30 0UIHO) DRITE0 AOTRN: F 8 510) HOLSTS THI0U TG SI3VEd 11 S0LROUDTS SVRY 0NV SLIDEH SNTUAE TYUINGD 5 IRL6VHO VRIY TRYIEW WI0L - AL SS320Y 10T 0 HLYd e
piyz4se T
— SLNAWIYINDIY 000 ONITTING AHVINIKA 40 AYWNNS SNOWLYING VO QY0 AONYAAD00 ON3931
w5
== ) TT5001 TVVLIDO WA ST > TV
[ kil FORYLSI T3AVHL BSTHOF 0 HIVIHONE X
A)TTT00 NOUDTS DAD 3 (FRID3M JUG 290 1ZE70 HOUDTS 080 U3 TIWNDTL LA T ()T 9001 HOUDE DA Hd ERINOTY 1DG N0 WO B0 U4 (EMNDIY 156G 20 HITE300 NOIO5 080 ¥3d GYTY IDETNO
OO OB RORI NS ORI oM SO FHEROEIG ORI
950 42 {4 HIII00U 2O usH i) 203004~ SO k) 3030 00LHONOS LU+ 29 11 {w) VRS TEYLEM -
359908 #) VIV VLRI - 59 511 () WIYY SRYLBH - WSOET ) VIV TRV - 98T {n) VI IR - E=1ET EVWD -
Sooumnol FoowoEHL oo Soou s T
062515910 9 ZEGSEVSIY 3 ) ' | P 1 t
! I | ' I |
1 = | — I — I 1 1
1 —i I ——] ! — 1 1 1
~ — _ — +
@ w | I
= Z | | oy _ i 1 \
o= |
Qm -V i I [ 1 1 )
g ; _ frimors | |
o=
25 mmk _ il w _ _ _
-8 i _ 1 | _ | 1 1
9o [ [ | | | I [
S o
2> = — X3 _
L
@ 5 a AX30L £2¢ _ ; | _ |
4 1 LX3 0L 091 T —
2 | 1 I F—— I il |
5 0 - | | 2 | _
- - - — ||1 “ _ T — 7
i ~ [i i rl ! _ |
Y%
- — — [ “ [ l K | _ !
N H \_ e | _
L | | _ |
5 [ ! I | !
aL f = f | [ | t
=) _ i | |- _
" [ I | [ | —
7 | _ !
g
m | : !
i I | o |/ 30uvHosIa [ |
l i [ — o wia [
1#1DE 0L, _
I
W LX3 — #10GE 0L R}

2755




| ornotizuns

(6]
. FawnowTN H R0 M
O —. D qaom 39 o1 otetsoc Hw s o (1]
e aas| B0 /B YEI0A evsan s [w]
PO fizeey 2_ N=_ n._ N:_ £9) _ m _ _ _ _ W v oy ATO3SSY HOONM 1 310may M
N ool eo sl e o ] i sosmisvenn (3]
(s 1 500n/ BTN e sausia [@] (=)
ug) ) o LN T rnama weamom 30 | L]
NV1d INTW3SYE - e & —
e za| | o E =
NOLLITOMAA /ONILSIXT [ o ots (8] wostizonsy [5]
LT -3mvo oot [21] wosmw o 7]
o v ts250) momsowonza a3 [or] o M4 0L BT SYKTISSY Thea [ ot [ € ]
i zomy [sf] ot 025 1 K Tessy 0w oo 3woma [ 2] ULV OR300 L35 YEATD D0Y OLE3EH 2
|3 wioi] sl unwootd aomay [w} ool im0 wzerm sY vz 1] L34S L343 WO O3SV SUON DN TIY 0K )
929218 033 700 DNINNYT4 - SNOLLYINI VO NOLLETOW3a S31ON 133HS Nv1d NOLLITOW30/BNILSDE D SHLON NYd TvHaNID

1= 3TN0 s L
0 1 v NvId ANIWISYE NOLLOWIW/BNLISKI

S ]

__________

HISOW NVIIWNG

A
./

2

wN

> 3 {20}

o 3 \L/

o=

39

_.|S

59

=50

(o]

S8

[fe]

.

=

n

[~

13341S N3IU9 LLb2

2756



I
1'Ld

Nv'1d 40074 1S4
NOILIMOWAA /ONILSIXT

L topeg

Y 0L L
s 400U/

LT T s o sol ol sol and

LE_ LN:_ el w _ _ _ W _ _ [P ite

_ _ MO IS
2| vwous

e eee AN BT 0%

TNy 39 QL ST

-1 o] 3073 ey

eo 70| _va|_awsou]

xgrvve| |

|
TCHEONI0=0 HIWTH =1 TV 20 33 e

Fix43 T3S NOITVIHIION]

]

wmmorsansty 2]
“OMTIIS L IO DHRAND T JHL I IRALYOOSSY Kl KMLYIG 1t SU KO IS5YH 0T L3303
i o

=]

wnagorooslal 3]
rowvaooeld 2]
noseonnmoLoonld [o1]
oo 5]
wrenevonsy 1]

wowswollzoe (o)

s o o]
otz 1]

triams ) voray [o1]

wepassy woanwn 3 zovy 6 )

sl voras [v]
a1 v L voras [2]

st vorm [3]

wooltvoraw [3]

woorowwe ltvoren [7v]

o b 0HR4 0L 0B Sy ABISSY T i v [ |
O 4 O 0L TOnBSSY 00V 2l v [ 2]
o bl rsoans L anosu sy avaeoa 1]

SOV TYO ROUIIOWEO 401 1355 43400 T0¥ 01 st 2
ZEHS AT HO G350 34V SAU0H ABX TV 10N 4

H2°02)E "038 3000 DNINNY I - SNOLLYTIND VO NOWLOW3d

SALON 133HS NV NOILTOWIQ/ONILSDE []

SALON NVd TvH3NID

1T eo)
FI7270

gegac

0333000 HANYId - NOLYFI N

a0~ YOO B CRY
2201 SHEVTR NRMOX

[t —

N¥d HOOH 1SHI NOILNOW30/ONILSEG @

133418 N3349 LIv¢

= |

el

\,

[

ST e CE T T B

g2
mN
X 3 (V)
o > L/
=
S o
=]
00
52
[=]
S
f{=]
=
it
no
«w

+

+
ol e e

Tl 33g)

HOVRLIS
i 7

YAV

2757



I
¢'id

Nvy1d 400714 ANOD3S
NOLLITOW3a /BNILSIXT

bz

oy ssustd [w2]

wousmonumoLoald (o]

S0Ka5v) fa 10N
NGB 13 N0
H5H TIVA OUIIIA ADWTS

oo 14 w0

Angnassy 1omo 13 10N
BTN FT

NATIND3 TYORVOIM (3 MO
TR

w0001 0%

‘ooa By 3 Hon

s onn [0 03] 034 OLKYBR3SSY D00 13 806

wnwoid vonm [n] Pty

WiRAI3401 GO $Y UWYSE

=

HlE S HEEEL

SHOY IO WO HOUOAO O L33HS W00 0 0¥ L W3y 7
LIS AUTATHO GISN WY SUONATI TWAON 't

SILON 133HS Nv1d NOLLIToW3d/oNUsHa []

S310N NYd TYHIN3D

21 8270] S RCUVOHED!

zHgt R

06Z6'159Gp 3 Z2E6'SEY'SIP A
€D EpcyEd 0asReY es
001y Ig 1S Ol 21

YR LL]

]

EESERAL]
A38

820 LOT 0950 %0014
€216 ¥O ‘00SIONYHA NVS

133418 N3349 LIv¢

s

22928038

NY1d H0OT4 ONOD3S NOLLIOWIG/ONLLSI @

—_—

2758



I
¢id

Nv1d H00T4 QdIHL
NOLLITOW3d /BNILSIX3

L taweig

ot sansid {@]

e i 8]
TR
prezt
nowaaanussoL ot [of]
Ao onn )
wamooid wona ]

nosgse 33 [6]
Trwwonenu i 3onn {2
wstes oo borseone 1]
wonmtd o [0]
Kmssynoo i 2on [s ]
sonaati o [5]
yanem3 womepm i o 7]
wustdzorey [9]
ool zonm [ 5
oon ol onm v
O 04401 074003 YGRSy TA ( on [ €
014 b 024 0L Kmassy oouwoou 14 oy 7
o e sl oY IAvoR [ ]

‘SHOUYTITIYD OULI0II0 HOJ L3315 A0 G0Y 01 U2 T
LIS AMIAT O IS WY SO A TIL0N L

S3LON 133HS Ny 1d NOLLNOW3Q/oNLLSKY []

SALONNVTd TWHINID

pARAT T35 NGUVOHEIICN|

JIEAI3d IL1S)
ITFTH S
piR2440
hy1d NQUYOTIddY-Tud|
Zi ol eo|
T w3
zii8 o]

b 401 133N IS

¥

A

928418038

NYId HOOM GHIHL zoE._oEma\czmeM@

0606°159°55Y 4 ZE6'GER IV 3
£0456 ERUOJED ‘038{3URI) URS
00} PE R385 0L 821

WNvIInNg

819300k
A8

820 1070950 %0074
£2176 VO ‘00SIONYHS NYS

133418 N3349 Live

e

o

03401 38 01 LN TINOINOH

51001 ¥y

T 23]

2759



v'id

senmouss ][]

W R85 | 538
HOLDIS 0.5 3L

MO0 0207y 38 400
A 3 a3y

]

oo Bizonay 1]

]

WIS () 0N

]

T T ) HhaY

Il

SR TV LOLIN IR ©

W) 1 v
TS HOW 3] Oy
v 2 Ay
a3 oo (3 ey
s 3 on
4000 [3 3A0vaH
000 39vive b wovaw
T

0 141 A 0L NETSSSY 4004 W00 2] vay

[~ = H=EEL

0 B ITHOAR OL 003 §Y UVAYDA

SHOLLYA Y3 NOUTIOVE0 804 1195 WA0D 007 0L 38N 7
L3S AR N0 G351 T SAUON AN TIV 108 4

S3LON L33HS N d NOHLTOWag/ontEspa [

SALON Nv1d TVHINID

NV1d H00 HLYNOA

NOILITOW3a /9ONILSIXd

’ ) byenig
TR I FIoN
LTk R e
TR AL
o R
w =

[ EG

0626'150° 1k 3 Z2ESOX'SIY T
£O1G BUIOARD "0ISUES) URS
0[5 RIE 1335 10} 82)

$iI3LiEs3ey

AISOW NVIIRND
3
=
=3
g2
DO
3

w
59
=2
QO
[N
gs

o+

s

N

w

133418 N3349 LIve

D= BN TNS,
§ v 0 3

drdst

TETLIE 936 3000 DRIV

/7 = SHOUYOTY) OG0 - VA0
O, 3403 30 01 SIAGAEN WEKORWDH

NYd Y004 HLHNOS NOLLITOW30/ONILSIA @

/

/
s

b

S

4008
"o

S

7Y BAY XOVEIZS

1NOWa b}

i

ek azal|
Hovauss,
vaivy ue

2760



G'1d

NY1d 4004
NOILIOWEA /ANILSIXA

L basug

KoL sl (4

13318
IEd

M 0 2008 14

[«
(=]
[

Poer 0013

o evonmaeaL 0ol o1
AR 1 0T
warnlizoms [n)

MoMsyD 13 01
00 Yl [ o

HSH TIWS HOM31H A0S

WU 13 ot

ATENISSY MOCVA (3 TonTy

30¥1ae (3 30y

1H3AAN02 TOHYOIN |3 T0my

s (3 oy

wo0a (3 1o

4000 VD (3 Mo

NOM I U022 (1 024101 SY ATSRZSSY Tovm 2 v
S0 IHE O3 QL ATERESEY 004 D00 (2 oI

NHOM IR U0 0L GRE007U SY UMV

EHRREEEEEEEEEE

SHOLYIITY HULOHIGUOA 13345 BIAR0 00Y OL 1R8N 7
L3NS AUIATHO G35 Y SUOMADI TV 10K °|

SILON 133HS NV1d NOLLITOW3Q/ONILSKT

|

S3ULON N WHINID

21820 FEEIe HLUON|

HEITUEET
W o
A LOFFONd]
piazas)
NY1d NOIVOTddY 3]
TTOT |
TYANIHNONIANT
i i)
L

062645951y J ZEE6'SEY'SIY 1
£0)45 BxLliojed “00S|NiR)) Ues
1000 ug RIS 0} B2}

Wnvaiwag

BL3ILIN
218

820 1070950 %0074
€276 ¥ “00SIONYHA NYS

133418 N3349 Liv¢

Lk 0 I TS Al
g v g 3

929Le M8
3000 9BV - HOLYHEFTY) O30
GO 3901 AT TINTROH

10595

9L
309K - SOUY VDY) O1EIC
G301 39 01 SUTH TINIZNOH

(]

NY1d 4004 NOILNOWAQ/INK ST

L[ | ———

4@

oS

2008
w0l

9Za118°033

30000KIYL - FOLYMO T O30
GHOIEH T 0L LI TIHCTIOH

L

2761



1
0LV
[39v4ysl

NVld INJN3SvE
(350d04d

L baveig

Aun P

QA 10.4-5:01°61 = -4 © TIVT| Y308 & SOVTHLS 48 101 = V320 L4+ @ sasw s st o s (T)

dAL YIS £39 01 $435M TV 300

TR = VAN SO RS LA = VI AN LA © Sasust aaabaL s ()

asuon (1)
B 4202 = ¥3.01 @ SOVEHL S8 -6 = V3ol 1+ @ st e sans 0 ot 3w ()
RO 55648 = V2.0 B SOFTL L 0UAE 14§ ¥3.0101 2+ & suaswve T wvh v ()

e 2 a auey (3)

D 4642 = 1301 € SOAK £20) 12 = 13 6597+ & S33 2emisavbemvosvaa (3)
b= 9588 b= VI8 £ ®
RGO 48 L= V1.1 @SOS 411 6= 1920 67+ & 39 0vis 10 (B)
LA ) 41 04 = B 2 € 1= v (&)

)= DI B UNTE VL@ SOYRI £) 1059 = VU5 014 @ WIS SSINY 19 L 4L

®

038 THOLIOTY H03 SIS 2 ' 0N AT 01 V2 WODRA A0 M (1)
smaninsoomi (%)

. " ®

Gl BRLSISR A 0N 300 s 0s0son (1)

®

owuonusi (2

SV 48 NTISSY wu ®
vt - (8)

e awsw bt (5)

o oovamod (3)

®
oy wow:o zrumo (3)
TS5) HOKDIS IS H3d SHDGN TIOR3 ) SV Iid @
HZYY 03U YYD L T Aasoo0 eaans i (00
LTI O)
noaxon ()
novaxosason (D)
w0z (3
TN Y03 S0 e sheeoan ()

“dAL "TYH CUYID

KDY 030 noMIin 305 sspI om0 N0 I () 0T

130803 Y D12 @ k00 ENTOY

sowvwnshi () OUVOA TG 30
ULEN-021-31 SHVEO VY DUV 4015 YD Lv toou oo bt (51)

®

VG W@

vl saas i (T}
Tououw M AL 0TS sl (1)

IS AVIAI N0 CISNTN SUOH AT TIVAON '3

182 0| JERLEIvAEI W

salonHvis O

S3LON 133HS NY'd a3sododd O

SILON NYId TYHINID

HELINY3d LIS

ITFI 0]
piRz24]
V14 NOIEVO V-3t
FALIXA
w0 e
Z3194 oKt

= A 133N INIS rast
S
b ¥ ] 3

T 1 o R S
o5 R

NV'ld IN3W36VE 0350d08d @

e

|

&
i}

~

Sy et
0626°199°Giy J C2E6'G6p'GLY 3 :
£01P6 BRUCHED .829.5__ ues
12303 110} 828 . I.Ill'-l.ll||||||.l.l.|||.|I|.|||..I.I||I.]|Ill~
"HISTR v g o { _ :
i MW | M
| e
m m N | I N 1P ) - . I NV e
SE 4 @ ! - 5 ‘
85 mumb ! ¢ &
28 ~J S =y o1 oB° |
S 2 < | e, d
2 Q) —

R H : \_7@ HHH%J - m
m 4\1 it ;
m LD S =%

T o P R i
N ML NP === =rresesry_——— R
- @k v|,|._r fo0 i
l ° : :
m
l

SoRIn
[rav oav YovaLas|
0u4.-4|

& =

Tofievet 51

2762




1Y

oy

N¥1d 004 LSHI

(350d04d

WINBANOMANT]
i

ol

AL YYI+2 £ T80 SUISH TV 240K

QM08 841 = V30) @ SarbL 8556 V9l 17+ Ssasmst amam o su o ()
HUGAKD 4E018t = b € O V301 BS0ML 51 48 101 = 3.2 114 B s ve e 1w o ()
asnon(T)

HIEAYD 48821 = V.00 @ SOVIRLSH 45 = V3 4+ 8 SUITH 0 44 WU R QL S Wi US) @
sa=n AU = A L ®

asin £ @

HLEAYI4C252 = V3.00 8 SOVIULE 2 22 = 8597+ & susas Tumisavazmvssva o (B)

HIGAHT 284114 = ¥3.00© SOVRLYRY b = VAU L+ O sunnL it wvLsAvmvssva Lo (B)

000 20N AL

DHIRA0 13 18 0 I

®eE

ot

O TS w0t 3904 s 030 (52)

®

sowsonnin (Z)
LRO)]
a5

onamomon &)

wosvsonuemmen (31}

ADHY-0250 00N 303 ST s L0 (7)

VST KRNISY 1B

®
vomounmiso (3)

2551 10193 DS a sty 0 ssvio i (1)
kYD azerEL VI o TV vacoa sears i (B1)
EUTHO)

wousaou (B)

wowasoinsoou (2

s ozaitd ()

IR 0! svou Sisatng samopen (5)
]

Y0 TIAGHY WO 130039 30VGSHEY SSOCHVH 210,21 | 304044 $3Y-01°2 9 1A0on "o 10 2 16 (7)

=

o=

oD

RO 4T (46 = ¥3.40 8 S0 54 556 = a8 6+ @ sasw s wvis wowd () sownsin (@) R . WD
WD 0y 04 = 8 B S0RL ) =30 B S =savooyvoant s1wuLst () T 2a0n ® e s 4 (3)
JUGAYIO0 91 = 016 & BNT1 VE.0) & SOV L -9 = V30151 91+ O TS 43U 81 02 i (V) ® otonseneTs 0 O (T DS NEAI O G50 Y SUONATA Y 400 '¢
sa1oN VIS O SIUON 133HS NV1d 0380dodd (O SAUON NY1d TYHINID
0= 5 132410308 s I
T
b ¥ ] g NV OO LSHH 0380404d
Cat |
o0U

820 1010950 %0074
2176 YO ‘00SIONVHd NvS

133418 N33H9 L1¥¢

§<>m_um

Erd

2 N— 05 . R b - H §|!||Il§sx]| 1
| H H® Rl i _! A \ ' _“_
1| 1
< o Wt o R T [ -
z S b st ’ A |
I @j_w “M“l :H ) |
/| PN o /N E i
/ > F { L @/ <k _ “
*! _zrmmu I Ty 3 0 mw g d 4
19—
& oP i Nl i B L +
10 - = o i
| o , T ] 5 oo
o i = wmﬁF ol B o
o i+
b ,)f. S -
mi\ | o
Lo i | ,_, .|
=53 R
F T N G 2% £

2763



onad0 13 poo 0d

®

®@6E

. “OAL X¥YE/5 £ 39 OL SHISH TV 3400 gﬁEei&»&-‘i@
N F< MOS0 = V305 © SO B85 18 = A L7+ @ st ke sy o (F) o PT— Zsst oo o e roen o ssvo i ()
HIOMI-4- 0161 =+ © Y113 01 DSOS 4501 =120 L7+ © siEs 2y o Hir 0w () & SHEYD G VT Lhoend T Asooa saaen 1 (01)

J— axsnion (D) sosnenonit @ e (8)

YD L 2] = 018 SO g = 3.+ & sl v o L s () — W@ nomanos (8)

eas L9 ks 3o £ ® wom o302 (D)

NY1d H00T4 AN093S om0t wem e : o ot @ soruscantd (9
0330doYd AsDrs s - ® S “ sy swoomassnani (3

pe= evke= e e
WU 5 40 = 3.0 @ SOV 9°8T 1 = V1 401 L7+ € s 1 ivis vamvssvaea () ® [ O———— zm:Q:mssE.tii@::a:;_éaﬁg@g@
ol busng HLOMEE U Nk = V311 SOMUL §41 5= V381 8 1+ 8 sussmo s 104 () sowusit () - o v 6!
HETHA 10,08 00 = Y920 SOVRML 100 = V1.8 4+ & stz 2743 oo asoiaa ot 11w 1s) (8) A ST e s TR Sy s () R—
MG 0228541 = o006 @ GYT1 VD) & SOVRL T -89 = V3.91L5) 8 saavussiorsaamse (V) & LN 0L 200 u(D 1IHTAYATHO OISHTEY SUOH ATA TIVAOR L
saoN VIS O SILON 133HS NY1d G3sedotid O SALON Nv1d TY4IN3D
piEAT T3S NOLLVOHIoN]

LTPTED]

prame = F
H 3 0 13 N¥ld #0074 GNGO3S G3S0d0Yd
T ZraT 0| - -
o < m—
5D Wt 7’

0B25'H59'S M 4 E6SEY'SHY 3
0LV Elio)ed '09sruR)) Ues
ool pig ‘jsans oL 821

‘ &} e 5

'TTHLLL

81331iH
A18

8201070950 %0078
€246 Y0 ‘00SIONYH NYS

1
1
3
© N _
NANRRANZ ! ]
I
|

m
i

|

|

1T

L

Q

=
./? N
(N7

SIS

P W T
NN

T
Lz

)

%

2764

E
X

133418 N3349 LIv¢

204
wolz}
- i My
o Sy [ T T T e e . - ETN N T R 777
! <o : 1
] 2 1
la ] 47! : _ g
[ a3 | L&) | [ - a
moo g s T S o o i5
Stpa0 H o2 HFWOd QAT Ao0H W m
£ £




N e 9 0 n
awao Bl (®) .

20 XA 2301 ST R e ioou0 0 @)

o
® 235 NS 04 U3 v i L ssvo b ()
GRS 0 38 oL avis 03eeRen ()

. .
m —.< M2 L0 1 ~ ¥3.05 @ SOV 19 16 m I L7+ @ SESISI T v v aL s e (3)
RN -2 301°61 = -4 ©TWT1 V301 OSOLSH 68 101 =32 1+ @S ssawy s oLansone (7) oHepv19 L e o T oo s b (B1)

asno () ™ '@ vurrwtil (5)

sy W
HIBHAYTD £ 4021 = V201 & SIS w6 ¥3d 7+ @ S et er sz or rawnaiss (H) — - wsiuasm_z % womsos (8}
. Vs ® e (8) o 0w (1)
NV1d H007d GHIHL 9= 3.1 © ST L+ OsEs @ s () wenwsasubi (3)

e 0 00 o gusomeen (8}

0350d0td a0 010 153 o s @)

MO0 2Ho) = V3,01 OSOELINT by =3 81 L7+ O L4 vis svmasvesva i (@) ALV
il (@) O TIVIATRY TN KIS0 STVISHY LIS VT 21 L MO F1Y 0172 @ thvan wesme v 2 ) ) ()
= s ® aomviasi (%) VTR OOV 101 Wz Q)
UYL vk = V3,24 O SOVRH1 3 001 = V3 -1+ D Skasw 2274 rpwasaa oL s () At v R0t s e Tl (5) ousarsti (2)
=015 QI ¥3.01 O SOVHLLS 98 =3 915497+ & SU3T 5144 151 0174 uioasvm (¥) ® ® IZHS AEA3 1O G5 Y STAOH AH TIV 0¥ °}
suoN s O SILON LIIHS NY1d 035040td O S3LON NY1d VEIND
TVEe0| I35 NOIVORIION]

TI7IE0 W EiiL 2 Nvos
)= i 1133 Iriatit
E—
MIAZ L @ : > 3 b NYd 4004 QHIHL G35040Hd @

1220 MIATY|
=

FLEIRA] 35 NOLLYITWAT)|
ITANOY]
™ ]
28k Rl

e

et

OGT6159'GHY 3 ZEERTERSIP ]
€016 epiagea 'oospouel s

Jo0l) g 9S04 924 @/ . : :
. iz 10 o) : ] S N I|n||||11||||\_
3 B

WNYVIENAD

L1311
A8

e
e
T
= 1
77

820 10710950 %3014
€216 YO ‘00SIONYHE NVS

H W S D W“’-.Avﬁﬂ.
| @ N eey  EEIEE —
. i S G

g -®

l@

2765

L i e Il _pe@ | T T [ .V/,M_‘Q//.//M.v\ NN
s Eaaaatit _ L

|21 m=r ~o Teedd o]
e\ AN BN AN
W - : / S

2008
Hota

i bt R S ! : RSz

133418 N3349 LIve

|
LRI
e

= - Lo )
TIReD OOV 1¥0REs +ooNATva ZFo0um

= wise

T
POV DAY HOVRLS|
R
e
Tiiivives ‘238l
yovaus|
v st




I
vy

NYld 400 HLENOA
(350d04d

e Bareg

WABT 8 S = V.00 B SIVTULY 85165 A8 L1

JGA 0 +-£05-81 = ¢ © QN3 'R0 @SOS S8 101 =3 2N LA @ sias 2L i es e (7)

HERED 48821 = ¥2.0) @ SO 51 45 = Y32 7+ B SIS ak v oe e s (H)

HAAH0 0868 2.0 @ S0V

AL YA 43001 SUIS T UK

S sasus) s sanios ()

wsnon (D)

WAMYD e S=

SO 5015 = 3.1 € SOVLI ST |-y = va.

IR E b =341 © SOVLS W 55 V3.8 87+ & s 9 s 10404 (B)

M N0 0 = Y0 20 @ SOV = Y30+ @

st wis st (3)

ravooysnaa ot st (8)

®

ot zronka i (32)

@

v NS O 390 iz 0sasean ()

AV S AT

®

swsvsenontd (@
CXC)
aena L g (@)
s el (&)

worvoouuanes ()

I@

sorrwasid (3)

®
e woouo mmm (@)

73k nouoss o5 w4 tnivd Tk 1 ssvo i (TT)
SIATYD O KD thomy T M soon staans T (51
e (3

sos 008 ()

nowsxaeaon (D

sonvs e (3)

HRAY 01 00 Shoeg tevomer ()

Tt
13080”44012 Lnon i v 203 1 ()

W&

0TV

TOUYTHOH TROUIGEY YO ¥ax

IS ROUVOEIION

0626'158G1y 3 Z2EB'SEYSIP 1
£0Lb5 EAlioped ‘00sjeY s
Joay pig *12ans WO} 821

WNYIINAD

§193LIK
[¥1]

820 1070950 %0074
€216 YO '00SIONVHd NvS

133418 N334 Live

|

TS0 L) = 0 © G4 YE0) SOV §1 48 = V32151 81+ @ S S1 w131 00 Favianasve (V) e o @ 1
£ 184 4 & B @ 1OTOUANIIH 0L 2407 Kana 3 9 L34S AT HO 035N 34Y S2UOH A TIVLOH ')
SIONHVLS O SALON 133HS Nvd 03s0do¥d O SII0N NY'1d TYHIN3D
o e it I
¥ iz 3 Y Nvd HOO HLHNO4 0350d0Hd
) WE
Rieeds
| t 47 '
[] []
_ _

wrexe

e

|
=0

-

I

I
[

I
I

I
T

I
T

3 ]

AN
\'—(l I

il

I
X‘J
T T i

I

I
[

I
[

I
T

]}
ikttt | &

GE 1=
(8

P o0

5

[
a

o

anvn

sz

STLR =

I

T
£

LhoowIve

€ FoouE

Toee: as]

2766



Gy

NYld 4004
(1350d0Yd

XYM D3 e = AR FHVS69 =

191 L DSR0) = VI 00 .

Wl

1500311405 699 4001 H13 JADY VIV 5008 024015 THIOL

(o3 03040

SR

oo ()
v oL 200813 (§7)

woni 008 (8)

nonnoso (1)
sonus o (3)

®

a0 w008 (7)

®

IR L NTHSSY

sy 200 quva oL 2 ow £ (Z)
HOR'SL W01 30078 SV 004 ot (1)

O]

L3S AUIA3 HO GISN24Y SACHATI TIV 0K "}

TISROWYOBTLON]

28 8Z70|
IT¥IE0;

IV

Z10120]

W

SNOLLYINY W) Y34y J00H G3S0d40Hd

S3LON 133HS NV1d 400 0380404d (O

SALON NV TvHINID

Zi191 e

= o
oz
OI_J
X 3B
(=]
a5
9
2%
Q
9o
=8
Lo
N
P
w
R
by
Ny
w

N
=
b
~
D
=
m
m
=
o
—
=
m
m
—

4@1
>

@
O

@ ..ﬂi..z_ .mmz_.wﬁa 3 . Nvd J00H aumOmomn_x@
| & |
_ﬁ — i ﬂ |
N |
— |
| |
I e | T
- //W\\l\ ﬂ _ 4 x_EIA_\iT z=_ < o M_ IRNE: \i hﬂl, LT ] 1_1;_
il | = ——"10 | |
e | | — =" =\l/llo _@
i W J A ] ! 1 e = |
— "; _ﬂ 4 ; il - B T@ - B - Mpﬂ”ﬁm % L_J_
I S el i ANglll==—"'4 |
131 A s —— | T |
T T e e =t 1
Tnl [l . e e e (T |

siovads|
YRy et

T 53]

2767



1¢d

OW3Q/ONILSIXS

]

NOILYA3T3 HOIH31X3

I

oA uvy (3] Y K

won L L LR

T CUNOUITO ST U - -

WO CHNE ST IITY
OGNS SHTING LYY

e 14} 0 0L o2y SY sy 00w Bl avey [o1]
s uenoa b zeray [5 ]

nmavabl zoms 1)

woomve bl zorae [7)

o ) 990 oL ez v sy T ore 9]
iz b voran 5

evssy woarsn ad worey {7

EEEER

woa Glzionas {21]
ot sons (1]

11152 NOLLITS S I YRVUO2Y @

SYOIYIXTIO HOUTDAS K04 LINIS WIA00 OL U7y 2
LTSS A3 N G311 SROR KTV 20%

b
R H) FION|
1337 id
I} 71 E0) pESIIES T
idf
L1 ¥Z ¢Of [LERES]
OLLYOl 1
101 <0} S NOLLYA VA
T¥LNIVNOHIANT
=] g
g L

ON393T3NN

SALON 133HS NoWvVAI 1 [}

S310N NOILYATT3 HOIILAE TYHaN3D

S0Viv0 W00 14 (301

1408 B NOUVATIS DAY

ST

1 AL308d

=8
EXT]

#
i
E
H

e

820 1070950 %0079
€276 YO '00SIINYHS NYS

133418 N334 LIv¢

LHOEH ONIIOE ()

WYOOUONTEI T DY

S0HOOM M {2) 0L

000U MG TL

IHOITH NS DAY

LHDITH ONTEHO HEING
£
o

SR

1
;

T AN ol B 3o 20V W

yewie
9333000 UV~ SHOUYVIOI 01V0
003 30 01 SUATEATANE TEUEA

canit
35 3000 ERINYIA - SOULYIITE D30
G096 30 0 SUGNTE IA0TAE WAL

0S¥

"

e
b L]
e Ll i
o, T T
W1 4 e
N BRSNS
w\/ LIS ]
gl /
L
\,FW\\“_ X Y
Ea= : e
e i i3
I [}
i i
e (ki

sTaLE

035 3000 BIY- SKOLYYIVD 070
QDN 01 SIS L0 TOLEA

st

yevne

LHDEH ONIED KN
EZ]
2168

1
4

K

LHOEH DN HEiMY
F

Dt

000U 0N 1833 08

s

4008 N4 1)°0'L

EEHY

L

B

U

;&
-

[
n

5
¢
%

azazie
335300 HAINYL - SHOLLYINITYD 04650
AU 8 0L SHEHTE MO RNG NREA

TSk

NI ALY340Ud

O,

[INDY3] HLHON - NOLLYASTA NOMF

2768



I
¢¢d

opmpag

NOILYAZT3 HOIH31X3
O3a/INILSIXT

a bwrig

VA

vz J 1y

won VAU LN IHOEH
WO GEOHIO) M LRI LBTNY - -
WO CNGEHHTING IV ~— —— — =
WO CVOASE CHTIE DN oo

EEEE

0GR 8 oL s 2 o @ o]
wrna Gl stawas {21
s zanas [11]

e b 243803 o o v vy 0w i v [51]
sl serau [}

wonmsavalizoras 7]

wonzmars bl zoney [ 7]

RO 14130280 02 oo ¥ Kmassy T el vevsd {9
o i vare [5]

rergssvwoa bl voras {v]

{1152 ADHLDTS OIS WL TRYEI0Y @

« 1mus s s sy 2]
s sz srerws vanaw {1

SOV SOUIOARN 03 13015 1340 OL sy 2
L35HS AAEAT HO T3S TRV LW A THY 1o ')

0626'159°G1v 3} 2ZE6'S6YSIP )
0155 PRIGIED "0dspouel) ES
#00}) pIg RIS IDL 873

B132LENANY

AISOW NYILWND
gg
o=
Q m
~
g2
32
— o
o<
342
Qo
8>
96

g

hy

N2

w0

133418 N334 L1ve

|

ISR ONTEO N 3 O |
STTRW i
19300U MBI TL
e

- DBV TV D 307D SOV 3 - -

LHOH ONT 0 WM
)

)

— E\\

AHSEHONTIRR ]
EIx

DUOHONEI W 0]
i ERTRO

—t
RUOOU D TL
TRl 9
g
{
g
3

&3
E)

3
g
H
B
p
LHOIH DNAYNE Y (3 8 iz _
e A s
stz 08
IO

oML & \ﬁ
w5

|

AN39TTANTT SIL0N 13348 NoWvAI T3 [ ] SALON NOILYAZTE HOINIEXI TWHINID
4= 411 433 MO b 3
e —— = =]
x4 IES s g d 4 1S3M - NOLLYAZ T3 NOLLITOWIQ/ONILSIX
TFFIE0] )
Ao P —tr . o P o
0353000 BRI - MUY RO O 32000 DAY L SV MOV OG-
v AN 26 0L ST ROTN HALIBA EAE 8 OL SUBRTE NI VA 300069430 01 SN TN WA
7 ]
gL e -
oL
e -
1 SN ALSAONE T AR:0W 10w B 20759 Sovuanv I
1081 B ROHVATE DAY 3
71 &
= (2
8
E

Gy %52,

T35 3000 NV - SHOALYITY 0420
EADATI T 0L SURNTE A0 VE VIUEA

[KRO
FnpEaY s0il
ltekahaz o3s]

A
—==

iehisg-ozs]

VIO

2769



I SO

wswmsatvoray {5 ]
»
m N D wonukasa il anay [ ]
ool worey [ ¢
v o——————-( o

oA N MY 0L o0 Y s T v 9]
ATHO ALY £OI RADHS TVA HY24 [ 1Y 30089 0 210 E

ol v Gl vores 5]

L]

. EGSSY ROCHA Ll
won 1 1 HOE [m} ! wanidzos [1]
NOILYAZ 13 HOIY3LX3 . (IS LU IS HUM SRVTHIOOY
WO GBI SATHEENTTY - vovevvervenecs o DA Y 39 0L S0 21 v 6 [5] =]
OW30/ANILSIX3 WO VO DRTHE VDY — e == om = = ootz [u] | s s ore v ey [2 ] OO ROUINOASE 04 LIS A0 01 W3 2
Lt WO TR TR LN ——————— o von [31] sous o swe s e 1] 35S ALRAIND GRSV STORABTIVIOY
aN3DIT AN S310N 133HS NOlATE [ S3LON NOILVA3TI HOH3LGE WHINID
i = M UT3I NETIVOS drisby F.
e ———_—__—]
nww] & zo_:o_%o_w. g v 0 4 HLAOS - NOLLYATT3 NOLLITOWIQ/ONILSDA
Trved]
pi3z34)
y sz
3393000 Y- SV 0130
DT 6 DL ST AN IRk
= o
Wi EE N
FIVHYD BOOH ‘W 121 0L
B3 - T
T N1 ALEHOBd
1083 B NDULYATIZ DAY 2
At o
Bl |2
[
218
b5
3
HEAISVE DAY M (3 08 E/
SFTE0) % {8
10H0OU MV 0L
05261964 3 ZEE'SEPSIY Y R ER 3
£01¥5 PRIOED ‘0apatel) Ues g
001} OE "PoI3 0. 921 Bl 3
mm. 2 3 T T T cAEvEOIove 3vEAVE
ICERTET] m k
LI5S0 NYaIHNG |5
— 19M00% 9N ML 08 | L1
-
=g
o= | o
[ f: E
o I =
11 g 4 |a
g5 &R T
-2 E
50
59
QO
BN A
> .
o
=
] 3
B i
§
= |
i
g

T

1
i)

LETRCIE R

ez
o
3
oAV 3 Joene
fZny < 035 3003 SRV - SHOHY VI VD 0130
340739 30 04 SGATE HOBAE WA
10U0YONTI W ) DD :
=) LS 16t T

R
—

20825808 o
e =

133418 N3349 LIv¢

=z
3

F3 3

g g

ﬁ, E_

u 31

arvns B g

0353000 DRI SO TONO O30 R m

DT 70 0L ST IOUNE WA

g

2770




I st bil 9y o aaosu v ey ool vordu [or]

s Al oGy
20 "
_— ooz i 3we [2]
o b 7Y oL G Y Aogsssy T i 3orey 79 )
wowaems G ores &}
o J— evossywoaun i zora [+
NOILYAZT3 HOIYA1X3 WO WMOYOTHON A SUTIRIETEIY  « svvsvrnnnes o e R e R | " ::e_z’esuvmu&méswwaig =3
OW3Q/ONILSIXT HON QRIS SHOMR LRI — = — — oo 4 zona [21]

Bqua By

Qe Y X

EEEE

SHOULY VI Tv2 IOV 104 LEBIS WADI OLU3AY T

- HOD TR TG B —————— sz 1] s s s v [ 1] 13345 MEAD K0 ISV SAONAITIV 0V |
GN3DTTaNIT SALON 133HS NOLLYAZTZ D SALON NOLLYATT HOIH3LE TvHaNIo
S
4 = 41 UTIM IO it 1
[ = _ =]
TR PE; B § v o v 18V - NOLLYAZ 13 NOLLNOWAG/9NELSIXT

g S srROw O
G030 01 ST T TN

o grene
£ 253000 SHAYI - SHOUY I Y] 0G0
AN 0L ST 3010 WALIEA

g s
&
E bl
3

0400V B0 A YL

—|ti||1v|lkn||§§m§<

{

105001 M 0L
026'1S9EIY I ZZEG'SHY'SLY I e
015 BRUOHED ‘03s{oll UBS
00 fuE 19245 1801 62}

HOTH ONTYEO WL
WEE
Fy

Wi oe b
IO 4

WHOOH NS (B TL
EIZAC

ANz oMTa i)
R

AHOIH ONTE3) KNI
=

u00U TR MY 08
KTt

820 1070950 X207
2176 ¥O '00SIONVHS NYS

133418 N3349 LIv¢

H00Y W@ oL
RETE b

LHOEH ONTIED SN
Iz
Ziva

Lo
MDA VO
Wikahor-ozsl

TOUOOH ST HU (309
Ez o)

1
+

_
|
|
| |
|
|
1
_

HB0H W@ 0L
EST

4O N30 HEINLY
L

e

ZERH
U0 R 0B

aanin wuﬁoﬁwww Sxa_-ﬁwﬂ

IR WO 5% N

T

2008t 0L _
Eran T

—

3 o i 5
= HE REE g
E z23 Fevie 248 3

! 3 “HS 00T SOY - SNV IITYD O30 £ =l
c a Q\0VEN 38 L SUNIATI 20N YOLLKIA El L
Al i R 7|

2771



I
LeY

Bau

NOILYATT3 HO31X3
(350d04d

TAL Y0700 HRIO0Y NEHHS ESVE SSYID k3

WL 2 "SVIO BB IVED
QBLYTND “BYS RUITVIN L0RI0G

UOALS AR WUNOAH

20999 121S "4 000H LONIEG

0210700 421574 1467030 QY lL04] D0XUS ovsal.

on
SOV WSROI 2 At

aA v ®

gro

oy W ®
awatinnoniil &)
oy vsamR i (2)

NTHO RTUZEY UOSUYEHS TEVANYY 0NN

(.50 X I 89 1SN TIS 6 4V 1405 D

B

Zk:?ﬁ:_ﬁ.i.ﬁ.xaa.nﬂa.o
%

K=t SV
Wi 004 B 1233 ] - peried

] 86 ¥ IR 22 IHOGH TS 8" HVT0 105 5%

®

®

®

®

A0 M5 00503 51V W1 oy L waneo b (B
1

®

®

[l ury X A0 62 DGR THS 6 Y30 14057

Ao ET O]

sl (5

WO LIS NS ALY LT MO e wnm
WOD WO K MUTING NANTTY -+

WO N W WA — = e —

WO CHRGE NI I —————

®

£v 2y Thw W OO st i Qv+ (D)

® won vl -
VLIS 2 VS D08 S S OB T ®
vt wamomeas 9 () nas 3N
0 KT 00 3 1000 3990 (1) L ™T

LU e 252 TV 230 ()

ICH TVAITIO SSTA AN S O Y 2

TEFIeo]
ZH¥e 0|

0626'159°GVP } Z2E6'SEYSEY T
£0LY6 EMIOJES ‘035400E)) Ues
100 01518815 0L 821

1"

133l
AISOW NVIIWMO

IO MBI 08 gy

o

A

ra

W

2EooUIITL
Pr=n0

TN L300 15082 B 30 SovBN I

204 {2041

299

133418 N33H9 LIve

|

2 3
=L & E
8= 9 Baly
%3 = EQH
o > 2 g8 1"
5] H 3
D an WHOUU STBI WV
o = 2 szl
=4
o
50 WEOOUHATL
oo Dl P
S
©
=
=
N 2
<] 5

VW01 SAFED 140U
=30
YOO ML %

IHOM IV 5903 5008 O'L
ST

; LHOH OHG 18 STV (1)
¥ et

390 004 13} T'L )
ezl W

3om0043 01

808

o

11

WL

5 0)

oMgIng

®

v 79

01

X

NI ALY3C0Nd

3NN ALEL0Rd

Stz 2009118 TS 00K LRALC Jop— Ao v L L ® oL 310890 T @ s sz s (7 LS WEATHO TSP 49 SILON AN TV 10X 1§
GN39TT HSINE S3ION 133HS NOYAIRO) $310N NOILVAT HOIY3LXT TWHIND
L 1 AT NIV 2ambh I
e ro— O
Teew| L3S NOLVOHION| v v 0 4 [1NOH4] HIHON - NOLLYAZ T3 0350dOHd

2772



10011 g ‘123115 101 828

118}

130y
SOW NV3INNG

820 1070950 %3014
£21¥6 YO ‘00SIONVH NVS

133418 N3349 Live

mroumor d |
= A.ﬂﬁl 7

HS[3H OMTHNE (N
i o s
e

ey

WHOOU OB N 08
21T

SONOOUNTL g
2l P

g

OO OMEI WO,
bl

Ea

1
:
i

o ST 3RV ) g
w0rzel

HHOOHONET W0 g
ko)

L
2

WEL

0447007404 70;

| S e A | T

Hiltahez-oast

L SHON st

ks 035
IOV IOV TAORY _
- HRVIHOER 05T

e P N R rTEE—
® z.m:sh,c%xi&.sﬂgﬁszv@ o e
. ® o HOGA LEIGSIO 0S4 0 367053 Ak (7) won
N N< LSS 0N U0 S 1Y 150,99 X[4) 2 IHOGH TS 6" VT LTS % HONCREBNONBIRIND  —— — e —m—
WO oL 1, @ o o]
WO GO VEON oo
LSO 00U 4 5 W oo oLy vmva bl (§1) s X 2 OB TS 8 1T LTS £7
sy ® ol -
o el ® “ ® @
OV VSTIOND T 1l oy ® Ao W (D) M X813 DS 7230 13004 T 24 DS YN S50 ORaer et b (F) P
NOILYATT3 HOIH31X3 ) kbl (@) bl (7
@ 0 05 02 3\ 1000 00 (B) " W
(03S0d04d raxassyTvmane i () . ;
i rores .s: v 20 T vt ok v st i . (1) LIS D W TR 30w (Z) DIONIHAEIIO SSTI 43I SHODA Y 2
Ao s oo ® | osomae ® st sy (1) A A UMD TN |
S3LON 133HS NOWVAITR O S3LON NOILVATE HOIHAL WHINID
1 = 1) A MENOS i
el P )
[T T35 NOLVOIIHON| s v 0 4 153 - NOLLYA3 13 03S0d0Yd @
IT¥ren]
TR0
ora]
£
[ B PEES e
o ~ i
FT AT T D S = |||||wl
\\\\\ - i
T ) 4 —
o~ - 1 T
® P
_ AT
I — B S B T
¥
0526'15Y'5HY 1) TEEESEHENY " . | ﬂH - I _
£O1¥6 ERLIOJIE '0ISTaE Vs | T e

o
‘30K3YII3 404]
[skakiaz-o3s]

e

=

Wovaas|

[0dfeires aze])

‘SoMoIng

H
g
kA

_
1
1
I
:
:

2773



I
€y

Bquay

NOILYAZTI HOIH3LXT
(350404d

Q040 404 670 Y

) ®

OV NSO T L) DN

®

arnza b arooastl (&)
pewsyemomaitd (&)

KT IRTVAY 904 HVOHS WA YRR 40 2000

[ 52 % 4] 20 "LHSEIR YRS .96 VDD LTS 1}

WL J00i 0 4

® N
e ® TONGHHSZIT OIS IH IS0 —— = ——
(6 15X ) 12 'LHOKEH TIS € VA IOS T8
®| ® on
“dAS SIS 008 504 G 1Y (.95 XD} 52 IHOBH TS %2 VT 195 58 WO CUSE SO A~ — — — — —
oeol
@ @ HOR GNOASE CROWA RV Y ———————
ULTHS 004 B0 TV T4 000 0L 1B w0 0 (31 o ] XIS 62 "D THS 96 W0 LTS £
a ® ® wonvawell -
&
(D) V'L DS B2 25 v T 26 U SV R0 b o () ONIOT NN

bl @)

@

£AY 2 VAL 09 Lo e s s - (1)

vl e (7)

oo T v 5 e 0 908 ()

s e TR Y (T)

L ™
IO IPAABUO ST M S VONTHY T

2g [
K3 a2
CE 5
28
ﬂls
Onlu
32
o
B8

w

s

5

nN

W

133418 N33H9 LIv¢

10U0ON DN ED 1 0T
ZIEH G

BrouITL
Zieat T

AHDEH INNE) WS
SR
X

WEOWONBI 0T
21 T8

s
DEOOU L

. H
29075 3004 ()40 3903 'L,

e B

g

LR BTG SOV I} m
FATZFOT

Zran P

e

EnTs

39au:008 01 @
F0

SNTINg
(D INMINOT
)

e

e

QM‘

3NIT ALYIOUd

O~

ALty S S3030 bt E: @® |v LR s (@ s tano swesovis sy (T) S HRASID NI SO AP TV 04 'S
SILON 13HS NouvAaT O SILON NOILVAZI3 HOALXA TWHaNID
o= sy s s
[—— = =]
LR 135 NOHVOISILON] ¥ 4 o 4 HINOS - NCIVATI3 438040Ud
T PIED]
e v
W9k EL
O~ _ =
—
0626'1S9°G1b o} CeEE'SBRSIY
€046 BUOHED 3SR tRS -
400§ pug IS 110 824
] - - VTS o S

2774



T P ———r— rT——o—

® ©®© WO NI B A LR —— ———

5005 (o] L2 HOH TIS 0 VD LIUSTTL

- ® ® waver -
.v N< “d\L'SH0TS H00H U TIY 1699 %I 62 IO TUS 56 VIR 4TS 69 WON COCE RO N — = e m =
WY 2004 QLY 181 (O] ot o (2)

WON ONAI SIS IBIIOY ———onm——

opypen LTS 004103 TV WM 008013 VR bl 1) )9 X DAL £2 1003 THS 9 YT 1906 €8

oot ® Vonsaovell e o
om 2 iz @ ) @ -

ST 339 THISION0D 2 AL 34 43, a2y @ :»L_“-.“ ® /M VIS K2 S _uimx\w(kwgguzaes&:ﬁéﬂ_?“@ . aNa9a1 ann

[ sl

NOILYATT3 HOMILX3 secatiumoni @ % s Eéé?%
{1350d04d Renwsse Rt (@) e e
e 1Y 25 TN 00 198 e Ly on - (31 WS D L TR Y (Z) TEION IS0 SSTRA AT STXRM TV 2
At e @ | [ L@ s iang sz s (1) LS A G2 SELOH D T 04 |
SILON 133HS NOVAI B O S310N NOIYATTT HOIBILA TWHINID
s = M1 ITLNINDS il l
e EE——— S =
TR JES Elly v v ° 4 18Y2~ NOLLYAZ T3 0380d0Ud

Iy 71 €]
¥ D]

FoMYD 00 Ml L
aread

s & T

E2Yo

L
]

@/
\

|

O 100V 04 £7 AT
TAIYIH D 300 3oV Rl [

o

FTVNDONEY 10D
P

VAN HOQH W DL

L1

DLOBMICL
= zirnl % T

EaT)
B

A NG )
ﬂ
. OB SNNIBOMSI

00U OVEI NS OY
a0

£g
9=
=3
o

K=
=2}
a3
.I.S
00
=L
e

B8
86
4
b
N
W

N
=
—h
L
P,
-
m
m
—
7
—
e
m
m
—

OOUTI 0L
Tt

asrs

Lwo
SHRRLY 404
[i¥Hedssz-aas)

140 Y3503 400U O
S
O H0INATL
TG
240 4004 (4 203003°GL
ol

IDISH SN HEIN
WL

{li¥ahgg azs)
YD 3OVEIAY A0EY
— D o

No

|

00004803 &)
LT

Xovaisel

{nlelret -o3s]
QuvkuvE s

3N ALIZd0Yd

2775




I
1€d

Ay g

NOILO3S
INILSIXT

WO UHONGRIT S AU UATTIHOEH e e e
O RO M SITIR LBIVEY oo s
WON OBRITOIVINN  —— — — —

WO ORI T O LGN oo

341 RUA3H0U 1 ISULS VLD 12HZ LY IV 40 HOLINATIA ANHEONEY

30069 0

o

{11015 4012935 s Lk

= EEEE]

smsiang ki e usoey [7]

ubpmg on waTwg b s s s pavwey [ 1] LSEHS ALEAIHO GES RN SHON ATX TV 1Y 1
N3ZFTIANA S3LON 133Hs NO103s [ ] SALON NOLLDIS WHINID
) 2 13 213 HSTVOS st b
s R
135 NOUVORILON! e v o 4 TYNIGNLIONOT - NOILOIS DNILSIXT

ZFOF 0]

w0

zHgk e

1]
052619 HY 4 TEGCOHSHY L
‘£01b6 EJUIOARD ‘09S[OURY) UES B
Jo0f g 19943 401 82} stion s Ty 18
......... —|| - ii7A ivall B Saves Soveav Rl 4E
ST EL TS _
AISOW NVIINNG
W200usE s DR !
sl | I A T ] 11X Y I P T E X 10 — |
o S o | N | i e 11 R _H _
= — b g z o
Lo K g
s2 = am g o) o
S 5 s
FE ok EdH &5 o o
S5 B m L
[l -1 1
g5 =~d | [
g W.Vu E00U HTT W ) '0Y | | 3 M I 7
o t =
5 |
=
3 H 4 \
8
H
3 Beig  —)  — —
B YOOI ‘R
EE USYR |
B
m I _
N om0y L
AT [ 4
FOE00T M3 310
B
7] ;
i 8 |z
e EHE
wilon
m

3NCTALu3doNd

N ALNIONd
OV AN = =
103
ey sae]
vz
Qv s

2776



I
¢'td

won 4 T o
KON ORIOSTTOI N DT RO HONTY - +-eoeosnene
WU PRRIHRE IO~ — —— —
WG OB MR LIV ———————

e wvau ) E

INAE08 IV TS KA 1217 130000 0 U sty [ 8]

G|

waaws o asuno [y

1152 AL DdlsS MU E

LAt 1 oI s [7]

ey by
NOILJ3S
ONILSIX3
=ty
ZHEE T I35 NOLVOIHON|
A3d
pLEIR FECENEET
MBIAZY A
1R 0| MIAY
01201
2101 20| 135 ROILYTIVAS]
HNOUIANT!
£ o
24181 KL

on oAl mus sz o [1] TS AEAZ N0 TSI WY S2OH ATX TIY 108 1
aN39IT 3NN 5310N L33HS NOILO3S D S3LON NOILO3S WHINID
0041 UFINTVOS isn 3
| .
g v o v NGILO3S SSOHI BNIISXI
Ev OO O Ly e s e

&

S ALDII0NT
1N B NOUVATTE Y

AOBH SN SN
7]
Zis

LB AEO i 0Y L
e 2t
0HOoH W OL
IELAE

E)

LS N3O KLY,
EG

820 107 0950 %3014
£2176 YO ‘00SIONYYS NYS

133418 N33HI LIve

i

e

LHOEH BNFZD HeiNLd
]
-0

WHOOH T WY 1D 'Y

£THO00 WM (3) DL
RECELD)

AHEHONIEO HStSE
=
F

C0U00H ONTES W (308

T

FEn
I

i

]

[
 w—
 —_ \’
.
— —
Tno0EHIvE (3 THOoUEES (3

NI ALE3O¥d

INFT ALNIdONd ol

2777



I ©

K0 SN EH HOH v VI D 30U NNV 40 ek evedroneay (57

« vy (5)
F m < EIV 2F KRS IORT TV s T o) ) (3)

0008 01 (4 savaed mn avovo (1)

sy
v st (3)
won e o100 Lot} e (o) st (5)
HOT OO HEHTITE LY+ vovveesenvsser + G2 v (o) rrvay oot ()
NOILOIS WO COREXMIE LAY — — — — = L R R L () ST TV P00 versna 19 (€) - S
g
03S0d404d WO G I LB —————— ® s s 1 e pasoy (7) R SALHLD SSTNHBLS O TY 2
[ won Strwa 14 wasiowa (@) s sisz e taovay (1) L3S MK HO O3S0 T SUGHATN TV 108 4
QN39313NIT S3LON 133Hs NoLLO3s O S3LON SNOILO3S WHINID
rarit L
IR N01L3S TVYNIGN1I9NOT 03S0J0Yd
LPEED
L1 72 0]
1} G120y
=
ik
3 /
om0NNEW08 & |
PN
L RPN \
[ \
FEieet]
. = R, - - - -
3 S omwmosczamanl |
IoxoousnEN0Y “ETAND 00 S
a £ I
owouniol b
= meam % j.«
® w 3 H
[ 4 ' B
g= o 0% 0s
X3 Eg g1
=3 g g |
g 3 \ E
5 Drooumm N0
S g Fitz0
58 =
=) U0 ML $
[~ 2Pl
8BS
*® ©
b
< n
8 S
r00UOIRNIOY § |5
fo L
wwou DL
= }1 Livio

1409 IV I0THOQU L %
ST

3075200811 40 396 0L

InXahoz asi
i

S0

19H SN2 HEINLY
Bl

TiKalisz 351
b |\
P SHOBH 5T

[iXalvaz Dast
—_— | = e

AL MO 88

N
i
b
|
P
-e )
m
m
—_—
7]
—
m
H S uu\ﬁ

oNaIng
(2 NHIMDT
i

Injtehres -a3sl)

Sigvasag|

@iy st
3NN A¥EdOYd

3NA AL¥Idodd

2778




¢tY

NOILJ3S
(3s0d0Yd

aqany gy

bz

won P 0 $HOEH

COEA0Y 04 17013

T A0

won YRV -

WO PO R LI~ — — — ——
WON GUOATE WG DAY oo

ALY TV ISKTS | WIS IO SHTED GRS

elelelele]

@e6

Eot)

Y 2RSS HLTOITIYN IHOE M st (4 ()
20200001 Wl suvoro 31 v ()

TSNS Y 2y e voren 0 (E)

i (3)
oo 14 (5)

“ryv2y oo w4 (7)

s a9 125 Ve 230wy (Z)

" ™
QUG INMYIIO SSTI MBSO TY 2

Iy 71 ED]

118290} 135 NOILVOIEILON|

SONVBUO0 MBI OL
EE3L)

-
W

8201070950 %0074
2176 V3 '03SIONVHd NYS

133418 N3349 LI¥¢

ANSIZH NI Nt
s
£

HOUMIOL |

ZeR i

o 3
F
“m SR
z s |5
mu. ENE
g g
D0cuSTID W 0T
T
WU 0L
SRt P
5
OO N 0D 5|3
FET) 4
100N DL
S0 —
2031 1¥3303 200801 —f
SEby
g
mu
5 &
| vemoummazvely) 8

2008 500413 L8]
=)

R 004E0LE
FED

048100V HO4 Y2043

AUJ////

TNAGON RoE BV RV —— . — T T

(!
!
i
il
f !
H
1}
r= i 2 o) o]
B R o
1a i 1s3n9
worsana ¥
i
R -
[mican] m
| z W
{ H
{
{
{l
]
{ \,
1} a hY
(f \,
1| A\,
g = |2 ),
] 1=501 & ﬁ%@
i s J Vi
i /
i 7’
{ /
i
{ *.« _
{l
L] o
= [ —
A  —— 1
— B =
- —
-
— T

H

NI ALY3d0Hd

on sarwne LS 1D oas o swz swarva xaonoy () LIS ALEAS HE B3 UV STLON 34 TIYL0Y '
aN3B3TINN S310M 133HS NOWIIS O S3LON SNOLLI3S WHINGD
3,0 13 N TS Arimbh —.
e — e e n]
g o 4 NOLLJ3S $S0HD 03S0d0Yd

2779




I
eey

L]

NOILO3S
(3S0d0ud

@

@

g
5

w01 170w

WO CHOSE SIETTG BRIV

WO TS SHOWA WA ———————
wonstarwe bl

on

LY F0NVISISTI L UYIS IO S0 036019

elelelolo)]

"IN ALK04d s © 3 ...E...sa@
Y 20 KTENSSY TGO e T w4 ()
70004 U3 4 s 2 aesva ()

wns i (3)

vorws 4 (5}

sy 2y e e ()

STRSY SN 9 2> T aevin e 0 (D)
s e R Ty ()
amusiam sz saony ()

w ™E
TBUORISHAUIID SSTIA DI TN TYY 2
1330S AMSATNG 03N TV SIUON KB TV 10Y 'L

FUbpza

UN393TINN

S3LON 133HS Nonaas O

S3LON SNOLLD3S WHANID

IT8C | 155 NORVOIT1ON|

0625'150°GkY 4 Z2E6SEYTEY
€075 EROYED ‘005U LS
Joul pIg 1228 410} 82

=
o=
L
X 3
E
S o
@D
59
So
[==]
S
f<a)
B
by
n
(%]

WRIZOE

R OL
2000 103903

133418 N33H9 LIve
;

e

TS

JHGEH NN 1)

AHOIH ONTVED MY
s

E)

)

wsl T

omaina
@ anaton
R

|

JSHIASNYEL - NDILOIS 0350d0Yd @

- TR § 30T 30V B

21550

il

]
J

i

NM ALY3dONd

INF] ALYIdOUd

2780



I
ey

By

NOILO3S
(350404d

WO 101 AROBH.

WOV QU0 MDETURLATRTY - oo oeeemeens =
WO CAL VW VBTG = — =~ ——
U GV06 SIS AT ———————

LYY TANISSTI I B WLS B STB) T30S

[olelelole]

ROV 50

e

@e6

2084

420 KTENISY TV o Wi uncies 1 ()
30004 U1 i suvazn aevo ()

rrvaywomman s ()
Sas7Y s a0vms vy T osmmasald (8)
s e e R s (7)

e ™
CEL04 SO ST M S SHOR THY 2

910

v |
o)

0625 159'S1Y 3 ZeEhSBbSiP
£01¥5 EfIOYED ‘00SPoURY) IRS
000} g 1001 001 621

At on rva bl s sz sy (1) LS NEA2 0 (55 20 ST0H A3 THY 104 4
QN3BITINN SHON 133Hs Nowass O $3LON SNOLJ3S TvHaNZD
3 = 4} TN TN skt I
. — =
TRR § g ° 4 NOILD3S WNIGNLIONGT 035040Hd

0414100V 404 £20 Y243
THALY2Y 6 IV SOVEW

133418 N3349 LIve

:.m:mu: I,
EOCUMLTL 4
= Ziva ) T
E| 2
2o : i
o= = Bz .
a5 E 2% |E
~D 5 A |%
CE: g g
a5 @aoouorEIMITE
S 2 Ftn
7]
g5e —
30 ro0uITL &
oo ral P
2>
€ 3
kS g
N mu
©w swouorEYNITE 2le
i
g
E!

| smesrinesoviav i
ozl

UOOHONEI NI 0Y

ey

FEH

I

EE

T

3NN ALY3dodd

T st

e

B

Hikahse oas)

TiKshioz‘ozs)
T
LINTLHORH. 05

‘somaunal
QY OAY HOVRLSE |l = e
o3 o)

NI ALN3E0¥d

2781



I
G'ey

NOLLO3S
(3S0d0Hd

won

WO @NOHOIL 4 DIBTING LANTDY

UOT GRS DHTING VANTEY

R LINFS oK

HOT ORGSO VBN ————m——

o ®

®

ISR S WS wom s osrs (1T)

®

JU=0]

@e6

T A 0
v 2h KNSy o i Mg wort b ()
2004 01 Khavaioean e (2)

savay o v b (7)
e AR N O
s e 2 s vavioy (Z)

. ™E
04 SHAIO SSTHO 3 DO T

2%
8=
= 3
[=)
F=
25
-|.S
Oﬂd
gs
(=]
S8
«w
®
K
(3"
«©w

N
=
b
~
D
-
m
m
=
)
—
=]
m
m
—

|

YOO TS 0L

g won sare bl waoway (3) musaEm sz sy (7) TS AUEAD D G360 Y SIGH ADI TV 20V L
QNI9TIINT SAON 133HS NOLOIS O S3LON SNOLLOAS TWH3N3D
It = b} AT M 3TVOS Slahs
TUGV| 135 NOLVORION (R aee i NOLLD3S TYNIQNLIONGT 03S0d0Yd @
FHE L
[L8242)
roraf
Y oy
ais B

\.@

|

2T W)

—Fr Hiehse -dash

14081 1¥ 30034004 0L
S22t b
oo P p
SO i
34752008 1830 3903 DL 2
3 m liz¥adyse azs]

LOBHONTINE INEAY ()
LB

EET 0]

B

|

T
ISREN

N \

. oroaviosczavam | |
D RSN

_{_/@J

-

W

30c04 4001

ooy oLE |
X0

L

QvpavENvsz)

fulfelrst ‘a3s);

NF ALYdONd

2782




EXHIBIT B




STATE OF CALFORNIR — THE NATURAL RESCURCES AGENCY EDIAUND G, BROWN IR, Boveror

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

1725 23 Street, Suite 105
SACRAMENTC, TA RES1E6-T100
(B8 4457000 Faw (016 4187053
calshpo@parks.ca.goy
wrovwahpparks.ga.gov

September 13, 2017

VIA EMAIL

[awrence B. Karp, Architect | Philip Kaufman , ,
Carol L. Karp, Architect AlA | 2421 Green Strest ’
Karp Architects | San Francisco, CA 84123

100 Tres Mesas 1
Orinda, CA 94563

Subject: Coxhead, Ernest, House
Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places
Second Request for Information (RF!_2)

Dear Mr. and Mrs, Karp:

Thank you for your revision of the Ernest Coxhead House nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places. The property is clearly eligible for the Nationa! Register.
Additional work is needed on the nomination {o comply with the requirements of the
National Park Service (NPS) in accordancs with the instructions in Nalional Register
Bufletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (Bulletin 15} and
National Register Bulletin 164, How fo Compiete the National Register Form (Bulietin
16A), available online at nHfpJ/ivww. s gov/nr/publications/index. htm.

The revision does not address many of the requests and suggestions made in the first
Request for information letter of April 26, 2017, sent {o Kathryny Shaffer, original
preparer of the nomination. Some of the issues discussed in subsequent emalls with
Ms, Shaffer were also not sufficiently addressed in the revision.

Formatting issues in the nomination have been correcied. An annotated copy of the
nomination accompanies this letter. As further revisions are madse, retumn the
nomination electronically as & Word document. No further hard copies are needed.
Please leave the yellow highlighting in place and disregard any awkward page breaks.
We will resolve those during the next review,

Be sure to preserve all section preaks, as this safeguards proper formatting, and correct
section and page identification in the footer. If the nomination including images is tco
large for your email, you may send it surface mail on a disk or jump drive, or via a file
sharing system provided no password or registration is required.
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Ermest Coxhead Haouse
RFi_2 September 13, 2017
Page 2 of 5

As indicated in Bulletin 18A,

Certain conventions and terms are used for documenting Natlonal Register
properties. Although there may be other ways to classify resources, describe
functions or architectural infiuences, or state the significance of properties, the
standardized terminology and approaches adopiad by the National Register
program ensure nationwide consistency of Naiional Register records, They also
make the data in the National Register information System (NRIS) more useful,

1. Name of Property

Historic name

As previcusly advised. NPS does not use the tem Residence. In the absence of
documentation that definitively states Coxhead used the uppermost front room as a
studio, it is appropriale to surmise or presume in the narrative as you have done. That
presumption is not sufficient fo include Studic in the property name. The historic name
has been updated in Section 1 and the header to Coxhead, Emest, House.

7. Description

Architectural Classification

Category and subcategory have been updated using National Register termirnology and
formatting. Shingle Style is a subcategory of Late Victorian.

Summary Paragraph

The infarmation has been restated as a single paragraph focused on a summary of the
physical description. Physical details have been moved 1o the subsequent narrative.
Matiers of history or significance have been moved to the Statement of Significance.
Identily the Cotswold features.

Narrative Description

Portions of the narrative were relocated. Section 7 is the narrative description, focused
on the physical aspects of the buiiding, including its appearance and condition at the
time of nomination. This narrative needs 1o be written by the nomination preparer,
specifically for this section. For a property nominated in the area of Architecture,
extensive citations from scholarly publications, particularly from several years ago, are
more perfinent to the Section 8 Statement of Significance.

Review Bulletin 18A, parficularly "Writing an Architectural Description” and "Guidelines
for Describing Properties.” Per Bulletin 164, "Organize the information in & logical
mannar, for example, by describing a building from the foundation up and from the
exterior to the interior.” Additional information is needsad for both the exierior and the -
interior.

Mt el anonie comireilla N ahmwmEnhrd TR R Ah Yo niernrz
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Ernest Coxhead House
RFl_2 September 13, 2017
Page 3 of 5

Provide additional details regarding alterations, including dates, Expand on the integrity
subsection to address all seven aspects,

See additional notes in the body of the nomination.

8, Statement of Significance

Period of Significance; Significant Dates
From Bulletin 184,

Criterion C: For architecturally significant properties, the period of significance is
the date of construction and/or the dates of any significant alterations and
additions.

The period of significance has been updated 1o 1883, Significant dates must be within
the period of significance, so the significant date has also bgen updated to 1883

- Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph

As with the Section 7 Summary Paragraph, content has been restated as a single
paragraph to summarize the property’s significance, with dstails relocated to the
subsequent narrative.

Narrative Statement of Significance
Citations from Section 7 were relocated as appropriate. Abbreviated notes were
expanded into footnotes per The Chicago Manual of Style.

See additional notes in the body of the nomination.
8. Major Biblicgraphical References

Bibfiography
Provide missing access dates for alectronic sources as indicated.

Additional Documentation
Photo Log
As requesied in the instructions, indicate direction of camera where highiighted.

Photos, Figures

The number of photographs and figures is inordinately high for a single house. Many of
the images are similar, and some of the color figures reproduced from other sources
are repetitive of the photographs. Photographs are required; figures are optional. As
noted in the NPS Pheio Policy Fact Sheet,

The necessary number of photographic views depends on the size and
complexity of the property. Submit as many photographs as needed to depict
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Ernest Coxhead House
RFl_2 September 13, 2017
Page 4 of b

the current condition and significant features of the property. A e

photographs may be sufficient to document a single building or object, Larger,

more complex properties and historic districts wﬂi require a number of photos.

Prints of historic photographs may supplement documentation and be particul ariy
- useful in iHlustrating changes that have occurred over time.

Based on the minimal altgrations and retention of i ntegnty as presented in Section 7,
there is imited change to be illustrated.

Consider which photos and figures are most pertinent to the nomination. You are
strongly encouraged to remove some of the others. Renumber pholos and figures as
necessary, updating narrative references and the Photo Key accordingly.

As indicated on the National Register Chacklist for Submission
http:flohp.parks.ca. cov/paq*sﬂ 058/l eSsNRhP%ZQCh@cx sbt,o2[‘f0r°‘m?c}bub ission%2
02017 .pdf, provide a single set of color prints, and the digital photo files in TIFF format.

The copyright statement has been removed. The document associated with the
copyright was based in large part on research and documentation previously submitted
by another author, and has been further edited by California State Office of Historic
Preservation staff. Copyright statemenis are not part of the nomination form, and
nominations are not normally copyrighted when submitted. Information about the
National Register of Historic Places Program: Content and Copyright is available at
https:/fwww.nps.qov/nr/content copyright.him.

Sketch Map/Photo Key
Increase the font size for legibility. Only the number is necessary. For additional clarity,
and to allow for a larger font size, the word “photo” and the “#” could be removed.

See additional notes in the body of the ncménaﬁon.

Sample Nominations for Guidance

As previously recommended, past nominations presented o the State Historical
Resources Commission are available for review as guides, on the Commission
wabpages at Actions (Taken) wwy.ohp.parks.ca.gov/actionstaken, and within 60 days
of a meeting at Pending Nominations www .ohp parks ca. gov/pending.

The following five nominations were recommended as strong examples. In all cases,
they are the resul of several rounds of review and revision.
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Ernest Coxhead House
RFl_2 September 13, 2017
Page 5of 5

Actions Taken May 2017

Robert J. Dunn House

hitp:/lohp.parks.ca.govipages/1067 files/CA San%20Bernardine%20County Robert%2
04.%20Dunn%20House Noni.pgf

Actions Taken July 2018
Hamrick House
htto:ffohp.parks.ca.govipages/1087 Mles/ca riverside%20county hamrick%20house. pdf

Walker House
hitp:ffohp.parks.ca.govipages/1 067 files/ca_monterey%20county mrs. %20chinton%2 0w
alkerS20house. pdf

Actions Taken January 2016

Dr. Franz Alexander Residence (listed as Dr. Franz Alexander House)
hiip:/fohip.parks . ca. govipages/ 1087 flles/ca riverside®20county franz%20slexander%
20residence. pdf

Whifler House
httn:fiohp.narks.ca.covipages/ 10687 files/ca san%20matec%20county wiliam%20a%2
Owhifler%20house.paf

hext Sieps
Take the time you need fo answer these questions and revise the nomination

accordingly. There are no deadlines. Tha review process will continue until we
determine the nomination is ready for consideration by the State Historical Resources
Commission. Thank you for your attention o these many detalls. If you have quegtsona,
contact me at amy.crain@parks.ca.qov.

Sincerely,

ﬁ%)}(ﬁf (/&Q’/é/:/x
Amy H.Crain
State Historian 1

Enciosure
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APPLICATION FOR

1. Ownear/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 D

APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:

128 10th Street, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 (415 ) 495-9322
EMAIL:
Edumican@dumicanmosey.com

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:
Eric Dumican

Same as Above E_

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: OT DIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (SQ FT): | ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
0560 /028 25'100' 12500 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: . B .
] Change of Use 7 Rear Single Family Residence
] Change of Hours 1 Front PROPOSED USE:
"] New Construction ] Height Single Family Residence
o/ Alterations 1 Side Yard
f . BUILDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO.: DATE FILED:
] Demolition
'rx.__{ Other Please clarify:

La:l #2ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08-01-2015 (EP)
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4, Project Summary Table

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

. ExsTNGUSES, |

ExisTNGUsES L
. TOBTRETANED.

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" -1-11" +/- 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 n 0
Production, Distribution, & '1:55 0 0 0 0
Parking +/- 337 +/- 337 +/- 658 +/- 995
Other ( ]
Other ( )
Other ( )
TOTAL GSF +/- 4,502 +/- 4,502 +/-1.481 +/- 6,108

%57 #13ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)

2793

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.




%3
<
=
@]
e
o
®
—t
e
o
i
o
5
O
=
-~
2.
(’D_
<3
3
=
o
Q
=
-
&
=g
O
o

4a.

. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 45 or more 7l YES {1 NO

years ago or a structure in a historic district?
If yes, submit the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Evaluation application.
Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 45 or more years ago TTYES ¥ 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.
Would the project result in excavation or sail 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'ft'

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
madification:

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.

Would the project involve any of the following: (1) the construction of a new building;
(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?

YES {1 NO

If yes, you will need to comply with the tree planting regulations of Public Works Code
Section 808 prior to receiving a building permit.

ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)
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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 adjécent 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 Article 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 enroliment 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.

%ar #13ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08-01-2015 (EP}
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TYPE OF APPLICATION:

Site Permit

. DCLUPANCY CLASSIFICATION.

R-3/U

BULEING TYRE

V-B

TOTAL GROSH SGUARE FEET OF CONSTRUDTION:

(+/-) 6,103 GSF

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST

$100,000.00

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:

2417 Green Street, LLC

FEE ESTABLISHED:

o

Applicant s Affidavi

T de L
-stimaled Construct

8Y PROPOSED USES:

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

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.

¢ Other information or applications may be required.

Signatuf;&

Date. 0214117

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

Eric Dumican

Owear § Adthosized Agem: Joitie ongt
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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”7 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 I
Question 2.
Geotechnical report, as indicated in Part 5 Question 3. |
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 5 Question 7. O
Additional studies (list). d
For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:
By: Date:
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
TEL 415.558.6378 ‘ TEL: 415.558.6377
FAX: 415 558-6409 Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.
WEB: hitp://www.sfplanning.org No appointment is necessary.

warf #3ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-7015 (EP}

2797



EXHIBIT D



APPLICATION FOR

1. Ownear/Applicant information

PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME:

2417 Green Street, LLC

PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS:

474 Euclid Ave, San Francisco, CA 94118

TELEPHONE:

(415 ) 407-0486

EMAIL:

chris@durkinincorporated.com

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

Dumican Mosey Architects

Same as Above |_i

APPLICANT'S ADDRESS:

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

TELEPHONE:

(415 ) 495-9322

EMAIL:

Edumican@dumicanmosey.com

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:
Eric Dumican

ADDRESS:

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

TELEPHONE:

415 )495-9322

EMAIL:

edumican@dumicanmosey.com

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT:

[ Other Please clarify:

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'%100 2500 sq.ft. RH-1 40-X
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA (IF ANY):
n/a
3. Proiect Description
PRESENT OR PREVIOUS USE:
{ Please check all that apply ) ADDITIONS TO BUILDING: . . .
] Change of Use 7 Rear Single Family Residence
{1 Change of Hours -1 Front PROPOSED USE.
"1 New Construction 1 Height Single Family Residence
V| Alterations "] Side Yard
j Demolition BUILDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO.: DATE FILED:

5238 #:3ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)
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4, Projiect Summary Table

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

EXSINC UsES

| e 10 BE RETAINED:

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" -1-11" +/- 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
Praduction, Distribution, & F:gg— 0 0 0 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.

%52 #35ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08-01-2015 (EP}
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veluation Project information

1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 45 or more 7 YES {1 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 yearsago 7] 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? Y YES 7 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'ft'

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;
(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 Pubiic YWorks Code
Section 804 prior to receiving a building permit.

#ari #:ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)
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4h. Does the project include the removal or addition of trees on, over, or adjacent to the T YES
project site?

If yes, please answer the following questions:
Number of trees on, over, or adjécent 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 Article 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? ™ YES

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? ™ YES

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 7 YES
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 sponsar to the Department of Public Health for enroliment in DPH’s Maher
program.

8. Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the "1 YES
Planning Code or Zoning Maps?

If yes, please describe.

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

If yes, please describe.

gayy #7ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP}
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onstruchion Losts

TYPE OF APPLICATION:

Site Permit
- GUUUPANCY CLASSIFICATION

R“3 / U

| BUILIING TYRE

V-B
FOTAL BROSE SOUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION: B8Y PROPOSED USES:

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

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSBT:

$100,000.00

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:

2417 Green Street, LLC

FEE ESTABLISHED:

P

Applicant s Affidavi

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.

¢ Other information or applications may be required.

Date: 021417

Signatuﬁfff

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

Owner § Aut oo Agers forcie ong)
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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 117 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. 1
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 Depariment:

By:

Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL 415.558.6378
FAX: 415 558-6409
\WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org

#arf #13ANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.09-01-2015 (EP)
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Date:

Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6377

Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.
No appointment is necessary.
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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 I:]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.

I—:] 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 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, autfo 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 FRANCISCC
PLANNING DEPARTMENT R 415.675.9010

Para informacién en Espafiol lamar al: 415.675.9010

Revised: 4/11/16 . )
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagaiog tumawag sa: 415,575,9121
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (vefer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

[

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking épaces 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?

N

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? (vefer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

[

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

N

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required,

[

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

L]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50
cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new 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.

[]

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 POIing Digitaly signed by Jean Poling

Date: 2017.03.20 16:45:48 -07'00°

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

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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

!

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

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised: 4/11/18
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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.

]

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

[

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.

[

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

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

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

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

OO Oodosd

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 FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised, 41116
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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)
1 Reclassify to Category A Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated: 510/17 (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify):

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

Ll

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 Shelley Caitagirone

Preservation Planner Signature: Shelley Caltagirone 38 75t 1012 oron:

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

[l

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):
Step 2 — CEQA Impacts
[[]  Step5- 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: S h e I l ey Digitally signed
by Shelley

BUIIdlng Permit Caltagir Caltagirone
Date: 2017.05.16
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.

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised: 4/11/16
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: l . Date of Form Completion } 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
, ; : {nformation:
CEQA Category: Art.10/11; BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
8 2017.002545ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: ‘ PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(¢ CEQA " Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (¢ Alteration ] {" Demo/New Construction

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

PROJECT ISSUES:

X |Isthe subject Property an eligible historic resource?

77 1If 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 remadel. The project appears to be a de facto demolition per PC Section 1005(f).

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: : G l CA —( ol ‘ = C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionin 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 (& 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: " Yes (» No
Period of Significance: [ Period of Significance: [ |
- i
" Contriputor  {~ Non-Contributor
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‘Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: - {" Yes CNo | @GNA
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: C Yes (* No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: o " Yes & No
Requires:Design Revisions: - ' " Yes @ No
Defer to Residential Design Team: - L (" Yes (s 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 hot the work of a master
architect; and, it does not possess high artistic values. Furthermore, the property is hot
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 te 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:

oD i D Ja‘/'%”/fﬁﬂafw‘?’

FANTAARCEEIN
PLAMNNING DEFPARTMENT
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APPROVED: ;\L{\ \ OATE:
gf - 5..__ =t s
O 0 e
2; “i\ It
i % 4!
13
{
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING i NOTIFIED ME.
APPROVED: H DATE.
__________ /§ REASOR:
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC Hm'g.:w NOTIFIED MR,
APPROVED: [ DATE: L
______ | REASON:
] !
|
RECEVELOPMENT ABENGY ‘% HOTIFIED MR.
i
APPROVED: ;‘ DETE SR—
REASON:
D ,\js« i
5
ki
HOUSING tNSPECTION DIVISION | NOTIFIED MR,

OHISSIOOHS BHIENG GIILL0N SNOSHE T A0 STIVHN ONV S3Lv0 210N ~ NOILDSE G0N

| agres to comply with sl condiions or silpulations of the verious bursaus or departmants noted on thie application, and
of conditions or stipulat whleh erw haraby mede g part of thie eppBoation.

Bummbar of aitachmenie 7 i

DWHER'S AUTHORIZED AGERT
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PROJECT PERMIT

Permit Issusd To
{insert Employer's Name, Address and Telephone No.)

!——‘ - ‘—‘”""“1 No.
tiin, Inc. :
- Du' in, | Date EM2117
474 Eucuip AveEnuEe -
San FRANCISCO , CA 84118 Region 1
' Distlct 4 )
[ (415)407-0488 ] Tal {415)557-0100
SINGLE PROJECT
Type of Permit TI-TRENOH/EXCAVATION o

Fursuaryt {o Labor Code Sections 85600 and 8502, this Permit s inaued 10 the above-nemed employer for the prolects desoribed below

State Contractor’s Licanse Nurnbar 1012620 Permit Valld through 511748

Desciiption of Project Location Address Sta ﬂﬁz‘i&iua&w Dgt:{ibw on
Garage expansion and 2417 Green Street City 5/16/17 51118
foundation replacement. San Francisco
Excavation 8 deep and 20°in -
width County

San Francisco

This Permit ls imued upon the fellowing conditions:

1. That the work Is performed by the same employer. H this s an annual parmit the appropriste District Office shall be
notified, in writing, of dates and location of job slise prior to commencement.

2. The employer will comply with ell occupetional safely and health standards or orders applicebls o the sbove
projects, and any other lawful erders of the Divislon.,

3. That if any unforeseen condlition causes devietion from the plans or slatements contalned In the Permit Application
Form the employer will noliy the Division immediatety.

4. Any varistion from the specification and assertions of the Permit Application Form or viplation of sefstyhrders may
be cause {0 revake e permit. § m

5. This permit shall be postad at of near each place of employment as provided i

Received From RECEIVED BY

; investigated by
Christopher Durkin Daliz Rassler 3
] cash Amount Elilfate f Approved by
Xl Check 1031 $50.00 | 512117 |
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Edwin M. Les, Mavor

- City ant County of San Francisco
Tom ©. Hui, 8.E., C.B.O., Director

Department of Bullding Inspection

LICENSED CONTRACTOR'S STATEMENT

Permit Application No. fo:j 77 S - { - \b), (—
Job Addrass: 2’?/ (7 (H Hoein

. Licensed Contractor's Declaration

Pursuant to the Business and Professions Code Seac, 7031.5, | hareby affirm Lénde? penalty of perjury %!%a% |
am licensed under the provisions of Chapler @ (commencing with Sec. 7000) of Division 3 of the Busmasa
and Prcfessrons Code, and that my license is in full force and effect.

License Number (O\ 20 2.0

Licensa Class. ‘E?'

Expiration Dale ?’%/ (/ ?,} / f, ?
i s

Confractor

S
[// /‘/(/ Aé'»::f/: c
S PRANT

A7 ol
7 -
e //A/ v = . ] e

s

Pl A A Gy
BIGNATURE—

NOTE: "Any violafion of the Bus. & Prof. Code Sec 7031.5 by any permit applicart shall ba subject to s ol penally of
-not mors than five hundred doljars ($500)" Bus. & Prof. Cods Sec. 7031.5.- Revised 10/1/2013.

1650 Misalon Shreel ~ Saw Francisco 04 84703
Offics [415) B58-6088 — Fox {415) 553-6401
» Websle: www stdbl.org
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8/28/2017 Department of Building Inspeclion

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET

g‘:’::)%l:;?t 201708032
g, OWNER DATA

Cwhner/Ageni SUPPRESSED

Date Filed:

Owner's Phone: -« Location: 241% GRFEN ST
Cuntact Name: Bluck: [ejctéle]
Contact Phone: - Lot oz8
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA, Siie
TPRINIDE I PPRESSED i«
Rating:
Qreupaney Code:
Received By: Crarina Blackshoear
Complainant’s Divisiem: BID
Phune:
Complaint J e —
Sowree: TELEPHONE
Assignedto  prp
IVISION:
Deseription: Waorking bevond scope of PA #201705116316. Doing horizonlal addition,
instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION/INSPECTORIID |[DISTRICT|PRIORITY
BID POWER 6270} _
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS N B
DATE TYPE DIV [INSPECYOR|STATUS COMMENT
. - CAST
oy /. ACE NN
09/27/17 |CASE OPENED BID {Power RECEIVED
0a/28/1; |18 ER BEOG/HOUSING lixg |power CASE 15 |15t NOV mailed & ced to DCP ~jiren
0g/28/17 ?7113{131}1‘%1? G/HOUSING BID |Power gg\;ﬁ" Nov nov issued kmh
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID): 0g9/28/17

Inspector Contact Information i

Oniine Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services

1{ vou need help or have 2 question about this service. please visit our FAQ arex

Contact SFGov Accessibility
City and County of San Francisco @ 2017

Policies

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default. aspx? Dage=AddressComp!aint&CompE'gﬁr’g:Qm 708032
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Department of Building Inspection

Permit Details Report

Report Date: g/28/2017 12:08:25 PM
applivation Number: 20170510416
Form Numbaer: ®

=1

PARTIAL DETERICATED BASEMENT WALL AND FOUNDATION REFLACEMITNT WITH

3

Addresses): ogbo /o2f fo o a9

Description: NEW LANDSCAPING SITE WALT AT BACTYARD
Cost: 5100,000.04

Occupancy Code: R-3

Building Use: 27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date |Stage Comments

5/11/2017 TRIAGE

5/11/2017 FILING .

5/11/2017 FILED N
5/18/2017 APPROVED

5/18/2017 ISSUED

9/28/2017  |SUSFEND |department of city planning review required |

Contact Details:

Contractor Details:

License Number: 1032620
Name: PATRICK DURKIN

Company Name:

DURKIN INC.

474 FUCLID AV * SAN FRANCISCO CA ugq318-

Address: )
GoGU

Phone:
Addenda Details:
Description:
PR P . In Oul s -
StepiStation jArrive {Start Hold |Hold Finish |[Checked By Haold Description

e PANGELINAN T
1 INTAKE|5/11/17 |5/11/17 5/11/17 MARIANNE o
2 BLDG  |5/33/t7 |5/11/17 | 571117 YU CYRIL o o

" i 4

3 {CPB 5/18/17 [5/18/37 5/18/17 %gfgg‘@ wal 5718407 SAFETY PERMIT RECEIVED, WP

This permit has been issued. For information pertaiming to this persit. please ol 435-558-6006.

Appointments:
Appointment AppointmentiAppointment . ; N T _hmjj'kl:im
Date AM/PM Code Appointment T}fpe Deseription Istot
7/13/2017 PM WS Weh Scheduled START WORK 11
Inspections:
Activity Date |Inspector |inspection Description Inspection Status
7/13/2017 Robert Power START WORK SITE VERIFICATION
Special Inspections:
Addenda|Completed - . inspection oL S
No. Date Inspected By Code Description Remarks

! CONCRETE (PLACEMENT & T ent

! SAMPLING) v
N ‘ REINFORCING STEELAND | o
Y | 4 PRETRESSING TENDONS NG = o

SPECIAL GRADING., :
0 13 BXCAVATION AND FELLING ¢
L. . (GEQ. ENGINEEREL) i
o 24C CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION - _
G ? AN
[ 'y g:‘ §E§S;§S$ggg?4 ‘I;? NDED venterh of record to observe
’ o REC(;RD AR eacavation @ start of FA cut
o i 24 FOUNDATIONS
9 QA BOLTS INSTALLED IN
1 FXISTING CONCRETE
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EXHIBIT H




10/3/2017

Lozeau Drury, LLP Mail - FW: 2417 Green Street, Christopher uurkin Project

Just saw your email Scott - thanks for update:

Begin forwarded message:

From: "May, Christopher (CPC)" <christopher.may@sfgov.org>

Date: October 3, 2017 at 9:26:10 AM PDT

To: susan byrd <sbyrdsf@yahoo.com>, "Lindsay, David (CPC)" <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>

Cc: "Ggwood2@gmail.com" <Ggwood2@gmail.com>, "chaboard@cowholiowassociation.org" <chaboard@
cowhollowassociation.org> -

Subject: RE: 2417 Green Street, Christopher Durkin Project

Hi Susan,

Thank you for your comments in opposition to the proposed project at 2417 Green St. Please be advised
that the Department of Building Inspections suspended the project sponsor's foundation permit, which was
not originally routed to the Planning Department for review, and has asked Planning to review those plans
to determine compliance with the Planning Code. The S.311 neighborhood notification will not be sent out
until the foundation permit plans have been reviewed and determined o be Code-complying.

Regards,

Christopher May, Planner

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: {415) 575-9087
Fax: {415) 558-6409

christopher.may@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: susan byrd [mailio:sbyrdsi@yahoo.com]

Sent; Friday, September 29, 2017 2:57 PM

To: May, Christopher (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC)

Cc: Ggwood2@gmail.com; chaboard@cowhollowassociation.org
Subject: 2417 Green Street, Christopher Durkin Project

Dear Mr. May and Mr. Lindsay:

As adjacent neighbors, we write to you with continued concerns about the developer Christopher Durkin
and his proposed project at 2417 Green Street.

As Mr. Lindsay will recall, on March 30th, Mr. Durkin held a pre-application meeting which was attended by
a large number of the local neighbors (Mr. Lindsay was helpful in getting this meeting scheduled with the
developer and architect on a date when neighbors could actually attend). At that meeting we learned that
the proposed project for the 1907 home at 2417 Green Sireet was massively out of scale with the
neighborhood homes (particularly filling up all of our "shared" beautiful green open space and gardens to
the rear). The project is not only physically inappropriate for SF Residential Guidelines, amazingly
thoughtless regarding air/light/green space and neighbor's homes, it is also glaringly inconsistent with the
Cow Hollow Association Guidelines. The project has three immediate adjacent neighbors and one on each
side "one removed": Each of these five homes is historic in nature: a Victorian, two Ernest Coxhead homes,
the registered historic Casebolt Mansion, and an Edwardian English Cottage with gardens. Somehow this is
not being taken into consideration by the developer and the city planning department to date.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=e451066acf&jsver=Eall 6uzdI9M.en.&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15ee32c2813ae0ff&siml=15ee32c2813ae0ff

2822

2/4



10/3/2017 Lozwau Drury, LLP Mail - FW: 2417 Green Street, Christophe: uurkin Project

At the Pre-App meeting (also attended by a CHA representative) we as neighbors voiced our concerns and
requested that Chris Durkin consider a second plan which would stay within the footprint of the current
home and take CHA guidelines into consideration. He suggested that was not going to happen, the meeting
ended on a sour note, we never heard more. We also never heard more from the CHA representative there
taking notes. As adjacent neighbors we decided we would need to hire an attorney and a planning
consultant to actually and truly represent neighborhood interests.

We recently asked Chris Durkin fo provide plans that we and our attorney could review. We were told we
would need to go to Durkin's attorney's office (Zacks) to view the plans. What was made available were not
the actual/stamped plans, it was a waste of time and a joke. Then, we learned last week that Mr. May and
others at the RDAT meeting recently held a "15 minute review" of the developer's plans and have deemed
them to be "consistent with the RDG's." It was suggested by Mr. May that it would be now up to us as
neighbors to file for a DR.

We were shocked to learn that this inappropriate residential development plan (with documented
neighborhood concerns) was "moved"” so quickly through this RDAT process. We ask you, Mr.May, would
your family consider a "15 minute review" sufficient if this building were proposed next to your home? We
also ask, where is the advocacy of the CHA, where is the collaboration between neighbors and city planning
we are supposedly all working toward, where is the support from planning for such cooperation so that
neighbors aren't forced to hire attorneys and file DR and other legal action?

Please make note:

Without apparently proper permit process, 1. Chris Durkin has built a work shed the length of the building at
2417 Green Street, which (a) is obstructing the side walk and (b) would indicate work on an excavation
project much larger than was being described in the plans for the current one car garage. Inappropriate
excavation will have dire consequence on the upside neighbor's home.

2. There has been a tree removal at the front of the property, on the sidewalk. We are under the impression
we as a city are busy planting trees, not ripping them out, and we would like to know which permit/office
was consulted for the tree removal 3. There was a work permit issued and posted at 2417 Green on the
work "shed" for (a) 9/6/17-12/06/17, permit m831527; (b) Notice of Violation/Stop all work, signed by senior
Planning Inspector yesterday on 9/28, due to complaint #201708032; (c) newer 10/2/17- 04/02/18 notices,
same work permit #, placed last night by Durkin, after the NOV notice was posted.

We would like to ask Planning Department Officials sooner rather than later to flag this case! We are
concerned about the nature and the pace of this case and are wondering how it is possible that it is being
moved along so quickly without adequate review and apparently conflicting facts.

We are also copying here Geoff Wood and the Board President of the Cow Hollow Association, Lori Brooke.
Mr. Wood, as the CHA zoning representative, was unable to attend the March 30 Pre-App meeting but sent
instead Nancy Levens; in his email of 3/29 : " | am unable to attend the meeting tomorrow at 2417 Green
but did attend the first meeting held on the 16th so am familiar with the project. Nancy Levens will attend for
the CHA and will be forwarding on to me any concerns you and other neighbors have with the proposed
project to date, and also any measures that the architect and owners offer to mitigate those issues.” We
are concerned there has been no follow-up and ask that the CHA become advocates alongside us and all
neighbors for the CHA guidelines, which we as a neighborhood refer to in all our communication, but the
developer Chris Durkin appears to have no knowledge of as he rolls out the plans for adding a massive
home to the neighborhood. How can we all do this better?

We are hoping as long time residents of a beloved and historic San Francisco neighborhood we can all
work towards environmentally appropriate building and “greening rather than demeaning” ALL of our city
neighborhoods. San Francisco is special for a reason--because we all love it and wish to protect its beauty
and character.

Thank you,

Susan Byrd

Mark L.ampert
2415 Green Street

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=e451066acf&jsver=EalL6uzdI9M.en.&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15ee32c2813ae0ff&siml=15ee32c2813ae0ff  3/4
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10/3/2017 Lée<au Drury, LLP Mail - FW: 2417 Green Street, Christopher wsurkin Project

Sent from my iPad

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=e451066acf&jsver=EalL6uzdi9M.en.&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15ee32¢c2813ae0ff&simi=15ee32¢2813ae0ff 4/4
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SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312)

On April 28, 2017, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

PROJECT INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 2417 Green Street Applicant: Chris Durkin
Cross Street(s): Pierce and Scott Streets Address: 474 Euclid Ave
Block/Lot No.: 0560/028 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94118
Zoning District(s): RH-1/ 40-X Telephone: (415) 407-0486
Record No.: 2017-002545PRJ Email: chris@durkinincorporated.com

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the
Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed
during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if
that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by
the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. )

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website orin other
public documents.

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O New Construction O Alteration

O Change of Use [ Facade Alteration(s) [1 Front Addition

= Rear Addition O Side Addition @ Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Residential No Change

Front Setback 0 feet No Change

Side Setbacks None West side: 0-3 feet (1% floor), 4 feet (2™- 4™ floors)

East side: 0 feet (1% floor), 4 feet (2™ & 3™ floors),
7 feet (4" floor)

Building Depth 58 feet 75 feet

Rear Yard 40 feet (1% floor), 42 feet (2" floor), 54 | 25 feet (1% floor), 30 .feet (2™ & 3™ floors), 45 feet
feet (3" & 4" fioors) (4" floor)

Building Height 45 feet 43 feet

Number of Stories 4 No Change

Number of Dwelling Units 11 No Change

Number of Parking Spaces 1 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct 1- and 3-story horizontal rear additions, as well as
3" and 4" floor additions above the existing single-family dwelling. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118
square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. The project also proposes facade alterations, interior modifications
including the expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle and the partial excavation of
the rear yard. See attached plans.

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval
at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant
to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Christopher May :
Telephone: (415) 575-9087 Notice Date: 10/23/2017
E-mail: christopher.may@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 11/22/2017

P EAREEE: 415.575.9010 | Para Informacién en Espaiol Llamar al: 415.575,9010 | Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If
you have general questions about the Planning Department's review process, please contact the Planning
Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday. If
you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this
notice. ’

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on
you.

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at
www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential
problems without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your
concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers
to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for
projects which generally conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code;
therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary
Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a
Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary
Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online
at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC)
between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning
Department. To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee
Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new
construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and
fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.

incomplete applications will not be accepted.

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review.

BOARD OF APPEALS

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304.
For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals
at (415) 575-6880.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part
of this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption
Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may
be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the
determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of
the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184.

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission,
Pianning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.
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Carol L. Karp
Architect A.l.A.

August 28, 2017

State of California

Office of Historic Preservation

Department of Parks and Recreation

P. Q. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 ) CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Aftention: Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer

Subject: Nomination for Listing
National Register of Historic Places

RE: Architect Ernest Coxhead’s Residence & Studio, 1883
2421 Green Street, San Francisco. California

Dear Ms. Polanco:

Pursuant to your 4/3/17 letter to Philip Kaufman and subsequent reviews and correspondence with
Amy Crain of your office, which have been extensive. enclosed is an original of the nomination
document as printed on 8/9/17 and, as instructed by Amy Crain. a USB Flash Drive that contains a
complete digital version of the nomination document.

Included enclosures. but separate from the nomination document. are the 8/9/17 letter of approval by
the owner, Philip Kaufiman and an 8/7/17 letter of support from Nancy Pelosi, House Minority Leader.
who also represents the 12" Congressional District in San Francisco where the nominated praperty is
located. Also included is the 4/11/17 image use authorization letter from Prof. Richard Longstreth.
The undersigned are both San Francisco natives who also graduated from UC Berkelev. are both
California licensed architects of long standing. and have practiced architecture in Northern California
more than 30 vears. We live and practice architecture in our house which we designed and built in
the rustic contemporary Bay (Area) Tradition we write about in the nomination.

Thank vou for your assistance in registering the master architect Ernest Coxhead’s own residence
and studio, which is a very important original structure, in the National Register of Historic Places.

Yours truly,

Carol L. Karp AIA

ce wienclosures;

Amy H. Crain
State Historian I1, Registration Unit

100 Tres Mesas Orinda, CA 94563 (925) 254-6676 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-Mail: caroi@karp.ca
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August 9, 2017

State of California

Office of Historic Preservation
Department of Parks and Recreation
1723 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95816-7100

Attention: Amy Crain
State Historic Preservation Officer

Subject: Coxhead’s Residence & Studio
2421 Green Street, San Francisco
National Register of Historic Places
Nomination for Listing

Dear Ms. Crain:

Tam the current owner of the subject property and have been for 28 years.

I support the nomination for listing with the National Register of Historic Places as
submitted today by Karp Architects.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

Philip Kaufman
24271 Green Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
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State of California

Office of Historic Preservation
Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Attention: Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer

Subject: Nomination for Listing
National Register of Historic Places

RE: Architect Ernest Coxhead’s Residence & Studio, 1893
2421 Green Street, San Francisco, Caltfornia

Dear Ms. Polanco:

it is with great enthusiasm that I write in support of the nomination of Ernest Coxhead’s own house for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places. I have had the pleasure of visiting Architect Coxhead’s residence and studio located
at the juncture of Cow Hollow and Pacific Heights. This area in California’s 12" Congressional District which I represent
in Congress. | take special pride in San Francisco®s architectural treasures and recognize the Coxhead house as a first of
an architectural tradition in the Bay Area. It happens to be in excelient original condition, including brickwork, having
survived amazingly intact, the 1906 San Francisco earthquake and fire.

Designed and built before automobiles and never retrofitted with a garage, both the house entry and garden are quietly
accessed from the street via a twisting stairway to the west side. The classical entry conceals an ingenious interior with a
long glazed entrance gallery running from a high-ceilinged living room at the north to a dining area on the southern rear
garden that shares an eastern property line with the garden of the 1867 Casebolt House, San Francisco Landmark No, 51.

The house is shingle style integrated with subtle Cotswold features that Coxhead brought to Northern California. The
beautiful non-symmetrical exterior design that is fitted to the land and view was the beginning of what became the First
Bay Area Tradition that evolved into Second and Third Bay Area Traditions taught at the University of California,
Berkeley, and practiced by the most heralded Bay Area architects. The importance of the house to the evolution of local
architecture cannot be overemphasized.

[ believe the nomination papers are well done and the Ermnest Coxhead’s Residence & Studio should be included in the
Nationai register of Historic Places.

Thank you for your attention to the remarkable and still beautifully functioning personal home of Ernest Coxhead.

best regards,

Nancy Pelosi
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April 11, 2017

State Historic Preservation Officer Julianne Polanco
California State Office of Historic Preservation

1725 23" Street Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95816-7100

Attn: Registration Unit

Dear Ms. Polanco;

It is my understanding that State Historian |, Amy Crain, who is reviewing the nomination
package for the Ernest Coxhead House to National Register of Historic Places, is requesting
proof of copyright permissions to use photographs from my archives and my published work.
Please accept this letter as that proof and proof that | support the use of images from my archives

and images of full page images from my published work to support the Ernest Coxhead House
nomination package.

{

Richard Longstreth, Ph.D.

Cc: Amy Crain via email

Richard Longstreth _
Professor of American Civilization m George Washington University
2108 G Street, Room 202
wi@gwu.edu . m 202-994-6098
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NPS Form 10-800 ) . OUME No. 1024-0018
United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts. See instructions in National Register
Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form. 1f any item does not apply to the property being
documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable." For functions. architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only
categories and subcategories from the instructions.

1. Name of Property

Historic name: Coxhead. Emest Residence and Studio

Other names/site number: None

Name of related multiple property listing: N/A

(Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing

2. Location

Street & number: 2421 Green Street
City or town: San Francisco State: California  County: San Francisco
Not For Publication: Vicinity:

3. State/Federal Agency Certification _
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,

I hereby certify that this __ nomination ___ request for determination of eligibility meets
the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.

In my opinion, the property _ meets ___ does not meet the National Register Criteria. 1
recommend that this property be considered significant at the following
level(s) of significance:

__ national ___statewide __local
Applicable National Register Criteria:

A B C D

Signature of certifying official/Title: Date

State or Federal agency/bureau or Tribal Government

In my opinion, the property ___ meets ___ does not meet the National Register criteria.

Signature of commenting official: Date

Title : State or Federal agency/bureau
or Tribal Government
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National Park Service / National Re  :r of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-900 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

4. National Park Service Certification

I hereby certify that this property is:

__entered in the National Register ;
__determined eligible for the National Register
__determined not eligible for the National Register
. removed from the National Register

___ other (explain:)

Signature of the Keeper Date of Action

5. Classification
Ownership of Property

(Check as many boxes as apply.)
Private: X

Public — Local

Public — State

Public — Federal

Category of Property
(Check only one box.)

Building(s) X

District

Site

Structure

Object

Sections 1-6 page 2
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United States Depanmént of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-960 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

Number of Resources within Property
(Do not include previously listed resources in the count)

Contributing * Noncontributing
1 buildings
sites
structures
objects
1 0 Total
Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register 0

6. Function or Use

Historic Functions

(Enter categories from instructions.)
DOMESTIC/single family dwelling

Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions.)
DOMESTIC/single family dwelling

7. Description

Architectural Classification
(Enter categories from instructions)

Shingle Style - Late Victorian Period
Arts & Crafts - First Bay Tradition

Sections 1-6 page 3
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-900 CMB No. 1024-0018

Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA

Name of Property County and State
Materials:

(Enter categories from instructions)

Foundation: Exposed common brick. running bond
Walls: Wood framed. cedar shingles. redwood trim

Entry Portico: Cement plaster over brick
Roofing: Western Red Cedar Shingles

Narrative Description

(Describe the historic and current physical appearance and condition of the property. Describe
contributing and noncontributing resources if applicable. Begin with a summary paragraph that briefly
describes the general characteristics of the property, such as its location, type, style, method of
construction, setting, size, and significant features. Indicate whether the property has historic integrity.)

Summary Paragraphs

The Coxhead Residence and Studio was designed by California architect Ernest Albert Coxhead and built
in 1893 as his personal residence and studio in which he lived with his family while he practiced
architecture in San Francisco. Coxhead’s own residence is the quintessential example of his genius.
Acknowledged as forefather of the regional design mode “First Bay Area Tradition”, he was a master in
manipulating architectural elements and also fusing Arts & Crafts with native materials. His work, his
own home as a striking exemplar, evolved into residential architectural design practiced by important
architects in Northern California ever since the 1890s.

The house is located on a steep narrow mid-block 25 by 137 foot lot at 2421 Green Street at the juncture of
the Pacific Heights and Cow Hollow Districts in San Francisco. It is a three-story, wood-framed building
clad in red cedar shingles trimmed with painted redwood Arts & Crafts fenestration and trim. It has a
rectangular plan with steeply pitched roofs and articulated dormers and ribbons of windows facing San
Francisco Bay and neighboring gardens. The staircase from the street is integrated into the articulated
cement plastered brick foundation that connects the western side of the house to the steep urban site while
hiding the classical entry from street view.

The rear garden is contiguous with the garden of the Casebolt House, San Francisco Landmark 51. The
beautifully landscaped garden is neatly hardscaped with original brick. The garden and space between it
and the house faces south with unobstructed light or fog reflected sunlight from South, East, and West.
The building is a short walk to the Presidio of San Francisco, a National Historic Landmark District. The
Ernest Coxhead House is in outstanding original condition, including its strategically placed Cotswold
features. It survived the 1906 earthquake and fire intact and retains an unusually high degree of historic
integrity.

Section 8 page 4
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-800 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

Narrative Description

Ernest Coxhead’s Residence and Studio is one of the first and finest examples of Late Victorian Shingle
Style, also known as the Bay Area Shingle Style (see Coxhead’s Julian Waybur House, NRHP 11000143)
and architecture of the First Bay (Area) Tradition. This property has been written about in notable books
including the scholarly work of Richard Longstreth (architectural historian and professor at George
Washington University where he directs the historic preservation program). His book, On the Edge of the
World, covers four architects at the turn of the 20th century (Ermest Coxhead, Willis Polk, A,C.
Schweinfurth, and Bernard Maybeck). The house is also featured in the important book Shingle Styles by
Leland M. Roth (doctorate Art History, Yale Univ.; Marion Dean Ross Professor of Architectural History
at the University of Oregon) with extensive photographs by Bret Morgan, the consummate American
architectural photographer. Shingle Styles "...celebrates one of America's most original and beautiful
idioms--the Shingle Style.” It features 30 of "...the nation's finest examples of Shingle architecture.”

Of the 30 buildings chosen by Roth/Morgan from the entire United States, significantly only two of those
buildings featured architects’ own homes: Frank Lloyd Wright's home in Illinois and Ernest Coxhead's
residence in California. In those 30 of "the nation's finest examples" (including Theodore Roosevelt's
Sagamore Hill and Greene and Greene's iconic Gamble House in Pasadena), 12 are by California architects
and of those only Coxhead and Maybeck have two buildings featured. Maybeck, who briefly worked for
Coxhead and was directly influenced by him, in turn influenced Julia Morgan and later Joseph Esherick
(of the Third Bay Tradition). Conclusive evidence of Coxhead’s contemporary rustic wooden houses
influencing Maybeck is reflected in Maybeck’s first independent commission in 1895 for Berkeley’s
Charles Keeler, author of “The Simple Home”, 1904 (Limerick in Winter, pgs. 52-53). In Shingle Styles,
Prof, Roth wrote: “...in the intertwined careers and work of Polk, Coxhead, Maybeck, Schweinfurth,
Morgan and others the use of shingles as an expression of bohemian creativity and artistic freedom would
be introduced to San Francisco and around the Bay Area, establishing a regional tradition that would
flourish for several generations.” (Roth, p. 34). This can last be seen in the most recently built of the 30
American buildings featured by Roth/Morgan that was designed by Esherick (“Fourest” 1957) as well as
the other houses of the Third Bay Tradition exemplified by many residences at Sea Ranch by William
Turnbull and Esherick, notably including Esherick’s own brick and shingle house at 75 Black Point Reach.

This new regional design at that time was considered an answer to Coxhead’s close friend architect Willis
Polk’s call for an intelligent expression for a house of moderate cost. Coxhead answered the call and
showcased his ideas in his own residence on a narrow, deep lot at 2421 Green Street. The street frontage
faces north with natural San Francisco Bay breezes cooling the house with carefully positioned windows
and steeply pitched dormers grounded on brick foundation walls integrating the house to the site as an
exemplary piece of Coxhead's residential architecture where "...his rustic aerie survives...an enchanted
little world of domestic delight.” (Roth, p.128). Largely because of this important residence, Prof. Roth
calls Coxhead "...one of the most enigmatic, but masterful architects the new idiom." (Roth, p.31)

This house is one of Coxhead’s nineteenth century San Francisco buildings that survived the devastating
1906 San Francisco earthquake and fire and it features many of the wistful English architectural details
that were featured in Coxhead’s Church of St. John the Evangelist at 15™ and Julian Streets (Figure 3) that
was destroyed by dynamiting to block the fire caused by ruptured gas lines in the 1906 tragedy. In
addition to the respected and influential books by Roth/Morgan and Longstreth, the house at 2421 Green is
listed in the Junior League of San Francisco’s “Here Today” files and is referenced in the associated book
as a significant contributor to the character of San Francisco (Olmsted, p. 329).

Section 8 page 5
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NPS Form 10-800 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA .
Name of Property County and State

The shingled architectural details of the Arts and Crafts vernacular that Coxhead features in this property
profoundly influenced designs by Bay Area architects including Bernard Maybeck, Julia Morgan, Willis
Polk and other practitioners of an architectural style that became known as Bay Area Shingle Style or the
“Bay Tradition School of Regional Modern design™ as described by architectural historian and
preservation planner Mary Brown (see bibliography). Her work for the California Office of Historic
Preservation starting with the First Bay Tradition followed by the Second and Third Bay Traditions as
described below:

First Bay Tradition (late 1880s to early 1920s):

First Bay Tradition buildings are characterized by:

-Sensitivity to their surroundings and the unique requirements of the site and client.

-Natural materials, particularly redwood and red cedar shingles

-Modern building methods and materials blended with witty historic details

-Emphasis on craftsmanship, volume, form, and asymmetry.

Followed by influenced architects Henry Hill, William Wurster, William Merchant, and Gardner Dailey in
the Second Bay Tradition:

Second Bay Tradition (1928-1942):
Second Bay Tradition was basically a rustic but contemporary style using redwood post and beam
construction.

Followed by more recently influenced architects Charles Moore, Joseph Esherick and William Turnbull in
the Third Bay Tradition

Third Bay Tradition (1945-1980):

Third Bay Tradition is a hybrid architecture of modern and vernacular styles that had its roots in the
greater San Francisco Bay Area, best known group of more recent examples are at Sea Ranch on the
Mendonoma Coast in Sonoma County.

Site and Setting

The site is a compact sloping urban lot (Figure 2, Figure 13) on the steep slope of Green Street between
Scott and Pierce Streets at the juncture of districts known as “Pacific Heights” and “Cow Hollow” in San
Francisco with Eastern and Western exposures on the side yards and a Northern exposure at the street

- frontage with views of San Francisco Bay and its islands. The block was subdivided after Casebolt’s Cow
Hollow house (Landmark 51) at 2727 Pierce was built in 1867. Coxhead carefully positioned windows in
his house to capture views of the descending slope. The site has a Southern rear yard that captures direct
sunlight nurturing a garden that backs onto neighboring gardens creating a park like setting at the back of
the house. One of the neighboring gardens is for the Casebolt House.

The site with its narrow street frontage allowed Coxhead to showcase one of his design trademarks:

A tower facade. This design maximizes the views of the San Francisco Bay from within the house. This
design feature is part of his ecclesiastical designs as utilized in his Church of the Angels in Los Angeles
and All Saints Church in Pasadena. Another notable architect of the times, Willis Polk, continued to use
this design feature.

Section 8 page 6
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Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

The elevations of the house emphasize the setting and the way the building transitions from public street to -
private space with simple window articulation and a clustering of classical style elements around the
entrance. Coxhead used a similar design feature, although at the street, in the Charles Murdock House at
2710 Scott Street, another notable house and garden design by Coxhead for close friend Charles Murdock
who was a printer for the works of his friends Bret Harte, Robert Louis Stevenson, John Muir and William
Keith. This leads to the speculation that Coxhead traveled in their circle (Longstreth, p. 132). The
Murdock House can be seen from the garden behind Coxhead’s own house. These writers and their

friends were of immense historical importance in the history of San Francisco.

Architecturally unchanged since the original construction date with only a few necessary modernizations,
the site and setting of this house is elaborately described in Longstreth’s book On The Edge of the World
as being representative of Coxhead’s lead in the shift of architectural design to achieve a dramatic effect
by adapting a cottage to a difficult site as follows:

“By 1893 an important shift occurred in Coxhead’s approach, evident in the adjacent residence built
for himself and his brother Almeric [2421 Green] (Figures 1 and 4). Like the Williams-Polk house, it
exploits a difficult site to achieve a dramatic effect. The design is also a more sophisticated
interpretation of English precedents than was McGauley’s [2423 Green]. The narrow street frontage is
accentuated by a towerlike fagade that has a taut, abstract quality. The bands of little windows set
flush against the surface were probably inspired by recent London work of [Richard Norman] Shaw
and others. However, the composition is more simplified and softened than English models, in keeping
with the building’s size and materials. The west elevation, facing McGauley’s yard, with its dominant
horizontality and rural character, contrasts with the [street] fagade and underscores the transition from
public to private space. Expanses of shingled wall and roof surfaces, interrupted only by the simplest
window articulation, extend from a pivotal clustering of elements grouped around the front door. The
composition may well have been inspired by (Charles) Voysey’s early projects, but Coxhead’s version
is more compact and mannered at its focal point and less regimented elsewhere. Toward the rear, the
house looks somewhat like a Surrey barn that has been remodeled in a straightforward way, lacking the
studied poise of the street fagade (Figure 5, Photo 11). Front and rear are set in opposition, while the
overriding simplicity of detail lends cohesiveness to the whole. Both the imagery and the studied
casualness present in this design owe a major debt to English arts-and-crafts work, which became a
guidepost for Coxhead’s work during the next several years. But neither Coxhead nor Polk considered
the Arts and Crafts Movement to be a discrete entity; instead they appear to have viewed it as a potent
source for expression in rustic design — an updated equivalent of the Shingle Style — that was
appropriate to the design of modest houses.” (Longstreth, p. 128-129)

Representation of the building and its integration with site has been described by other historians as an
interpretation of English architecture into a California style known to influence friends and colleagues
Maybeck, Polk, and Morgan (Weintraub). Historian Coombs’ describes Coxhead’s work this way:

“His concept of spacial organization was repeated in and embellished on his San Francisco house,
which is a suave integration of the shingle style with British domestic planning. On a long narrow site
overlooking the bay, he created an attenuated shingle clad house, which is both dramatically vertical
and well-integrated into the earth. The short end of the house is turned towards the street and here
again, Coxhead used glazed areas as generators of articulation. He plays with differences in window
size to increase the apparent size of the house.” (Coombs)

Section 8 page 7
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Exterior House Details

The building is a unique solution for a house on this type of lot in San Francisco. It is urban in character in
the front and quite relaxed like a freestanding house in the country at the rear. The entry portico and
staircase that join the building with the street (Figure 9) leads one to a classical style front door that
provides an articulated entry into the residence (Photo 15). Architectural historians have written about
this specific design feature and how it brought European design to the San Francisco Bay area: “There is
an ever-changing path up to and through the premises with the entrance reached by a series of winding
steps and landings that become progressively constricted...as if it were an alley in an Italian hill town”
(Longstreth, p. 129) (Figure 8).

The Shingle Style exterior of the house is an exemplary expression of the adaption of Coxhead’s classical
training with local features and materials into a new California architectural style. It is possible that
Coxhead, as architect for the neighboring house to the West that he designed for friend James McGauley
in 1891-1892, discovered the lot for this house (Figure 2) through that commission (Longstreth).

Coxhead could have recognized there would be enough open space on the east and west elevations to glaze
much of these elevations. He then carefully positioned bands of windows to capture San Francisco Bay
views and sunlight from the East and West (probably inspired by recent London work of Richard Norman
Shaw, bringing more English architecture influence to San Francisco). Coxhead also positioned rooftop
dormers on the narrow building to capture the maximum amount of natural light into the interior of the
residence in an urban setting (Photo 12).

These unique (at that time) exterior details have been written about extensively in architectural historian
Leland Roth’s work and depicted as a notable example of this style in his book on Shingle Style
Architecture with photographer Bret Morgan (Figure 7).

Interior House Details

The (in 1893, novel) interior has been studied, described and photographed in numerous historians’ works,
two being architectural historian Weintraub’s work with photographer Weingarten, Bay Area Style:
Houses of the San Francisco Bay Region (Figures 10, 11, 12) and also by architectural historian Leland
Roth with photographer Bret Morgan in their book curating Shingle Style Architecture: Shingle Styles:
Innovation and Tradition in American Architecture 1874-1982 (Figures 14, 15, 16, 17, 18).

The horizontal plan with a long gallery (an English design detail) emphasizes one of the natural features of
the site: its narrowness and depth (Figure 1). Coxhead’s design solution gets the maximum space and
visual interest for the size of the lot. Inside the house, with carefully positioned openings, arched
doorways, and varying ceiling heights emphasizing condensed spaces (Photos 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23)
and carefully positioned exterior windows to capture unique views exclusive to the San Francisco Bay
region (Photos 20 & 22) an interior experience is created that in 1893 defined a new San Francisco Bay
architecture style.

Architectural historian Dr. Richard Longstreth wrote about it extensively in 1983. Longstreth, who
considers this house a very significant house in the architectural history of San Francisco eloquently
describes the interior in his book, On the Edge of the World, and why he considers this house a very
significant house in the history of San Francisco architectural development:

Section 8 page 8
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“A transition occurs at the front door, spatially echoing the change in character between the front and
rear portions of the house. Inside, the emphasis is wholly horizontal. The long gallery, the plan’s one
English component, is unlike its prototypes in that it generates a sense of continuity while dramatizing
the site’s narrow form through variations in space and light (Figure 20). From the dark vestibule the
corridor gradually becomes brighter, expanding into a glazed bay that serves as a secondary sitting
area, with borrowed vista of McGauley’s yard. The gallery brightens further at the end, where
windows on two sides open into a secluded garden. In the other direction the space unfolds more
rapidly, lapping down a broad turn of steps in a circuitous path to the living room. Although the stair is
directly opposite the entrance, it is encased so as not to interrupt the horizontal emphasis. The living
room is unusually large for a house of this size and is made even more expansive by grandly scaled
redwood paneling and beams (Figure 21). The living room windows are placed only at the corners,
and each one is at a different height. Like a periscope, the highest window bank catches a segment of
the McGauley house. At the far corner, the platform and attendant bench offer an observation deck
from which to view houses across the street and catch glimpses of the Bay beyond. Paralleling the
Williams-Polk house interiors, the sequence and manipulation of each zone imply an extension of
space, mitigating the property’s narrow confines.” (Longstreth, p. 130-131)

What is surmised to be the studio room (Photos 31 & 32) for Coxhead’s drafting studio is on the top floor
at the front of the house facing the street. It is naturally lit with North and East facing windows
overlooking the street with views of the San Francisco Bay in the distance. It has wooden floors, typical
for an architect’s studio, and has a small footprint. Its size is amplified with a vaulted ceiling with exposed
trusses. A hearth at the South entrance to the room with an adjacent warming bench is located by a British
style ship’s door that can be closed for privacy.

Considering the number of historians who have written about this work in books and papers and have had
their work published locally, nationally, and internationally, this property accomplishes everything
Coxhead was trying to achieve in his new style of residential architecture in 1893. As one of first examples
of the First Bay Tradition (Brown) and the Bay Area Shingle Style the details built here are designed and
built in Coxhead’s other notable works including the Julian Waybur House, the Murdock House, and the
John Kilgarif House among others.

Alterations

Few alterations have been made since the house was originally constructed. A North living room window
was added, presumably by Coxhead to emphasize the view of San Francisco Bay because only early
photos immediately following construction do not show this window, (Longstreth, p. 128).

Maintenance and minor modernization that do not alter the house’s physical appearance or plan have been

done to keep the house in compliance with code and to preserve its functionality as a notable house in one
of the first neighborhoods in San Francisco to be functional with indoor plumbing, gas, and electricity.

Section 8 page 9
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Integrity

The Ermest Coxhead Residence and Studio and its integration into the unique site and setting captures the
essence of what Coxhead designed as one of the first Bay Area Shingle Style (see Julian Waybur House)

houses, also known as the First Bay Tradition (Brown) and it retains excellent historic integrity to convey
the property’s significance.

The house remains in its original location and the original Coxhead design is fully intact and retains its
physical materials and aspects of construction from the period of significance. High quality workmanship
is evident in the interior details of the fireplaces, millwork, art glass, windows, and doors. Carefully '
positioned windows that can be opened capture views of neighboring San Francisco City Landmark
Casebolt House at 2727 Pierce, views of San Francisco Bay, and the sounds of the fog homs from the
Golden Gate to give one a complete sense of the uniqueness of the place. These features and the design
features of the house and its urban garden convey Coxhead’s unique architectural design theories in 1893
that evolved into what is known today as Bay Area Shingle Style.

8. Statement of Significance

Applicable National Register Criteria
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register
listing.)

A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history.

B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.

% C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or
represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual
distinction.

D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Section 8 page 10
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Criteria Considerations
(Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.)

A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes

. Removed from its original location

B
C. A birthplace or grave
D

. A cemetery

t

A reconstructed building, object, or structure

F. A commemorative property

G. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years

Areas of Significance
(Enter categories from instructions.)
ARCHITECTURE

Period of Significance
1890-1924

Significant Dates
1892-1893

Significant Person
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.)

Section § page 11

2850



United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form
NPS Form 10-900 OMB No. 1024-0018

Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property - County and State

Cultural Affiliation
N/A

Architect/Builder
Coxhead. Emest Albert

Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes level of
significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any applicable criteria
considerations.)

The Ernest Coxhead Residence and Studio is eligible for the National Register at the local level of
significance under Criterion C in the area of Architecture as the exemplary work of European trained

“master architect Ernest Albert Coxhead who contributed to a unique American style of Architecture. A
mentor for many California architects, Ernest Coxhead built the house as his private family residence in
San Francisco with the assistance of his brother Almeric Coxhead who managed his business (Longstreth,
p- 128).

The house is an outstanding example of the way Coxhead merged Victorian and Arts & Crafts
architectural styles, popular at that time, with English and European Revival Styles to create a new form of
contemporary American architecture, the Bay Area Shingle Style. Coxhead drew heavily from historic
English precedent and he also looked to work of his English contemporaries but in this house, his own
home, he showcased his ideas for creating exceptional design on what most considered a difficult site to
build and an excuse for moderate architecture: a narrow city lot.

Coxhead was responsive to the site, a type of site that was characteristic of the San Francisco Bay Area at
that time. Along with Willis Polk, Coxhead created entertaining responses to the pronounced irregularities
of the Bay Area’s terrain, maximizing views of the natural features of the San Francisco Bay Area from
the property, a design technique then beginning to be embraced in the Bay Area in 1893. This design is the
embodiment of natural simplicity adapted to a complex site. The period of significance is 1893, the year of
construction (Longstreth).

Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of significance.)

This unique property was one of the first examples of Bay Area Shingle Style Architecture, or First Bay
Tradition (Brown), and was the personal residence and showcase for these ideas for English Architect,
Ernest Albert Coxhead.
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Ernest Coxhead, biography, related to this Eronertvi

This house was owned by Emest Coxhead (1863-1933) (Figures 6 [at the house] and Figure 23) was a
English, European trained architect who arrived in California just before the turn of the twentieth century.
Ernest, the fourth of six children, was born in the Sussex coastal town of Eastbourne and raised in a family
of moderate means. His father was a schoolmaster in Hampstead, and later a lodging-house keeper in
Sussex coastal towns. At fifteen Coxhead began working for a local civil engineer, George Wallis, doing
public works projects in Eastbourne.

In 1883 Coxhead attended the Royal Academy of Fine Arts in London and in November 1886 he was

elected an associate of the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) where he won the Silver Medal for

drawing. The time Coxhead spent at the Academy gave him the most thorough preparation in architecture

then available in England. Richard Phene Spiers, master at the Academy and classically trained at the

Ecole des Beaux Arts in France, led Coxhead’s training in the theory that buildings should rationally
-express their function and materials, a key theory used in the design of this property.

Upon conclusion of his studies at the Academy, Coxhead left England for the United States. He opened an
office in Los Angeles assisted by his older brother in 1887. Almeric took charge of the firm’s business
affairs with his promise of work from the Episcopal diocese designing their churches and the promise of
work in California as the new Eden. (Longstreth, p. 51).

In 1889, by then a well-established designer of churches in southern California, Coxhead moved to San
Francisco with his brother Almeric with commissions to design more churches, and the promise of
commissions in public and residential architecture for wealthy emerging civic leaders and philanthropists:
an opportunity to create a new style of architecture. In 1893 he designed and built this house with a studio
for himself and his family at 2421 Green Street in San Francisco. As his personal residence, he
presumably used it to express his ideas and training in architectural design and to showcase his new design
theories and ideas using local materials for friends, colleagues, and clients to see and is an excellent
example of the start of the Bay Area Shingle Style. This property provides a lead in directing Bay Area
culture away from the Victorian Era into the Modern. At that time in this property Coxhead with his
European training had a fresh environment to explore a new style of architectural design with colleagues
and young architects including Bernard Maybeck, Willis Polk, and A.C. Schweinfurth among others.

One of his first commissions in San Francisco was the California adaptation of classical design in a
church, St. John the Evangelist, 1890-91, (Figure 3). This building was unfortunately lost in the fire
following the 1906 earthquake but some of the features of this church were used in this property (the
interpretation of classical design, the tower-like fagade and maximizing views of the San Francisco Bay,
for example).

During Coxhead’s time living at this property he was inspired to organize and direct the A.E.F. School of
Architecture for members of the United States armed forces stationed in France from 1918 to 1919 (UC
Berkeley Environmental Design Archives), presumably teaching design research studied while living at
this house.
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Coxhead & Coxhead, the firm

As most architect’s own homes are, it was used as an example of Coxhead & Coxhead’s work, and
presumably a studio where Coxhead & Coxhead designs were developed.

Ernest Coxhead started working with his older brother Almeric in January 1887 in Los Angeles,
California. Almeric ran the business affairs leaving Ernest to focus on architecture and design.

Coxhead’s commissions included churches, residences, public buildings and schools with one of his
primary sponsors being the Reverend of the Swendenborgian Church Joseph Worcester for whom he built
churches and residences, all expressing the unique characteristics of the natural materials available in the
San Francisco Bay area and simplicity of design. The Coxhead office moved to the Hearst Building in San
Francisco in the early 1890s and transitioned from ecclesiastical architecture to residential architecture at
that time. A partial list of some of the more notable commissions are listed below. This list has been
compiled from a number of sources, primarily through the research work of Longstreth and Weinstein as
noted in the bibliography. With few office records remaining—Coxhead’s downtown San Francisco office
was destroyed in the 1906 earthquake and fire—a complete list of Coxhead’s work may never be
compiled.

Churches

Church of St. Augustine-by-the-Sea, 12274th St., Santa Monica, 1887 (d)

Church of the Ascension, St. Louis Street, Los Angeles, 1887

All Saints Episcopal Church, Euclid Ave., Pasadena, 1888

Church of the Epiphany, Altura St., Los Angeles, 1888

Church of the Messiah, Bush St., Santa Ana, 1888

First Presbyterian Church, 3rd and Arizona St., Santa Monica, 1888

First English Lutheran Church, 8th and Flower St., Los Angeles1888 (d)

Christ Episcopal Church, Santa Clara and Grand, Alameda, 1889

First Congregational Church, 6™ and Hill, Los Angeles, 1889

Memorial Church of the Angels, Avenue 64, Los Angeles, 1889

St. John’s Episcopal Church, El Dorado and Miner, Stockton, 1889

St. John’s Episcopal Church, Guild Hall, El Dorado and Miner, Stockton, 1889(a)

Chapel of St. John the Evangelist Episcopal Church, 1860 S. Chelton Rd., Monterey, 1890 (Figure 24)
Chapel of St. Mary the Virgin, Filbert, between Filmore and Steiner, San Francisco, 1890
Chapel of the Holy Innocents, 455 Fair Oaks, San Francisco, 1890

Church of St. John the Evangelist, 15™ and Julian Streets, San Francisco, 1890 (d) (Figure 3)
St. John’s Episcopal Church, 5th and C Streets, Petaluma, 1890

Church of the Advent, 1 1" Street, San Francisco, 1891, (Figure 25) (d)

First English Lutheran Church, 16th and J, Sacramento, 1891(d)

St. James Episcopal Church, Paso Robles, 1891

St. Peter’s Episcopal Church, Jefferson and Elm, Red Bluff, 1891

Trinity Church, 1668 Bush St., San Francisco, 1891

St. Luke’s Church, Van Ness and Clay, San Francisco, 1896

Chapel, Church Divinity School of the Pacific, San Mateo, 1901 (d)
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Public and Civic Buildings

Luning Building, Market, Drumm, and California Streets, San Francisco, 1892 (d)

Oakland Gas Heat and Lighting Company Building, 13th and Clay, Oakland, 1892 (d)

Beta Theta Pi fraternity house, 2607 Hearst Ave., Berkeley, 1893

Commercial building for Luning Estate, Turk and Larkin, San Francisco, 1893 (d)

Pacific Telephone (originally The Home Telephone Company) headquarters, 333 Grant, San Francisco,
1908

Described as “remarkably modern” and “quirky” Ernest Coxhead’s notable home designs including 2421
Green are elaborately described by David Weinstein in his book with photographer Linda Svendsen
published by Gibbs and Smith, Signature Architects of the San Francisco Bay Area (Figures 26,27, 28,
29, 30):

Residences

Alpheus Sturge House, Thomas Street, Los Angeles, 1888

James McKinley House, West Adams Ave., Los Angeles, 1889 (d)

James Davis House, San Mateo, 1890 (d)

David Greenleaf House, Santa Clara Ave., Alameda, 1891

James McGauley House, 2423 Green, San Francisco, 1891

Andrew Carrigan House, Park Drive, San Anselmo, 1892

E. Wiler Churchill House, Combs Drive, Napa, 1892 (detail, Figure 28)

David Loring House, Channing Way, Berkeley, 1892(d)

Coxhead Family “Country” Residence, NRHP #00000322, 37 East Inez Ave., San Mateo, 1893. (Typical
at that time families had a country residence for the weekends and summer months and city residence to
use during the work week).

William Loy House, Ellsworth Street, Berkeley, 1893 (d)

Charles Murdock House, 2710 Scott Street, San Francisco, 1893 (Figure 32)
George Whittell House, 1271 Caroline Street, Alameda, 1893

Edwin Tobias Earl House, Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, 1894

Gillespie House, 2940 Jackson Street, San Francisco, 1894

Andrew Carrigan House, 96 Park Drive, San Anselmo, 1895

James Brown-Reginald Knight Smith House, 2600 Jackson St., San Francisco, 1895 (Figure 31)
Earl House, Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, 1895

McFarland House, 400 Clayton Street, San Francisco, 1895

Russell Osborn House, 3362 Clay Street, San Francisco, 1896

C.L. Perkins House, 157 Elm, San Mateo, 1896 (d)

John Simpson House, 2520 Vallejo, San Francisco, 1896 (d)

James Ferguson House, 2511 Baker Street, north of Vallejo, San Francisco, 1897
Robert Foute House, 1915 Gough Street, San Francisco, 1897 (d)

Margaret Jones House, 1820 Washington Street, San Francisco, 1897 (d)
Lilienthal Houses, California and Gough, San Francisco, 1897

Alonzo McFarland Apartment House, O’Farrell Street, San Francisco, 1897
Julian Sontag House, 2700 Scott, San Francisco, 1897, extant

Irving Scott House, Pacific Avenue, west of Divisidero, San Francisco, 1899
Sarah Spooner House, San Francisco, 1899-1900
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Charles Dougherty House, Foothill Road, Pleasanton, 1900

Julian Waybur House, 3232 Pacific Ave., San Francisco, 1900, NRHP #11000143.
George Bixby House, Long Beach, 1901

George Stratton House, Hillside Avenue, Berkeley, 1901 (d)

(d) lost, demolished

Ownership of Property

The house was designed and occupied as the architect’s personal residence and presumably also used as a
studio in 1892, and built in 1893. While the house was under construction, Coxhead lived at 2419 (a.k.a.
2417) Green (Longstreth). From 1893-1922 the residence was owned by the Coxhead brothers. Ernest
lived in the home with his wife and three children until 1903. The house was considered a family
residence with various members of the Coxhead family meeting and living there during appropriate
weather until 1922. In 1922 his brother Almeric sold the house to the E.H. Bosquis (a.k.a. Edward
Bosqui) family, a San Francisco painter who sold the house to Reed Hunt a number of years later.

1953 Reed Hunt sold the house to Mr. and Mrs. Francis Carroll.
1968 The James Walker family.
1971 Don and Dian Staley.

1981 Mike and Judy O'Shea. Mike O’Shea was a book artist, painter, and photographer. Judy O’Shea
was a corporate CEQ, writer, and artist.

1989  Philip and Rose Kaufman. Rose, who passed away in 2009, was a writer and a member of the
Motion Picture Academy. Philip Kaufman is a writer, director, and film producer whose films
have received 25 Academy Award nominations and 15 Emmy Award nominations. Three films on
which he is credited have been inducted into the National Film Registry: The Right Stuff, Raiders
of the Lost Ark, and The Outlaw Josey Wales.

Section 8 page 16

2855



United States Depariment of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Fonm 10-900 OB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and Staie

9. Major Bibliographical References
Bibliography (Cite the books. articles. and other sources used in preparing this form.)

Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association: Ernest Coxhead Archi.- Residential Work in
Berkeley. BAFA 1978.

Brostrom. Caitlin Lempres and Richard C. Peters. The Houses of William Waurster: Frames
Jfor Living. New York: Princeton Architectural Press. 2011.

Brown. Mary. “San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design 1935-1970
Historic Context Statement.” www.parks.ca.gov/paces/1054/files/sfmod.pdf . San
Franciseo Planning Department. California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP).
California Department of Parks and Recreation. September 30. 2010.

Brucher. Victoria H. The Architect s Residence. San Francisco. California: Architectural
Heritage. San Francisco: Architectural Heritage. 1973, Reproduction from the Kaufman
Archive: www.lbkarp.com/coxhead/Coxhead Brucher.pdf

Cardwell. Kenneth H.. Bernard Maybeck — Artisan, Architect, Artist. Perigrine Press 1977,

Coombs. Robert, Ernest Coxhead: g British Architect s Influence in California at the Turn of
the Century. Reproduction from the Kaufman Archive:
www,lbkarp.com/coxhead/Coxhead Coombs.pdf.

Coxhead. Mrs. E. Telephone conversations with Mrs. Ernest Coxhead (daughter-in-law).
Miss Mury Coxhead. My. Johwn Beach. Mr. and Mrs. Francis Carroll and San Francisco
Directory Lists 1893-1910:  www.Ibkarp.com/coxhead/1 973MrsECoxhead.pdf

Davey, Peter. Arts and Crafis Architecture. London: Phaidon Press Limited. 1995.

Freudenheim. Lesiie M. and Elisabeth Sussman. Building with Nature. Inspiration for the
Arts & Crafis Home. Salt Lake City: Gibbs Smith Publisher, 1974.

Jones, Frederick, ed.. “San Francisco Architect Founds New School of Architecture in
France.” The Architect and Engineer of California. January 1919. pp. 91-93.

Karp. Lawrence B.. Bernard Mavbeck — Architect in Pursuit of Excellence, University of
California. 1976.

Longstreth. Richard. On the Edge of the World: Four Architects in San Francisco af the Turn
of the Century. Berkeley. Los Angeles. London: University of California Press. 1998
(first published 1983).

Sections ¢ page 17

2856




United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-800 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property i County and State

Lyndon. Donlyn and Jim Alinder: T/e Sca Ranch. Princeton Architectural Press.

McCoy. Esther. Five California Architects. New York: Reinhold. 1960. New York:
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Archival Material

Philip Kaufman Archives.
Richard Longstreth Collection.

Bancroft Collection. University of California at Berkeley. Ernest Coxhead Architectural
Drawings.

Y
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Library, San Francisco Public Library, Handy Block Books of San Francisco, San Francisco:
The Hicks-Judd Company, 1909-10 Edition.

Kathryn Marsh Shaffer AIA Collection.

Lawrence B. Karp & Carol L. Karp AIA Collection.

Previous documentation on file (NPS):

___preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested
___previously listed in the National Register

__previously determined eligible by the National Register

__designated a National Historic Landmark

__recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey #

recorded by Historic American Engineering Record #

recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey #

Primary location of additional data:

State Historic Preservation Office
Other State agency

Federal agency

Local government

University

Other

Name of repository: __U.C. Berkeley: Environmental Design Archives, Ernest
Coxhead Collection. 1919-1988 : Bancroft Collection. Berkeley. California. Berkeley
Architectural Heritage Association: BAHA.

R

Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned):

10. Geographical Data

Acreage of Property _less than one acre

Latitude/Longitude Coordinates

Datum if other than WGS84:

(enter coordinates to 6 decimal places)

1. Latitude: 37.795479 Longitude: -122.439416

Verbal Boundary Description (Describe the boundaries of the property.)
APN 0560027. Property labeled “A.W.S. Coxhead” in the 1909-1910 San Francisco Handy

Block Book, the block bounded by Vallejo Street on the South, Scott Street on the West,
Green Street on the North and Pierce Street on the East (Figure 2).
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Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.)

The building sits on one parcel. The boundary includes the building and the landscapes
historically associated with the building.

11. Form Prepared By

Names/Titles: Lawrence B. Karp. Architect & Carol L. Karp. Architect AIA
Organization: Karp Architects

Street & Number: 100 Tres Mesas

City or Town: Orinda State: CA  Zip Code: 94
e-Mail: [bkekarp.ca & caroldkarp.ca

Telephone: (415) 860-0791

Date: August9.2017

63

h

Additional Documentation

Submit the following items with the completed form:

»  Maps: A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property’s
location.

o Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous
resources. Key all photographs to this map.

e Additional items: (Check with the SHPO. TPO. or FPO for any additional items.)

Photographs

Submit clear and descriptive photographs. The size of each image must be 1600x1200 pixels
(minimum). 3000x2000 preferred. at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger. Key all photographs
to the sketch map. Each photograph must be numbered and that number must correspond to
the photograph number on the photo log. For simplicity. the name of the photographer.
photo date. etc. may be listed once on the photograph log and doesn’t need to be labeled on
every photograph.

Pheto Log

Name of Property:  Coxhead. Ernest. Residence and Studio

City or Vicinity: San Francisco

County: San Francisco

State: California

Photographer: Kathryn M. ShafTer AIA unless noted otherwise

Date Photographed:  March 23, 2017 unless noted otherwise

Description of Photograph(s) and number. include description of view indicating direction of
camera:
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10f32 Ernest Coxhead house, view from the Northwest (front), camera facing southeast,
March 29, 2017.

20f32  North (front) elevation, camera facing south, March 29, 2017.

30f32  Northwest (front elevation), camera facing southeast with neighborhood views,
Lawrence B. Karp photographer, March 16, 2017.

40f32  Aerial, North (front elevation) and roof view, aerial camera facing southeast.
50f32  Aerial, South and East (rear and side elevations), aerial camera facing northwest.
60f32  Aerial, South and East (rear and side elevation), aerial camera facing northwest.
70f32  South (rear elevation) with views of San Francisco Bay, camera facing northeast.
80f32  Aerial photo of entire lot with neighbors and street.

90f32  North and West views, street elevation, Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23,
2017.

10 of 32 Green Street elevation, North (front) elevation, Philip Kaufman photographer,
May 23, 2017.
11 of 32 South Elevation, Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.

12 0f 32 Dormer detail, Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.

13 0f 32  Entry portico, stair, and steep roof details capturing natural light. Philip Kaufman
photographer, May 23, 2017. .

14 of 32 North elevation, studio window on Northeast corner. Philip Kaufman
photographer, May 23, 2017.

150f32 English entrance blended with Shingle Style. Philip Kaufman photographer, May
23,2017.

16 of 32 Dining room. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.
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17 of 32

18 of 32
19 0f 32
20 of 32
21 0f 32

22 0of 32

23 0of 32

24 of 32

25 0f 32

26 of 32
27 of 32

28 of 32

County and State

Dining room with ship’s pass through and corner fireplace. Philip Kaufman
photographer, May 23, 2017.

Ship’s stair. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.

Gallery ceiling with natural light. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.
Attendant bench at window. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.
Fireplace detail. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.

View of Casebolt house and San Francisco skyline from upstairs window. Philip
Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.

Top floor fireplace and ceiling detail. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23,
2017.

Windows and doors to urban garden. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23,
2017.

Dormers naturally light and ventilate upstaifs office. Philip Kaufman
photographer, May 23, 2017.

Interior gallery and fireplace. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.
Interior gallery and ships stair. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.

A dramatic English style comforting hearth. Philip Kaufman photographer, May
23,2017.
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29 0f 32 Modulated ceiling configurations to achieve a dramatic effect around a cozy
hearth. Philip Kaufman photographer, May 23, 2017.

30032 View of the Casebolt House from the Coxhead house garden . Philip Kaufman
photographer, May 23, 2017.

310f32 Interior view of the presumed studio of the house and Northeast corner window
where Coxhead presumably had his drafting table naturally lit with North light
and views of the street and the San Francisco Bay beyond.

32 0f32 Exterior view with the corner Cotswold style window presumably for Ernest
Coxhead’s drafting table on the third floor. The photo shows how the building
design maximizes the street frontage and highlights the narrowness of the lot.

© 2017 by Lawrence B. Karp — Architect & Carol L. Karp — Architect AIA

This document, and the research, ideas, designs, photographs and illustrations
incorporated therein, are instruments of professional service. They are the
property of Lawrence B. Karp & Carol L. Karp and they are not to be used in
whole or part on any other project or in any other document without the express
written authority of Lawrence B. Karp & Carol L. Karp.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic
Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.
Response to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended
(16 U.S.C.460 et seq.).

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 100 hours per response including
time for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form. Direct comments
regarding this burden estimate or any aspect of this form to the Office of Planning and Performance Management. U.S. Dept.
of the Interior, 1849 C. Street, NW, Washington, DC.
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Location Map

Latitude: 37.795479 Longitude: -122.439416
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Figure 1. Floor Plan, drawn by Howard Moise (Longstreth)
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Figure 2. Pre-construction, looking north, 1892; Coxhead lot center, McGauley House left. San
Francisco Bay in the distance (Kaufman Archives. photographer unknown)

Figure 3. Church of St. John the Evangelist. San Francisco, 1890-91, featuring tower facades
and steeply pitched roofs also featured in The Ernest Coxhead Residence and Studio,
destroyed 1906 (Longstreth. p. 97, photographer unknown) .
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Figure 4. Emest Coxhead house, 1893 (during construction, left) James McGauley house, 1892
(right) (Longstreth, p. 128, photographer unknown)

(ean v memmaes o

Figure 5. Coxhead house, uphill, rear view, of the West and South elevations, 1893, during
construction (Longstreth, p. 128, courtesy John Beach, photographer unknown)
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Figure 6. “Coxhead with his daughter in the garden of their San Francisco house. ca. 1900
(courtesy John Beach).”(Longstreth. p. 4).

Figure 7. “Emest Coxhead’s House. San Francisco. California, 1893...thanks to his work and
education Coxhead possessed a solid grounding in classical design, with its emphasis on a clear
expression of the building program and its emphasis on proportions.” Excerpt from Shingle
Styles: Innovation and Tradition in American Architecture 1874 to 1982 (Roth/Morgan © 1999,
pages 124-129)
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Figure 8. “In his own residence there is an ever-changing path up to and through the premises.”
(1977. Longstreth, photographer, p. 130)
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Figure 9. Front Elevation, drawn by Howard Moise (Longstreth)
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Figure 10. Architectural historians have highlighted features of this house in their work.
Fireplace by front door opens to wide hall (left); redwood gallery from foyer to rear
garden (right). From Bay Area Style: Houses of the San Francisco Bay Region
(Weingarten/Weintraub © 2004)

Figure 11. Dining room (left); Bedroom (center); Stairwell (right), from Bay Area Style: Houses
of the San Francisco Bay Region (Weingarten/Weintraub © 2004)
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Figure 12. Dining room with garden views, from Bay Area Style: Houses of the Smiq Francisco
Bay Region (Weingarten/Weintraub © 2004) :

Figure 13. One of the narrowest lots in San Francisco, California: Sanborn Map Company,
Volume. 3, 1913, Sheet 273. 2421 Green noted with arrow. Coxhead’s design “exploits a
difficult site to create a dramatic effect” (Longstreth, p. 128).
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Figure 14. A functional fireplace at rear of long gallery for light and heat, from Shz’ingle Styles:
Innovation and Tradition in American Architecture 1874 to 1982 (Roth/Morgan ©
1999) z

Figure 15. Living room, from Shingle Styles. Innovation and T radition in Americah
Architecture 1874 1o 1982 (Roth/Morgan © 1999) 3
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Figure 16. At the rear of the long gallery, from Shingle Styles: Innovation and Tradition in
American Architecture 1874 to 1982 (Roth/Morgan © 1999)

Figure 17. “The narrow site gave rise to some unusual innovations...with two hearths
introduced, this gallery divides itself into separate sitting areas” (Roth/Morgan, p.
128), Shingle Styles: Innovation and Tradition in American Architecture 1874 to

1982 (Roth/Morgan).
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Figure 18. “The tiny staircase demonstrates Coxhead’s skill in turning the exigencies of a
narrow lot to a picturesque advantage.” (Roth/Morgan, p. 128)
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Figure 19. Unique exposed truss details. first experimented with in the studio of the Emest
Coxhead Residence and Studio (Photo 29) becomes a featured detail in a project for Frank
Washington built at few years later in Mill Valley, California (Longstreth. p. 171).
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Figure 20.  Gallery. from On the Edge of the World: Four Architects in San Francisco at the
Turn of the Century (Longstreth © 1989)

Figure 21. Living room, from On the Edge of the World: Four Architects in San Francisco at the
Turn of the Century (Longstreth © 1989)
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Figure 22. Street fagade, featured in the book Bay Area Style: Houses of the San F rancisco Bay
Region (Weingarten/Weintraub © 2004)
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Figure 23. Emest Coxhead (1863-1933). from Signature Architects of the San Francisco Bay
Area (Weinstein/Svendsen © 2006)
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Figure 24. St. John’s Episcopal Church. Monterey (1891). from Signature Architects of the San
Francisco Bay Area (Weinstein/Svendsen © 2006)

Figure 25. Church of the Advent, San Francisco (1891-92). from On the Edge of thf% World.:
Four Architects in San Francisco at the Turn of the Century (Longstreth © 1989)
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Figure 26. Julian Waybur House, San Francisco (2006), from Signature Architects of the San
Francisco Bay Area (Weinstein/Svendsen © 2006). A classical entrance with similar
characteristics to Coxhead’s own personal residence at 2421 Green.

A bglgsny takes the shape of the staircase within the San Fraacisce hovse

Figure 27. Churchill House, Coombs Drive, Napa, California, (2006), from Signature Architects
of the San Francisco Bay Area (Weinstein/Svendsen © 2006). Another classical
entrance experimenting with shingles and classical columns, details first featured in
Coxhead’s own residence at 2421 Green in San Francisco.
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Figure 28. Innovative diamond shingle pattern discussed in Signature Architects of the San
Francisco Bay Area (Weinstein/Svendsen © 2006), a detail Coxhead developed in his
own house first.

Figure 29. An example of Coxhead’s “remarkably modern™ and “quirky” interpretation of
English Architecture to a California site, from Signarure Architects of the San
Francisco Bay Area (Weinstein/Svendsen © 2006)
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Figure 30. Stunning features of the Bay Area Shingle Style that started in Ernest Coxhead’s
own house are repeated in the country Churchill House constructed at the same time
in Napa, California and is written about extensively in the book Signature
Archilects of the San Francisco Bay Area (Weinstein/Svendsen © 2006)
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Figure 31. James Brown-Reginald Knight Smith house. 1895 (2017, photographer, Shaffer).
A Coxhead house in San Francisco. This figure serves as a comparative analysis of Coxhead’s
training as an English architect and his ability to interpret it into a new California style of
architecture making Coxhead one of the most influential architects in a developing geographic
area at the turn of the twentieth century.

Sections 9 page 435

2884




United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-800 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

Figure 32. Charles Murdock House. San Francisco. 1893. an example of how Coxhead used
his house to show examples of his design ideas that clients continued to use and replicate. Like
the Emest Coxhead Residence and Studio, the shingle style Murdock House also features an
English entrance. steeply pitched roofs and a corner bay window to capture the San Francisco
Bay view from the inside of the house (Longstreth, p. 132-33).

Sections 9 page 46

2885




United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-900 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

Figure 33.  Emest Coxhead. signature and business titleblock from the specifications for
“Residence at Woodside, Calif” in the early 1900s (Source: The Bancroft Library. University of
California, Berkeley).
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Photos 2017

Photo 1 of 32. Ernest Coxhead house. view from the Northwest, capturing West sunlight.

Photo 2 of 32. Ernest Coxhead’s own house (left) with Coxhead’s James McGauley house
(1891) represented an “important shift in Coxhead’s approach” (Longstreth)).
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Photo 3 of 32. Bands of windows capturing views and light in an urban setting.
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Photo 5 of 32. Dormers capture views and light.
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Photo 7 of 32. Capturing expansive views of the natural features of the San Francisco Bay area.
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Photo 9 of 32. Ernest Coxhead house, exploiting the use of dormers to achieve a dramatic effect
and increase light and air into the intertor (2017, Philip Kaufman, photographer)
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Photo 10 of 32. (May 2017, Philip Kaufman. photographer)
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Photo 11 of 32. Ernest Coxhead Residence and Studio, rear (South) view, May 2017 (Philip
Kaufman, photographer)
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Photo 13 of 32. Exterior. “an ever-changing path up to and through the premises...as if it were
an alley in an [talian hill town™(Longstreth, p.129), May 2017 (Philip Kaufman,
photographer)

Photo 14 of 32. Front. North facade faces the street and provides natural light for the Living
Room and upstairs studio, May 2017 (Philip Kaufman, photographer)
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Photo 15 of 32. English Classical style front entrance, May 2017(Philip Kaufman,
photographer). A typical Coxhead detail, interpreting classical details into a new Bay
Area Style Architecture in 1893.
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Photo 16 of 32. Dining room with garden view and views of the neighboring Casebolt House
and McGauley House gardens. May 2017 (Philip Kaufman, photographer).

Photo 17 of 32. Dining room with corner fireplace and ship pass through window to interior
gallery, May 2017 (Philip Kaufman, photographer).

Sections 9 page 37

2896




United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-€00 OMB No. 1024-0018
Coxhead, Ernest, Residence and Studio San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

Photo 18 of 32. With narrow nautical. ship-like quality: a ships stair to third floor, May
2017(Philip Kaufman. photographer).

Photo 19 of 32. Ceiling, stair and interior details. an ever changing path with nautical ship like
qualities, May 2017 (Philip Kaufman. photographer).
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Photo 20 of 32. “Attendant bench offer an observation deck from which to view houses across
the street and catch glimpses of the San Francisco Bay beyond...”(Longstreth). May
2017 (Philip Kaufman. photographer).

Photo 21 of 32. A well designed gallery, the plan’s one English component, with a fireplace at
the end. The length of the gallery emphasized in the mirror reflection. May 2017 (Philip
Kaufman, photographer).
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Photo 22 of 32. View of the neighboring Casebolt House (San Francisco City Landmark) and
garden and the hills of San Francisco beyond. May 2017 (Philip Kaufman.
photographer).
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Photo 23 of 32. Varying ceiling heights, floor transitions, and a comforting hearth, May 2017
(Philip Kaufman, photographer).

Photo 24 of 32. Southwest doors provide a naturally lit view to the garden and neighboring
gardens beyond, May 2017(Philip Kaufman, photographer).
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Photo 25 of 32. A well lit dormer provides natural light into an office, May 2017(Philip
Kaufman, photographer).

Photo 26 of 32. Windows naturally light the galley with a glimpse of one of the fireplaces, May
2017 (Philip Kaufman, photographer). '
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Photo 27 of 32. Interior gallery. ships stairs. varying ceiling heights create the best design for
the narrow urban lot, directing the eye toward views beyond (May 2017, Philip
Kaufman, photographer)
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Photo 28 of 32. A dramatic hearth well designed in English proportions and illuminated with
natural light. '

Photo 29 of 32. Modulated ceiling configurations to achieve a dramatic effect around a cozy
hearth.
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Photo 30 of 32. One of Coxhead’s classic design features in this project maximizes the creation
of an urban garden and capturing the views of neighboring gardens, views of San
Francisco beyond and natural light. rain and air to nurture the garden.

Photo 31 of 32. Northeast window presumably from where Coxhead had his studio and drafting
table with views of San Francisco and Northem light.
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Photo 32 of 32. Northeast facade with 3™ floor Cotswold style window presumably from where
Coxhead had his studio and drafting table with views of San Francisco and Northern

light.
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A PAIR

COXHEADS

His own home and the
one next door show his
English influences

Bv Brivaer Marey

WO NOTEWORTHY Houses along

the south side of Green Streer,

where it slopes steeply toward the
crest at Seotr, emulate the craftsmanship of
the English townhouses and rural eottages
that influenced their design,

The Jarnes MeGauley House, Jocated ar
2423 Green Street, was built in 1891, two
vears before its neighbor at 2421 Green
Sueer, Both were designed by architect
Ernest Coxhead, a British transplant. The
house at 2421 Green was Coxhead’s own,
which he shared with his brother, Alracric.
Around the corner at 2710 Scotr Streer,
the Charles Murdock house, also built in
1893, rounds out the grouping. This set
of residences reflects Coxhead’s transition
from his earlier ecclesiastical wock 1o the
residential projects that shaped the second
phase of his California carcer.

-

Leaving England rogether, Emest and
Admeric Coxhead opened an architeetueal
office in Los Angeles in early 1887, Almeric

LANDMARKS

H

was the business manager, while Emest
was the primary designer. For the next
several yeacs, u serics of commissions for
the Episcopal Church, which was expand-
g throughowr California, occupied their
partnership. Before immigeating, Emest
had apprenticed with a Londan architect
knoswn for extensive work with church res-
toration. The London ceclesiastical projeces
clearly influenced his subsequent Califor-
nia designs,

By 1890, the brothers had relocated 10
San Francisco. Remarkably, in thac year
Ernest designed rhree San Frandisco Epis-

copal churches: the Church of Su fohn
the Evangelist, perhaps the grandest of his
Califomia church projects, which sat at the
carnet of 15th and Julisn Streets in the
Mission, and was destroyed bv the 1906
fire; the Church of St Mary rhe Virgin, ur
Union aad Stsiner Srreets, just a tow hlocks
from his early restdences; and the Chapel
of the Holy Innocents on Fair Oaks Streer
in the Mission,

The follewing year, amid continued
ecclesiastical wark, Ernest secured the
MaGauley commission, His 1891 house for
his friend James McGauley, a banker, refied

Coxhead’s own
home at 2421
Green (teft} and
his design next
door at 2423
Green would
have been new
and somewhat
daring within
the Vigtorian
landscape of
the time.

heavily on the rural English cottage and its
more urban counterpart, the rownhouse, as
exceuted by British architeet Richard Nor-
wan Shav, I ies roof forny, sowall dormers,
heavy masanry chimney, large roulti-paned
windows, half~timbering and overall mgtic
character, the McGauley house mingles
everyday clemenes and  materjals with
exceptional craftsenanship to create what
would have buen a new, somewhar dar-
ing facade within the Vicrorian landscape
of Ban Francisco. While employing Brit-
ish vernacular archirecrural language and
embracing what was developing on the

The homes mingle everyday elements and materials with exceptional crafismanship.

East Coast as the Shingle Stvie, Ernest
Coxheads curly San Francisco  houses
helped establish 2 local, architectural lan-
wuage that would eventually be known as
the First Bay Tradition.
n

Two years later, in conjunction with
his brother, Coxhend designed a house for
their own use on the lot immediatcly
the cast of the McGauley residence. The
Coshead brothers rook advantage of the
narrow ot, creating an almost rower-like,
slender facade rising to a steeply pitched
roof. The roof of the McGauley house
runs paraled to the street; the Coxhead
hosse roof §s perpendicudar, This was an
ingendous approach to ercating « sensc
of separation between the two houses,
which are actally in close proximine It
also allowed for a sequence of stairs and
walkways accessing cach residence. Bath
houses are set on significant  masonry
retaining walls, ¢levating them above the

pedestrian fevel of the steeply pitched
street.

The understated exterior of the Cox-
head cotrage masks 1 phenomenal inte-
rior that commences from a long, glazed
entrance gallery running the length of the
weost elevation. The entry begins with a set
of stairs and landings and s through
an archway, up another set of stairs 1o &
long gadlery that defines both the interior
and exverior space, At she vutside, it farms
a4 pathay along the rear garden of the
McGauley house, while at the interior it
serves an entry hall accessing the fronr liv-
ing room at the north end of the housc ora
sitting arca and dining room adjacent to the
south facing garden. This unique configu-
ration offers both intimacy and spectacle,
as surely the western-facing windows of
the gallery would have lonked directly invo
the neighboring MoeGauoley rear garden.
The experience of this interior space has
almost religious feeling yet the separaton

of the space and the sequence of movement
through it is clearly residential,

Both houses feature expertly placed win-
dows of varying sizes and shapes thae gen-
erally employ small panes covering a fairly
large expanse. The fenestration breaks up
the exterior shingled walls ereating cut-our
clements in the wall surface. In the Cox~
head house, the fronr windows terminate
at end walls, furthering the punched open-
ing effect. Each house has cleverly placed
dormers to interrupt the large expanse of
ronf surface.

=

Lt is unclear how Coxhead and McGau-
ley mer, but McGuauley does not appear to
have lived in the house for very Tong. He
wiarcied Minna Hoppe in San Mateo in
1898. Five years later, a Chronicke arricle
detailed the couple’s rather shocking
diverce, with Mrs, McGauley claiming

th anguish ever her hushand’s “aborigi-

nal manner of dressing while at bome” and

complaining that he s “cither mentally
unbalanced or that he is 4 crank and pos-
sessed of 2 monomania upon the subjects
of food, hvgiene and religion.”

Ernest Coxhead also married in 1898.
His bride, Helen Brown Hawes, was the
daughter of an  Episcopalian  minister.
According to the Chromide on June 19,
1898, their San Francisco wedding was 2
most pleasant affair, Esteemed architect
Willis Polk was Coxhead’s best man at
the cerernony at St. Luke’s Church. Helen
died in 1909 at their home in San Mawo.
Coxhiad’s biograpbers have speculated he
rever recovered from her loss.

In 1893, the same year he designed his
own house, Coxhead executed a residence
for Clvarles Murdock, an eastern transplant,
California intellectual and printer, who col-
lahorated with and published the works of
many of the state’s best writers, including
Rabert Louvis Stevenson and Brer Harte,
Located on Scott Street, just uphill from
the other two houses, the NMurdock com-
mission used many of the same elements
as the two Green Street hauses: a shingled
extersior, & steeply pitched roof, quirky dor-
mers, a deeply recessed front entry and an
understated ribhon of windows at the front
clevation.

.

The three houses ut Green and Scott
ace Coxhead’s earfiest extane San Frandisco
residential experiments, u far cry from
the Victorian houses that preceded them.
They campete in significance with other
First Bay Tradition residential assemblics,
mchuding the houses marching up the 3200
block of Pacific Avenue and the grouping
at the apex of the Vallejo Street steps on
Russian Hill
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SAN FRANGISGO =
PLAN NING DEPARTM ENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determmatlon
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address h ' Block/Lot(s)
2417 Green Street _ 0560/028
Case No. Permit No. S Plans Dated
2017-002545ENY : ) 211012017
: » Addiﬁdn/ C emolition EINew D Project Modification
Alteration. . | (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Coristruction (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 dlass applies, an Environmental Evdluation 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 1se 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.

I:I | » Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

AirQuality: 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:I " generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of envollment in the San Francisco Depariment 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 Zane)

| Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on thé 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 Envirofimental Application with a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceplions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DEH waiver from the

SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT SRR 415.575.9010
$ara Informacitn en Espafiol llarmar 8 415.575.8010
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Maher progtam, or other documentation frori Envifonmental Planmirig staf;j‘ihat hazardous material effects
would be léss than szgngﬁcarzt { rq"er to EP: ArcMap > Maher Zayer)

L

Transportatiori: Does the Pprojectcréate six'(6) or more net fiew parking ¢ spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to advetsely affect transit, pedestrian and/orbicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit; pedestrian.and/or bicycle facilities?

N

Archeologlcal ‘Resoirces: Would the project résult in soil disturbance/modificafion greater than two
_(2) feet below grade.in an. archeologlcal sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (referto EP-_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

L

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 io EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

&l

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expanswn greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

| soil, (3} mew construction? (refer to ER_AreMap > CEQA Catex Deterniination Layers > Topography) If box is
.checked, a geotechnical report is required.

[

' Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following; (1) square footage expansxon :
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation-of 50 cubicyards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) 1f box is chiecked, @ geotecluucalreport is required.

L

K

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outsidé of the existing building footprint,(2) excavation of 50
cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Cafex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hizard Zones) ¥ 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 Envirommental Planner.

O

' Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not ttigger-any of the
CEQA xmpacts listed above.

| Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Po]lng Dty sgnidy desn oty

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: (réfer to Rarcel Infomzahon Map)

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

7

E

| ‘Category B: Potential Historical Resource-{over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

EEN

SAN FRANCISTO .
PLANNING -OEPARTMENT

Category C: Not a Historical Resource of Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO.TO STEP 6.

Reyiced: 4/1 116
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. STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHEGKLIST
TO'BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

"Cheéck-all that apply to the project.

1, Chiange of use and new construction. Tenant improvemeénts not included.

2, Regular maintenance or rép'air to correct or.repatr deterioration, g{eéay, or damage to building,

3. Window repla;emeht that meets the Depart’ment’s'Window Reﬁlacement Standards, Doesnot include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A néw opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding. Garages and Curb Cufs, andlor '
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediatély adjacent)pﬁblic right-of:
way.

7. Dormer installafion that meets the requirements for exemption from public riotification under Zoniig

 Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dotmer Windows.

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.Jevel 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 sxgmﬁcant roofing features..

: Proj ect Plaxmer must check box below before proceeding.

PIO)ect isnot listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Pro;ect does not conform to the scopes of work.’ :G0 TO'STEP 5,

Pro;ect involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Pro;ect involves less than:four work: descnphons GO TO.STEP6.

STEP'5; CEQA IMPACTS ~ ADVANGED HISTORICAL REVIEW.
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms-entirely to-proposed work ¢hecklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacemént of omgmaljlustonc windows that are not “in-kind” but are consxstent with
" existing historic character.

4, Facade/storefront alterations that do ot 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 histofic condition, such as historic
~photographs, plans, physical evidence; or similar buildings.

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

O OO DDD,DD

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

SAN

FRANCISEO :
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
_Revised: 4/11/16
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"9;:Other work-that:-wioiild not ma téfigﬂj&iﬁnpaina,hjswﬁc distriét (specify or add comments):

| (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

4 10. Reclassification of prop_erty;st'atus'. (Regquires approval by Senior Preservation Planner(Preseroation
| Coordinator)
: 1 Reclassify to Category A V1 Redlassify to Category-C
a. Per HRER dated: 91017 {attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

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

D ' Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evalitation: Application to'be-subinitfed. GO TO STEF 6.

' * | Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
e Preservation Plarmer and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

. Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Shelley Céltagironga 3!??%??‘3?@’,?:;’%?3’7‘%%'°"°

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERM”INATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

M Further envitonmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in éither.(check

all that apply):
[[] step2—CEQA Impacts
[0 step5- Advanced Historical Review o

STOP! Must file an Envirommental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
‘PlannerName: Shelley Caltagirene Signature:

Project Approval Action: S h e ' l ey i ngltally signed
, H 5 by. Shelley
‘Building Permit ‘ C l t i altagirone
‘Buling altagiy “catas |
©_-Dater2017.05.16

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission istequested; | o~ 1y £Y . ;-i' B nn
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the O n e £ A 1 3'4401 07 00
project. o )
Once sighed or stamped and dated, this document conshtutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA. Gmdelmes and Chapter 31
of the Adniinistrative 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.

. SAR FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised: 4/11/16
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- SAN ERANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

' PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650’ MISSIOII St.
~ Suite 400
San Francisco.
CA 94103-2479

Receptmn
+415.558.6378.
-415.558:6409-

5 v Planning
i mformat[on
415 558 6377‘

2017:002545ENY.

D [ PROJECT DESCRIPTION: g
"G Preliminary/RIC 1 G:Alteration (“Demo/New Construction

EW:. |2/1017

A El lsthe subject Property: an eliglble histonc resource?

1 it so, are the proposed changes a significant timpact?

:AdditionakNotes:
|Submitted: Historic Resource-Evaluation report prepared by Tim-Kelley Consulting, April |
12017 .

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 pro;ect appears to be 2 de facto. demolmon per RC Section’ 1005(f)

e Tl OA CB | ®&C
Individual Historic District/Context
ﬁfopgrty_i;;iﬁ@idually eligible forinclusionina I property is in-an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or-more of
foltowing Criteria: , the following Criteria:
" Critérfon-1 - Event: (Yes '@No | Griterion 1 ~Eventi’ C Yes. (&:No
" Critetion' 2 -Persons: C:Yes .@:No Criterion 2 -Persons: Yes @:No
" Criterion3 —-Architecture:, . " Yes @:No Criterion 3 - Architécture: C Yes & No
- Criterion4 -Info. Potential: (>Yes @No | Criterion 4 - Info, Potential: (:Yes (®:No
Period of Significance: I = I {| Period of Significance: I ~ I
1 (‘. Contributor ff(f’;vNon-ContriButpr

2913




“CNo | GNA
@No T
(‘ :No

®:No

@iNo

The bwldmg at 2417 Green Street was buxlt circa-1905. and wasfirst: ownedz.by Lonella H.
‘Smith: Louis'B. Floan was to coritractor forthe building, but no architect was identified.
The propertyis located.onthe south side-of the street between Pierce and Seott Streetin
the Pacific Heéights:neighiborhéod. It+s a rectarigular plan, thrée-story-over-basement,
wood:frame; single=family residence with a side-facing gableroof and shingle.and:brick
cladding. The’ building/has-been altered, including the insertion of a garage with:concrete
cladding; replacemerit:of the front entry. porch, and replacement of the upper: floor
windows. The building | retams some.characteristics of the First.Bay Tradition style,
including thésimple wal[ surface, wood:singles, and small scale’ornamentation.

Bdsed on the information p"rcvided'in the Historic Resource Evaluation report:prepared by °
Tim Kelley Consulting (December 201 6), the Departmentfindsthat the subject property
doesnot.appear to. be ehglb!e forinelusionon.the California: Reglster either as an
individual historic resource orias a contnbl)tor 10 a histori¢ district. There is no information
provided by the: PrOJect Sponsor’s reports of located.in the San Francisco Plannmg
Department s background files to indicatethat the property was associated with évents-
that'have made a significant contribution toithe broad patterns of local or regional history
or the cultural heritage.of California or the United States. No significant historical figures
‘are assocuated with the property. Lastly, the-property does nct-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 artisticvalues. Furthermore, the property is not
Iocated within a Californiia Register-eligible-historic district. The consuitant found no
‘cohesive collection of bwldmgs in-the immediate area that would indicate-a possible
district. The nearest historic district is'the-Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures
bmldmgs tothe south:and west of the subject: building. 2417:Green Street would not
contribute to this district $ince the subject buildihg and:its immediate neighborsto the
east are notassociated: with the archite¢tural significance of the, district. The district is
characterized by large, formal, detached. dwe[[mgs typically designed by master architects |
and displaying a highlevel'of. archltectural detailing and matetials. The subject building is
builder-designed and-displays arelatively vernacular style. While the properties to'the west
0f:2417 Green Street miay be eligible for in¢lusion’in the district, thé subject building does
not contribute to the Pacific Heights Historic District. The proposed project would: havé no
adverse Impact to hjstoric resources as the: subject building is not a historic resoutce and is
not located within. a historic district.

QJ¢LAL} J T Sre b7

AN fasrmaw
PLANNING' DEFAHTMENT
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SAN FRANC" SSCO = YT
WiLngi 22 Fi L5
CEQA Categoncal Exemptlon Deatserml|1.avt|elr«1~-7%_w
PROPERTY INFORMATIGN/EROJECT DESC RIPTON

Project Addxess Bloc?}"[;ot(s)
2417 Green Street | 0560/028
Case No: Permif No.. o | Plans Dated
2017-002545ENV | . | 2/1012017
[v] Addition/ [ emolition [ INew [ Iproject Modification
Alteration . | (requires HRERIf over 45 years old) Coristruction (GO'TO STEP 7)

Project description. for"Plannmg Departmentapproval,

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: L.ower
existing building.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

“*Note: If neither class applies; an Environmental Eviluation Application is required.*
1 Class1 —B)dsﬁng"i’aéiliﬁes. Interior and exterior-alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. £t. A

o | Class 3-—-New Constritction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3).new single-family

El | residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;; .;
) { change of ise under 10,000 sq. {t. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000
5. ft. if principally permitted or witha CU, -

D | 4 Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
Iany boxis checked below, an Environntental 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 Expostire Zone?
Does the projecthave the potential to-emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
D ' generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enxollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), Article.38 program and |
the project would not-have the potential to emit substantial pollutimt concentrations: (refer to EP _ArcMap>
| CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zane)
| Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map-oris suspected of conianung
- hazardous materials (based on a previous-use such-as gasstation, auto repair, dry cleaners, crheavy

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
; or mre of 50il disturbance - or a change of use froin industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Envirofimental Application with a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceplions: do net check box if the applicant presents docunentation of
| enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DEH-waiver from the

SANFRANCISED.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT TN 415.575.9010
oA Paranformacién en Espatiol lamar ek 415.575.8010
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| Maher program, or other documentatzon ﬁom Envitonmental Plaﬂmng staﬁf that hazzmiaus material. eﬁ‘ects
would be Jess than szgmﬁcaut (rq‘er to EP. ArcMap >Muher Iuyer)

Transportatiori: Does the projectcréate six'(6) or more net fiew parking spaces of résidential units?
Does the project have the potential o adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety

| (hazards).or the adequacy of nearby transit; pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

[

Archeologmal Resoitrces: Would the project résult in soil disturbance/modification greater than two |
(2} feet below gradeinan archeolog:tcal sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to'EP- AraMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area):

B

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve-a subdivision orlot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or.more? (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Delermination Layers>
Topography)

QD,

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansxon greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2)-excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

{ soil, (8) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Deterniination Layers > Topography) I box is
.checked, a geotechnical report s requiired,

[ Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansmn
‘greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavatigh-of 50 cubicyards or
more of soll, (3) new construction? (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Liyers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) I bok i ¢hecked, & geotechmcal reportxsreqmrei

[

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the pro;ect involve any of the following; (1) square footage
D expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outsidé of the existing building footprint,.{(2) excavation of 50

|| cubicyards or more of soil, (3) new cénstruction? (refef to EP__ArcMap > CEQA Chtex Determination Layers >
{ Seismic Hazard Zones) I boxis checked;a, geotecimlcal report wﬁl likely be required.

Ifno boxes are: checked above, GO TO'STEP 3. If.one or more'boxes are checked above, an Engironmental )

Eyaluntion Applic uired, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner, _
D  Project can proceed with categorical exemption review, The project does notitiggerany of the
CEQA nnpacts listed above, ,

Comments and Planner Signature (optwnal).Jean Poling gty sgnid vy sompetoy

No-archeological effects. Sponsar 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.

i PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer io Barcel Infarmahon Wap)
1] | Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO.STEP 5,
¥, | Category B: Potential: ‘Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4

A

B Category 'C: Not a Historical Rescurce of Nt Age Eligible (under 45 years of age), GO. TO STEP'6.

SKEFRANEISEO 2
PLANNING DEBARTMENT

Revised:4/11/18




. STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO'BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

K Check all:that apply to the pro; ject,

1. Change of use anid new construction, Tenant improveménts not included.

2, Regularmaintenance orrepair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building,

3 Wﬁdowrepla?:emeht that meets the Departiment’s Window Replacement Standards. Does ot include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A néw opening that meets the Guidelines for Addmg Garages and Curb Cuts andfor

replacement of a garage door in.an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

1.5, Deck, terface construction, or fencesnot visible-from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way,

6. Mechanical equipment installation fhat is not visible from any immediately adja cent public right-of:

__way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public riotification under Zoning

 Administrator Bulletiti No. 3: Dormer Windows.

_Elj_ mog ’lj”l:l [jD

| 8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any fmmediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150: feetin each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor.Jevel of the top story of the structureor.is.only a
single:story in height; does nothavea footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
buﬂdmg; and does not cause the removal of architectural mgm.ﬁcant roofing features..

| Note‘ iject Planner must check box below before proceeding.

L1

Pro;ect:xs not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

L]

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

~I?ro;ect involves four or more work desmptmps. GO TO STEP 5.

=

Project involves less Ehan:four work descriptions. GO TO STEP:6.

STEP'5: CEQA IMPACTS ~ ADVANGED HISTORICAL REVIEW.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

' Check all that apply to' the project.

1. Praject 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.

1. Wmdow repla:ement of ongmal/hlstonc windows that are not “in-kind” butare consxstent with
" existing historic character:

4. Facade/storefront alterahons that do not remove, alter; ot obacure-character-defining features,

5. Raising the bhfldi’ng in a manner that does ot remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features,

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s histotic condition, éuchas,,hié,toric
_photographs, plans, physical evidence; or similar buildings.

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

t:l ‘D Ologom -

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

'SAN FUANCISCO )
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
. Revised: 4111116
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’ ‘9. Other-workthat: WQuld not matenallyumpaxr a ‘mstonc d:stnc’c (specify or add comments):

' {(Requires npprmml by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinatos)

R Reclissification of propertystatus. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner(Presérontion
_ | Coordinator)
‘ [ Redlassify toCategory A -[/] Redlassify to Category:C
a. Per HRER:dated: /1017, (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

Nofe: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Pieservation Planner MUST check oné’box below..

E] i 'Eui-;her‘; enviconmental review required: Based on the information provided, the project requires.an
Environmental Evalitation Application:to’be subinitfed. GO TO STEF 6.

‘ § li'roiect can proceed with categorical exemption review, Theproject has been reviewed by the
== | Preservation Planner-and can proceed with catégorical exemption-review. GO TO STEP 6,

. Comments (optional):

Preservahon Planner ngnature Shelley Caltaglrone e s araayono

STEP6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPT[ON DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRO]ECT PLANNER

D Further environmental feview required. Pioposed. pro;ect does not meet scopes of work in éither:(check
: all that apply): ]

L] Step2-CEQA Impacts

1 Step 5~ Advaniced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Enviromnental Evaluation Application.

No. fuxfber’ environmental review is requ'ired The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

PlamerName Shel!ey Caltaglrone Signature:

i
Project Approval Action: S h el I ey i/ Digitally signed
N ' "bySheiley
:Bmldmg Permit . Ca I tag } r'¢ Calf:aglrone
: ,Iafe ~2017.05.16

I¢ Discreti Review before the Planring Commission i d; -;“ '
the ch::rem Re:::w hear:ing is the Approval Achlgz fcsa:fg:esre O n e 3 1 3 44 01 _07‘00
project.

Onice sighed or stamped: and datad, this: document oonsh’cutes 1 categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Gmdelmes and Chapter 31
of the Adniinistrative Code,

| Tnaccdrdancé with Chapter 31 of ttie 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.

SANFANCISTO
PLANNING DEFARTMENT

Revised: 414116
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM'REVIEW FORM

i

3 650! Mnssmn St
L Siite’ 400

San Franclsco‘
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
4155586378,
7} 415.568.6409:

N e

PROJEC_T DESCRIPTION

L Eel ced T e o

Crrdininary/pic " @ Alteation f“Dem"’Ne‘” Constrdietion

Vi [2h10N7

. I s the subject Property an el[glble historic. regource?

{0 {iso, are the praposed ‘changes a significant ifnpact?

;Additional: Notes'
| Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation report prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, April |

'2017 .

|Proposed Project: Expansion of. garage, 3:story horizontal rearaddition; alterations to
frontfacade and roof; excavation.and fouhdation replacem ehit; lowering: buﬂdmgnand
intetior remodel The pl'OjECE appears to be a de facto.demolition per RC Section TOOS(f)

oA [ G5 ] ec

Individual ) Historic District/Context

Property Isindividually eligible for inclusionina | Property is in an eligible Califorriia Register
‘California Register under one or more.of the Historic District/Context under one or.mére of
foIlo\mng Criteria: the following Criteria:

Criteérfon-1 - Event: (O¥es '@:No '} Gfiterion 1-Eventi C:Yes- @No

' Critetion2-Persons: C:Yes _@:No Griterion 2 -Persons: Yes (&:No

" Criterion3 —-Architectures . Yes ®:No Criterion 3~ Architécture: CYes (#No

- Criteriond-Info:Potential:  «(SYes ®No | Criterion 4- Info. Potential: (iYes @:No
Pariod of Significance: I = ) ] | Period of Significance: [ — ]

' { +CContributor '(":Non-Contributor
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The building: at 241 Green Street was buﬂt Circa.1905. and wasfirst- owned by LonellaH.
Smith:LouisB. Floan was to.contractor forthe building, but noarchitect was.identified.
The propertyis located.on-the south side of the street between Pierce and Scott Street in
{the Pacific Heights: neighborhdod. Itis a rectarigular plan, thrée-story-over-basement,
woodsfrarne; smgle—famlly residence with a side-facing gableraof and shingle:and:brick

c[addmg The burldmg’has been altered mdudmg ‘the: msertlon of a. garage thh concrete

wir dows.,The bunldmg retams some. charactenstlcs of the Eifst, Bay Tradmon style,
including thésimple wai[ surface, Wood:sirigles, and: small scale’ernamentation.

Based:oritheinformation providedin-the Historic Resource Evaluation report:prepared by
Tim kélley Consulting, (Detember 261 6), the Departinentfindsthat the subject propérty
‘doesnotappear to: be ehglble forinclusion:on.theCalifornia; Reglster either as an
individual historic resource or'as a contribiitdr td a histotic district, There.is.no information
provided by the Project Sponsor’s reportsof locatedin the San Francisco Plannmg
Department’s background files to indicateithat the'property was associated withévents:
{that’have made a significant contribution toithe broad patterns of local or regional history |
or the cultural heritage:of! California or the United States. No signiificant historical fi igures
‘are assocnated with the-property: Latly, the property does not: significantly embody the
distinctive characteristics of the FirstBay Traditionsstyle; it is not the work of amaster
architéct; and, it does not:possess high artisticvalues. Furthermore, the propertyis not
located'within. a Califorrita Register-eligibleshistotic district. The consultant foundno
‘cohesive collection of buildings ir:the immediate area that. would indicate a possible
| district. The-nearest historic.district is‘the-Pacific Heights Historic District, which Gaptures
bm]dmgs toithe south:and west of the subject: building. 2417 Green Street would not
contnbute to.this-distfict:$ince the subject building and:its immediate neighbors'to the
eastarenot. assouated with the architectural significarice of the district. The district is
characterized by large, formal, detached. dWeI[mgs, typically designed’ by master architects |
and displayinga high'levalrof. archltectural detailing and matetials. The subject; biiilding is
buxlder—desugned and-displaysa relat!vely vernacular style. While the properties foithe west
of2417 Green Street may bie eligible for inclusion‘in the district, tHe subject building.does
not contribute to the Pacific Heights Historic District. Thé proposed project would: havé no
-adverse impact to historic resources as the SUbjECt building is nota historic resource and is
not located within.a historic district.
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

To: richard@lozeaudrury.com; rebecca@lozeaudrury.com; chris@durkinincorporated.com
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC);

Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Poling. Jeanie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr. Aaron (CPC); Kirby. Alexandra (CPC);
LaValley, Pilar (CPC); Calvillo. Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS
Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 2417 Green Street - Appeal
Hearing on January 9, 2018

Date: Wednesday, January 03, 2018 12:15:58 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon,
Please find linked below a supplemental appeal response memorandum received by the Office of
the Clerk of the Board from the Planning Department, regarding the Categorical Exemption

Determination Appeal for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street.

Planning Supplemental Appeal Response Memo - January 3, 2018

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on January
9, 2018.

| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 171267

Regards,

Lisa Lew

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163

lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

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

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any
information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors'
website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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DATE: January 3, 2018

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9032
Jeanie Poling — (415) 575-9072

RE: Planning Department Case No. 2017-002545ENV

Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 2417 Green Street

HEARING DATE: January 9, 2018

ATTACHMENT: B - Additional waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher
Ordinance), dated October 31, 2017

PROJECT SPONSOR: Eric Dumican of Dumican Mosey Architects on behalf of Chris Dunkin of 2417
Green Street, LLC

APPELLANT: Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of Philip
Kaufman

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum and attachment are a response to the December 28, 2017, supplemental letter of
appeal to the Board of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Department’s issuance of a
categorical exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA determination”) for the
proposed project at 2417 Green Street (the “project”).

The Planning Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15300-15387), issued a categorical exemption for the project on
May 16, 2017, finding that the proposed praject is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) as a Class 1 categorical exemption. The Class 1 exemption applies to minor alterations of existing
facilities, induding additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an
increase of more than 10,000 square feet if the project is in an area where all public services and facilities .
are available to allow for maximum development permissible in the General Plan, and the area in which
the project is located is not environmentally sensitive (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e}).

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Planning Department's decision to issue a
categorical exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Planning Department’s decision to issue a

categorical exemption and return the project to Planning Department staff for additional environmental
review.

Memo
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal CASE No. 2017-002545ENV
Hearing Date: January 9, 2018 2417 Green Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Please refer to the Planning Department’s December 29, 2017 appeal response.

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

The new concerns raised in the December 28, 2017 supplemental appeal letter are cited below and
followed by the Planning Department’s responses. The new concerns are identified as Concerns 6
through 8 to continue the numbering of the issues addressed in the Planning Department’s December 29,
2017 appeal response, which ended with Concern 5.

Concern 6: The appellant contends that expansion into the subject property’s rear yard would impact
the mid-block open space, which would cause substantial adverse change in the significance of
adjacent historic resources.

Response 6: The appellant has provided no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the
project could impact the significance of adjacent historic resources.

The appellant states that “mid-block shared open space” is an integral part of the adjacent property’s
historic design. As discussed in the response to concern 1, no historic resource is present on the project
site, it is not located within an eligible historic district, and no changes are proposed to the adjacent
properties. The lots within the project block are separately owned and not shared. As discussed in the
response to concern 4, mid-block open space is a design issue — not a CEQA issue — and is appropriately
addressed as part of the Planning Department’s project review for compliance with the Planning Code
and consistency with applicable design guidelines.

The appellant claims that the project’s extension into its rear yard would materially impair adjacent
historic resources by blocking windows, views, light, and air. There are two historic resources abutting
the rear yard of 2417 Green Street. To the west is 2421 Green Street (the Coxhead House) — listed in the
1968 Here Today Survey — and to the south is 2727 Pierce Street (the Casebolt House) — listed as
Landmark No. 51, Planning Code, Article 10. Neither of the listings for either property identifies the
buildings’ character-defining features.

It is unlikely that open space in the rear of a property is a character-defining feature, and the appellant
has provided no substantial evidence to support this claim. The appellant includes (in Exhibit 11 to the
first appeal) the nomination of the Coxhead House for National Register of Historic Places, which states,

Coxhead could have recognized there would be enough open space on the east and west
elevations to glaze much of these elevations. He then carefully positioned bands of
windows to capture San Francisco Bay views and sunlight from the East and West
(probably inspired by recent London work of Richard Norman Shaw, bringing more
English architecture influence to San Francisco).

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal CASE No. 2017-002545ENV
Hearing Date: January 9, 2018 2417 Green Street

The placement and architectural character of the east and west elevation windows may be considered
character-defining features of the Coxhead House; however, the view of adjacent open space from those
windows is not likely a character-defining feature, and the potential for blocking those windows, would
not materially impair the Coxhead House. The setting of the Coxhead House has been and continues to
be an urban setting composed of narrow residential lots. While the subject block has filled in with new
construction since the land was originally subdivided, this development and the current project do not
substantially change the character of the urban setting. Furthermore, the appellant has provided no
substantial evidence that the Coxhead House is located within a California Register-eligible historic
district that would warrant more extensive review of the neighborhood character.

The appellant also restates concerns about impacts to the Coxhead House caused by excavation and
possible flooding. See the responses to concerns 3 and 7 regarding impacts to adjacent properties due to
excavation and flooding.

Concern 7: The appellant contends that the project may cause flooding in adjacent properties.

Response 7: The project would comply with the Building Code and would not present any unusual
circumstances regarding flooding,.

See the response to concern 3 regarding compliance with the Building Code and protection of adjoining
properties.

The preliminary geotechnical report prepared for the project addresses groundwater issues, noting that
any excavation on a hillside may encounter groundwater and seasonal springs, and that, if necessary, the
final design should include measures to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Such measures may
include drainage behind retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French drains and area drains to intercept
groundwater and surface run-off, and waterproofing, which is typically installed where the construction
of habitable space is below the ground surface.

As part of its review, DBI would verify that geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and
that appropriate drainage plans are included. Including drainage design measures to protect adjacent
properties is common in San Francisco; projects are routinely reviewed in accordance with applicable
City and State regulations. The appellant has not demonstrated how the project would result in
significant effects related to flooding due to unusual circumstances. The CEQA determination properly
relied on the qualified geotechnical consultant’s report and compliance with City and State regulations,
and no further analysis is necessary.

Concern 8: The appellant contends that the sponsor must submit a site mitigation plan to the San
Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) to avoid potentially significant impacts related to the
release of hazardous materials.

Response 8: The project complies with DPH regulations concerning hazardous materials and would
present no unusual circumstances related to the release of hazardous materials.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal CASE No. 2017-002545ENV
Hearing Date: January 9, 2018 2417 Green Street

See the response to concern 2 regarding DPH’s right to waive Health Code Section 22A requirements for
residential properties.

Attachment G to the appellant’s supplemental letter includes the DPH approval line from the back of
building permit application #201710020114 (for excavation). DPH signed off on the permit application on
October 31, 2017, with a stamp that reads “Accepted by the San Francisco Department of Public Health
Maher Program with the following conditions: Obtain copies and follow the requirements of the Site
Mitigation Plan, Environmental Health and Safety Plan, Dust Control Plan and other documents and
requirements to ensure compliance with the S.F. Maher Ordinance.” The stamp indicates that no further
DPH review is required, not that a site mitigation plan must be submitted. On October 31, 2017, DPH
also issued a Maher waiver for the excavation work (see Attachment B). The waiver includes certain
recommendations but indicates that no further plans need to be submitted. If DPH required a site
mitigation plan, the agency would not have issued the Maher waiver and signed off on the excavation
permit. Thus, the project complies with Article 22A and would not result in significant impacts related to
the release of hazardous materials.

CONCLUSION

The appellant has not presented substantial evidence to the Planning Department that would support the
conclusion that (1) there could be a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource,
and (2) there is a reasonable possibility of significant environmental impacts due to unusual
circumstances such as flooding or hazardous materials. For the reasons stated above and in the Planning
Department’'s December 29, 2017 appeal response, the CEQA determination complies with the
requirements of CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. The Planning
Department therefore recommends that the Board uphold the CEQA determination and deny the appeal.

1 Per telephone conversation with Marley Zalay, DPH, on December 29, 2017, the agency has one
approval stamp that it uses for both projects that receive Maher waivers and projects that have approved
site mitigation plans.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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ATTACHMENT B

City and County of San Francisco Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
?‘ ;;) DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Barbara A. Garcia, MPA, Director of Health
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH Stephanie K. J. Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS

Environmental Health Director

WAIVER FROM SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH CODE ARTICLE 22A
(MAHER ORDINANCE)

Compliance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code is required for all sites that require a permit from
the Department of Building Inspection, will move or excavate at least 50 cubic yards (38.23 m®) of soil and/or
that have the potential to contain hazardous materials in soil and/or groundwater or are within the mapped
Article 22A (Maher) area. Sites subject to Article 22A may be granted a waiver by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health per Section A.4. of Article 22A which states, “The Director may waive the
requirements imposed by this Article if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been continuously zoned
as residential under the City Planning Code since 1921, has been in residential use since that time, and no
evidence has been presented to create a reasonable belief that the soil and/or groundwater may contain hazardous
substances. In these circumstances, the Director shall provide the applicant and the Director of Building
Inspection with written notification that the requirements of this Article have been waived.”

The following information and documents were submitted in support of the Waiver:
X  Site history information and/or environmental/geotechnical documents
X  Project plans and elevation Drawings AND excavation, trenching grading plans

[0  Current or former underground storage tank operation and removal documents, as
applicable

PROPERTY/PROJECT INFORMATION

Address: 2417 Green Street  Block/Lot: 0560 /028 SMED No.: 1652

Owner/Proponent name: Kim Lee (kinlee822@gmail.com)

Contact Name/ phone: Kim Lee (415) 688-0187
Proponent Address: 957 Avalon Dr, South San Francisco, CA 94080

Current Site Use: Single Family Residence Proposed Site Use: Garage expansion and replacement of current
foundation

If residential use only, approximate year residential only use began: 1913

COMMENTS:
The San Francisco Department of Public Health has determined that:

X The project Property has been continuously zoned as residential since at least 1913 AND the available
information does not indicate potential or known the soil and/or groundwater contamination by
contain hazardous substances or materials. AND The site use will remain as residential or a less
sensitive land use.

1390 Market Street, Suite 210, San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone 415-252-3800 | Fax 415-252-3875
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O Less than 50 Cubic Yards of soil will be disturbed by the proposed project AND the available
information does not indicate potential or known the soil and/or groundwater contamination by
contain hazardous substances or materials.

X A former underground storage tank removed from the residential site or nearby residential site, does
not present a significant health or environmental risk to the project property based on the information
available from publically available state databases and SF DPH files.

SFDPH Recommendations:

X Site Soils are known to, or may, contain fill material. Fill material associated with the 1906 Earthquake
and Fire or other fill materials in San Francisco may contain elevated lead concentrations among other
potential contaminants. SF DPH recommends that excavated fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic
sheeting and chemically analyzed for contaminants prior to soil reuse or as required by the disposal
facility prior to disposal. The analyses considered may include the analytes listed in the Maher
Ordinance, which include: Metals, volatile and semi volatile organic compounds, cyanide and
petroleum hydrocarbons. Any remaining soils with elevated contaminants should be capped by the
building, hardscape or at least one foot of clean soil over a visual physical barrier such as expanded
plastic geogrid, or similar material.

B Construction activities should follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures.

San Francisco Department of Public Health GRANTS A WAIVER FROM THE REQUIREMENTS OF
THE SF HEALTH CODE ARTICLE 22A FOR THE SPECIFIED PROJECT ONLY BASED ON THE
SITE CRITERIA AND CHARACTERISTICS LISTED ABOVE. Should you have any questions please
contact the San Francisco Department of Public Health, Site Assessment and Mitigation Program (DPH SAM) at
(415 252 3800.

jU”Mﬁ/Wﬂ/%Qﬁ@()Q Date: ‘0(%i \1—7
Stephanie{K. J. Cushing, MSPH)] CHMM, ]
Director of Environmental Heal'éh

San Francisco Department of Public B

cc: Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

Ed Sweeney, Deputy Director of Inspection Services
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103
edward.sweeney@sfgov.org
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

To: richard@lozeaudrury.com; rebecca@lozeaudrury.com; chris@durkinincorporated.com
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC);

Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Poling. Jeanie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr. Aaron (CPC); Kirby. Alexandra (CPC);

LaValley, Pilar (CPC); Calvillo. Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS
Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: APPEAL RESPONSE and PROJECT SPONSOR"S BRIEF: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 2417 Green
Street - Appeal Hearing on January 9, 2018

Date: Friday, December 29, 2017 3:48:22 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,

Please find linked below a memorandum and a brief received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board
from the Planning Department, and from Tom Tunny of Reuben, Junius and Rose, LLP, representing

the Project Sponsor, regarding the Categorical Exemption Determination Appeal for the proposed
project at 2417 Green Street.

Planning Appeal Response Memo - December 29, 2017
Project Sponsor Brief - December 29, 2017

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on January
9, 2018.

| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 171267
Regards,

Lisa Lew

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

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

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

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Categorical Exemption Appeal San Franiso,

CA 94103-2479

2417 Green Street 415 850.6378

Fax:

DATE: December 29, 2017 415.558.6409
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Planning
FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9032 Information:

Jeanie Poling — (415) 575-9072 415.558.6377
RE: Planning Case No. 2017-002545ENV

Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 2417 Green Street
HEARING DATE: January 9, 2018
ATTACHMENT: A — Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance)

PROJECT SPONSOR: Eric Dumican of Dumican Mosey Architects on behalf of Chris Dunkin of 2417
Green Street, LLC

APPELLANT: Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of Philip
Kaufman

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum and attachment are a response to the November 22, 2017, letter of appeal to the Board
of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Department’s issuance of a categorical exemption
under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA determination”) for the proposed project at
2417 Green Street (the “project”).

The Planning Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15300-15387), issued a categorical exemption for the project on
May 16, 2017, finding that the proposed project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) as a Class 1 categorical exemption. The Class 1 exemption applies to minor alterations of existing
facilities, including additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an
increase of more than 10,000 square feet if the project is in an area where all public services and facilities
are available to allow for maximum development permissible in the General Plan, and the area in which
the project is located is not environmentally sensitive (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)).

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Planning Department’s decision to issue a
categorical exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Planning Department’s decision to issue a
categorical exemption and return the project to Planning Department staff for additional environmental
review.

Memo
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal CASE No. 2017-002545ENV
Hearing Date: January 9, 2018 2417 Green Street

SITE DESCRIPTION AND EXISTING USE

The project site is on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, Scott, and
Vallejo Streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood. The 2,500-square-foot project site contains a four-
story, 4,502-square-foot single-family residence building constructed circa 1905. The project site and block
is within the RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The
neighborhood contains primarily large, three- to four-story single-family homes. The property is on an
approximately 24 percent lateral slope. To the immediate west and uphill from the project site is the
appellant’s property at 2421 Green Street.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project would involve alterations to the existing building. As analyzed in the CEQA document the
project would include excavating approximately 400 cubic yards of soil to a depth of 13 feet below grade
to expand the existing one-vehicle garage by 658 sf to add two additional vehicle parking spaces;
constructing a three-story 943 sf rear addition; altering the facade; replacing the foundation; and lowering
the building. The project would increase the 4,502 sf building by 1,481 sf resulting in a 6,103 sf building.
(During review for consistency with the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines, the project
was reduced in scope such that the total expansion would result in a 5,115 sf building and the addition of
one and not two vehicle parking spaces.)

BACKGROUND

On October 15, 2016, Eric Dumican of Dumican Mosey Architects on behalf of 2417 Green Street, LLC,
(hereinafter the “project sponsor”) filed an environmental evaluation application with the Planning
Department for CEQA determination for the project described above.

On May 16, 2017, the Planning Department determined that the project was categorically exempt under
CEQA Class 1 - alteration of existing facilities, and that no further environmental review was required.

On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) approved permit application
#201705116316 for “partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation replacement with new
landscaping retaining walls in the rear yard” without review by the Planning Department. The Planning
Department determined that one of the proposed retaining walls in the rear yard aligned with the
proposed foundation of a proposed horizontal rear addition subject to Planning Code Section 311
neighborhood notification, which had not yet been completed. In response to a public complaint that the
work was going beyond the scope of the permit to include a horizontal addition, DBI suspended permit
application #201705116316; the Planning Department also requested suspension of the permit.

On October 23, 2017, the Planning Department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to Planning
Code Section 311 for the proposed horizontal rear expansion under permit application #201704285244.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal CASE No. 2017-002545ENV
Hearing Date: January 9, 2018 2417 Green Street

On October 2, 2017, the property owner submitted permit application #201710020114 to revise the
previous permit by removing the aforementioned retaining wall, which the Planning Department
reviewed and approved. On November 3, 2017, DBI issued permit application #201710020114.

On November 22 1017, Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of Philip
Kaufman, filed an appeal of the categorical exemption. The Planning Department determined that the
issuance of permit application #201710020114 is the Approval Action under CEQA and that the CEQA
appeal is timely.

Between November 28-30, 2017, three requests for discretionary review of the permit subject to Planning
Code Section 311 neighborhood notification were filed by neighborhood residents. The discretionary
review hearing is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on February 8, 2018.

The Planning Department subsequently received complaints that the property owner exceeded the scope
of permit application #201710020114 by removing chimneys on the subject property. DBI suspended all
work under permit applications #201705116316 and #201710020114 to allow work to be properly
documented, for the Board of Supervisors to hear the CEQA appeal, and for the Planning Commission to
hear the requests for discretionary review.

CEQA GUIDELINES

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code requires that the CEQA Guidelines identify a list of
classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are
exempt from further environmental review. In response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources
found that certain classes of projects, which are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333,
do not have a significant impact on the environment and therefore are categorically exempt from the
requirement for the preparation of further environmental review.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301, or Class 1, provides an exemption from environmental review for
the operation, repair, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures and facilities. The Class 1
exemption applies to minor alterations of existing facilities, including additions to existing structures
provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square feet if the project is in
an area where all public services and facilities are available to allow for maximum development
permissible in the General Plan, and the area in which the project is located is not environmentally
sensitive (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)). The project involves the alteration and addition of
approximately 1,500 square feet to an existing single-family residence and thus is exempt under Class 1.

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

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

The concerns raised in the November 22, 2017, appeal letter are cited below and are followed by the
Planning Department’s responses.

Concern 1: The appellant contends that the project may cause significant impacts on an adjacent
historical resource.

Response 1: The evaluation appropriately evaluated impacts on adjacent historic resources.

The Planning Department’'s CEQA review of age-eligible properties begins with a determination as to
whether (1) the property is individually eligible for listing on a local, state or national register, and (2)
whether the property is located within an eligible historic district. Staff duly conducted this analysis for
2417 Green Street (the subject property) and found that the subject property is not historically significant
in its own right, in concurrence with findings of preservation consultant Tim Kelley, nor is it located
within an area eligible for listing as a district on the state or national registers. Therefore, the subject
property is not a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA review by the Planning Department.

As the subject property is not a historic resource and is not located within an eligible historic district, the
environmental analysis did not proceed to part two of the historic review: evaluation of whether the
proposed action or project would cause a substantial adverse change to the historical resource. Thus,
because the project would not result in physical alteration to the adjacent property at 2421 Green Street,
no analysis of potential historic resource impacts on the adjacent historic resource is necessary.

The historic resource status of 2421 Green Street, the Coxhead Brothers’ House, is not in dispute. It is, as
stated in the appellant letter, considered a Category A.l1 (known historic resource) based upon its
inclusion in the Here Today survey and its eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources. The appellant argues that the project would materially impair the significance of 2421 Green
Street.

CEQA defines a "substantial adverse change" as the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the historical resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the
historical resource would be materially impaired. CEQA goes on to define "materially impaired" as work
that materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical characteristics that convey the resource's
historical significance and justify its eligibility. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street project does not
have the potential to materially impair the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street, as the proposed
work would not physically alter the adjacent property. Furthermore, the proposed project would not
significantly alter the setting of the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street. Integrity of a historic
resource is defined by the Secretary of the Interior through seven aspects: location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The loss of light, air, and views, noted by the appellant,
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are not discussed under these aspects. The proposed project would not significantly affect any of the
above noted aspects of integrity of the adjacent historic property.

The proposed project’s excavation and foundation work must comply with all applicable Building Code
requirements, which are managed by the Department of Building Inspection. Staff appropriately relied
on the provided engineering reports to address the stability of the surrounding properties, including the
historic original foundation of 2421 Green Street. Also see the response to concern 3, below, which
addresses structural risk to the adjacent property.

In conclusion, the project would not have a significant effect on adjacent historic resources, and no further
analysis is required.

Concern 2: The appellant contends that the project could present potentially significant impacts
concerning hazardous materials and that the sponsor must submit investigation and mitigation plans
to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH).

Response 2: The project complies with DPH regulations concerning hazardous materials and would
present no unusual circumstances related to the release of hazardous materials.

The proposed project would disturb over 50 cubic yards of soil in an area that DPH has identified as
likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or groundwater. Therefore, before the project sponsor
may obtain a building permit, it must comply with the requirements of Article 22A of the Health Code,
which DPH administers.

Per Health Code Section 22A.4, DPH may waive the requirements imposed by Article 22A if the applicant
demonstrates that the property has been continuously zoned as residential under the City Planning Code
since 1921, has been in residential use since that time, and no evidence has been presented to create a
reasonable belief that the soil and/or groundwater may contain hazardous substances. In these
circumstances, DPH provides written notification that the requirements of Article 22A have been waived.

On March 28, 2018, DPH issued a waiver from Article 22A, determining that the project property has
been continuously zoned as residential since at least 1921 and that the available information does not
indicate the potential for soil and/or groundwater contamination (Attachment A). Thus, the project
complies with Article 22A and would not result in significant impacts related to the release of hazardous
materials.

The appellant cites a legal case to support the claim that any project on the Cortese list (State of California
compiled lists of hazardous sites) is precluded from the issuance of a categorical exemption. The project
site is not on any State of California list of hazardous sites; and even if the project site were on the Cortese
list, a site’s inclusion on this list does not necessarily preclude the issuance of a categorical exemption
when a closure letter from the appropriate state agency, or its designee, has been issued.
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In conclusion, the project complies with San Francisco Health Code Article 22A, and there are no unusual
circumstances related to hazardous materials that would disqualify the project from being eligible for
categorical exemption.

Concern 3: The appellant contends that the project poses a structural risk to the uphill adjacent
property at 2421 Green Street.

Response 3: The project would comply with the Building Code and would not present any unusual
circumstances regarding excavation and the protection of the adjoining property.

The appellant is incorrect in stating that under the City's CEQA exemption procedures, a project may not
be exempted from CEQA if it is built on a property with greater than 20 percent slope and involves more
than 50 cubic yards of soil removal. Instead, under such circumstances, the Planning Department requires
the project sponsor to submit with the environmental application a preliminary geotechnical study
prepared by a qualified consultant that meets DBI submittal requirements. The report must demonstrate
that the proposed project could be implemented on the project site and must provide recommendations
that make such construction structurally feasible.

If a preliminary geotechnical report is required for environmental review, the Planning Department
reviews the report to understand geotechnical issues and recommendations, and in the environmental
document confirms that the sponsor would incorporate such recommendations into the project. DBI,
during its review of site and building permits, reviews construction documents for conformance with the
geotechnical report.

DBI also ensures protection of adjoining properties through compliance with Sections 3307 and 3307.1 of
the San Francisco Building Code. Section 3307 of the San Francisco Building Code, Protection of
Adjoining Property, specifies requirements for safeguards at work sites to ensure the protection of
adjacent properties. Compliance with the State and local building codes avoids the potential for
significant impacts related to structural damage.

Section 3307.1 states, “Adjoining public and private property shall be protected from damage during
construction, remodeling and demolition work. Protection must be provided for footings, foundations,
party walls, chimneys, skylights, and roofs. Provisions shall be made to control water runoff and erosion
during construction or demolition activities. The person making or causing an excavation to be made
shall provide written notice to the owners of adjoining buildings advising them that the excavation is to
be made and that the adjoining buildings should be protected. Said notification shall be delivered not less
than 10 days prior to the scheduled starting date of the excavation.” Section 832 of the Building Code
provides other requirements for protection of adjacent property, including giving reasonable notice to
adjacent owners, using reasonable precautions to project adjacent structures, and protecting adjoining
buildings from any damage excavation.

A preliminary geotechnical report was prepared for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street (Divis
Consulting, Inc., January 12, 2017). The report correctly states that the remodeling plans include
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expansion of the existing basement. The report notes that excavation deeper than 5 feet should be shored
or sloped in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards, and
that the contractor should be responsible for the construction and safety of temporary slopes and shoring.
The report makes specific recommendations for temporary slopes, shoring, underpinning, construction
monitoring, permanent slopes, surface drainage, foundations, permanent retaining walls, concrete slab-
on-grade floors, and seismic design.

Excavation and development on steep slopes is common in San Francisco, and such projects are routinely
reviewed in accordance with applicable City and State regulations. The appellant has not demonstrated
how the project site’s topography and project excavation would result in significant effects on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. Therefore, the CEQA determination properly relied on the
qualified geotechnical consultant’s report and compliance with City and State regulations, and no further
analysis is necessary.

Concern 4: The appellant states that the project is inconsistent with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood
Design Guidelines, which protect historic resources.

Response 4: Compliance with design guidelines is an aesthetic impact not subject to CEQA.

Per CEQA Section 21099(d)(1), “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or
employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant
impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets the criteria as a residential project in an urban
area with nearby transit. Consistency with the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines is addressed during the
Planning Department’s review process, and aesthetics is not to be considered as a topic of environmental
review. Also see the response to concern 1, above, which addresses impacts on adjacent historic
resources.

Concern 5: The appellant contends the project has been piecemealed (divided into smaller projects to
qualify for one or more exemptions).

Response 5: The CEQA document covers the whole of the project and the environmental review has
not been piecemealed.

The appellant is correct in that under CEQA state statute Section 21159.27 a project may not be divided
into smaller projects to qualify for one or more exemptions. The project description in the CEQA
determination states, “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.” Thus, the CEQA determination
analyzed the whole of the action.

It is not uncommon for the City to issue multiple permits that rely on one CEQA determination. As
discussed under “Background” above, DBI issued a permit for the foundation portion of the work after
the CEQA determination for the whole of the project was issued, and all permits have subsequently been
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suspended pending resolution of the CEQA appeal and discretionary review by the Planning
Commission. The issuance of building permits is a separate matter from CEQA piecemealing. The
appellant provides no substantial evidence of CEQA piecemealing.

CONCLUSION

The appellant has not presented substantial evidence to the Planning Department that would support the
conclusion that (1) there are unusual circumstances that justify removing the project from the exempt
class, and (2) there is a reasonable possibility of significant environmental impacts due to those unusual
circumstances. For the reasons stated above, the CEQA determination complies with the requirements of
CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. The Planning Department
therefore recommends that the Board uphold the CEQA determination and deny the appeal.
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ATTACHMENT A

City and County of San Francisco Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Barbara A. Garcia, MPA, Director of Health
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH Stephanie K. J. Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS

Environmental Health Director

WAIVER FROM SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH CODE ARTICLE 22A
(MAHER ORDINANCE)

Compliance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code is required for all sites that require a permit from
the Department of Building Inspection, will move or excavate at least 50 cubic yards (38.23 m®) of soil and/or
that have the potential to contain hazardous materials in soil and/or groundwater or are within the mapped
Article 22A (Maher) area. Sites subject to Article 22A may be granted a waiver by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health per Section A.4. of Article 22A which states, “The Director may waive the
requirements imposed by this Article if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been continuously zoned
as residential under the City Planning Code since 1921, has been in residential use since that time, and no
evidence has been presented to create a reasonable belief that the soil and/or groundwater may contain hazardous
substances. In these circumstances, the Director shall provide the applicant and the Director of Building
Inspection with written notification that the requirements of this Article have been waived.”

The following information and documents were submitted in support of the Waiver:
X Site history information and/or environmental/geotechnical documents
X  Project plans and elevation Drawings AND excavation, trenching grading plans

[0  Current or former underground storage tank operation and removal documents, as
applicable

PROPERTY/PROJECT INFORMATION

Address: 2417 Green Street  Block/Lot; 0560/ 028 SMED No.; 1534

Owner/Proponent name: Chris Durkin (Chris@durkinincorporated.com) Contact Name/ phone: Eric Dumican
(415) 495-9322 (edumican@dumicanmosey.com)

Proponent Address: 474 EUCILD AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94118
Current Site Use: Single Family Residence Proposed Site Use: Single Family Residence

If residential use only, approximate year residential only use began: 1907

COMMENTS:
The San Francisco Department of Public Health has determined that:

X The project Property has been continuously zoned as residential since at least 1921 AND the available
information does not indicate potential or known the soil and/or groundwater contamination by
contain hazardous substances or materials. AND The site use will remain as residential or a less

sensitive land use.

1390 Market Street, Suite 210, San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone 415-252-3800 | Fax 415-252-3875
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O Less than 50 Cubic Yards of soil will be disturbed by the proposed project AND the available
information does not indicate potential or known the soil and/or groundwater contamination by
contain hazardous substances or materials.

] A former underground storage tank removed from the residential site or nearby residential site, does
not present a significant health or environmental risk to the project property based on the information
available from publically available state databases and SF DPH files.

SFDPH Recommendations:

O Site Soils are known to, or may, contain fill material. Fill material associated with the 1906 Earthquake

4

and Fire or other fill materials in San Francisco may contain elevated lead concentrations among other
potential contaminants. SF DPH recommends that excavated fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic
sheeting and chemically analyzed for contaminants prior to soil reuse or as required by the disposal
facility prior to disposal. The analyses considered may include the analytes listed in the Maher
Ordinance, which include: Metals, volatile and semi volatile organic compounds, cyanide and
petroleum hydrocarbons. Any remaining soils with elevated contaminants should be capped by the
building, hardscape or at least one foot of clean soil over a visual physical barrier such as expanded
plastic geogrid, or similar material.

Construction activities should follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures.

San Francisco Department of Public Health GRANTS A WAIVER FROM THE REQUIREMENTS OF
THE SF HEALTH CODE ARTICLE 22A FOR THE SPECIFIED PROJECT ONLY BASED ON THE
SITE CRITERIA AND CHARACTERISTICS LISTED ABOVE. Should you have any questions please
contact the San Francisco Department of Public Health, Site Assessment and Mitigation Program (DPH SAM) at
(415) 252-3800.

Date: 28 March 2017

Stephanie K.J. Cushing, MSPR/CHMM, REHS
Director of Environmental Health

San Francisco Department of Public

CC:

Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

Ed Sweeney, Deputy Director of Inspection Services
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103
edward.sweeney@sfgov.org
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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

San Francisco Office
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104

James A. Reuben | Andrew J. Junius | Kevin H. Rose | Daniel A. Frattin | John Kevlin tel: 415-567-9000 | fax: 415-399-9480
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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.

San Francisco Office
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104
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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

Para informacion en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.576.9121
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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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

N

Revised: 4/11/16
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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

Revised: 4/11/16
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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.

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised: 4/11/16
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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
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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

SAN FRAKCIZTO
PLAMNNING DEFPARTMENT
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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: e S i 2 Tel] ‘ 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:el:p)ell:i‘r 0 0 0 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.
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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 enroliment 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.
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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 | Authorized Agent [circle one)

________ 2961
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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.
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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
c/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
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2417 Green Street, LLC
12 January 2017

17-120101-01
CONSULTING, INC.

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 (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
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to utility trenches (or other footings) should bear below an imaginary 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) plane
projected upward from the bottom edge of the utility trench (or adjacent footings).

Shallow foundations designed in accordance with the recommendations presented herein should not
settle more than 1 inch; differential settlements should not exceed more than % 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 (:_}APILLARY MOISTURE BREAK
Sieve Size Percentage Passing Sieve
Gravel or Crushed Rock

1linch 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.

Page 10 of 10

2974



divis

CONSULTING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

FIGURES

2975



jeliersoliniG - ey NG
ol = T Cgeach 3l Nraa POtk Sy
L. ') < R ALK e
= & 7 BayR=
Palace af o4 i ! . T
Fine Arts 2 Capia W oy "'1?.}, Marina )
e e g 5 Moscons £
. = o o District Rec mationyg
Al B Ja et e Canter. | i
Im|l¥|J' :_-:_l:

-k
i paagnota =t
]! i
- hesintdies
£

=4
e 1| |
pAoLLRaT (g
& () =]
i 5 =
e .4 T =
:.c—. ey =t o =
U < %
225 5 Wy et
= sk
I T
L e
- =i A=k
= =T iy (A
Green: = =
J{: L3 f-'E" . _-,..T __.: L
-'f.l‘ .._.:_ _:5 :'.:
= L el
walle o=t - A ?-
o "_I"i -
2 b B u
Groade 2y =
£ E -
P aciis oy
L afayetia
= Fark
Lo i L
I;.'J':.I':«-L"" S 1 - = ;
x t amat N
= Alta-Flaz: i o o [
et o et ! a6
ja; i asn! “;ﬁl Rl =4
o s 0
I - ral g =t
"-L-_'| & Shay =~ _I':
. D T o1
) = e L e oy
= i _I'_ - alfyoiint
2l = ping 51
¥

b

0 0.2 Miles
| |
Approximate scale

NOT TO SCALE

Base map:

(c) 2017 san francisco planning department

m 2417 GREEN STREET

CONSULTING, INC.

SITE LOCATION MAP
San Francisco, California

Date 01/12/17

17-120101-01
2976

Figure 1




]
=
L)
=
"]
a
]
i
2
[
]
-
=
k!
1

14
S obard serec

————

, ——
. N s
/
. J.' 1‘_’
# farnisd. seroat E
/ it
%. .;‘ rraat
i R e 0
3 g i ilg
)
Fei% Aexhok
i Bak Sxredt .
= NN
/ ; \
2 i . . / \ | \ i
: f'”""“_‘._’/ B e B i 5 16¢h Brreet ':" RN
= = aflody S | A
e e ([ Frpmenmatdl P b A Al
EXPLANATION
P outline of slide area
TN areas of potential landslide hazard
\__
7 location of slide, SFDBI
those underlined are active slides 0 2000 4000 Feet
L L |
Approximate scale
Base map:

John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, (1974). Figure 4, Landslide Locations, San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation, June 1974

m 2417 GREEN STREET

CONSULTING, INC. San Francisco, California
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

SAN FRANCISCO SLOPE

PROTECTION ACT MAP
Date 01/12/17

17-120101-01
2977

Figure 2




Y — T w —
oo wAnita Rock g | s P NG SN
= G;\\\: = . ht _Bk =20 Elﬂ?f_':‘__,/
) o quati
- =Y
LU i = g
= N 5 = 8
] O T D —
- A o ) =
o F nston S My (1= \
4 1ou M =
< ! i \ A
T 1
. 7+ SITE o AT \.
a3 e — _— i
(78 / =4 O = 3 s = ]
) \r'\ - ™ =
7 Y, ; f_ A o EN 100 &

o\ R I\ (A 0 s = — = Bt
' ) all N > { L = e =
N A < MHE i 3 N — 3 - e — 1

AN - — = - — "

f@_\ SO WY | =7 Pali =Ny JHCKS o )

;—\_ N R \-*‘-‘ I| | 4 — R -
\\_:“\‘ ™ A\ l"!ﬂ'.\-.. 5 / f f? / J'J ,-'. ,_H = = ; % : i
. Lhising 7T ) = = r " !
o 5—%, Wa=s =) T 299 P'-. - == t}ﬂ@ | . E Al
v e -~ £ _‘,.:—-:'V ‘Sgujf_e_ - * ANLL 3 e lm —
= N— — ~ / / . N i - sl ”
h b = 2 = ™ . 4
- i LA = > - = -
) c M - [ > N8BT =L, &\ ) So== T
ed i S | A 209 = 3
T CA o Sy IS =
] U { “h E L =4 — Ry L
1Wie Nl
w sT b i o
o XP W ,
LI u- A 2 i P 00 st
It ois \GHER’R qs  Flic AN B 2 0O,
S ~ - . EL s p
LMNE <lrss g ,.' 1\
ot ST X Jefessan SOYET
< ) | S ound
: ' ' Y N AT 3
| ARG R ] et -
\ _ 1
EXPLANATION
Liguefaction: Areas where historic occurence of liquefaction, or local topographic, geological, geotechnical, and
subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements.
\ \ Earthquake-Induced Landslides: Areas where previous occurence of landslide movement, or local topographic,
geological, geotechnical, and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements.
0 1000 2000 Feet
Approximate scale
Base map:  State of California, Seismic Hazard Zones City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, Released November 17, 2001.
2417 GREEN STREET
CONSULTING. INC San Francisco, California ZONE MAP
’ - .
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING Date 01/12/17 17-120101-01| Figure 3

2978



Qaf
Qd
Qu

fsr

Ifgs

Op'§ NERRRERNNN

sp

Kifch

water

Artificial fill

Dune Sand (Quaternary)

Undifferentiated surficial deposits (Quaternary)

Mélange
Greenstone (Jurassic)
Chert (Cretaceous and Jurassic)

Serpentine

Contact, approximately located

0 2000

4000 feet

|

1

Approximate scale

Reference: Geologic Map and Map Database of Parts of
Marin, San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa
and Sonoma Counties, California, prepared by
M.C. Blake Jr., RW. Graymer, and D.L. Jones,

dated 2000

divis

CONSULTING, INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING

2417 GREEN STREET
San Francisco, California

REGIONAL GEOLOGIC MAP

Date 01/12/17 |17-120101-01

Figure

4

2979



FAULT TYPE

e Strike slip

———  Thrust (Reverse)
0 5 10 Miles

e Normal

. ) - Approximate scale
Base Map: U.S. Geological Survey, National Seismic Hazards Maps - Fault Sources, 2008. PP

Em 2417 GREEN STREET REGIONAL FAULT MAP

San Francisco, California
CONSULTING, INC. ’ -
Date 01/12/17 |17-120101-01| Figure 5

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING
2980



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

USGS—Provided Output

S¢= 1.500g Suys= 1.500g Sps = 1.000 g
S,= 0.645¢g Sy. = 0.967 g Sy, = 0.645¢g

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
0.00 0.20 0.40 0.50 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.650 1.20 2.00

0.00 0.20 040 050 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.B0 2.00
Period, T (sec) Period, T (sec)

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

<
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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: Atrticle 10 or Article 11 ]

January 2017

CA Register O]

Historicggsgarch by

National Register L]

Tim Kelley Consulting
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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 Historicﬂ@g@arch by Tim Kelley Consulting
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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 Historicggssparch by Tim Kelley Consulting —
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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

é&gnalure of K T

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

_Eric Dumican .
Owner /cirde one)

January 2017 Historicgggs%arch by Tim Kelley Consulting
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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 KX

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 X

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 Historicggsgarch 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
street, 170 W of Pierce, W 25 by 8 100: $3900.
_ C. Branagan and J. Kluber (owners) with

-

N line of O'Farrell street, 187:68 E of Webster,

e ——

on lot on 8§ line of Green

-

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
January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
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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.

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
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Photographs of Subject Property

2417 Green Street

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
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4
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 [

January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
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AdOD IVIOI4H40

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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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 [ :

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 .

1 hereby certify 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.

January 2017 Historical Research by

3001

{Enter name and branch designatios if any. If there

is no known construction lender, sater “uaknown™.)

CONSTRUCTION LENDER

ADDRESS OF

Tim Kelley Consulting



AdOD 1VIDI4d40

SAM FRAMCISCO

T WBJ_F& _nfmammm. USE ONLY 4
- sl 18978 KA

DEPARTMEFR

BUILDRIG TGPECTION

S ——

Binal,

MuG LU 1ue Quallty of the ori

T\ PPROVE
A

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

Dept. Public Works |

. 2
W/ﬁ,ﬂﬁﬂﬁ,
b NENDENT
MW"‘GU&(I:E:INH INGPECTIGN

FILING FEE RECEIFT b

0

Lo 12, 1572

158U
[ s en

32 Z
‘ ' YHI;AES A|N'D S\';IFEECA logsualm

TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH:

{3) STREFT ADDRESS OF JoB,

OF PUBLIC WORKS
ACCORDANCE WITH
AND ACCORDING

1 DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDI

Tehe O

L ) B
I gl OF STORIES

i
BASEMENTS
10 20 33 40 s orob:urmcv;..z AND CELLARS: /i

(7A) PRESENT USE,

e

DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION

(4T TYPE GF ConaTh, Er NURBER OF
(41 TYPE GF ConaTh ] "'non;soa

D 20 30 40 5 OCCUPANCY:
TVoAT Dom RS ALTERATION VEs O [ [

&) NUMBEL OF
_2 J BASEMENTS

Eo T
TE Al i
§‘ "0 BUILBINGT NO CENTER LINE OF FRONT: FT,
' PRLIL 8 (30 :
X ALK SP/ B
ig!IA'i‘l% ALTERED? NO PROPERTY LINET

AND CELLARS: / s s, 2

ny

C‘.IA?!A HOR

EXTENSION TC BUILDINGT NO a
T8 15 AUTO RUNWAT Yu'g T %3

TO BE CONETRUCTED 'l DURING
OR ALTERED?

(BA) B1DG, CODE (VAT NS
3 FAMILIES:
' OCCUP, CLASS: e /
{F) PROFOSED USEr L) ., CODE (%) NO. GF
. X AR
&g&PCNH)I IUFSI/
BOES Y& [ [TV TF VIS, STAT
NG
HZONTAL Bl i3

HIS ALTERAT( [=]
Q. f1.

D), Ho 3] CokE TN ucg
E N TES ELECTRICAL YES (22) FLUMBING TE§
N e unﬂg Mo wo x| B o
T3] GENETAL CONTRACTOR ADGRESS TALIF. LICENSE NO.
{34 ARCHITECT O ENGINEER (TOR DISIGNT ACDRESS TALIF, CER T RG.
(25] ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER [FOR CONSTRUCTION) ADDRAESS ~ CAU. CERTIFIGATE MG,

bl |

UNKHEWH L AP

247

Mo /~Zs5— fé
'HONE [FOR CONTACT BY )

“J,/ ADCRESS

CESCRIFTION OF AL

O BE PERFORAID UNDEX THIS APFLICATION (REFERENCE TG FLANG

NOT SUFFICIENT)

! @_..7",&,2,‘ JM&L

)
eell  to A e /La.f;d

IMPORTANT NOTICES
No ¢hange sholl be meds in the eharocter of the servpancy or wse without
frm obiaining a Building Parmit autheriting suth change, Ses Sec. 103, 104.8,
I04D.1, 10dc, 502, 5021, Son Frencita Bulidlng Cods ond Sec. 104, Son
Frensiseo Hausing Code,
No portion of Lullding or structure or wsfolding vied doring construgiion,
ta be closer than 80" to ony wirs conlaining mres than 730 woltr, Ses Sec.
383, Califarnio Penal Code,
Purausnt fo Sec. 302.4.8, San Franeisco Bullding Code, the beliding 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
1o b correer, H octual grode. fines are not th me o1 shown revited drowings
showing correct groda lines, culs oad fills togather with complete dotaili of
retalning wally and wall footings raquired muit be sybmiited 1a this bureau for
oppraval,
ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED MEREIN OR BY CODE MAY 5E APPEALED.
BUILDING NOT TO BE OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION
IS POSTED ON THE BUILDNIG OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY GRANTED, WHEN
REQUIRED. APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AN
APPROVAL FOR THE ELECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS, A
SEPARATE PERMIT FOR TME WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST 8E OBTAINED.
SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REGUIRED IF ANSWER IS "VES" To ANY OF ABOVE
QUESTIONS (15) (16) (17) (20) (21) or (22).
THIS IS NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A
BUILDING PERMIT IS 1S5UED, Rt
In dwalllags oil Insuloting metarials must hove o clearance. of not less then twa
inches from oll electricol wire of squipment,

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION

| HEREBY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A PERMIT IS ISSUED 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 | SHALL NOT
EMPLOY ANY PEESON IN VIOLATION OF THE LABOR CODE OF CALIFORNIA
RELATING TO WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION INSURANCE.

| FURTHER AGREE TO SAVE SAN FRANCISCO AND IT5 OFFICIALS AND -
PLOYEES HARMLESS FROM

BE BINDING UPON
THE DWNER OF SAID PROPERTY, THE APPLICANT, THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS
D AS: EES,

Doreer
chetloe. I

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX,

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

|

|
|
F
!
]
|
b
1
|

January 2017

Historical Research by
3002
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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
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'ANFI{}\N 15C0 ) )

" Lor ""’"‘T"‘f””l*" L | cITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
o SRS 304 6 3.,19;!.3_.’";&____ DEPARTMENT OF PURLIC WORKS
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
A P P ﬁ W E ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

Dapt, Public Werss APPLICATION 228 HER A AR TG Tl LT, WORKS

"‘B 1 3 1973 OF SAN rummo WN‘ & witH
THE PLANS BNGTSPEC IFICATIONS SUBHITIED FEREWITH AND AC(L!MNG
TO THE DESC“P; sN AND FOR THE PURPOSE HEREINAFTER SET FORTH.

|ﬂ=

AdOD 'IVIOI:I:IO
s weoy -
2a18

B/

‘ON NHOUYDI

s

{17 STRELT ADDKESS OF JOB:
ﬁﬁr—ﬁﬂ%—h#; p ' [
B 2HIT _Adeoe- ,/W

PEIMJ'I NGO, T I1S5UED a= (3) ESTIMATED COsT OF JOB g
7%0-?_(, 813K L W revs " ‘ :

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

ONSTR. e O N O AL ﬂ% [16A] NUMBER BF (7A] PRESENT USEs (6A] BLDG. CODE. o g
RO IR B sl OF 51 7| assments BECUF. CASS: —— | DWS, UNITS
o220 a0 40 s’ﬁ( OF OCmuutv AND CELLARS: . =R

= DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION
{4) TYPE OF CONSIR. The ©) W O |3 NUNBER OF TiET NUMBER OF 7) FAGFGSED USES (8 §iDG. CODE 191 NO.
STORIES OF BASTMENTS CCCUP. ClAss. —— | CWG. UNITS,
10,20 30 40 8 OCCUPANCY: 2z ' Saceias / | P T o
10X DOES THIS ALTERAT] ¥is 0] TF VS, STATE TTA) DOES THIS AUTERATION VIS L1 [ 111 IF YES. SIATE
A AT ADOITIORAL wo] R siErGAL AT R kw It
STORY 10 mlmme-i HO CENTER LINE OF FRONT, rr. | EXTENSION TO BUILDING? ND 1008 AREA sQ. I
T R SIBRwALR SPACE h6 * | Ve roRs T | Mo b Sonsthoci TR L e S
:'é"'i\"ltm S A ur'mnv NG PROPERTY LINET o' Ok ALTEREDT noly | consTRucTION? no
A R YO | PO T L | P T P e
‘uu > noY| GF oCcUPANGY? no M| PeRroaMED? no'Y | rearommED? Ho
':W CONTRACTOR ADORESS CAL UICENSE NO-
(4] ARCHITECT DR ENGINEER (FOR DESIGN] ADDRESS CALIE, CERTIFICATE NO. -
{45] ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER (FOR CONSTRUCTION] ADDRESS TALIF, CERTIFICATE HO.
LN LEMDI “AGDREES

iSTR ENTER NAME AND BRANCH DES|
i IF THERE 15 NO NW': CONSTRUCTION LENDEN, ENTER

IIW e 7// Fﬁ FOR cnuu:r BV BUREAU)
287 WRITE 1 DESCRIFTION OF ALL WGRK ERFORMED UNDER THIS AFPLICATION (REFERENCE m‘runs—“‘_—z—""-*fs NOT SUFFICIENT

CMMM,/L AZ_«;EZ Zre ‘5///?“2"\7

_Wéagﬁ—'- P
Pt & 471) o

Ltnrs
77

IMPORTANT NOTICES APPLCANT’'S CERTIFICATION
Mo chonge thell be made in the choracler of the oecupancy o1 uie withaut
By T I LT S T | e oty o soue v v pvas 1 i o8 7 con
'm:h‘lre ‘"":.'I:i-“’gi;‘_"“ St Frimelies’ Builiing Gotia apd Sec. 04, PERMIT AND ALL LAWS AND ORDIMANCES THERETO WILL BE COMPLIED WITH,
Mo porfion ol building or siructure or scoffolding vied Huring comiiuction, CERTIFY THAT IN T RMAN
:h”' .T:. t‘l‘::-rhﬁm :%‘;ﬂb ony wite conloining mroe then 750 el See Sec ;»m'u':‘ ANY msonnfnﬁxgnmnf 'o? Fm? !m%vml&l ::L.l.#ou':lgl:
rrlu Pone NG T
Puriuant ta Sec. 307A8, &m Francisc Bullding Cods, the bullding pecmit ol dh I
sholl ba goited on the job, The owner i revpomihie for approved plons nd { FURTHER AGREE TO SAVE SAN FRANCISCO AND (T8 QHICIALS AND EW-
opplication baing keat ol msdm. 'PLOYEES HARMLESS FROM AlL COSTS AND DAMAGES WHICH MAY ACCRUE
Grode lines i shewn en drowings occompanying Ivis application aie euumed FROM USE DR OCCUPANCY OF THE SIDEWALK, STAEET OR SUBSIDEWALK
ta bo coerect, If actoal nlld- finy same as shown revited drawings SPACE OR FROM ANYTHING EISE IN CONNEC"UH WITH THE WORK INCLUD-
e g ot with camplote detaily of €0 IN THE PIRMIT. THE FOREGOING COVENANT SHALL BE BINDING' UPON
teisiolog. vl ioned Wil lw-an- ceauired murt be sohmitted 4o this Bursou for THE GWNER OF SAjo FAGPEATY, THE APPUCANT, etk HEIRS, SUCCESSORS

appreval, AN, SIGNEES,

ANY STIPULATION REGUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEAIED. s /f?bﬁv heid
DUILBING NOT TO BE OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF HINAL COMPLETION o
".g.,"’,:’é," mlr‘;-‘f wg?u;zmuwzl:én Of DCCUPANCY GRANTED, WHEN | = Al o ot
AL PLICATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AN > pui'np n mg‘—_'—'_

AFPROVAL FOR THE ELECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS. A ! S e o
SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE oluwsn
SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED |h ANSWER IS "YES® TO ANY OF ABOVE ECK APPROPRIATE BOX:
QU!E“QN! {151 (16) 17] (20) (21} or (221,

HiS IS NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A OWNER 3 aRcHITECT O] ENGINEER
lmumoo PERIAIT I5 ISSUED,

|) Lessex [2) AGENT WiTH POWER OF ATIORNEY

In dwellings all inwwloting matériali must hove o tleorancs of net les than tws
inchas hram all slecirical wires or equipment 1] CONTRACTOR  [7] ATTORNEY IN FACT

R S O
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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
3005



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
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January 2017

IMPORTANT NOTICES

No chare shall be made in the chancer of Nmermmmml fine

cbstaining 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

Francaco Mot

Nao portion of :-.-mng o

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

Calrfornis Penal Cocde.

Pormsere o Sae. 303 303 A8, San Francrco Buiking Code, the bullging permit

md\ De Dostec on the job. T"!B-m! 1 respontible for A00oved dlam and 1
ication being kept st baiding

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.
vvrdﬂ 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 S53.3851. 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
Euﬁ\_ncouwmﬁ OF SA ANCISE0- CONTANED WITHIR THIS
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
cmrmuwnrn.louv: beiow, whichever 3 5001 ane of e
foliowing memods
Cartificare. of Gl Seif-ingure asued by the Director of
Industrial Aetazions.
Certificate of \’U:vbrﬂns Compenzation Inurance issed by an
iried ingure:
An exact cooy or duplicate of (1) certifiad by the Director or (1)
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
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DEFARTMENT OF
BUILDIMNG INGPECTION
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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
e SARAGES (Type, occessibiity, efc.] 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
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& 1 ERERERE LRIRE
QIDEPARTMENT OF i EEr ?.’5'.5|’; =
O BUILLNIG MSPECTION Ed b - A o dE
3“"”"‘_27”1@ 2 i &2 i Bk
b c ; == 9 i
! canion AT SO T 8 2%
: ames 1 MO © Sy B
; ooes 3T T
mﬂwmn” Al
WITH ALL APPLICAELE mi
i
: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
| APPLCATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT s o RNk Wiows ;f
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS i
— 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
2z
E3
E Y rumBER OF PLAN SETS /-—// ;E
P UG FEE SECEPT rO. i w/lf-ﬂciﬂ Ei
= "8
=, - (e L ——— ] D
SY2/90 |r-8-8 | <. ¢ |, 2 j
INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
M“ﬂm ﬂ-ual Ry QTS TASS T, O
s o [BER | e R
= “1
1 <JRET
«»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
i [ S0 e Lo — | ewsmomn
) | oS ke <= ! T an
H T | A CTHIN CXSTIG KOG - 74) JOE3 L 1 THATON o
- el == e
="} CAF CETRCATE WO =
—

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 . 1o be ciovar
l—uo‘?’nw—-‘mmmmvﬁnhimcﬁ’—w
Parol Code.

P o Som Frmcnch i Coce, the Buiing pari hall be pevred on e
b, The cwner i remomible for oparoved plm and appication beng dept ot
buifing whe.

NOTICE TO APPLICANT
HOLD HARMIESS CLAUSE n-.n-mm-,ny
indemty and hold n-ml--rul:a,
murdsm

the Ci7y and Courty of Son Francaca, and

*l"dhg mmmmmwdmm

Saands ead octera.

i el y with he provavors of Secson 3800 of the Labor Code of the Srove of
DJMMN:-MNO-’;O-M“C‘HM Bureay, eethes

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

D, whnchurewr o MHWWMMMMM"’]MM

checked o —.il. The EprTpnaTe method of compeonce bl

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

Incupricl Bwigriom.

wwnm
thm J

il foings recanred st b submined For GFT R Cerxfcom of Worman's Compemotion mroncs wved by o8
ANT STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREM OR 8Y CODE MAT BE APPEALED. admmed inwre
BUACENG NOT TO BE OCTUPED TE OF FvAL COMPLETION 1S m An ea0c oy or dupicrre of (1) cerified by *he Dimecter o )
POSTED ON THE SURLOTNG O OF OCCLPANCY GRANTED. REQUIRED. cwrified by me rer
APPROVAL OF THIS APPUCATION DOES. APOROVAL FOR THE V. The cot of the work % be performed a 5100 or ie.
ELECTRICAL WHING O PLUMBRNG INSTALLATONS. A SEPARATE PERWT FOR ™HE b | cerity rhot in Mee pecformance of fae ok for which thia Permd o
WEENG AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBTAINED. SEFARATE PELMITS T, {sha s eriplay omy parion e omy masnatia o bvenme
ANSWER 1S “TES™ TO ANT OF ABOVE QUESTIONS (10: (11} 12! 13" 220 o 242 B s g
THS S NOT A BUILDING PERMT. MO WORK SAALL 8E STARTES UNTIL A BLLONG i iz s ot omimotiis Ao anbocsiidgo:
= Labor Cu.,am.wmluz- - rth e
In welliogs ol nicnng MEENGh MYE Sewe 3 dearnce of e e har s ncres of the Lobor Cade e
from ol secreal wires or sguoment ==;ﬂ-ﬂ'nllhil
“ dﬂﬂfynﬁemvs'ﬂeuwc‘-uw—n@ Bt in the sertor
DECK armOrRATE BCE — preve 4 i
mance of e —or for a Ferm o i
|- ~ ARCHITECT — ENGRER: e T s et i i Vet s S S
wiha novon tile, *+af ony

[T —

T AGENT WATH POWER OF ATTORMEY
T ATTORNEY i FACT
APPLICANT'S CERTIAICATION
| HERESY CERTEY AND AGAEE TMAT [F 4 PEWMT 1S [SSUED FOR ™E CONSTRUCTICN

DESCRSBED M THIS APPLCATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PERMT AND ALL
LAWS AND ORDINAMCES THERETO Wiil SE COMPUED Witk

ok B e e the Terrral Serma Buremu smdence that
oo’y compemcnen mrance n cermed

—— | VYA RN T N

e —— (=

January 2017
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mo
QlsamFr e - PPROVE L g2
| \ A ' o 3 g
3 g Dept. of Building 1rsp. 3 W
B | yo 3
% /) @ . - JUN 2 2 2007 3 @
QIDEPAR A oy %
O ZUILDI PECTION i 8 S
- Z| ™ B koH
HASENIN, If o B
IEF BUILuma oFFlGlAI- il =4
(= Mo \Jtvlf? = l’\'?/ Dﬁg‘:ﬁuw‘m INSPECTION g ;—‘ g;
El
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO o gl
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION, el
5
FORM 3 {_] OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED :_:g.__l
= g ==u
2 : e i
FOHM 8 DVER- THH ﬁ: TER ISS CE CCORIJZ:I (o] THE DESCRIPT! |ON AND FOR THE PURPOSE g %E
HEREINAFTER SET FORTH. |
——— NuMBE ETS W OO NOT WAITE ABOVE THIS LINE W H g‘
DATE FILED FILING FEE RECEIPT ND. (1) STREET ADORESS OF JOB BLOCK & LOT é gi
2
2417 gpied Toee Osbo/or85 gz
ﬁ [2A) ESTRMARTED COST OF 108 sy REvisen thsT- [ \w 800 = o}
A ] . i e e oloal L. O

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

faR) TYPE OF CONSTH, %?} guga';‘“ (TA} PRESENT USE: 5 ]

| O NR e 7 (oo -
DESCRIPTION OF BUI

WO TR [ # L {7} PRGPOSED USE [LEGAL L) Imnﬁ:w TES

ey 5 AT mm-r.m
10 BE CONSTAUCTED i mmu e ’-‘l/
O ALTEREDY o Fm‘ NO PERHIAMED

CALF TN EXFRATION DATE

[ 114 GENERAL CONTRACTOR

AlsTie  STevciuees @smﬁu,s quomA cb""t tots HOHE ga!ﬁze
o 1 PHONE [FOR CONTACT BY

115) OWNER . LESSEE (CROSS QUT OWE)

EDWsRD STRolpe 2417 ek z[w CZ(:L Ghes D= Y9
{TR) WRITE IN DESCRIETION OF ALL WORKX 10 BF PERFORMED UNDER TH45 APPLICATION (REFERENCE T8 PLANS 15 NODT SUFFICIENT]

| pART A UHDBEPINA®YG oF ) ankkd  STer"  4uuoatio K £
wE To By (aveToer &7 2% 5 g _gleee] e
(rel % 2.007- ol(l“l-—f_u%\

—— ]
3 S C Y X

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

[171DGE5 TR ALTERATION N (15 DOES 15 ALTERATION

‘CHEATE ADOITIONAL HEIGHT YIS 3L NEW HEGHT AT CACATE DECK R HOAR

3R STORY [0 BULDHG? wo_ 5| CENTER L oF sRonT B | EXENSON 10 BuLONG
21} WiLL SOEWALK OVER | PR B (23, AV OTVER DS TING 8 06

e a 0 ] U/ﬁnumwts.su:w

| RepasiEn of ALTERED? D PROPERTY LiE? ..g 5 o1 ALK}
23] AACHITECT OR EGIMEER [DESINj’ CONSTAUCTION LI GALI GERTACATE W)
SURE._Engal RS o EéuéﬁhFTﬁ—\ﬁs_, smmﬂgk_o ch  s2joo
RS CONSTRICTION LENCER ENTER WM AND BN DESCHRTON ¥ Y.

1 THERE 1 N KNOWN CONSTRLCTION LEMDER, ENTER "UNXMOWI)

IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT

’bm“b'v‘lﬂ“m the DOCUDANCY O Lse withou! Brst mlm HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE. The permines(s) by scceptance of the parmi. agreeds) 1o indemndy and.

Fouma authonuing tuch chiange Ses San Francisco Busding Cods and San Francsen P Ramiss e Ciy and County of San Francieco hom and Aganst sy 4nd i clium, demands acd

. o wmmnwmmmmwﬂnmpmdw&ym
mwﬁNMWummlummumuww 1o ba closer then 6T 1o TR S ik Fewe e, it ¥ -
‘any wirs containing mors shan 750 voits See Sec 385, Galdorsa Peral Gode. "“”””"‘"""’"“"“‘d -

; Carde of e Siate of Gaitornia, ihe
Lokt B co et T st stk e i B 5 ) e Tk ot o s 0, ox () of [V
. hhchavel i Bopiicasie. f however fam (V] ' checksd abm (V] st be chackad as weil. Mark

Gradk g 23 pication be conect noproprinte munod of comlence below

e same a3 Correct grage ines. cuts
wuqmmmd—dm—nwmm-wmmm Wsqraby aifie incisc ety o paguiy che of the lloutag dscismicos:
[rop—— | 1w wnd el e & comuteans of consser

subritied 10 they depariment (] 10 saftinsurs for worker's compensation, &
ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OA BY CODE MAY BE APPEALED. / Mﬁhwmwnmmwmmmn—mumm

L DN L S RSN L lmwseﬁ mnmrnumsmsw_n T Pave 6 il AR wOMers” COMPONERLON INEUFANCS, K5 HHuined by Sec5on 3700 of the
Laibor Code, for e work . % o isusg My workers'

ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY

APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AN. mnrowmaﬂmm o i carner

WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS. A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE WIRING AND PLUMBING. Ca

WUST BE OBTAINED. SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUINED IF ANSWER IS "VES® TO ANY OF e

ABOVE QUESTIONS {101 (1] 12) (+3) (22) OR @4) Posicy Number — 200 3

THIS IS NOT A BUILINNG PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A BUILDNNG PERMIT IS [ 3§ I The cost of the work 13 be dong s $100 or less.

185uED I} WV ) catity el in p— s, | shall ol ampioy

In dwalings il insulacng matene's must have & cearance of nol (exs mar wo nches iom sl ipwry of

sinctiical wies OF equIpTant mmwmlmmmmmmmnmm
mwnw of the Labor nd 1o

CHECK APPROPRIATE

0 OMNER. A . Lanor Cade, mat ghe pome

B Cﬁ“ i Al sha L o rochd

I CONTRACTDR ER ! V. | gortity as ihe owner {or the agent for the owner) that in the performance of ihe work for
mummummum-mmmmummmw

F‘UCANT‘S CERTIF‘CATiON g i Pkt o oeaadoctc

1 HERERY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT i R THE CONSTRUCTION -

DESEABED W TS APPLSATION. ALL THE PHOVISIONS OF THE PERUTT ARD ALL LAWS

AND ORDINANCES THERETO WILL BE COMPLIED WITH

00300 REV. 02}

ORIGINAL
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SAN FRANCISCO o ,
CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

O
5 2
m v 1
. e !
= ;| REFER QVED: i I
2| i/ C—
U i REASON:
QD EFARTMERT B} FOWARD 28E O8I
BUILDIMG IMSPECTIGH
2 C INoPECTION JUN 22 2007
= : ‘
Sk BURDING INSPECTOR, DEFT, OF BLDG, INGP. NOTIFIED MR.
. APPROVED: 0( | paTe:
3 N Ly REASON:
[]4 HOWARDPEE, O8I
e JUN 22 2007
&= DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING NOTIFIED MR,
APPROVED: i . ||oatE:
REASON;
(83
+ BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION & PUBLIC SAFETY NOTIFIED MR, E
APPROVED: * DATE @
REASON: 9
[] :
' z
9
WEGHANICAL ENGINEER, DEPT OF BLOG INSPECTION NOTIFIED MR E
APPROVED: e 1 J DATE: ‘ o
Aow E D8I REASON: g
z
. 3
JUN 2 2 2007 =
B
CiviL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDG INSPECTION NOTIFIED MR, 8
3
DATE: E
REASON: 2
173
: o
2 I ; 2
w0
Z
; =
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING : NOTIFIED MR. :ﬁ"-
o
APPROVED: DATE: g
REASON: z
L] E
-
I
8
. o
: DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH NOTIFIED MR. £
APPROVED: DATE: =
REASON:
FEDEVELOPMENT AGENGY NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED. DATE:
REASON:
HOUSING INSPECTION DIVISION NOTIFIED MA.
| agree to comply with aff condians o supulabons of the various bursaus or depanment noted on this application, and anachaed
siataments ol condibons or siiputanons, whch dre hereby mado & pa of 1his applicalion
sy O ARG Bt D OWNERS AUTHORIZED AGENT
January 2017 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
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AN FRAPICIS

’|L| .

DEPARTMENT OF

'\
¥
3

BUILDING Ii»

ISRECTION

A :IOO 'IVIOI:I:IO

January 2017

" c@@iﬂ@v@

Degt, of BUlERG ({7
JUL 92807

APPLICATION FOR auui%&

ADDITIONS, ALTERATION®

FORM 3 [] OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED

FORM 8 stn THE COU
’J-‘ NUMBER OF ﬁﬁmggm

msPE

BUILDING INSPH
PERMISSION

WRITE ABOVE THIS LINE W

oifid O AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

APPLICATION IS HEFIEE’\' MA.DE TO THE DEPAHTMENT OF

01990 L0 L 00T
HIBWNN NOLLYONd oY

|

DATE 1“&“‘”

1%

(1) STREET ADDRESS OF JOB. BLOCK &L07

‘HIENNN TVAOHDIY

= Sho
mmw%—umwﬂ_éﬁ;sw
>

a5s0F | 7627 Ugzo2

Q.03H WAOHJdY YHED

thiczlll ¢

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY-ALL APPLICANTS

\

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

0F CONSTR. 5
JCI ]:sam 3 16A] N0, OF {7A) PRESEWT USE: [T
NK OCCUPANGY.
Fd
STORES : ]
OCCUPANCY

I TR MY B
115-3932059

fBdNpeTion) WE To

- = LA T WA YA
LT o 7 A
R A ) 1) 7

20) CONSTRUC TION L EXDE
wmniwmmmm

DAANCH DEGIGMATION IF ANY,
7 UNKNOWI)

IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT
Mo shange shall be Mmacie In the Charactes of fhe coupENTY o UBe without e GOtaining & Budding HOLD HARMLESS parrntisnis] by soceciance of e DL Bgrees) 1o ncermnty snd
Pc:::m See Sen S0de end Sai Fousing mmumwmdhﬁmmwm—nm-mmm
actions for
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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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GENERAL PLAN NOTES
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

To: richard@lozeaudrury.com; rebecca@lozeaudrury.com; chris@durkinincorporated.com
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC);

Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Poling. Jeanie (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr. Aaron (CPC); Kirby. Alexandra (CPC);
LaValley, Pilar (CPC); Calvillo. Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS
Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL LETTER: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 2417 Green Street - Appeal
Hearing on January 9, 2018

Date: Thursday, December 28, 2017 4:37:44 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon,
Please find linked below a supplemental appeal response brief received by the Office of the Clerk of

the Board from Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury, LLP, representing the Appellant, regarding the
appeal of the CEQA Determination of Exemption for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street.

Appellant Supplemental Letter - December 28, 2017 - LARGE FILE
Please note the file is very large. Kindly allow adequate time for the document to load.

The appeal hearing for these matters are scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the
Board on January 9, 2018.

| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 171267

Regards,

Brent Jalipa

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office

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

(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

@
@5 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under
the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with
the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and
copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—
including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board
and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the
public may inspect or copy.
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|
December 28, 2017 |

Mayor and Board President London Breed and fr\ S
Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors ] @
c/o Angela Cavillo [ o
Clerk of the Board -
City Hall, Room 244 ’ .
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place | &

San Francisco, CA 94102
Bos.legislation@sfeov.org

RE: File No. 171267 — Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination — 2417 Green Street

Dear Mayor Breed and Honorable Members of the Board:

Our firm represents Philip Kaufman, who owns the historic Coxhead House, located at
2421 Green Street, immediately uphill and adjacent to a proposed construction project at 2417
Green Street (“Project”). The Project proposes a massive, four-story, 6,114 square foot home on
a 2,500 square foot lot at 2417 Green Street. The Project is immediately downhill and adjacent
to the Coxhead House, which has been determined “clearly eligible” for historic listing.

This letter supplements our appeal letter filed on November 22, 2017. As explained in
our November 22, 2017 letter, the City improperly issued a CEQA exemption for the Project at
2417 Green Street because:

1. The Project may cause significant adverse impacts to the historic Coxhead House,
including possibly undermining the tall brick foundation of the Coxhead House,
blocking access to light, air and views, possibly causing flooding of the
foundation of the Coxhead House, and encroaching on the mid-block shared open
space. All of these factors would adverse impact the historical significance of the
Coxhead House and preclude issuance of a CEQA exemption.

2, 2417 Green Street is located on the City’s Maher Map of potentially contaminated

sites. It will involve 408 cubic yards of excavation of potentially contaminated
soil. Since the Project will involve far more than 50 cubic yards of soil
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excavation on a parcel listed on the Maher Map, a CEQA exemption is improper.
In addition, it is necessary for the Project to comply with the Maher Ordinance.
Although the City has required development of a mitigation plan to address
potentially contaminated soil, mitigation measures are not allowed for a project
that is exempted from CEQA review.

3. The Project will require excavation of far more than 50 cubic yards of soil on a
parcel with a slope of over 20%. The Project will require 408 cubic yards of soil
excavation on a parcel with a slope of over 30%. Therefore the CEQA exemption
is improper.

4. The Project is inconsistent with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines and the San Francisco Zoning Code. In particular, the Project
encroaches on the shared mid-block open space, blocks access to light and air,
will result in a floor area ratio (FAR) far in excess of properties in the area, fails
to comply with terracing guidelines, etc. These inconsistencies are significant
impacts that must be analyzed and mitigated under CEQA.

5. The City has improperly piecemealed the Project by granting a permit to allow the
foundation of the Project to be constructed despite the fact that the remainder of
the Project is subject to Discretionary Review (DR) by the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission will consider the Project on February 8, 2018. It
violates CEQA to allow the foundation of the Project to be constructed while the
Project is undergoing DR.

Since our CEQA appeal was filed on November 22, 2017, the speculator, Mr. Durkin, has
engaged in a string of permit violations leading to at least two formal Notices of Violation
(NOVs). On or about December 10, the speculator removed a highly visible exterior chimney
from the existing home at 2417 Green. On December 12, 2017, the Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) issued a formal NOV, citing the speculator for engaging in “WORK
WITHOUT PERMIT” and “WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT.” (Attachment A).
Undeterred, on the very next day, on December 13, 2017, the speculator proceeded to unlawfully
remove a second exterior chimney at the rear of the house — leaving two gaping holes in the roof
of the property. Then, on Saturday, December 16, 2017, the speculator proceeded to conduct
demolition activities in the foundation of the property, which was unlawful due to the pending
CEQA appeal, which challenges the permit allowing foundation work. DBI sent the emergency
inspector that day to order the work to stop and on December 21, 2017, DBI issued a formal
NOV ordering the speculator to “STOP ALL WORK?” pending the resolution of the CEQA
appeal and DR. (Attachment B).

Neighborhood opposition has been growing to the Project. All three of the adjacent land

owners have each separately filed requests for Discretionary Review (DR) with the Planning
Commission concerning the proposed Project. One by Mr. Kaufman (Attachment C), one by
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Mark Lampert and Susan Byrd at 2415 Green Street (Attachment D), and one by Judge Carlos
Bea of the US Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, who lives at the historic Casebolt House located
at 2727 Pierce Street, which shares the rear yard open space with the proposed Project.
Numerous community letters of opposition have been filed by area neighbors opposed to the
Project. (Attachment E).

With this letter, we submit additional expert analysis establishing that the proposed
Project may have adverse impacts to the adjacent historic Coxhead House, among other issues.
The CEQA exemption is therefore improper and CEQA review must be required to analyze the
impacts to the Coxhead House and other impacts and to propose feasible alternatives and
mitigation measures.

1. The Project May Not be Exempted from CEQA Because it “May Cause
Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of an Historic Resource.”

As discussed in our prior letter, the Project may not be exempted from CEQA review
because it “may cause substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource.”?
The home at 2421 Green Street, immediately adjacent and uphill from the proposed project, was
constructed in 1893 by noted architect Ernest Coxhead as his personal residence. It has been
extensively studied in books and treatises about historically significant homes and architecture.
The California Office of Historic Preservation has determined that the house at 2421 Green
Street is "clearly eligible" for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. As such, the
house is a historic property under CEQA and San Francisco's CEQA Guidelines. Under CEQA
sections 21084(e), and 21084.1, and CEQA guidelines sections 15064.5, and 15300.2, a
categorical exemption from CEQA may not be issued for any project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource. This includes changes to
the "immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historic resource would be
materially impaired." CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(1).

As discussed by architect Carol Karp in the letter filed herewith, the proposed Project
will interfere with the historic nature of the Coxhead House:

a) Coxhead sited his buildings so as to take advantage of natural lighting. The
proposed Project at 2417 Green takes away a crucial aspect of the Coxhead
design, adversely impacting the historic character. The proposed Project. will
obstruct 24 windows on the Coxhead House, interfering with access to light air
and views of San Francisco Bay. These elements are a major component of the
historic construction and layout of the Coxhead House.

! Since the statute uses the term “may,” the “fair argument” standard applies rather than the substantial evidence
standard. Also, this provision does not require a finding of “unusual circumstances.”
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b)

d)

The deep excavation at 2417 Green may undermine and destabilize the tall brick
foundation of the Coxhead House, which is an irreplaceable part of the historic
character of the house.

The 15-foot deep excavation proposed to construct a massive 1000 square foot
garage at 2417 Green may disrupt the flow of shallow groundwater known to
exist in the area, and may cause flooding in the foundation of the Coxhead House.
Neighbors at 2423 Green Street (immediately uphill of the Coxhead House)
encountered shallow groundwater during a minor excavation for a small
remodeling project, and were forced to install a sump pump. This shallow
groundwater flows across basement floors in the area during heavy rains.
(Attachment F (Neighbor letters)). Certified Hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann,
C. Hg., concludes (Attachment G):

Additionally, Project documents show that excavation to a depth of
approximately 15 feet will be required for the construction of a garage.

An excavation to this depth will likely affect shallow groundwater flow
which has been observed beneath the residence upgradient (directly uphill)
from the Project. Groundwater has been reported beneath another
residence on Green Street, two houses uphill from the Project, at a depth
of 2 feet. The foundation for the garage proposed for the Project may, in
effect, “dam up” the flow of groundwater and may result in flooding in the
adjacent uphill property if water were to back up into the residence.

The large mid-block open-space is a significant element of the historic
neighborhood character. The 2417 Project is a damaging intrusion into the that
open space. The Sanborn map
(http://sfplanninggis.org/P1M/Sanborn.html?sanborn=V3P273.PDF) for block 560
clearly shows the significant mid-block shared open space, which was an integral
part of the Coxhead House’s historic design. (Attachment H). The proposed
Project will extend 17-feet and four stories tall into the shared rear-yard open
space, adversely affecting this common area, which part of the historic design of
the Coxhead House. Although the Coxhead House is much longer than the house
at 2417 Green, the Coxhead House sits on a much longer lot, and therefore
maintains a significant open rear yard open space.

Indeed, the speculator, Chris Durkin, and his law firm, Zacks and Freedman, have taken
the position in a different CEQA appeal that a CEQA Categorical Exemption was improper for a
small roof deck on a potentially historic home because it was visible from a public right of way.
(Attachment ). In that case, 1026 Clayton Street, the home at issue had not even been
determined to be eligible for historical listing, unlike the Coxhead House. Certainly, if a small
roof deck on a questionably historic home may not be exempted from CEQA, then a massive
6000 square foot home that may undermine the very foundations and historic character of an

3040



2417 Green Street

Case No. 2017-002545ENV
December 28, 2017

Page 5 of 8

officially historic home also may not be exempted from CEQA. Mr. Durkin simply cannot have
it both ways.

2. The Project May Not be Exempted from CEQA Because it is on the Maher
Map of Potentially Contaminated Sites.

As discussed in our November 22, 2017 letter, the Project may not be exempted from
CEQA because the Project site is located on the City’s Maher Map of potentially contaminated
sites. With this letter, we submit the comments of certified hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann,
C.Hg. Mr. Hagemann is the former West Coast Regional Director of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency’s Superfund Site Clean-up program. (Attachment G).

Mr. Hagemann has produced the City’s Maher Map showing the presence of numerous
known contamined sites within 100 feet of the Project. Mr. Hagemann concludes that:

The application materials indicate that the proposed project on the subject property would
require 408 cubic yard of soil excavation and removal (Environmental Evaluation, p. 7).
Given the listing of the property on the Maher Map, this excavation may disturb
potentially contaminated soil, which may expose nearby residents and/or construction
workers to hazardous chemicals. Given this, there is a fair argument that the proposed
project at 2417 Green Street may have adverse environmental impacts that must be
analyzed under the Maher Ordinance and CEQA.

Mr. Hagemann notes that the City’s Maher Waiver was improper and required, a Site
Mitigation Plan, an Environmental Health and Safety Plan, a Dust Control Plan, and other
documents, as required under the Maher Program. None of those documents have been
produced.

Furthermore, since the City has required a Site Mitigation Plan, a CEQA exemption is not
allowed. An agency may not rely on a categorical exemption if to do so would require the
imposition of mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant effects. Salmon Protection &
Watershed Network v. County of Marin (2004) 125 Cal.App.4th 1098, 1108 (“SPAWN?”); Azusa
Land Reclamation Co. v. Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1165,
1198-1201. If mitigation measures are necessary, then at a minimum, the agency must prepare a
mitigated negative declaration to analyze the impacts, and to determine whether the mitigation
measures are adequate to reduce the impacts to below significance. 1d. “*An agency should
decide whether a project is eligible for a categorical exemption as part of its preliminary review
of the project’ without reliance upon any proposed mitigation measures.” SPAWN, 125
Cal.App.4th at 1106 (quoting Azusa, 52 Cal. App. 4th at 1199-1200). In other words, the City
was required to look at the Project application, and decide on its face, whether a categorical
exemption applied. Since mitigation measures were imposed, the CEQA exemption was
improper.
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Finally, since the City has required a Site Mitigation Plan, but that plan is not provided
with the CEQA documents, the City has engaged in “deferred mitigation” which is prohibited
under CEQA. Feasible mitigation measures for significant environmental effects must be set
forth in the CEQA document for consideration by the lead agency's decision makers and the
public before certification of the CEQA document and approval of a project. The formulation of
mitigation measures generally cannot be deferred until after certification of the CEQA document
and approval of a project. Guidelines, section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) states: "Formulation of
mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. However, measures may
specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way." "A study conducted after
approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on decisionmaking. Even if the
study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization
of agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned in decisions construing CEQA."
(Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307.) "[R]eliance on tentative
plans for future mitigation after completion of the CEQA process significantly undermines
CEQA's goals of full disclosure and informed decisionmaking; and[,] consequently, these
mitigation plans have been overturned on judicial review as constituting improper deferral of
environmental assessment.” (Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010)
184 Cal.App.4th 70, 92.)

The City must require development of the Site Mitigation Plan prior to Project approval
and prior to certification of the CEQA document. The plan must be made available to the public
so the public and decision-makers can determine if the plan is adequate or if additional
mitigation is necessary.

3. The Project May Not be Exempted from CEQA Because it is Located on a
Slope of Greater than 20% and Will Require More than 50 Cubic Yards of
Excavation.

A project may not be exempted from CEQA if it involves more than 50 cubic yards of
soil removal on a slope of greater than 20%. The proposed Project is located on an extremely
steep slope of approximately 35%, and will require 408 cubic yards of soil removal. As
discussed above, this may result in undermining the tall brick foundation of the adjacent, uphill
Coxhead House. As a result, this impact must be analyzed and mitigated under CEQA.

4, The Project May Not be Exempted from CEQA Because it is Inconsistent
with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines and the San
Francisco Zoning Code.

As discussed in our November 22, 2017 letter the proposed Project is inconsistent with
numerous provisions of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (CHNDG) and the
San Francisco Zoning Code. These inconsistencies are significant impacts under CEQA and
require CEQA review to analyze the inconsistencies and to propose feasible alternatives and
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mitigation measures to reduce the inconsistencies. (Kutzke v. City of San Diego (2017) 11
Cal.5th 1034 (City determined a proposed project was incompatible with conserving the
character of the existing neighborhood and therefore inconsistent with local community plan in
violation of CEQA).)

The proposed Project violates the CHNDG and Zoning Code by, inter alia:

a. Encroaching on shared mid-block open space.
b. Obstructing access to light and air.
C. Creating a structure with volume and massing that is inconsistent with the

neighborhood. In particular, the proposed 6100 square foot home on a 2500
square foot lot will result in a floor area ratio (FAR) of almost 2.5, in a
neighborhood with an average FAR of approximately 1.0.

d. Failing to comply with terracing requirements.

e. Failing to respect the adjacent historic Coxhead House.

With this letter, we submit the Discretionary Review application filed by urban planner
Deborah Holley on behalf of Mark Lampbert and Susan Byrd. (Attachment D). This application
explains the numerous inconsistencies of the Project with application provisions of the San
Francisco Code.

5. The City Improperly Piecemealed the Project.

As discussed in our November 22 letter, the City improperly piecemealed the Project by
issuing a permit for the foundation of the Project despite the fact that three applications for
discretionary review are pending before the Planning Commission and the instant CEQA review
petition is pending. The City may not allow a portion of the Project to proceed while the whole
project is still undergoing review. CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a).

CONCLUSION

For these and other reasons set forth in our appeal letter to the Board of Supervisors, we
are asking the City to require CEQA review to analyze and mitigate the project’s impacts. CEQA
would require the Project proponent to consider alternatives that would reduce its impacts to the
adjacent Coxhead House, ensure that any hazardous soil contamination is properly remediated,
reduce inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines and San
Francisco Zoning Code. This will result in a greatly improved project that will be in harmony
with the neighborhood.

Mr. Kaufman and the neighbors have supported the developer’s right to remodel the
property. They ask only that the development remain within the existing building footprint and
envelope, abide by the Cow Hollow Guidelines, protect the historic open space...and not cause
irreparable damage to the historic Coxhead House. No one in the neighborhood has ever
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objected to any remodeling that respects these neighborly concerns
our concerns.

Sincerely,

Richard Toshiyuki Drury
LOZEAU DRURY LLP
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12/15/2017

Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint 8
Number: 201724552
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 2417 GREEN ST
Contact Name: Block: 0560
Contact Phone: -- Lot: 028
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA Site:
P *  SUPPRESSED :
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: GSAMARAS
Complainant's Division: BID
Phone:
Complaint WEB FORM
Source:
Assignedto gy,
Division:
date last observed: 11-DEC-17; identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity,
Description: was n; floor: roof; unit: N/A; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling
P ! WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney
has been removed from the building without a permit;
Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION|INSPECTOR(ID |DISTRICT|PRIORITY|
BID POWER 6270(4
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV [INSPECTOR(STATUS COMMENT
CASE
12/12/17 |CASE OPENED BID |Power RECEIVED
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING CASE . . .
12/12/17 VIOLATION INS |Power UPDATE Mailed 1st NOV; s.thai.
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING FIRST NOV |.
12/12/17 VIOLATION INS [Power SENT issued 1st NOV.
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING FIRST NOV
12/13/17 VIOLATION BID |Power SENT posted nov
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID): 12/12/17

Inspector Contact Information

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services

If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility
City and County of San Francisco © 2017

Policies
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(Mo Y4y NVl DRURY . T5

Dakland, Ca 94607 richard@lozeaudrury.com

Nov. 17,2017

President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

c/o Planning Information Center

1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Application for Discretionary Review for Permit Application No. 2017.04.28.5244
and 2017.10.02.0114 - 2417 Green Street

Dear President Rich Hillis and Honorable Commissioners:

By this letter, and attached application packet, Mr. Philip Kaufman (Applicant) hereby
requests Discretionary Review (“DR”) of the above-referenced permit application (“Project”).
Mr. Kaufman resides at 2421 Green Street, contiguous and immediately uphill to the proposed
Project. As shown below, the Commission must grant Discretionary Review because the Project
presents both exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that would negatively impact Mr.
Kaufman’s property, a recognized historic resource, and that particular block of Green Street in
general. In addition, review of the Project is required under the California Environmental Quality

Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code §21000, et seq.

I Introduction

A request for Discretionary Review requires the Applicant to address three central
questions supported by factual evidence.! Mr. Kaufman provides fact-based answers to those
questions in section III below. In addition, Mr. Kaufman also raises other legal grounds in
support of Discretionary Review such as violations of the California Environmental Quality Act

(“CEQA”), California Civil Code § 832, San Francisco Building Code § 3307, San Francisco’s

"' DR Application at p. 9.
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Mabher Ordinance and San Francisco’s Historic Resource Preservation Ordinance and the Cow

Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines.

II. Factual Background

On October 15, 2016, the City received an “application for environmental evaluation” for
construction at 2417 Green Street. The application described the Project as “the remodel,
alterations and horizontal addition to an existing 4-story over basement single-family residence
and includes:

1. Expansion of garage in basement level,

2. 1%, 2" and 3" story horizonal rear yard addition,
3. Alterations to front facade,

4. Excavation and full foundation replacement,

5. Lowering building,

6. Interior remodel throughout.””

On May 16, 2017, the City issued a categorical exemption from all CEQA review. The
CEQA exemption described the Project as “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.” The categorical exemption acknowledged the Project could present potentially
significant impacts concerning hazardous materials, archeological resources, steep slope and
historical resources.* Despite clear evidence of environmental impacts in need of investigation
and proposed mitigation and project alternatives, the City declared “no further environmental
review is required.”

On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) issued permit BPA
2017.05.11.6316 for “garage expansion partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation

replacement with new landscaping site wall at back yard.” (Exhibit 3).

2 See Site Permit, 311 Notification Set at p. 1 (April 28, 2017) (Exhibit 1).
3 Cat Ex, at p.1. (Exhibit 2).

‘1d., atp. 2.

>1d., at p.4.
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On September 28, 2017, DBI issued a work suspension order on grounds that the DBI’s
permit was finalized “without review by the Department of City Planning.” (Exhibit 4).

In an email to a Green Street resident on October 3, 2017, the Planning Department made
clear the Project would not go forward until the Planning Department reviewed the foundation
permit for code-compliance.®

Then, on October 12, 2017, the Planning Department reversed course and approved the
piecemeal foundation work, but in order to do so it asked the applicant to remove a major
component from suspended permit, BPA 2017.05.11.6316. At DBI’s request, the applicant
removed from the application a proposed rear wall. Apparently, the only way DBI could issue a
permit for the work was for the applicant to omit the “new landscaping site wall at back yard.”
The proposed rear wall will be added back into the application later for Planning Department
review.

On October 23, 2017, the Planning Department sent the subject Notice of Building
Permit Application (Section 311), with a new project description: “The proposal is to lower all
floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct 1- and 3- story horizontal rear additions, as well as
3™ and 4" floor additions above the existing single-family dwelling. The floor area would
increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. The project
also proposes facade alterations, interior modifications including the expansion of the existing
basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle and the partial excavation of the rear
yard.”” (Exhibit 6).

On November 3, 2017, DBI issued BPA 2017.10.02.0114 allowing the foundation work
to proceed under permit 2017.05.11.6316 that had been suspended, but absent the landscaping
wall in the back yard.

As the foregoing makes clear, the proposed Project is expansive regardless of DBI’s and
the applicant’s attempts to chop it up into pieces. The whole Project should have gone through

all legally-required approvals before any construction work was approved. As it stands, it is

® Email from Christopher May to Susan Byrd. (Exhibit 5).
" Notice of Building Permit Application (October 23, 2017).
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difficult for appellant get a full picture of the Project and the scope of the City approval process

even though DBI has already approved construction work for the foundation of the Project.

III.  The Commission Must Grant this Request for Discretionary Review and Order
Additional Analysis under CEQA

A. The Project presents exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and
cannot be exempted from CEQA

As a preliminary and overarching matter, all available evidence shows this Project is not
eligible for a categorical exemption under CEQA. Categorical exemptions are allowed for certain
classes of activities that can be shown not to have significant effects on the environment.® Public
agencies utilizing CEQA exemptions must support their determination that a particular project is
exempt with substantial evidence that support each element of the invoked exemption.” A court
will reverse an agency’s use of an exemption if the court finds evidence a project may have an
adverse impact on the environment.'°

The City’s April 16, 2017 categorical exemption determination invoked a Class 1
exemption which applies to projects for interior or exterior alterations and additions of less than
10,000 square feet;'! unless, “there is a reasonable possibility that the project will have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.”'? The City’s CEQA
exemption admitted the Project could present potentially significant impacts concerning
hazardous materials, archeological resources, steep slope and historical resources. Importantly,
the City evaluated the wrong historical resource, focusing on the subject property (2417
Green Street) rather than a significant historical resource contiguous to the Project at 2421 Green
Street. (Exhibit 2). The facts below show the City must grant Discretionary Review based on this

issue alone, and may not rely on a categorical exemption for this Project.

8 CEQA § 21084(a).

9 CEQA § 21168.5.

19 Dunn Edwards Corp. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 644,
656.

I CEQA Guidelines § 15301.

12 CEQA Guidelines § 13000.2(c); See Santa Monica Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa
Monica (2002) 101 Cal.App.4™ 786.
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1. The Project May Cause Significant Impacts on a Historical Resource

To date, both DBI and the Planning Department, have ignored the potentially significant
impacts the Project would have on an historical resource, because the agencies have overlooked
Mr. Kaufman’s residence at 2421 Green Street, known as the Coxhead House. Specifically, the
CEQA exemption for the proposed Project contained a supplemental historic resource
determination only for the subject property, and did not investigate whether the Project itself
may pose negative effects on Mr. Kaufman’s property.'

Mr. Kaufman’s property is an historic resource. The California Office of Historic
Preservation deemed the Coxhead House “clearly eligible” for the National Park Service’s
Register of Historic Places.'* Properties deemed eligible for listing on the national historic
registry of historic places, like the Coxhead House, are protected under CEQA. An historical
resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California
Register of Historical Resources.!> If a project may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, that project shall not be exempted from the statute.'®

Mr. Kaufman’s house was designed and built by renowned California architect Ernest
Albert Coxhead in 1893 as his personal residence.!” Mr. Coxhead lived in the residence with his
family while he practiced architecture in San Francisco. The house is considered one of the
earliest and finest remaining examples of Late Victorian Shingle Style, and architecture of the
First Bay Area Tradition. The Coxhead House is architecturally unchanged since the original
construction date save for a very few necessary interior modernizations. The site and setting of

the house was elaborately described in a 1986 book, On The Edge Of The World, by Richard

Longworth, as an important example of architectural adaptation for building on a difficult site.

13 See Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination, prepared by Tim Kelly
Consulting (January 2017) (Exhibit 7).

14 Letter from Office of Historic Preservation, at p. 1 (September 13, 2017). (Exhibit 8).

15 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (2004) (Exhibit 9); CEQA §21084(e); CEQA
Guidelines §15300.2(f); San Francisco Administrative Code §31.08(¢e)(3).

16 CEQA § 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines §15300.2(f).

7 Nomination for Listing National Register of Historic Places. (Exhibit 10); “A Pair of
Coxheads,” B. Maley, New Fillmore (Exhibit 11).
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The property has been written about in many other notable books and scholarly works for
decades.

The house is one of the few Coxhead nineteenth century buildings to survive the
devastating 1906 earthquake and fires. The house’s shingled architectural details greatly
influenced the work of later renowned Bay Area architects including Julia Morgan and Bernard
Maybeck.'® The house is a San Francisco treasure.

The Coxhead House is located on steep, narrow Green Street between Cow Hollow and
Pacific Heights, on a slope of approximately 35%. It is a three-story, wood-framed building clad
in red cedar shingles, trimmed with painted redwood Arts & Crafts fenestration and trim. It has
steeply pitched roofs and articulated dormers and ribbons of windows facing San Francisco Bay.
The rear garden is contiguous with another Historic Landmark, San Francisco Landmark No. 51,
the Casebolt House. The State of California has found the Coxhead Residence “clearly eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places,” because “the Earnest Coxhead house is in
outstanding and original condition, and retains an unusually high degree of historic integrity.”!”

To assist with CEQA compliance for the protection of historic resources, San Francisco
adopted Preservation Bulletin No. 16. (Exhibit 9). That Bulletin sets out a two-step process for
evaluating the potential for proposed projects to impact historical resources. First, a Preservation
Planner determines whether the property is an historical resource as defined by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3); and, second, if the property is an historical resource, it then
evaluates whether the proposed action or project would cause a “substantial adverse change” to
the historical resource.?

CEQA defines a “substantial adverse change” as the physical demolition, destruction,
relocation or alteration of the historical resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired. CEQA goes on to
define “materially impaired” as work that materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical
characteristics that convey the resource’s historical significance and justify its inclusion in the

California Register of Historic Places, a local register of historical resources, or an historical

18 See Nomination for Listing National Register of Historic Places, August 28, 2017.
19 Letter from Office of Historic Preservation, at p.1 (September 13, 2017). (Exhibit 8).
20 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16, at p. 2.
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resource survey.”! Here it is necessary for the City to consider not only the project site, but also
the “immediate surroundings.” For example, in one case, CEQA review was required for a fence
near a historic granite wall in Los Angeles because the fence would detract from the historic
significance of the wall.?? Similarly, the proposed Project at 2417 Green Street will have
significant adverse effects on the historic qualities of the immediately adjacent, uphill Coxhead
House at 2421 Green Street.

Here, the record shows the Coxhead House is a Category A.1 Historical Resource under
the Bulletin 16 analysis because it has been formally determined to be eligible for the California
Register.2* Therefore, the City is required to move to step 2 to conduct a fact-based analysis to
determine which type of environmental document is required.>* Although the City has so far
abdicated its responsibility to protect the Coxhead House, the record nevertheless shows the
proposed Project could adversely and materially alter the Coxhead House in several ways.

First, the Coxhead House sits on its original, tall, unreinforced brick foundation. This
unique foundation is a component of the original character of the house. Any work to the
foundation at the contiguous downslope residence at 2417 could harm the Coxhead House’ brick
foundation, which in turn, could require shoring, removing or replacing the Coxhead House’s
existing, historic brick foundation. Such replacement work would destroy the historic, original
foundation, which survived the 1906 earthquake. According to the Project plans, the Project
proponent intends excavation approximately 13 feet deep in order to construct a new foundation
to support a much larger garage® . This is particularly significant given the slope steepness of
approximately 35% for both properties, as measured at the street.

In addition, the proposed Project intends to build a 4-story addition extending
approximately 17 feet into the rear yard.?® This expansion will completely block numerous

windows in the Coxhead House. Blocking those windows would eliminate light and air, and the

2l CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b), Bulletin 16, p. 9.

22 Committee to Save the Hollywoodland Specific Plan v. City of Los Angeles (2008) 161 Cal.
App. 4th 1168,

23 Bulletin 16, at pp. 2-3.

241d., atp. 9.

25 Application for Environmental Evaluation (Feb. 14, 2017), p. 7 (Exhibit 12).

26 Section 311 Notice Drawings (Oct. 23, 2017) (Exhibit 13).
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viewshed from that side of the residence. Specifically, views of and from the Coxhead House
would be obstructed. Under CEQA, these impacts would materially impair the historic
significance of the property.

The historic significance of the Coxhead House is not in dispute. In a major book on
American Architecture, only two homes of architects are mentioned — Frank Lloyd Wright’s
home in Oak Park, Illinois, and the Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street in San Francisco. It has
been determined to be “clearly eligible” for official listing in the National Park Service’s
Register of Historic Places, which protects it under CEQA. Given there is substantial evidence
showing the proposed Project could materially impair the house, the Commission must grant
Discretionary Review and order a San Francisco Preservation Planner to comply with CEQA by
conducting a full historical review analysis on any Project work that could negatively impact the

Coxhead House.

2. The Project Site is on the Maher List of Contaminated Sites

The Project is on San Francisco’s Maher map, which identifies properties with potential
hazardous soil and/or groundwater contamination, including sites within 100 feet of current or
historical underground storage tanks. (Exhibit 14). Projects on properties with potential
subsurface chemical contamination that require grading of 50 cubic yards of material are
regulated under the San Francisco Maher Ordinance.?’” The Developer admits that the Project
will involve removal and disposal of over 400 cubic yards of soil. (Exhibit 12, p.7).

The City waived the Project from compliance with the Maher Ordinance simply because
the property has been zoned residential for many years. But a particular zoning designation has
no bearing on whether soil excavation could disturb long-standing contamination leaking from
known underground storage tanks. The public has a right to know whether mitigation is
necessary to protect nearby residents and workers during Project demolition and construction.?®

Because the project site is located on the Maher map, the Project sponsor is required to:

27 Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code and Article 106A.3.4.2 of the San Francisco
Building Code.

28 See Heath Code Article 22A; Building Code Article 106A.3.4.2; CEQA §21084(d); CEQA
Guidelines §15300.2(3).
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. Prepare a Maher Ordinance application;

. Submit a Subsurface Investigation Work Plan prepared by an environmental
consultant;

. Secure Work Plan approval, and performance of the work described in the Work
Plan;

. Submit to proper agencies a Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by a
qualified Environmental Consultant; and

. Submit a Site Mitigation Plan which includes a description and design for any

required mitigating measures (approval is required before earthwork).

The City may not exempt a Project from CEQA review that is proposed to be constructed
on a potentially contaminated site, where the Project will involve disturbance of the
contaminated soil.>> CEQA review is required to determine ways to reduce or eliminate risks
associated with soil contamination, and to protect the environment, workers and nearby
residents.>°

3. The Project Poses an Irreparable Structural Risk to the Uphill
Coxhead House

The Project would result in the excavation of more than 400 cubic yards of soil on a
block with a slope of approximately 35%.%! Under the City’s own CEQA exemption procedures,
a project may not be exempted from CEQA if it is built on a property with greater than 20%
slope and involves more than 50 cubic yards of soil removal.*

According to Project information, construction will involve excavation of approximately
408 cubic yards of soil, well over the 50 cubic yard threshold, and the applicant intends to
excavate 13 feet below grade,*® involving 800 square-feet on a street slope of 33-35%. Under
San Francisco Building Code § 3307 and California Civil Code § 832, the applicant is required

to take action to protect the adjoining property from any damage associated with the excavation.

» CEQA § 21084(d); CEQA Guidelines 15300.2(e).

30 Parker Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 768, 781 (contaminated site on
Cortese list may not be exempted from CEQA review); McQueen v. Board of Directors (1988)
202 Cal.App.3d 1136 (contaminated site not on Cortese list may not be exempted from CEQA
review).

31 Application for Environmental Evaluation, p. 7 (Exhibit 12); Categorical Exemption, p. 2.
(Exhibit 2).

32 CEQA Exemption, p.2.

33 Application for Environmental Evaluation, p. 7 (Exhibit 12).
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As detailed above, the historically significant Coxhead House is built upon a tall, unreinforced
brick foundation that is a component of the historic nature of the residence. Project excavation
could result in shoring, removing or replacing the existing, historic brick foundation. Because
this type of replacement work could destroy the historic, original foundation, a full CEQA

investigation with proposed mitigation and project alternatives is required.

B. The Project is Inconsistent with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design

Guidelines

The Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (“CHNDG” or “Guidelines”) were
approved by the Planning Commission in April 2001. With that approval, the guidelines must be
implemented as part of the City’s building permit review process.>* The Planning Commission
utilizes the Guidelines to ensure the renovation or expansion of an existing building, or the
construction of a new building, is visually and physically compatible with the neighborhood
character of Cow Hollow.”* Importantly, the City has an obligation to verify new projects are
consistent with the Guidelines when there is evidence of incompatibility.>® The proposed Project
is incompatible with numerous Cow Hollow Guidelines, for example:

1. Form of the Project Adversely Impact Adjacent Buildings.

First, the Cow Hollow Guidelines require new construction to relate to adjacent
buildings, so that in the case of an enlargement, the form of the enlarged building should not
impact adjacent buildings.>” According to the permit application and other documents, the
proposal here is to demolish the fagade of the existing shingled-style home built in 1906 and

modernize it in some manner. The current fagade is compatible with the neighborhood character

3% CHNDG, at p. 1 (Exhibit

35 Id. “The character of San Francisco is defined by the visual quality of its neighborhoods. A
single building out of context with its surroundings can have a remarkably disruptive effect on
the visual character of a place. It affects nearby buildings, the streetscape and if repeated often
enough, the image of the city as a whole.”

36 Kutzke v. City of San Diego (2017) 11 Cal.5™ 1034 (City determined a proposed project was
incompatible with conserving the character of the existing neighborhood and therefore
inconsistent with local community plan in violation of CEQA).

37 CHNDG., at p. 11 (Exhibit 15).
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and the adjacent historic homes. The City must require the developer to submit a detailed
depiction of the proposed new fagade for a compatibility determination.

Also, the proposed enlargement of the existing house extending 17 feet into the rear yard
and 4-stories in height will certainly adversely impact the adjacent properties. It will block
views, air and light to 2421 Green Street. It will also dramatically shrink the common rear yard
open space. From the rough drawings provided with the Section 311 notice, it appears that the
proposed project would block 23 windows at the Coxhead House at 2421 Green. These include:

4 windows on the ground floor (1st floor), which provide light for the back office;
4 windows on the 2nd floor that provide light for the kitchen;

Kitchen deck would be blocked in;

3 windows that provide light to the living room (2nd floor);

1 window to stairwell (2nd floor);

e 2 windows that provide light to 2 different bathrooms on the 3rd floor;

¢ 3 windows on stairwell from 2nd to 3rd floor;

e 2 windows to 3rd floor master bathroom:;

e 2 windows on 2nd bathroom on 3rd floor;

e 2 windows that provide light to a study on the 3rd floor.

The extent of the window obstruction is shown in Exhibit 1, Figure D2.4.

2. Proposed Project is Not Compatible with Envelopes of Surrounding Buildings.

Second, the CHDG requires that the building envelope “should be compatible with the
envelopes of surrounding buildings.”*® CHDG also provides that “the volume and mass of a
new building or an addition to an existing building must be compatible with that of surrounding
buildings.” ** The Project would not maintain a building envelope consistent with neighboring
buildings, nor would it maintain compatible volume and mass as compared to other nearby
houses on the same side of Green Street. The Project would result in a 6,114 square-foot house
on a 2,500-square-foot lot. This would result in an oversized mansion on a particularly small lot
in Cow Hollow. Such building intensity is inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood
and is a departure from existing long-held, relatively less dense construction in Cow Hollow. The

building envelope currently extends almost an identical distance back into the lot as the adjacent

38 CHDG, at p.32.
3 1d., at p.34.
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home at 2415 Green Street.*’ The proposed Project would push the envelope into the rear yard
by an additional 17 feet. While the house at 2421 Green Street extends further back on the lot,
the lot at 2421 Green Street is much deeper than the lot at 2417 Green.*!

3. The Proposed Project Violates Terracing Guidelines, Depriving Neighbors of

Access to Light, Air and Views.

Third, Cow Hollow’s steep slopes present a very real development issue.** Under the
Guidelines, terracing is key to allowing each successive residence to keep light, air, private and
shared open space, and, in many cases, full or partial views. The CHDG provides:

“In the hillside community of Cow Hollow, preservation of the views resulting from the

relation of the topography to the existing architecture is a consideration when remodeling

is planned or a new home is to be built... there are areas in which the depth of terracing
of the streets is intermediate, so the addition of a story on a downslope home would
impact the views from an upslope home.”*
Terracing is important to adjacent neighbors in block faces with significant slope parallel to the
street. ** “Terracing in this arrangement preserves lateral access to light and views.” Id.
Terracing is equally important to up- and down-slope neighbors located on block faces with
slopes perpendicular to the street frontage. Terracing in this arrangement preserves light and
views from the front and rear of hillside homes.*

Here the evidence shows that the proposed Project is inconsistent with the terracing
guidelines. The subject block of Green Street is steeply terraced, with a slope of about 35%.46
Current home at 2417 Green is approximately 12 feet lower than the uphill Coxhead House at

2421 Green.*’ This serves to preserve views from the side of the Coxhead house.*® The

proposed plans attached to the Section 311 notice show a vertical expansion of the 2417 Green

40 Exhibit 1, Figure D1.0.

41 Exhibit 1, Figure A0.2.

2 CHNDG, at pp. 21 -24.

414, at p. 23.

#“1d., at p. 22.

$1d.

46 Exhibit 1, Figure A0.32.
4TExhibit 1, Figure A0.34, A0.41
48 Exhibit 1, Figures A0.31, A0.42.
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Street home so that it would be as tall as the Coxhead House.** This blatantly violates the
CHDG Terracing Guidelines. It will also obliterate light, air and views from 23 windows on the
Coxhead House, as described above.>® Prior to any approval, Planning Staff must “evaluate the
effects of vertical additions on views,”*! under the CHDG and CEQA.

4. The Proposed Project Harms Historically and Architecturally Significant

Buildings.

Fourth, special consideration applies to historically or architecturally significant
buildings.*? “For these lots, open space can sometimes be even more important than the building
itself. The setback treatment should be sympathetic to the importance of the building, its setback
and the open space.” As shown above, the Coxhead House is a significant historical resource
that must be protected under CEQA and several City ordinances and the Cow Hollow
Guidelines. The Project proposes to build a four-story expansion 17-feet into the rear yard,
destroying open space, and adversely impacting the historic building at 2421 Green Street. The
side views from the Coxhead House are critical to its historical significance, and would be
obliterated by the proposed Project.

5. The Proposed Project Violates Rear-Yard Setback Guidelines and Encroaches

on Shared Mid-block Open Space.

Fifth, the Project must adhere to the existing pattern of rear yard set-backs of adjacent
buildings, so that the Project will not interfere with access to light and air.>* The CHDG provides
that rear yards “are in a sense public in that they contribute to the interior block open space
which is shared visually by all residents of the block.”> The Guidelines ask:

e s there a pattern of rear yard depths creating a common open space?

e Will changing this pattern have a negative effect?

4 Exhibit 13, Fig. A7.
50 Exhibit a, Fig. D2.4.
STId., at p. 23.

521d., at p. 28.

31d. at p. 28.

>4 1d., at p. 29, 38.

> 1d. at p. 28.
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e Are light and air to adjacent properties significantly diminished?>¢
The Guidelines continue:

“Intrusions into the rear yard, even though permitted by the Planning Code, may not be

appropriate if they fail to respect the mid-block open space and have adverse impacts on

adjacent buildings. In Cow Hollow, the mid-block open space constituted by the open
adjoining rear yards are a major and defining element of the neighborhood character.

Preservation of the mid-block open space is an important goal of these Neighborhood

Design Guidelines. Not only should rear additions respect the midblock open space, but

they should also minimize adverse impacts on adjacent buildings, such as significant

deprivation of light, air and views. Expansions should be designed to avoid
overshadowing neighboring gardens, existing sunlit decks, sunny yard space, or blocking
significant views.”’

The subject block has a very significant midblock open space, which is shared by at least
two historic properties, the Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street, and the Casebolt House,
located at 2727 Pierce Street between Vallejo and Green (San Francisco Historic Landmark No.
51). The shared midblock open space is clear in overhead photographs.>® The Project would
expand the footprint of the house 17 feet back into the rear yard, substantially reducing the rear
yard requirement and eliminating existing midblock open space, blocking “significant views”
from the Coxhead House, and overshadowing neighboring gardens.

6. The Proposed Project Violates Good Neighbor Design Elements, Depriving

Neighbors of Light and Air.

Finally, given the size of the proposed Project, it would violate “good neighbor” design
elements to preserve access to light and air.>’

The Project would block numerous windows in the Coxhead House, blocking views, light

and air and undermining its historic characteristics. The Planning Commission must reject the

36 1d.

7 1d.

58 Exhibit 1, Figure A0.2; Exhibit 16.
1d., at p. 31.
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proposed Project due to these and other inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines
alone.®

Furthermore, the inconsistencies between a proposed project and the CHDG are
significant impacts under CEQA. Inconsistencies between plans of general applicability (such as
the CHDG) are significant impacts under CEQA.®' Where a local or regional policy of general
applicability, such as a design guideline, is adopted in order to avoid or mitigate environmental
effects, a conflict with that policy in itself indicates a potentially significant impact on the
environment,®> and must be discussed in an EIR.%3

The proposed project has numerous inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design
Guidelines, which is a plan if general applicability. The Project’s inconsistences with the
Guidelines are by definition significant impacts under CEQA and must be disclosed and
mitigated prior to any Project approval.
IV.  Conclusion

There is no question the proposed Project would have numerous impacts on the Coxhead
House, a recognized historical resource. In addition, the proposed Project violates CEQA, the
Mabher Ordinance, San Francisco’s Historic Resource Preservation Ordinance, California Civil
Code § 832, San Francisco Building Code § 3307 and the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design
Guidelines. For all of the factual and legal reasons described above, the Planning Commission

must grant discretionary review and order Planning Staff to prepare a full CEQA document.

Sincerely,
Y,
k /
A
Richard Toshiyuki Drury

60 Kutzke v. City of San Diego, 11 Cal. App. 5th 1034, 1041 (2017).

I CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d).

62 Pocket Protectors v. Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903.

% CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d); City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unif. School Dist. (2009)
176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 918; Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003)
108 Cal. App. 4th 859, 874 (EIR inadequate when Lead Agency failed to identify relationship of
project to relevant local plans).
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SITE PERMIT/311 NOTIFICATION SET

28 APRIL 2017

2417 Green Street

LOCATION MAP

EXISTING FRONT FACADE

APPLICABLE CODES:

*2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 UNIFORM MECHANICAL CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 UNIFORM PLUMBING CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2014 NATIONAL ELECTRIC CODE)

*2016 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE)
*2016 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE (BASED ON THE 2015 INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE)

*2016 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE

*2016 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE - (CALGREEN)

*AND AS AMENDED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

2

PLANNING CODE SECTION 317 DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS:

PROJECT DATA:

DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS - PLANNING CODE SEC. 317.b.2.B

DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS - PLANNING CODE SEC. 317.b.2.C

» FRONT FACADE - EXISTING TO REMAIN:

» FRONT FACADE - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED:
* REAR FACADE - EXISTING TO REMAIN:

* REAR FACADE - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED:

» SUM OF REAR & FRONT FACADE - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED:  (+/-) 25 LIN.FT (51%) > 50% MAX.

» FOUNDATION LEVEL/FLOOR 1 - EXISTING WALL TO REMAIN: (+/-) 125 LIN. FT. (79%)
» FOUNDATION LEVEL/FLOOR 1 - EXISTING WALL TO REMOVED: (+/-) 33.3 LIN. FT. (21%)

* FOUNDATION LEVEL/FLOOR 1 - EXISTING WALL TO BE REMOVED: (+/-) 33.3 LIN. FT. (21%) < 65% MAX.

« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (FLOOR 1): (+/-) 0 SQFT. (0%)

« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (FLOOR 1): (+/-) 227 SQFT. (100%)

« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (FLOOR 2): (+/-) 0 SQFT. (0%)

« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (FLOOR 2): (+/-) 1064.3 SQFT. (100%)
« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (FLOOR 3): (+/-) 0 SQFT. (0%)

« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (FLOOR 3): (+/-) 875.6 SQFT. (100%)
« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (FLOOR 4): (+/-) 0 SQFT. (0%)

« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (FLOOR 4): (+/-) 639.1 SQFT. (100%)
« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (ROOF): (+/-)407.2 SQFT. (30.6%)

« HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (ROOF): (+/-) 925.5 SQFT. (69.4%)

» SUM OF HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED:  (+/-) 3731.5 SQFT. (90%) > 50% MAX.

* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (NORTH ELEVATION):

* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (NORTH ELEVATION):
* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (WEST ELEVATION):

* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (WEST ELEVATION):
* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (SOUTH ELEVATION):

* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (SOUTH ELEVATION):
* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (EAST ELEVATION):

* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (EAST ELEVATION):

650.5 SQFT. (67.9%)
307.5 SQFT. (32.1%)
1435.9 SQFT. (78.7%)
389.1 SQFT. (21.3%)
35.8 SQFT. (5%)
678.1 SQFT. (95%)
1764 SQFT. (90.4%)

+/-
+/-
+/-
+/-
+/-
+/-
+/-
+/-) 187 SQFT. (9.6%)

—~ e~ e~~~ o~~~
—_— — — — — — — —

» SUM OF VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED: (+/-) 1724.8 SQFT. (31.7%) < 50% MAX.

PROJECT ADDRESS: 2417 GREEN STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123
YEAR BUILT: 1908
BLOCK: 0560
LOT: 028
ZONING: RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY)
HEIGHT LIMIT: 40-X
EXISTING: PROPOSED:
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE "V-B" CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE "V-B" (NO CHANGE)
OCCUPANCY: R-3U OCCUPANCY: R-3/U (NO CHANGE)
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS; 1 NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS; 1 (NO CHANGE)
NUMBER OF FLOORS: 4, OVER BASEMENT NUMBER OF FLOORS: 4, OVER BASEMENT (NO CHANGE)
SPRINKLERED: NO SPRINKLERED: YES (NFPA 13)
AREA CALCULATIONS:
[ETIG] [ PRORGSED |
BASEMENT: BASEMENT:
- GARAGE: (+/) 337 GSF - GARAGE: (#/) 999 GSF.
- HABITABLE AREA: (+/) 116 GSF.
FLOOR 1: FLOOR 1:
- HABITABLE AREA: (+1) 1,097 GSF. - HABITABLE AREA: (#/) 1,386 GSF.
- FRONT PORCH /ROOF DECK AREA:  (#/-) 144 GSF.
FLOOR 2:
- HABITABLE AREA: (+/) 1,232 GSF. FLOOR 2:
- HABITABLE AREA: (#/) 1,322 GSF.
- ROOF DECK AREA: (+/) 179 GSF.
FLOOR 3:
- HABITABLE AREA: (#/) 1,015 GSF. FLOOR 3:
- HABITABLE AREA: (#-) 1429 GSF.
FLOOR 4:
- HABITABLE AREA: (+-) 774 GSF. FLOOR 4:
- HABITABLE AREA: (+/) 862 GSF.
- ROOF DECK AREA: (+/) 135 GSF.
TOTALS:
~HABITABLE AREA: (+1) 4,718 GSF. TOTALS:
~GARAGE (+1-) 337 GSF. [~ HABITABLE AREA. (#5115 GSF. _
~GARAGE ; (*F) 999 GSF.
- ROOF DECK AREA: (+/) 458 GSF.

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 EXISTING GARAGE IN
BASEMENT LEVEL, 2) 1ST, 2ND, 3RD, AND 4TH STORY HORIZONTAL REAR YARD
ADDITION, 3) ALTERATIONS TO EXISTING FRONT FACADE, 4) EXCAVATION AND FULL
FOUNDATION REPLACEMENT, 5) LOWERING EXISTING BUILDING APPROXIMATELY, 6)

INTE

RIOR REMODEL THROUGHOUT.

DRAWING LIST:

0.0 COVER SHEET
A10 PROPOSED BASEMENT PLAN
GS-1 GREEN BUILDING SITE PERMIT SUBMITTAL Al PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
A12 PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN
0.1 LEGENDS, ABBREVIATIONS AND GENERAL NOTES A13 PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN
A0.2 SITE AERIAL VIEW/ CONTEXT ANALYSIS At4 PROPOSED FOURTH FLOOR PLAN
031 EXISTING CONTEXT PHOTOGRAPHS A1S PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
A0.32 EXISTING STREETSCAPES
033 PROPOSED STREETSCAPES D2.1 EXISTING/DEMOLITION ELEVATION
£0.34 EXISTING / PROPOSED STREETSCAPES. ENLARGED D22 EXISTING/DEMOLITION ELEVATION
041 EXISTING / PROPOSED MASSING STUDIES D23 EXISTING/DEMOLITION ELEVATION
042 EXISTING / PROPOSED MASSING STUDIES D24 EXISTING/DEMOLITION ELEVATION
A0S (NOT USED)
A06 WATER FLOW INFORMATION & PRE-APPLICATION PROJECT 72! PROPOSED ELEVATION
REVIEW CONCLUSIONS A22 PROPOSED ELEVATION
A0T MAHER ORDINANCE. WAIVER A23 PROPOSED ELEVATION
A0S EXISTING AND PROPOSED SITE PLAN 24 PROPOSED ELEVATION
A09 EXITING DIAGRAM/ CALCULATIONS
D3.1 EXISTING SECTION
D1.0 EXISTING/DEMOLITION BASEMENT PLAN b3.2 EXISTING SECTION
D1.1 EXISTING/DEMOLITION FIRST FLOOR PLAN e SROPOSED SECTION
D1.2 EXISTING/DEMOLITION SECOND FLOOR PLAN r32 SROPOSED SECTION
D13 EXISTING/DEMOLITION THIRD FLOOR PLAN r33 SROPOSED SECTION
D14 EXISTING/DEMOLITION FOURTH FLOOR PLAN N34 PROPOSED SECTION
D15 EXISTING/DEMOLITION ROOF PLAN iy SROPOSED SECTION
PROJECT TEAM:
OWNER: ARCHITECT: STRUCTURAL ENGINEER:
2417 GREEN STREET, LLC DUMICAN MOSEY ARCHITECTS HOLMES STRUCTURES
474 EUCLID AVENUE 128 10th STREET, 3RD FLOOR 235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1250
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
T. 415.407.0486 T 415.495.9322 T. 415.716 8701
E: cfdurkin@gmail.com F: 415.651.9290 E: dkwan@holmesculley.com

GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT:

DUMIGAN MOSEY

ARCHITECTS

C: CHRIS DURKIN
C: ERIC DUMICAN

DIVIS CONSULTING, INC

E: edumican@dumicanmosey.com

HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSULTANT:
TIM KELLEY CONSULTING

378 PARK STREET 2912 DIAMOND STREET, #330
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
T: 415.420-3498 T.:415.337.5824

C: CHRISTIAN DIVIS
C: TIM KELLEY

E: contact@timkelleyconsulting.com

C: DENNY KWAN

EXISTING CONDITIONS DRAFTER:

EXISTING CONDITIONS DRAFTING, LLC
610 22ND ST # 303

SAN FRANCSICO, CA 94107

T: 415.621.2404

E: doug@ecdplans.com

C: DOUG STEELE
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. . . . . Instructions:
[ . . . . . . g . . .
Q —tmm : m : [ — Q ] : Q - m —.ﬂm vm —13 —.ﬂ m : U 3 —.ﬂ.ﬂm — As part of application for site permit, this form acknowledges the specific green building requirements that apply to a project
under San Francisco Green Building Code, California Title 24 Part 11, and related codes. Attachment GS2, GS3, GS4, or GS5 will
be due with the applicable addendum. To use the form:
BASIC INFORMATION:
These facts, plus the primary occupancy, determine which requirements apply. For details, see AB 093 Attachment A Table 1. (a) Provide basic information about the project in the box at left. This info determines which green building requirements apply. T
Project Name Block/Lot Address AND E
2417 GREEN STREET 0560/028 2417 GREEN STREET (b) Indicate in one of the columns below which type of project is proposed. If applicable, fill in the blank lines below to identify the — — —
Gross Project Area Brimary Occupancy Number of ocoupied floors number of points the project must meet or exceed. A LEED or GreenPoint checklist is not required to be submitted with the site
ermit application, but using such tools as early as possible is strongly recommended.
6022 SQ. FT. SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE 4 P PP 9 yasp gy
Dosign Profossional/Applicant. Sign & Dato Solid circles oq.onam references indicate measures required by state and local ooam.m. For projects applying LEED or GreenPoint T
Rated, prerequisites of those systems are mandatory. See relevant codes for details. S
ALL PROJECTS. AS APPLICABLE LEED PROJECTS OTHER APPLICABLE NON-RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS =
’
Addition
N New New Large First Time . : : . ; . . Other N >1.000 it E
: . . ew Large LowRise Hiah Rise Commarical Commercial Residential Requirements below only apply when the measure is applicable to the project. Code er New | =1, sq
Construction activity stormwater pollution Commercial e gn mis : Major Alteration |Major Alteration : anti . :
prevention and site runoff controls: Provide a Residential Residential Interior _,mdﬂmq.m:omm _ﬁum“._oé Mﬂw.ﬂmvu__omw_m _ﬁ.ﬁo Zwé Zo:-mMm__m_m:#%_. Um__._._.ﬂn___:%M._quﬂﬁm‘_mU%.:ni@ - Non- OR
: . TS . requirements for additions and alterations can be found in Title art 11, Division 5.7. : : : E
construction site Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan ® Residential| Alteration
and implement SFPUC Best Management Practices. Type of Project Proposed (Indicate at right) X =2$200,000 R 0
. . . . = . . ~—
mﬂo_._dim*m_..oo::.o_ Plan: Projects disturbing Nm,ooo Overall Requirements: Type of Project Proposed Aijo_A box if applicable) <r
sq ft in combined or separate sewer areas, or replacing op o
22,500 impervious sq ft in separate sewer area, must [ LEED certification level (includes prerequisites): GOLD SILVER SILVER GOLD GOLD GOLD Energy: Comply with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 2016 S
. . prereq gy ply gy ( ) O O O o
implement a Stormwater Control Plan meeting SFPUC : : — : : -
Base number of required porns: &0 T 50 T e T w0 T e ] [BetierRoofs: buldngsoriscccumedfoos o fems must i icvtace =S5
- . . . ngw . . o
NonPotable Water: New buildings Nho..o.oo square feet Adjustment for retention / demolition of historic n/a Title 24 Part 6 (2016). With Planning Department approval, projects subject to SFPUC o P m_u
must calculate a water budget. New buildings 2250,000 ® features / Uc__Q_sm” Stormwater Requirements may substitute living roof for all or a portion of solar energy 1 m Te)
. . - - - . 5
sq ft chﬁ use m._<m__m_u_m. m.:m:.dmﬁm water sources for toilet Final number of required points 50 m<.m$3m. (See n_w::_:@ Code Sec 149) =
and urinal flushing and irrigation (SF Health Code 12C) (base number +/- adjustment) m_o.<o_m Um;_sm" Provide short- and long-term bicycle parking for 5% of motorized ® ® 4 m N
Water Efficient Irrigation: Projects with 1,000 square parking capacity, or San Francisco Planning Code Sec 155, whichever is greater. — m
feet of new or modified landscape must comply with the ® Specific Requirements: (n/r indicates a measure is not required) Wiring for Electric Vehicle Charging: Prepare electrical systems for future ° 2 nA\nu m_
SFPUC Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. - . : installation of EV chargers at 6% of parking spaces. See CalGreen 5.106.5.3
Construction Waste Management — 75% Diversion Meet C&D I : L .
Construction Waste Management — Comply with AND comply with San Francisco Construction & Demolition Debris O O O @® ordinance ® Fuel efficient vehicle and carpool parking: Designate and mark 8% of ® ®
the San Erancisco Construction & Demolition Debris Py Ordinance - LEEDv4 MRc1, 2 points parking stalls for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.
Ordinance Energy Design Water Meters: Provide submeters for spaces projected to consume >1,000 gal/day, ® Addition only = —_ g _ _" > _‘ —_— m <
, . Comply with California Title-24 Part 6 (2016) and meet LEED PY e ® ® D or >100 gal/day if in buildings over 50,000 sq. ft. ARCHITECTS
and equal access for storage, collection and loading of — : . vl - Allwater feaks must be repaired, and all pilumbing ® ®
: ) ® Better Roofs: Buildings of 10 occupied floors or less must: fixtures not compliant with SFBC 13A must meet current California Plumbing Code. 128 10th street, 3rd floor
compostable, recyclable and landfill materials. Install photovoltaics or solar hot water systems in the 15% of roof i i aliformi
See Administrative Bulletin 088 for details pn yste 0 Commissioning: For new buildings greater than 10,000 square feet, commissioning san francisco, california 94103
: area designated as Solar Ready Area per Title 24 Part 6 (2016). O O O n/r n/r n/r shall be included in the design and construction of the project to verify that the building o t:415.495.9322 f:415.651.9290
With Planning Department approval, projects subject to SFPUC systems and components meet th ner’ iact . t () (Testing &
Stormwater Requirements may substitute living roof for all or a Y OR dnomﬁ b _m_%: wo_ mMm ﬁﬂ m:mémo oow ow w wu_,% _w oﬁ.wmacq_dﬂ%:gam.: w: f syst . ired Balancing)
Qmmmzvo_zu_- m>|_|mc vxo;—mon_um portion of solar energy systems. (See Planning Code Sec 149) urana - Square 7eet, 1857Tng and acjUsting of Systems 1S required.
Renewable Energy or Enhanced Energy Efficiency Protect duct openings and mechanical equipment during construction () ()
Buildings of 11 or more occupied floors must: Adhesi lant d lks: C . ...
. . . Generate renewable energy on-site 21% of total annual energy esives, sealants, ana CaulKs: OBU_< with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168
_uwo_uom_:m m O_.mms_uo_:n. Rated Project cost (LEEDv4 EAc5. 5 points). OR VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives. ® ®
( , 9 points),
(Indicate at right by checking the box.) Demonstrate at least 10% energy use reduction compared to Title ® nir nr nr e nir : : . : e :
24 Part 6 (2016), OR o gy P Paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board
, Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations
) ) . Purchase Green-E certified renewable energy credits for 35% of Title 17 for aerosol %m_:ﬁm.@@ g ® ®
Base number of _.QQC:dQ @ﬂmmsbo_sﬁm. . total eleciricity use (LEEDv4 EAGT). Om—.ﬁmﬂ. All carpet must meet one of the following:
. e . - 1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,
>Q_.Cwﬁ3®3ﬁ for retention / demolition of Enhanced Oogs_mm_os_sm LEEDv4 EAct o Meet LEED prerequisite 2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification
. . . 01350),
historic features / building: Water Use - 30% Reduction LEEDv4 WEc2, 2 points ® Meet LEED prerequisite 3. NSFIANS] 140 at the Gold level, ® ® Job o 16112
Enhanced mmﬁlmm_.m:_” gm:m@mgmzﬂ CalGreen CalGreen 4. mo_.m:.&_.o Om:_dﬂ_om:ocm m<m6.3m Sustainable Choice, OR . . .
) n/r n/r 5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High | Dat
Final number of required points (base number +/- CalGreen 5.508.1.2, may contribute to LEEDv4 EA c6 5.508.1.2 5.508.1.2 Performance Product Database ENVIRONVENTAL =
. . . CalG CalG CalG CalG CalG AND carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label,
adjustment) Indoor Air Quality Management Plan LEEDv4 IEQc3 o Mmo..&m.m: Mmo_%.m: %mo_Mws mm.moMm.M: Mmo..%.m: AND indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content. WMW_HMVP_”.V_.__.%O%%__MU._.Z PLAN 021017
. . . . i . i i i REVIEW 0224 17
GreenPoint Rated (i.e. meets all prerequisites) P Low-Emitting Materials LEEDv4 IEQc2, 3 points P ® ° ® ® ® Moa.q.om_”m_“woo.n. Meet o~>_~w Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood ® ® PROJECT REVIEW
o . . esllient rflooring systems: For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install MEETING SET 031417
Wm:”m._w Roofs: wc__QS@.m of 10 occupied floors or less Bicycle parking: Provide short-term and long-term bicycle resilient flooring complying with the VOC-emission limits defined in the 2009 Collaborative SITE PERMIT/311
must install photovoltaics or solar hot water systems parking for 5% of total motorized parking capacity each, or meet ® ° See San Francisco Planning Code for High Performance Schools (CHPS) criteria or certified under the Resilient Floor ® ® NOTIFICATION SET 04 28 17
in the 15% of roof area designated as Solar Ready San Francisco Planning Code Sec 155, whichever is greater, or See San Francisco Planning Code Section 155 Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program.
per Title 24 Part 6 (2016). meet LEEDv4 LTc. Section 155 Environmental Tobacco Smoke: Prohibit smoking within 25 feet of building
o i i ® ®
With _U_mss_sm _Um_um—.::m:ﬁ >UU_,o<m_, _o_‘o_.moﬁm mc_u_.moﬁ Umm.@:mﬁmn_ —um_.x_:m" Mark 8% of total parking stalls for ® ® n/r nir entries, outdoor air intakes, and operable windows.
: ; low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles. . ]
6 .m_u_UCO Stormwater _N.ch:.mBm:ﬁm may substitute — J - - P U Air Filtration: Provide at least MERV-8 filters in regularly occupied spaces of
living roof for all or a portion of solar energy systems. Wiring for Electric Vehicle Charging: Install electrical 6% of spaces | 3% of spaces | 3% of spaces | 6% of spaces mechanically ventilated buildings. ® ®
(See Planning Code Sec 149) systems to provide power to EV chargers at number of spaces CalGreen CalGreen CalGreen CalGreen n/r n/r Drawing Title
.. : indicated. Installation of chargers is not required. 5.106.53 4.106.4 4.106.4 5.106.53 Acoustical Control: Wall and roof-ceilings STC 50, exterior windows STC 30, party ®
Energy Efficiency: Meet one GreenPoint Rated " ® |
e . . Water Meters: Provide submeters for spaces projected to walls and floor-ceilings STC 40. A%éro%m. m_adﬁ_o: & m_uwmmZ WC _ _|U_Z®
v7 energy compliance Um:‘d.._s 3.03®m <<._5 electric- consume more than 1,000 gal/day, or more than 100 gal/day if in ® n/r n/r ® Addition only nir addition only)
only :mm::.@ m.:a émﬁmd heating, installation of o building over 50,000 sq. ft. CFCs and Halons: Do not install equipment that contains CFCs or Halons. ® ® m_._.m _u_m_w_<__._. mcw_/\__ | ] >_|
photovoltaics in compliance with San _n_.m:o_m.oo Air Filtration: Provide at least MERV-8 filters in occupied spaces ® i i r
. ] - . e . : o I e 1) New residential projects of 4 or more occupied floors must use the “New Residential High-Rise” column. New
Meet all California Green Buildina Standards Air Filtration: Provide MERV-13 filters in residential buildings in air N : . o o, Sheet Number
Code requirements 9 quality hot-spots. SF Health Code Article 38 and SF Building Code 1203.5. n/r ! O nir nir ® residential with 3 or fewer occupied floors must use the “New Residential Low Rise” column.
CalG ¢ dential . h [ ) ] - . Envelope 2) LEED for Homes Mid-Rise projects must meet the “Silver” standard, including all prerequisites. The number of points
alisreen measures 1or resi m::m. projects have Acoustical Control: wall and roof-ceilings STC 50, exterior ® See CBC 1207 ® alteration & n/r required to achieve Silver depends on unit size. See LEED for Homes Mid-Rise Rating System to confirm the base -
been integrated into the GreenPoint Rated system. windows STC 30, party walls and floor-ceilings STC 40. addition only number of points required.
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1. ANY ERRORS, OMISSIONS, OR CONFLICTS FOUND IN THE VARIOUS PARTS OF 17. "TYPICAL" OR "TYP." SHALL MEAN THAT THE CONDITION IS REPRESENTATIVE 1. CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS: 100% of mixed debris AB. Anchor Bolt G Gas QT Quarry Tile
—— == {5 CONSTRUCTION TO BE REMOVED THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF FOR SIMILAR CONDITIONS THROUGHOUT, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility and be ABV. Above GA. Gauge
I THE ARCHITECT FOR CLARIFICATION BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. DETAILS ARE USUALLY KEYED AND NOTED "TYP" ONLY ONCE, WHEN THEY processed for recycling, in compliance with the San Francisco Construction ACOUST.  Acoustical GALV Galvanized
FIRST OCCUR & Demolition Debris Ordinance ACT Acoustical Tile GB. Grab Bar R Riser
. AC.T. Above Counter Top G.C. General Contractor AG Return Air Gril
(E) AREA OF DEMOLITION 2. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND ANY SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL IMMEDIATELY 18. "SIMILAR" OR "SIM." MEANS COMPARABLE CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE 2. RECYCLING BY OCCUPANTS: Provide adequate space and equal access AD. Area Drain G.Fl Ground Fault Interrupter RAG. eturn Air Grille
EXAMINE THE SITE AND PORTIONS THEREOF WHICH WILL AFFECT THIS WORK. CONDITIONS NOTED. VERIFY DIMENSIONS. ORIENTATION. AND CONDITIONS for storage, collection and loading of .Oanoﬁm_u_m. recyclable and landfill ADDN'L Additional GL. Glass M>w_u Mmm_%m B
CONTRACTORS SHALL COMPARE IT WITH THE DRAWINGS AND SATISFY ON PLANS AND ELEVATIONS . _ materials. - See Administrative Bulletin 088. ADJ. Adjacent G.L. Grid Line RC. mM_aMomwmmgoaa
(E) AREA OF EXCAVATION THEMSELVES AS TO CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THE WORK IS TO BE 3. WATER EFFICIENT IRRIGATION: Projects that include = 1,000 square o »mmmw@”_m_mj Floor Gl. Salvanized lron R.D. Roof Drain
: 21, . o D.
PERFORMED. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THAT NO CONFLICTS 19. NOT USED feet of new or modified landscape must comply with the San Francisco ALUM. Aluminum GLB. am seam RDWD. Redwood
w we . GND. Ground
EXIST IN LOCATIONS OF ANY AND ALL MECHANICAL, TELEPHONE, ELECTRICAL, Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. (See the guide at ALT. Alternate GR Grade REINF Reinforcing Steel
PRI A RO REQUIRED CLEARANGES FOR INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF ABOVE 20 DRAWINGS OF EXISTING CONSTRUCTION ARE INTENDED TO AID IN o shater org/andscape) ARGH, A SRR, Girdr ReFR Refigorer E
REHABILITATION AND CANNOT BE ASSUMED ACCURATE IN DETAIL. THE . Bri N ARCH. Architectural S. Gypsum Sheathin REFR Refrigerator/Refrigeration
EQUIPMENT ARE PROVIDED. EXPOSED OR CONCEALED ELEMENTS SHALL BE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL CHECK AND VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS 4. STORMWATER CONTROL PLAN: Projects disturbing = 5,000 square feet AVG. Average m%\m o«mmca Wal Board REG. Register
(N) WALL DETERMINED AND REVIEWED WITH ARCHITECT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION ELEVATIONS. AND CONDITIONS AT THE SITE PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF mém.ﬁ _am_m.ama a mﬁmﬂas\mﬁmﬂ Control Plan meeting SFPUC Stormwater REQD. Required - - -
PROCEEDING. WORK AND NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT IN WRITING OF ANY DISCREPANCIES IN esign Guidelines. (See www.sfwater.org/sdg) BD. Board HB. Hose Bibb RET. Retain/Retaining
— = {_HOUR FIRE RATED WALL PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS BEFORE PROCEEDING. 5. GRADING AND PAVING: Construction plans shall indicate how the site m_..muo mm_ﬁ_mﬂmomm HC. Hollow Core v Rovision
3 WRITTEN DIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS. grading or drainage system will manage surface water flows to keep water . ' H.D. Hold Down ' .
DETAILS SHALL GOVERN OVER PLANS AND ELEVATIONS 21. DEMOLITION DRAWINGS ARE TO FACILITATE THE REHABILITATION OF THIS from entering the building, such as swales, drains, or water retention W__Hﬂo M_MMH_:@ HDR. Header M%o_uo Mo:m: Opening
— - = —  2.HOUR FIRE.RATED WALL BUILDING. ALL DEMOLITION WORK MUST BE COORDINATED WITH THE gardens. (CalGreen 4.106.3) BML Beam HDWR. Hardware RWL mmmd_%maﬂ Leader
ARCHITECTURAL, STRUCTURAL, MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING, AND . o . HGR. Hanger A
4. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO FACE OF FINISH, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. FIRE PROTECTION AND LIGHTING DRAWINGS TO VERIFY REASON AND INTENT 6. SMART IRRIGATION CONTROLLER: Automatically adjust irrigation based w.m. moﬁ_wa om H.M. Io__ms Metal
DIMENSIONS NOTED AS "CLR" OR "CLEAR" ARE TO BE PRECISELY MAINTAINED. OF DEMOLITION WORK on weather and soil moisture. Controllers must have either an integral or BDRM mcr et HORIZ. Horizontal
DIMENSIONS ARE NOT ADJUSTABLE WITHOUT ARCHITECT'S APPROVAL UNLESS ) separate rain sensors that connects or communicates with the controller. BLW : mm_%\oa H.P. High Point S South
OTHERWISE NOTED AS "+/-" 22. CUT AND FIT COMPONENTS FOR ALTERATION OF EXISTING WORK AND 7. INDOOR WATER EFFICIENCY: Install water-efficient fixtures and fittings BRG. Bearing HR. Hour SB, Solid Blocking
REFERENCE SYMBOLS INSTALLATION OF NEW WORK. PATCH DISTURBED AREAS TO MATCH EXISTING as summarized in CalGreen 4.303 (See “Indoor Water Efficiency” at left.) BRKT. Bracket _.:.o HM%H s.C. Solid Core
5. ALL DIMENSIONS NOTED AS "V.I.LF." ARE TO BE CHECKED BY THE CONTRACTOR MATERIAL UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. Replace all noncompliant fixtures in project area (CalGreen 3.301.1.1, San m._w_,N\_ mqﬂ:Nw Ha<>o Immz:@Zma__m:: / S.CD. Seat Cover Dispenser
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. IMMEDIATELY REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES TO Francisco Housing Code 12A) BTN, Botion VAL Al OOM_% oning 9 SCHED. Schedule
THE ARCHITECT. 23. IN THE COURSE OF DEMOLITION, SHOULD ANY UNFORESEEN ISSUES BECOME . I , . S.D. Soap Dispenser
’ . BTR. Better W. Hot Water )
APPARENT CONTRARY TO THE APPROVED PLANS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL 8. Mvzmxo< EFFICIENCY: Comply with Califonia Energy Code (Title 24, Pert BTWN, Between o SOR. Storm Drain
6. ALL DIMENSIONS, NOTES, AND DETAILS SHOWN ON ONE PORTION OF THE NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT. BUR Buit-Up Roofing SECT. Section .
_ GRIDLINE DRAWING SHALL APPLY TYPICALLY TO ALL OPPOSITE HAND AND/OR SIMILAR 9. PEST PROTECTION: Annular spaces around pipes, electric cables, BVL. Beveled IB. Infiltration Barrier SED. See Electrical Drawings
CONDITIONS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. 24. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL AREAS IN-, ON-, OR ABOUT THE JOBSITE conduits, or other openings in sole/bottom plates at exterior walls shall be B.W. Both Ways 1.D. Inside Diameter SF. Wg_cw__w mom_ )
(INCLUDING NEW OR EXISTING MATERIALS & FINISHES) FROM DAMAGE WHICH closed with cement mortar, concrete masonry, or a similar method INCL. Included/Including S.F.B. m_o_ mmomw ocl -
SECTON 7. VERIFY ALL EQUIPMENT SIZES BEFORE BEGINNING WORK. MAY RESULT FROM, BUT NOT LIMITED TO; CONSTRUCTION, DEMOLITION, acceptable to DBI for protection against rodents. CB. Catch Basin INFO. Information mmﬂm.o. mmmgoo ervice Drawings
SECTION DUST, OR WATER. DAMAGE TO NEW AND EXISTING MATERIALS, FINISHES, . CAB. Cabinet INSUL. Insulation . .
8. FURNISH AND INSTALL ALL MISCELLANEOUS AND STRUCTURAL ITEMS (STEEL, STRUCTURES, AND EQUIPMENT SHALL BE REPLACED OR REPAIRED AT THE 10. MOISTURE CON oM OF e -DING MATERIALS: Verily wal and foor. CAR Cold Air Return INT. Interior ST e i E
SECTION IDENTIFICATION ALUMINUM, ETC. INCLUDING MATERIALS FOR SEPARATION OF DISSIMILAR EXPENSE OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR. faming Soes not exoeed 157 moisture content prior fo enciosure. Matenials o e T INTER. Intermediate SHWR. Shower ’
MATERIALS) FOR EXTERIOR WALL SYSTEMS, WINDOWS, ARCHITECTURAL o o ot the follonir (CalGroon F tbioFeot INV. Invert . imi
SHEET DESIGNATION content shall be verified in compliance with the following: (CalGreen C.F. Cubic Feet SIM. Similar
GLASS, RAILINGS, PARAPET WALLS, ETC. ASSOCIATED WITH THE BUILDING 25. DURING ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION, DO NOT INTERFERE WITH THE USE 4.505.3) oG Comer Guard SLR. Sealer lap)
ENVELOPE AND ROOF. %n_w Dw_.__..w_mMM._.>mzc_u_r_<__u%-“_204m>wz_~m._rm_uzm>_-u‘%_.mmwﬂ9%mmw@.ﬂm___.uc_uc_“-m_u_oS _Wc_u._.._nnwm.z_..__._,\__._.m_u o CIP Cast-In-Place Concrete JST. Joist S.M.D. See Mechanical Drawings Al
DETAIL BUILDINGS >_ZU SPACES A) Moisture content shall be determined with either a probe-type or a m_.._xm mO:_ﬁ_mo_ Joint JT. Joint S.ND. wm:_aa\ zmuxi Dispenser M
9. COORDINATE LOCATION- AND PROVIDE BLOCKING, BACKING, AND/OR : contact-type moisture meter. Equivalent moisture verification e Caling® SNR. Sanitary Napkin Receptacle S>>
DETAIL IDENTIFICATION REINFORCEMENTS IN PARTITIONS FOR ALL CABINETS, COUNTERTOPS, AND 26. IF ANY MATERIALS SUSPECTED OF CONTAINING ASBESTOS ARE methods may be approved by the enforcing agency and shall satisfy o_.m.. Clear K.P. Kick Plate o0
— ANY WALL-MOUNTED ITEMS. REFER TO ELEVATIONS AND DETAILS FOR " ENCOUNTERED, DO NOT DISTURB THE MATERIALS. IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE requirements in Section 101.8. CMU. Concrete Masonry Unit KIT. Kitchen o Soecifcati T
SHEET DESIGNATION LOCATIONS OF WALL STANDARDS AND OTHER SUPPORTS. ARCHITECT AND THE OWNER. B) Moisture readings shall be taken at a point 2 feet (610 mm) to 4 CMP. Corrugated Metal Pipe SPECS. pectications O o
feet (1219 mm) from the grade-stamped end of each piece to be CNTR Counter , SPD. See Plumbing Drawings S
10. NEW WALL SURFACES SHALL ALIGN WITH EXISTING, ADJACENT, OR ADJOINING 27 CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MEANS AND METHODS OF verified. Co. Cleanout LAM. Laminate SPLBLK. Splash Block o o
EXTERIOR ELEVATION SURFACES, U.O.N. JOINTS SHALL BE TAPED AND SANDED SMOOTH WITH NO " CONSTRUCTION. SUPERVISION OF PERSONNEL AND CONSTRUCTION. CONTROL C) At least three random moisture readings shall be performed on CO.TG Cleanout To Grade Ww<. Lavatory sQ. Square O
VISIBLE JOINTS. ’ . wall and floor framing with documentation acceptable to the enforcing COL. Column - Lag Bolt S&P Shelf And Pole w
OF MACHINERY, FALSE WORK, AND TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION AIDS. ! Concret LB Pound i —_
ELEVATION IDENTIFICATION 11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ADEQUATELY FRAMING, agency provided at the time of approval to enclose the wall and floor CONC Oo:oﬂmﬁm. L _u Linear Foot S.S. Sanitary Sewer ) db) o
BRACING, AND STRUCTURING ALL WALL, BULKHEAD, AND OTHER DRYWALL 28. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR SAFETY IN-, ON-, AND :.m_d_:@. Insulation products which are visibly wet or have a high MWHW_._._N Owummm%w: _u._.. _|_<mm_.omMo S.S.D. See .m::o.ﬁcﬂm_ Drawings 1 = %
SHEET DESIGNATION CONSTRUCTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE TYPICAL DETAILS ABOUT THE JOBSITE AT ALL TIMES; INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO SAFETY .BO_mem content m.:.m__ be replaced or allowed to dry prior to enclosure CONT. Continuous _.h_.. Light S.SK. mm_..<_om Sink < S
CONTAINED IN THE DRAWINGS WHETHER OR NOT SPECIFICALLY REFERENCED OF PERSONS AND PROPERTY. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE in wall or floor cavities. Manufacturers’ drying recommendations shall CONTR Contractor LTL. Lintel S.ST. Stainless Steel o
NTERIOR ELEVATION IN THE PLANS. FOR COMPLIANCE WITH OSHA STANDARDS AND ALL OTHER APPLICABLE be followed for wet-applied insulation products prior to enclosure CORR Corrugated LKR. Locker STA. Station L PKU
A REGULATIONS . . CPT Carpet LP. Low Point ST.C. Sound Transmission Coefficient
12. PROVIDE BLOCKING/BACKING AND REINFORCEMENT ABOVE FOR SUPPORT OF ATALL TIMES . M% MM. % Nuzwwﬂwm MMW_M% nww,_w m wm_ww_wqmw_%o_wpww mM”ﬂM,M w_mc CRS. Course/Courses LPG. Low Pressure Gas STD Standard = O
DRAWING IDENTIFICATION - Countersunk Scre .
5 V . LIGHT FIXTURES, EQUIPMENT, OR ANY OTHER CEILING-MOUNTED ITEMS. 29. CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT PG&E AND UNDERGROUND SERVICE ALERT capillary break, including at least one of the following: (CalGreen 4.505.2.) oKes CoramoTle 0" LVR e STL. Steel nA\nu m_
- INCLUDE THE OUTLINE SPECIFICATIONS, THE DRAWINGS. AND ALL ADDENDA BEST PRACTICES MANUAL FOR EXCAVATION ESTABLISHED BY THE COMMON A) A 4-inch (101.6 mm) thick base of 1/2-inch (12.7 mm) or larger CUST. Custodian STRUCT. Structure/Structural
~—_ ELEVATION IDENTIFICATION AND MODIFICATIONS ISSUED BY THE ARCHITECT. GROUND ALLIANCE (CGA). clean aggregate shall be provided with a vapor retarder in direct C.Ww. OO_Q. Water MAS. Masonry SUSP. Suspended
contact with concrete and a concrete mix design which will address C.Y. Cubic Yard MAT'L. Material SW. Shear Wall
14. GRID LINES AND COLUMN CENTER LINES ARE SHOWN FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 30. THE ARCHITECT SHALL HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO REJECT ANY WORK THAT IS bleeding, shrinkage and curling shall be used. For additional MAX. Maximum Sy Square Yard
X'-X"/000.00 ELEVATION VERIFY EXACT LOCATION IN FIELD NOT IN COMFORMANCE WITH THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS. information, see American Concrete Institute, ACI 302.2R-06. DBL. Double M.B. Machine Bolt m<m System
ELEV. DESCRIPTION B) A slab design specified by a licensed design professional. DEPT. Department M.C. Medicine Cabinet . = —_— g — ﬁ > z = m <
15. IN CASE OF CONFLICT OR DISCREPANCIES IN CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. DET. Detail MECH. Mechanical ARCHITECTS
ROOM NAME CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIEY THE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY. 12. FIREPLACES AND WOODSTOVES: Install only direct-vent or D.F. Douglas Fir MED. Medium T Thread
ROOM NAVE ROOM NAME sealed-combustion appliances; comply with US EPA Phase Il limits. D.IB. Drill-In-Bolt MFD. Manufactured TB Towel Bar
16. FEATURES OF CONSTRUCTION NOT FULLY SHOWN SHALL BE OF THE SAME (CalGreen 4.503.1) DI Diameter MFR, Manufacturer c Trash C
e £ ROOM NUMBER DIAPH. Diaphragm T.C. rash Compactor
L CHARACTER AS SHOWN FOR SIMILAR CONDITIONS. laphra M.H. Manhole 128 10th street, 3rd floor
X'-X GENERAL CEILING HEIGHT 13. DESIGN AND INSTALL HVAC SYSTEM TO ACCA MANUAL J, D, AND S DIM. Dimension . TEL. Telephone . P
. MICRO Microwave
EXISTING (CalGreen 4.507.2) w_/m\u. w_mvnsm\mm. y MIN. Minimum TEMP. Tempered san francisco, california 94103
. vision/bivider . .
MIR. Mirror T.0C. Top Of Concrete t: 415.495.9322 f: 415.651.9290
GENERAL DEMOLITION NOTES 14. HVAC Installer Qualifications: HVAC system installers must be trained w.zr Wmma Load MISC. Miscellaneous T4G. Tongue And Groove
_H_| PARTITION TYPE m:a.mm::_ma in Em proper installation .9“ I/.\.>O m«m.ﬁmBm_ such as ,.\_m a state _u<<.o. _uwmssw_:@ M.O. Masonry Opening THK. Thick/Thickness
certified apprenticeship program, public utility training program (with DR.FNTN Drinking Fountain M.R. Moisture Resistance THR Threshold
certification as installer qualification), or other program acceptable to the DW. Dishwasher M.R.O. Masonry Rough Opening i Top OF B
1. REF. DEMOLITION PLANS, SHEETS D1.1,D1.2, D1.3, D1.4 & D1.5 FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION Department of Building Inspection. (CalGreen 702.1) MOD. Module T.0.B. op Lt Beam
MOV. Movable T.0.G. Top Of Grate
O SHEETNOTE 2. WHERE UNFINISHED SURFACES ARE EXPOSED BY REMOVAL OF EXISTING CONSTRUCTION, PATCH, REPAIR, 15. COVERING DUCT OPENINGS AND PROTECTING MECHANICAL E. East MTD. Mounted T.OP. Top Of Paving
AND FINISH AS REQUIRED TO MATCH EXISTING ADJACENT FINISHED SURFACE SO AS TO APPEAR EQUIPMENT DURING CONSTRUCTION: Duct openings and other air (E) Existing MTG. Mounting T.0.S. Top Of Slab
SEAMLESS AND UNIFORM, U.0.N. distribution component openings shall covered during all phases of EA. Each MTL. _<_mﬂ__ T.0.STL. Top Of Steel
DEMOLITION SHEET NOTE/BATH ACCESSORY construction with tape, plastic, sheetmetal,or other acceptable methods to E.B. mxcm.:m_o: mo:. MUL. Mullion T.OW. Top Of Wall
REFERENCE 3. WHERE (E) ELECTRICAL WIRING AND DEVICES ARE TO BE REMOVED, REMOVE COMPLETE BACK TO reduce the amount of water, dust, and debris entering the system. ELFS. Exterior Insulation TPD Toilet Paper Dispenser
SERVICE. REFER TO DESIGN-BUILD ELECTRICAL DOCUMENTS FOR EXACT SCOPE AND NATURE OF Finish System TS Tube Steel
ELECTRICAL WORK 16. BATHROOM EXHAUST FANS: Must be ENERGY STAR compliant, ducted E.J. Expansion Joint N. North " Teleohone Termination B
DOOR REFERENCE ' to terminate outside the building, and controlled by humidistat capable of ELECT Electric/Electrical (N) New HGm HM_Mq_%%% ermination Board
@ 4. WHERE (E) MECHANICAL DUCTS AND DEVICES ARE TO BE REMOVED, REMOVE COMPLETE BACK TO ma_cm.%ma cwz_am: ﬂm_m;_é sca_m_q of less emﬁ mo&wa maximum of 80%. i covaton. N.IC. Not In Contract T~ Texture
FURNACE. REFER TO DESIGN-BUILD MECANICAL DOCUMENTS FOR EXACT SCOPE AND NATURE OF umidity control may be a separate component from the exhaust fan. EN m%m@za__w\_@ N/A Not Applicable TYP. Typical
MECHANICAL WORK. 17. CARPET: All carpet must meet one of the following: (CalGreen 4.504.3) m_/ﬁ_uo_n. mmo_om%nw ) nﬁ.u_.m HMM:._@%Wom_a
; .O.P. ge Of Pavemen 1o,
® WINDOW REFERENCE 5. RELOCATE (E) PLUMBING LINES AS REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE PROPOSED NEW DESIGN, ALL PLUMBING LINES ww Sarpet and RUg Instte Groen L s PO, e for 1 EOS. Edge Of Slab UBC. Uniform Building Code
ARE TO BE CONCEALED WITHIN WALLS; TYP. - REFER TO DESIGN-BUILD PLUMBING DOCUMENTS FOR . partment of orthe E.P.B. Electrical Panel Board UNF Unfinished
EXACT SCOPE AND NATURE PLUMBING WORK testing of VOCs (Specification 01350), EQ Equal \
. C) NSF/ANSI 140 he Gold | | : q . O/ Over U.O.N. Unless Otherwise Noted Job No. ‘_O‘_ ‘_N
° FINISH REFERENCE 6. _uv Scientific C :.ﬁ.mﬁ o m oms i i EQUIP. Eulpment 0BS Obscure UR Urinal
REMOVE (E) FLOOR FINISHES DOWN TO SUBSTRATE. CONTRACTOR SHALL INVESTIGATE AND VERIFY mw oM__mw q_s__w ow___mmwmﬂww ﬁwwm_aw w%wﬁwwwmo%%mw_mowo 99 and ESMT. Easement 0.C. On Center . lssue Date
EXISTANCE AND CONDITION OF SUBFLOOR. PROVIDE NEW 3/4" PLYW0OD SUBFLOOR WHERE NO ) ! J 2 EWC. Electric Water Cooler 0.D. Outside Diameter ENVIRONMENTAL
SUBFLOOR IS PRESENT AND/OR EXISTING SUBFLOOR IS INADEQUATE FOR INSTALLATION OF NEW FINISH listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database AND carpet EXH. Exhaust OFCI Owner Furnished / VB Vinyl Base
FLOORING: U.ON.. TYP cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, AND EXP. Exposed Contractor Install <.ww Y . EVALUATION SET 021017
M_mﬂymw_w/_%mdvv.__.mrm@_w R _,wmv_m_a._m__w__m_mm m\w%m.__m_ » GUN, Y indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 EXT. Exterior OFF omﬂommo orinsia VCP «mmwﬂ%\mﬁ_:&n. PRE-APPLICATION PLAN
: . itrified Clay Pipe
7. REMOVE ALL INTERIOR GYPSUM WALLBOARD AND PLASTER WALL & CEILING FINISHES BACK TO EXISTING g/L VOC content. OFD. Overflow Drain VOT. Vinyl Composition Tile REVIEW 02 24 17
FRAMING. PREPARE (E) FRAMING AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION OF NEW FINISHES; U.O.N., TYP. FA. Fire Alarm O.H. Overhead VENT. Ventilator/Ventilation PROJECT REVIEW
18. RESILIENT FLOORING SYSTEMS: For 80% of floor area receiving FACP. Fire Alarm Control Panel OPNG. Opening VERT. Vertical MEETING SET 03 14 17
& REVISION 8. REMOVE EXISTING BASE, TRIM, AND PICTURE RAILS; U.O.N., TYP. resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with: ot Fi Gontrol Center o OPposte VEST. Vestibule SITE PERMIT/311
A) Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore FOU Fan Goil Unit OVHG Overhang V.IF. Verify In Field NOTIFIC 498 1
9. REMOVE ALL (E) INTERIOR DOORS AND FRAMES & TRIMS COMPLETE; U.O.N., TYP. program, ED Floor Drain VIN. Vinyl ATION SET 0 !
B) Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of _u._u.o Fire Department Connection VNR. Veneer
10.REMOVE (E) CONSTRUCTION AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION OF NEW STRUCTURAL MEMBERS. REFER TO California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the FDN.. Foundation PART. Partition V.T. Vinyl Tile
S-SERIES DWGS. FOR FULL SCOPE OF STRUCTURAL WORK. PATCH & REPAIR DISTURBED FINISH Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1, FE. . Fire Extinguisher P.C. Precast Concrete
ASSEMBLIES TO MATCH ADJACENT EXISTING. C) Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) FEC. Fire Extinguisher Cabinet P.C.F. Pounds Per Cubic Foot
EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR FF. Finish Floor PDF. Powder Driven Fastener W. West
11. WHERE NOT SPECIFICALLY INDICATED, REMOVE EXISTING FINISHES AND EXISTING CONSTRUCTION AS D) Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply F.F.B. Finish Floor Break PERF. Perforated Wi, With
REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION OF NEW MECHANICAL, STRUCTURAL, AND ELECTRICAL WORK. PATCH & with California Department of Public Health criteria. FFE. Finish Floor Elevation PFB. Prefabricated W.C. Water Closet
REPAIR. F.G. Fixed Glass/Glazing PKT Pocket WD. Wood
19. COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS: Hardwood plywood, particleboard, and FH. Fire Hydrant PLT Plate WiD Washer/Dryer Drawing Title
medium density fiberboard composite wood products used on interior or F.H.C. _u_a Hose Cabinet PLF. Pounds Per Lineal Foot W.G. Wired Glass
exterior shall meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood. F.HV. Fire Hose Valve P LAM Plastic Laminate WH Water Heater
See CalGreen Table 4.504.5. FIN. Finish PYWD Plywood W v Hyrant LE m END m
F.L. Flowline : . indow
20. INTERIOR PAINTS AND COATINGS: Comply with VOC limits in the Air FJ. Flush Joint P.H. _um_omﬂ:o_%ﬁ W/0 Without )
Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and FLSH'G Flashing PNT. _um__.: . WP <<mﬁaaoﬁ >w w _nw m<_ >|_|_ O Z m
California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen FLR. Floor PRJ. Project/Projected WSCT Wainscot
Table 4.504.3. FLUOR Fluorescent P.S.F. Pounds Per Square Foot WT. Weight .
FO. Face Of P.S.I. Pounds Per Square Inch WWF Welded Wire Fabric > Z _U m m Z m _uw>_| Z O.ﬂm m
21. LOW-VOC AEROSOL PAINTS AND COATINGS: Meet BAAQMD VOC FOC. Face Of Concrete PT Pressure Treated
I_I m MI_I _ Z O limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and ProductWeighted MIR Limits for ROC. F.OM. Face Of Masonry PT. Point YD Yard
(CalGreen 4.504.2.3.) F.0S. Face Of Stud PTD. Paper Towel Dispenser .
22. LOW VOC CAULKS, CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVES, AND SEALANTS: FoW roce ol PIDF. Pressure Treated Douglas Fir sheet umber
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM THE FOLLOWING TESTING: . ’ ’ . F.P. Fireplace PTDR. Combination Paper Towel
Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2. F.PR. Fireproof Dispenser And Receptacle
TEST #1: PERFORM A 24 HOUR WATERDAM TEST AT ALL NEW ROOFS AND ROOF DECK(S). (CalGreen 4.504.2.1) FRMG. Framing PTR Paper Towel Receptacle
PREVIOUS TO INSTALLATION OF DECKING; DAM GUTTER/DRAINAGE TO CREATE A FTG. Footing PV.C. Polyvinylchloride Pipe
MINIMUM 1 INCH DEEP WATERDAM COVERING ENTIRE AREA OF ROOF DECK MEMBRANE, FUR. Furred/Furting PYMT Pavement "
INSPECT FOR LEAKS OR AIR BUBBLES, REPAIR AS REQUIRED TO INSURE WATER-TIGHT .
INSTALLATION. PROVIDE ARCHITECT WRITTEN CONFIRMATION OF COMPLETED TEST.
REFER T-24 REPORT ON A0.53 FOR REQUIRED HERS VERIFICATIONS
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SUBJECT PROPERTY:
2417 GREEN STREET

2419 GREEN STREET
2421 GREEN STREET

2415 GREEN STREET

2727 PIERCE STREET

2417 GREEN STREET

lap)
([@N|
b nl
>
< Q
O o
o =
S 9
— o
O ©
= L0
MO
%
==
<€ 1
I

DUMICAN MOSEY
ITECT

ARCH

128 10th street, 3rd floor
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